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PREFACE

In the following pages a theory 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 Western -
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 lcad 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 threce parts : (1) The considerations:
preceding any systematic theory concerning Fact or the world.
(Ch. I). (2) The naturc of the world wec know and other con-
sidcrations 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, IIT 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 us 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 ip mid-way. It is thercfore apparent that without
the Presuppositions and the conclusion (Chs. I & V) the whole
discussion i the second, third and fourth chapter would appear
to be leading us nowhere. Hence the conclusion, in this res-
pect, is not a mere summary of what has been said in prccf?d'
ing chaptcrs, but rather a natural outcome of these: a solution
to the problem of Fact as it develops through these chapters.
ith respect to the importance of the problem, there is liflle,
I think, tha; can be mentioned here by way of information.
The Problem hag remained a matter of fascination from the
Very dawn of philosophical thinking. With the risc of science,
. owever, it has reccived a new impectus, with the result th.at
1t is one of those few problems which have very much exercis-
ed the attention of present day philosophers, though without
any Salisfactory result. I do not claim that the theory advanc-
€d in the following pages is conclusive in all essential rc'spccts-
ut I am confident that, besides providing a ncw view on
Modality and also on falsity and negativity, it presents a linc
on }fv}Lich we may resolve the problem in some decfinite way,
while a4 the same time following the methodology of linguistic

Malysis ang that of experiential analysis.
M thankful to Dr. Daya Krishna who went through some
Of: the fOllowing chapters and encouraged me by sympathizing
With ang Commenting upon the general line of thinking
ela.borated in this book. My thanks are due also to Dr. S. K.
aXsena for his valuable suggestions. . .
theSi: Present work was completed originally as a rlf}i?larc i
soph ad was sybntitted for the degrec of Doctor of 1I 0s0
gratg;" (;f the University of Saugar in Decentber 1961. I am
of theu to pr, K. Bhattacharya, who hachncd to bf,: (?nc
me in exaf.mners of my thesis, for encouraging and assisting

8Clting the thesis published in the present form.

Santin;
West Bey
30tk

ke[an’ R. P. P.
g(ll’ India
Nov. 1965
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM OF FAGT AND OBJECTIVITY

1. What we call the problem of fact, or the problem of the
Status of the world in our knowledge, has occupicd the attention
of a vast majority of philosophers in all ages. A solution to
this problem has very often been taken to be a solution seck-
ing to determinc what there is. Onc may indced be satisficd
with such a solution. But to us it appears that unless it is
determined that the Arown is the same as the objective ground
ol 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 rcference to the objective
ground of our knowlcdge would be simply absurd —not only
linguistically, but cven logically—since whatcever is known
is always so with respect only to some that. But this fact alone
does 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 rcgarding the nature of the objective ground
of our knowledge nceds to be dealt with first. The latter
is very oftcn taken to be the problem of Objectivity in epistemo-
logy, which, it is somctimes supposed, excludes prima facie
the consideration of Subjectivity. What appears as untcnable
in this view, howevecr, is the exclusion of Subjectivity in so far
as we find that a consideration of Subjectivity is neccssary
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, ncgativity, etc. (Ch. IV). Objectivity, on the other
hand, is a general notion in the spirit of which both facts and
no-facts partake. But, again, it should be clear that Objectivity
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is not the same as the totality of’ facts and no-facts'. For,

our understanding of facts and no-facts being objective is

80 not only bhecause there are facts and no-facts, but also

l)‘ccau_gc the latter have a peculiar relationship with Subjecti-

Vity. 1t cannot be maintained that facts qua facts, or no-facts

e no-facts, . objective.
(chcc, Objectivity itself is not factual.?
2. Now,

. before we start 10 deal with the problem of Objecti-
vny,

i or for thyy matter with that of factuality, we must show
: l'd S . - . . .

Uthe Problem establishes itsell as a philosophical problem in
the face

of criticisms which stem from certain philosophical
quarterg,
A. . .. .
any Sulr}ll the: firgg place, there are Logical Positivists? who deny
c . . . . .
definjy; Problem (o e philosophical unless it is concerned with
] S 1 M . . .
ons4 i .. with what it is tautological. That the concernof

CYthing ;. :;.lllirm» which preaches ':u:'lu:tlism' or* ;xc-lu:\lism‘, may-holé that
“empy ) r«-du ‘Y ictual, fully determinate and particular, Il.C(')I\SISlS“m.m
asa Matte, (;f ‘;,u: ‘O"j"f.livily into “‘the real facts.” Fide D, Williams, .M_u\d
VWi TLp 4 l,"cf s RM, 1939, p. 209, Wittgenstein appears to hold a similar
. *F, H. ;)ul.'kf7 o> where he declares that ‘object’ is a pseudo-concept,
“:n of Courge o -'l"m his eriticism of Williwms, RM, 1960, p.513, observes, “one
; (.Lualislic ma[;. N, without self-contradiction, that what is objective is a non-
Ta Prima, or, on the other hand, that every neat fact is under the
121\‘-?'10.“0' cu‘frs 4 precise exposition of the Logical Positivist's position in
St if . e

Tug thay ¢ hoyq lh:{ lll”l.iln.m/:h , No. 11, 1950 A philosopher is a logical posi-
\"’l\il(: ¢ ‘ u"—S[' e

; re is no special way of knowing peculiar to philosophy,
() 5 3 . Pl .

tngyy qu,.“.m‘ of facts ean only be decided by empirical method of Science,

h B l 5 . . .
4:{' Atic; ;’m’ that can he decided without appeal to experience are either

. Yer . ﬂll‘.()l() i . PP T

With (e m«tmlai“.,- Bical) or linguistic.

5 5 th

ame . 'fﬁuili(, At philosophers’ proper concern is with definitions, i
o ns of

an 00 he g, the corresponding words,” and not with the analysis of the
Y% sajq . ays

. ) '”i'lsl’ itis only in a l’i(:kwicki.:u‘\ sense th:\l. “l'acts,""“.lhings," elc.
“[l.ll()go ’ 25 to he analysed (vide A critique of Logical Positivism, by C. E.
“anng, I Cal anai ’ ‘_7”)- We admit that p:n‘tlcu.l:u' !‘:xcts arc no concem of
J””ical oA Stugy, 2’)-‘-15. But we highly suspeet the view, if Ayer holdsit, that there

“finj,; A€ts in philosophical analysis in. any scnsc cxcept tl‘xc tauto-
i 19038 are also a matter of synthetic understanding (vide N. C,
) rz;nd S‘)'nthrzlic propositions ctc., p. 10) may bc‘slill xmf)&hcr
*Y. For, definition of empirical concepts “contains a unity of
AN objecy which exists in the world.” (Ibid).

P Nal,,
psing of 1‘11(:
184
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the problem, as stated briefly above, isnot tautologiesis obvious.
To call factuality factuality, or Objectivity objectivity, even
if such an attempt involves linguistic claboration, 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
cither docs not give us any understanding of Objectivity, or
it shuns it altogether, not allowing it to be expressed (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. 1I, 7C-D).

Again, that any ecxplanation of the problem in terms of
purc linguistic elaborations or definitions is sure to fail is
clear; since, Objectivity asserts itself in the form ecven 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 why it
asserts a fact of definition and not that of expcrience, and,
further, why it asserts a fact. Such questions cannot be
answered unless it is scen 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 purcly 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 conscquently be as much public in character
(which they are 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 unmanagcable
chaos, itself floating directionlessly with the climate of chansc
in human purposc and historical nccessity. But clcarly this
is not the picture of the world which we understand as the
world of facts (Ch. II, 7), a systematic, ordered woild as
manifest in our knowledge of the world.

It may perhaps be argued that factuality is somcthirTg
constructed in an individual’s experience, as kecping with certain
conditions under which the individual places some situations
as facts and others as no-facts. The most critical aspcct of
this view is that it is absolutely impossible to demonstratc,
kecping 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
nCcessarily transgress the individual’s expericnce). Any such
View, thercfore, is certainly crroncous as it threcatens to
reduce the whole world into a mess of subjcctive solipsism. Lt
can be disproved simply by appcaling to onc’s own process
! experience: If experience means a cognitive awarencss
rdatif’g T’ to ‘things-I-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 cmpirically, it must be taken
uP by Philosophy, which in its turn is ncither purely analytic
1T merely cmpirical. The logical positivist may arguc,
ho‘f’eve.l‘, that if the understanding of factuality, or that of
ObJeCtIYity, is neither analytical nor empirical, it must be
non-sensical, Now, if anything is called non-sensical’, then

50 .
rfl?' #'by “non-sense’ is meant that which has no reference to empirical
Propositigng

5.2,6.20 ¢ ,l?r that which can only be “shown’ but cannot b<.: “said”, (vide TLP,
that Cvc;i 'r; P M, 1’3lack, I.’ASS, 19;’58-39, p- 53n) can t.hc dxlcmm.a.bc rcsolv.cd
s genuine ;’}‘SCHSC. can stimulate, IC cven non-cmplrlcal proposmo.n.s cangive
non-empirica] Ol’mauc-);%_ The only dlﬁ'crcncc,. then, bctv.vtfcn an cm}:!ujlcal and a
extralinguist; Proposition would be thz%t, Whl'lc an c.mplrlca! prol.)osmon has an
empirical pr ¢ rf:ff?rcn'cc (thus expression being accidental in this case), a non-

OPasition is to be understood only in the form it is expressed (thus
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the corresponding statement itself would be either true or
false, If it is true, then it establishes a fact, and leaves out
the problem as to under what conditions it could be true, or
cstablished a fact. And, if it is false, then it does not affect
the problem at all. Hence the nccessity for a consideration
of the nature of factuality, and thercfore also of Objectivity,
r'emains as before.

The problem of fact, or the problem of Objectivity, there-
fore, is understandable ncither analytically nor empirical-
ly. Nor is it non-sensical. It is philosophical.

B. Sccondly, there arc the existentialists who show so
much concern  with Subjectivity, or with what they call
“human-situations”, that they are very often led to the
view that the problem of Objectivity belongs to some
ficld other than philosophy. But, as in their understanding
of human-situations the cxistentialists never seem to be
unconcerned with Objectivity, the phase of Objectivity in
human-situations demands their serious attention — though
it is entircly a different thing that in their enthusiasm
for pursuing Subjectivity they fail to give duc consider-
ation to Objectivity. Such a failurc on the part of the exist-
cntialists 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 rcal naturc of Subjectivity (as we shall scc presently,
and in Ch. V). For, Subjcctivity, bcing itsclf non-objective,
as per definition of Subjectivity, cannot be examined in
and by itself: any such cxamination works only on such
notions as ‘I-am-not’.

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

3. Thequestion, ““What is Objectivity ?”’ necds now to be an-
swered. The answer is: whatever is experienced or understood

expression being a necessary characteristic of philosophical propositions). Vide
K. C. Bhattacharya, SP, pp. 102-3.
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as an other to the Subject is Objective’; and in as much
as the latter is ‘Other-to-the-Subject’ it is independent of the
Subject’. In order that the Subject should fcel objectivity,
which it does feel, it is necessary that, in such a state, therc
1s 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 a
subjective awareness of their objectivity. Hence no sclf-
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 oftecn 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 being® 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 experience?, in so far as it

6 The latin word for “object” is *‘objectus”, which means “to throw over
against”. This meaning presents a clear understanding of what has been called
“an other fo the Subjcet,” 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 thesameasthe Subject, (Vide Brihdaranyaka, 1,4,2: DVITIYADVAI
BHAYAM BHAVATI).

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

8 Weiss in his ‘Modes of Being; part I, distinguishes between four categorics of
b.cing: Actuality (individual entities), Idcality (astandard of value), Existence (a
vital on-going), God (a unity). Presently we are concerned only with the first
and third categortes of being, viz. Actuality and Existence. However, Weiss’
classification of Being into four categories is not acceptable to us, in so fay as we
regard unity and actuality to be not quite separate (Ch.II,6A), and in so far
s we are unable to say anything of God’s being beyond the possibility of
“God’s Existence” (Ch. 111, 10B)

9 Vide G. E. Moore, ‘‘Refutation of Idcalism”, Mind, 1903, p. 453: He argucs
that without admitting the independent existence of the objects of experience we
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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 thc objects as existing.

The Subject is known to be existing only when it is express-
ing itsclf; so that when we say that the Subject exists, we mecan
by that asscrtion simply this: the Subject-exists-as-cxpressing*®.
Conscquently, the Subject failing to express itself is also not
known to be cxisting, such as in a decp dreamless sleep. With
ODbjectivity, on the other hand, the case is quite different:
the whole Objectivity is something expressed before the Subject,
which we call its “‘presentness’ to the Subject. This is most
obvious in the casc of situations which are actually present:
factuality is undcrstood as actuality, as being actually present,
i.c. as having a form of presentness which does not change
with respect to the same situation (Ch. I1I, 10A). Not cach
and any Objectivity is understood as actually present, c.g.
ncgativity and falsity (Ch. IV, 14B).

Howecver, a statc of pure-Objectivity may well be postulated
without plunging into logical inconsistency. That is to say,
Objectivity would have been existing in the sensc 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 cither the presence of knowledge or the existence
of the Subject.

to Cf. H. Dingle, “The Philosophical view-point of a Scientist”, PAS, 1938-39:
« in cach and every act of thought, the Subject should be regarded as
incvitably stationed at the present, and the object as incvitably in the past™
(p- 126, italics ours).

T Wittgenstein seems to maintain that, although therc is the ‘philosophical I’
which concceives the world to be ‘my world’ (TLP, 5.641), there is nothing in
my world to lead me to concludethat there isan the Subject (TLP, 5.633).
Now this appecars to be a self-refuting view. If it is my world, then it must be
determined by me or 1, the latter being the precondition of ‘my world’. There is,
of coursc, nothing in the world to lead mec to say that there is an I; but the
whole (my) world presupposes the I the Subject in order to be what
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what is the nature of this pcculiar rclation? To answer
this we must consider the different expressions of the cxpress-
ing Subject. Three modes of cxpressing Subject may be dis-
tinguished in the following forms:

(i) “The sky appears blue.”

(i2) “I am this (e.g. the speaker).”

(i) “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 objcct-among-objects, as the
existentialists call it. It is the most primitive kind of sclf-
awareness. It is obvious that personal pronouns can be casily
climinated from such ecxpressions.

The second mode of expression is important in view of the
following points: (¢) Here the Subject is Anown to be distinet
from what-it-is-not, or from what is its object—a human-
situation of subject-among-objccts, as the existentialists call
it. (b) But, the Subjcct here appears to have the peculiar
characteristic of being defined by the this—its object. Now,
anything defined takes the form of definition, so that here
also the defined subjectivity must be objective, as dcfincd by its
qucct this. But, then, what is it which, inspite of being objec-
tive, gives the impression of being subjective? Obviously,
objects as such are never confused with Subjectivity in any
expericnce or understanding. It is rather the understanding
O.f objects, or for that matter of whatever objective, which
§ives us such an impression. That is, whenever we say, ““I
understand —’ we find that ‘I’ is somchow inscparable
from the corresponding understanding. Yet it is ecqually
truc that ‘I’ remain as much conscious of ‘my’ understanding,
or for that matter of all the mental phenomena, as of the
worl-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 ficld of sight’ by itsclf may not entail
an eye, butit’s very possibility rests on the presence of thelatter. The possibility
of this presence is no doubt extra-cmpirical.
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much objective as the objects themselves (Ch. 1I, 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 defines nor is defined by
anything besides itself. That is, Consciousness is ncver known
as somcthing objective—an other to itsclf (Ch. V, 15C), nor
is anything objective known as some consciousness—involving
nothing clse but itsclf. That Subjectivity gets confused with
somcthing objective, as in case of the form of subjective
cxpression under consideration, can be casily accounted for
if we recognize that Subjectivity qua itsclf cannot involve a
differentiation —difference being a function of Objectivity
{Ch. IL,7D); so that, a statc of conflusion between the Subject
and Objectivity remains undifferentiated, unless the Subject
is in the state of its purc expression. The state of pure expres-
sion is reached in the third modc of subjective-cxpression 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
of subjcct-among-objects. For, what they regard as subject in
this casc is not the Subject, but only the mental-phenomena;
and the latter appear to be distinct from the corresponding
objects only in so far as mind is the principle of understand-
ing Objcctivity rather than being itself an object (Ch. 11,
7D-E).

Now, the Subject qua Consciousness must be accepted
as the premiss 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
this with I that any objectivity is apprehended as such. That
is, Objcctivity 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 conscquently no objectivity in that state obtains.
(Ch. Vv, 15C-D). It is in the sense of this identification, there-
fore, that Subjcctivity is said to be the ground of Object-
ivity: without this ground no Objcctivity que othcrness is
possible.

It is, however, not contradictory to assume objccts as not
confronting the Subject. Mcinong’s objects of assumption
may perhaps provide us with examples of such objects. But
any such assumption can neither be conclusively cstablished
nor be finally refuted, since such objects of assumption 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-Objectivity, 1.c.
_ObjCCtiVity as cxisting. That the notion of ‘pure-Objcctivity”
18 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 subjcctive
€xpression, “I am happy.” Here the Subject is in the state
of crossing-over the boundaries of Objectivity gua otherness.
Pure-Subjectivity is a state of experience where Objectivity as
?t.herncss is completely dissolved (Ch. V, 15C), but not Object-
Ity as content, i.c. Objectivity in its essence. Objectivity-
as‘110t.-(:om"ronting-thc-Subjcct, as not-felt-as-an-other, is the
Peculiar characteristic of this mode of Subjective expression.
It_hgps us to discover the fundamental inadcquacy in the
thmkmg of those philosophers, c.g. the cxistentialists, who
gega.rd ObjCCliVity qua otherness to be inseparably rclated to
ubjectivity gua consciousncss.

Now, since Objectivity gua otherness is not felt in this statc,
that Objcctivity which obtains here in its cssence can be re-
garde.d 3s the character of the subjcctive expression itsclf.
But, if Objcctivity in its essence is never dissolved, and if it 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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premiss for our objective knowledge, cannot be its essence'’
HCani, Objectivity as such must bc postulated in order to
cxplain the peculiar phenomenon of Objectivity involved in
our gndcrstauding. So, pure Objectivily is a necessaly postuletion
of existence to expluin what appears; even so this postulation need
not lcad us to affirm the real exisience of objects or what Kant
calls “‘noumenon’’.

B. No“’: we supposc, it is clear that a demand for semd
‘a‘nil}'rsm of the word “I” is just meaningless. For, the word

I is not on a par with such words as “‘chair”, ‘‘air”, and so
on, i.e. words standing for something objective. The Subjects
as pe:" definition, being non-objective, Is unmeaningful. So
Efm,l,t » “I”” cannot properly be said to refer to Subjectivity:
' I is atonce thc meaning as well as the symbol of Subject-
1vity.

. Hencc both the notions of Subjectivity and Objectivity arc
significant, though what is meaningful is only the objective.
The philosophical discipline of analysis, therefore, can have
its scope only in the rcalm of meaningfulness or Objectivity-
‘F“urther,. such titles as ‘“‘the philosophy of Subjectivity” and

the philosophy of Objectivity”” arc mislcading, in so far as
they suggest that cither Subjectivity or Objectivity can be
dealt with exclusively.

5. In vicw of the above, it is cle
following chapters would not be onc of merc linguistic analysis.
It .w01.11d rather consist in following the full implications of
objective experience. Hence, for us, both linguistic as well as

nticel

ar that our mecthod in the

. that Objectivity as the characteristic of
SUb:IOCUVC expression accounts for the individuality of Subjective existence, and
Objectivity as the essence of objects’ presence accounts for the public character of
the latter. If, ¢.g., this (stone) is something for me, this will be taken to bc s0 by
?thcrs, in so far as others would use the word «this” as indicative of the thing
in question, or for that matter of anything that can be spoken of in this way. The

Subject, per contra, is not a subject for any two of morc persons. And at thesame
r person, and to Objectivity gué

time, Subjectivity with respect even to anothe

otherness, cannot be intelligible as relating to the Subject which involvc.s no
otherness — of whatever sort. Hence the Subject represented by “I” is Pccul’;‘_rly
individual,in thesense that in communication «]Rjsnever taken to be representing.

12 i
It is to be noted, however,
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experiential analysis'3 stand as genuine methodologics. The
reason why we hesitate to depend fully on linguistic analysis
is this that we have no guarantce, as yet, from the philos-
ophers of language that language can adequately, or cven
clearly, express whatever we cxperience and understand. '+
Again, language may have such characteristics as may not
belong to the understanding-of-the-world proper.

With regard to cxpericntial analysis, there may be impli-
cations —from objecctive experience —which are not the same
for everybody. But this can be cxplained: Different persons
arc guided by different interests, and in most cascs, also by

uncritical presuppositions. Kecnness of intellectual insight
too plays an important part.

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

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

'3 P. Butchvaroy in his “On an Alleged Mistake of Logical Atomism® (Analysis,
1959, p. 136-137) has drawn up a distinction betwen the two methodologics and
has shown the cause for the preference of one to another. ““The reason for the sub-
stitution of language for idcas was probably the wish to climinate the irrclevant
psychological connotation of the Humecan version.” But this preference for ling-
uistic methodology proved to have its own drawbacks, i.¢., it led to “cqually irre-
levantlinguistic connotation” (ibid) againstwhich Wittgenstein had issucd a timely
warning: “Does not my study of sign-language correspond to thestudy of thought
processes which Philosophers have held to be so essential to the philosophy of
logic? Only they got involved for the most part in inessential psychological in-
vestigations, and there is an analogous danger with my method.” (TLP, 4.1121).
And according to some students of Wittgenstein, **The development represented
by Carnap and his school seems to be a fulfilment of this expectation.” (Vide
Anscombe, 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.”

4 Heidegger's reaction in this respect is even morcsharp. Hewritesin 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 expericntial analysis must involve linguistic ana-
lysis. ‘Perception with clarity’ is the watch-word of our
method.

This method we call the philosophical method. The importance
of this method becomes clear only when we rcalize the diffi-
culty implicit in the very naturc of philosophical problems.
In this connection two sorts of problems need to be differen-
tiated. First, there are problems which can be answered in
a clcar and precisc way becausc of a definite mecthod followed
in sceking the answer—thus questions such as “When did
Alcxander come to India?”’ or “How much did it rain at
Saugor this ycar?” or “What is threc times threc?” can be
answered definitely by applying a clear-cut mcthod in each
casc. But, sccondly, therc arc problems such as “What is
supreme Good?” or “What is the naturc of Objectivity and
Subjectivity P’ or “What is a fact?” which decfy any such
definite answer, because therc is no well-defined way to
approach these problems. They cannot be resolved §hnp1Y b.y
cmpirical observations and interpretations, or by a priori manit-
pulations. The method of approach in answering the latter
type of questions is called “‘philosophical”, which, though not
definitc, is yct capable of giving convincing results.



CHAPTER II

THE NATURE OF FACT

6A. Facts arc undoubtedly objective, but not cverything
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 somcthing
given, as may be experienced®. Accordingly, a fact, as express-
ed in ordinary language, always has onc of the following
forms (or various combinations of these):

(a) ‘“That this is red.’ (6) ‘That this is 2 man.’

(¢) “That all men are mortal.’

(We shall sce later that facts concerning relations are not
fundamentally different from these: this Ch. 8B.) Evidently,

* Whatever is experienced i usually taken to be something ‘given’. And the
latter is 5o in cases both of mediate and immediate expericnce. However, in case
ofthe ‘given’ in animmediate experience, asitis dealt with in ordinary language,
t.hcrc is involved a difficulty which is dl;c to the class-character of almost cvery
lmgu.istic-form. Yet, if we take care only to not¢ thatin so far as a merc linguistic
consideration is involved, the class-character of linguistic-forms has only an cpis-
temological singificance — the significance that we nced not use new linguistic-
forms for every experience— and not a logical one withrespect to the experience
cxprcss.cd through these linguistic-forms, the difficulty is happily resolved. So,
the loglc of the expression such as “’I‘his, is white”’, as recording an immediate
cxpcnc.nce, does noet necessarily lead to the view that our cxperience of
thc.wlnfe NOW i3 just an instance of the class ‘white’. It is not contradictory to
malntain that only ghis 14 white in the world and is experienced to be so
(vide D:"'fcaﬂ Jones, “Universals and Particulars,” PAS 1933-34, p. 85). In case
o'f th.c given’ in a mediate experience, on the other hand, the class-character of
lmgulst'lc-forms comes to its full use si,ncc here what is apprchended as ‘given®
is not simply what i Present noy bu’t the latter as related with all that which is

similar to it (this Ch., Foot ivenness in casc of gencral facts
see this Ch., 9B), otnote 3). (For the giv g ,
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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 () are cxpressed respectively through the combina-
tion of a name® (the N-sign ‘‘this’’ in (a) above) with a first-
level® predicate and the combination of a name (the “‘this”
in (&) abovce) with a sccond level® predicate. The case of facts
of the form (¢) is quite different and would be dealt with only
at a later stage (this Ch. 9).

(i) Objectivity displaying public character must fall in a
system (this Ch. 7E): facts arc not only non-contradictory with
respect to cach-other, but they also live in a harmony of
mutual involvement. The acceptance of onc fact in a system
of facts naturally leads us to the acceptance of all the rest
{in that systcm). 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 denotea situation of acquaintance. Names,in this sense,
have only a reference but no meaning. As such only “this,” “that,” ctc. can
be taken as names. Such names as “Socrates,” ““table,’ cte. arc only descriptions
(vide Russell, “The Philosophy of Logical Atomism,” LK, p. 200).

3 First-level predicates, c.g. ‘“‘white,”” are thosc predicates which point to the
‘given in mediate or immediate expericnce, while the sccond-level predicates are
those predicates which refer to the given only in mediate experience. The differ-
-ence between the two kinds of predicates may be understood thus: when, e.g.,
such an expression as ‘“This is white” is used, it may beso used as to express what
4s 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 asubject-term in a sentence), it is logically necessary to have more than one ex-
pericnce with respect to a situation called ““man’’; for, otherwise, we would
have tochange the convention in our language of saying ““Thisis aman,’”” “That
isaman,” and so on. Thatis, we would have to abolish the use of class-concepts;
for the usc of the expression like ““—a man’’ is significant only when thecre are
numerically different situations called “man’’. The expression ““This is ¢ man”,
dherefore, 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
““This is a man’ when expressed in the form “This x” may be misleading in so
far as theform “This x” ignores the essential difference between expressions of
ahe two kinds of facts, viz. first-order facts, or facts of the form (a), and second-
order facts, or facts of the form (). (Sec also Ch. III, 11 A-B).
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all the discovered facts which remain included in, or involved
by, the previous system.

(i) Objectivity displaying public character denies any
factual possibility of its oppositc (Ch. III, 10A): facts-in-a-
system are atonce the judged (as facts) as well as the judge (in
their capacity of rejecting anything as non-factual which
threatens to break the system)*. Hence, there cannot bc
negative facts (Ch. IV, 14).

B. The no-facts and arti-facts of reason lack the fulfibment
of at least onc of above mentioned conditions. Thus, the arti-
facts of rcason, 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 sensc 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 will
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) Subjectivity3,

#Just aslogic and mathematics aim at universal agreement in theory, any sys-
tem oit knowledge relating to the world aims at an universal agreement in experi-
e€nce, in practice. (Vide Cambell, What is Science, pp. 30n). And such an uni-
v.ersafl agreement is possible only when its possibility is prejudged in experience
(1.c‘. if it is extra-cxperiential in case of science), as is the case with axioms of
log_lc am.i mathematics (i.c., the possibility of an universal agreccment on an
axiomatic system is extra-axiomatic — that cannot be demonstrated within that
system). Hence the possibility of this agreement is prejudged in a system;
S(;r t}}llat;lwhat threatens to produce disorder within that system is rejected
off-hand.

5Cf. TLP, 5.632, “The Subject does not belong to the world but is a limit of
the world,”
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and () what is ncither Subjective nor factual — negativity®
(Ch.1V, 14B). Negativity cannot be spoken referentially, since
only factuality can be so spoken; yet negativity, being objective,
can bec spoken sensibly or mcaningfully.

Just as, before there can be any meaning to the significant
proposition that the world 7 know is my world (for I am
definitely not identical with my world), / must precede any
knowlcdge of what I call “my”” world (Ch. I, 4 & Footnote 11),
so also thc precondition of the significance of ncgativity is
the presentness of corresponding actuality (Ch. IV, 14). Thus:

Presupposcs presupposcs
N — W —S

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

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

Language is the principle of expression’ of that which is

6 Ncgativity must be understood as somcthing cssentially distinct from
Subjectivity: the latter is an epistemological nccessity and thercfore may be
known per s¢; negativity cannot be similarly known (Ch. IV, 14).

7 It would of cowrse be interesting if we can determine whether the world
itscifdividesinto facts. Unfortunately such an answeris beyond our competence.
Ourconcernisonly with the world aswe know it, and the implications of our know-
ledge of the world. We have suggested carlier that the world we know cxhibits
the character of a whole, a system, which cannot be spoken of in the language
of facts. This vicw in its turn has twoimportant conscquences: (1) we know the
world as divided into facts, and (2) the division of the world into facts is possible
becausce we have precisc linguistic-forms to express, and hence to give definite shapes
to what wc understand as facts (sce Waismann, “Verifiability”’, PASS 1945, pp.
14-64). Sothe 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
CxXpress.

2
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communicated. Evidently, language qua a scries of symbols
is an actual situation and is not ‘principle of expression’
in that capacity. It is principle of cxpression only as
exhibiting a capacity to convey the understanding of facts.
Hence, it is important to note that that which is communi-
cated or conveyed through factual linguistic cxpressions 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 constitucnts 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
fa(:'ta_' Thus, in communication of the fact, for example, ‘That
this is br_ight now,’” what is communicated is not the brightness,
& sensation, nor even the situation of brightness; for, cvery-
EOdY “th understands the corresponding linguistic expression
Thls_ 1s bright now” need not experience what is bright at
t}?at‘ time, though he can understand what is meant by this ling-
:tl:t:;nz):llzr_ession. So, tf) say that a person undcrstanc.ls the
that state 1s only to maintain that he grasps the mcaning of
not bit b "{:nt- A.nd, again, he 'undcrstands‘ the statcment
rather see);n 1t, taking cvery constituent word in isolation, t‘)ut
a ‘meanin g- a}t1 on’ce the .who'lc ‘meam.ng of the ,statf:mcnt, i.c.
10 the Sta.ti:/ ole’. Tt is this mcam'ng-wholc , with respect
of the corre:nt C(’;Prcssmg a fact, \.vh1ch reveals the ‘structl.lrc
wholes’ shor tphonl ing fact. That is, sentences as mcaning
press. Then, ¢ ¢ logical structurc of the facts Whl(fh they ex-
as saying th;.tolsay that I understand a statement is the sa.mc
fact (thougk, undcrstar}d the .ftructure of the cor-rcspondmg
perience Oﬁit:Ot ne.§cssar11y having at the same time an ex-
constitucnts — the presence of the latter cannot

8 Cf. TLP, 2.03
. 3’ 13 . sy eqe IR~
ly, Wittgenst,cin . The form is the possibility of the structure.” Fundamental-

of a fact to b ght. Butwe differ from him in so far as we regard the form
. € not a mere ibility of st i
actualised (Ch. 111, 12B). possibility of structure, but rather such a possibility
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be denied, since otherwise I cannot understand even the
corresponding ‘meaning-whole’, the pre-condition of the pre-
scnce 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 fact is not to commit myself to the presence
of understanding as something over and above the structure
of the corresponding fact. “To understand’” means simply
a conscious state with respect to the structurc of a fact.
Accordingly, understanding cannot be regarded as separate
from that to which it relates, since any statement ‘p’, as believ-
cd, already has the possibility of the corresponding under-
standing. If this be not the case, the statement ‘p’ cannotbe a
Sactual statement; i.e. to have a fact p is alrcady to have it
understood, or, otherwise, there is no such fact as .

Now, what are the constituents of a fact can be related only
inone way within that fact; sothat ‘understanding’, in the above
scnse, scrves 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 whichit rclates®.

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,
yct continuous, processes: (7) 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

P, 5.542)

9The assertion obviously is tautological. Wittgenstein wrote (TL
« ‘P’ says

that “A belicves P,” “A thinks P,”’ *“A says P”’ are of the same form as .
t we have said.

P.” We understand that what he meant by thisis much like wha 1
So that, ‘P’ can be taken as the name for P. And this should be logical .also., if
we are correct. In what he further writes, ... here we have no co-ordination
of a fact and an object...” etc., he explicitly rcfuses the claim of anything
‘mental’ as equally substantive. Accordingly, ‘P’ just exhibits the structure of

whatis referred to by P, and is indicative of nothing besides.
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character(s) to that of order(s) in a single strcam of obsery-
ation, The controversy bctween physicalism and pheno-
menalism regarding whether the world can be explained by
referring to elements of phcnomena or to that of the physical
world is entirely a diffcrent question and docs not concern
us here. However, one thing is quite clear, namely, whether
Physical situations or phenomenal situations — both arc cstab-
lished i 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 rclaic to two essentially
different kinds of experience in the same strecam of observation'®.
(See this Ch., Footnote 3).

(1) A belief associated with cxperience, which renders
the latter acceptable as a part of thc strcam of observ-
ation. Qur belief in an cxpericnce is a sort of assertion to
the effect thay our behaviouristic (c.g. linguistic) disposition
at a particular moment (ruely records the situational-cffect
relating to that moment of experience, such that we would
continue to he disposed in thc samc way with respect to the
¢xperience in question. In casc of a mediate experience, how-
Cver, .the corresponding belief is extended to experiences which
are sz.milar (with respect to their situational-cffect) to  the
CXperience tq which the belief originally related.

_ Such ap account of ‘helief’ appears to be necessary, because
1t explaing Not only that ‘belief’ plays an important role in
‘ottlr‘rc’c?gnition of the understanding of a fact, but also that
is ?;tf tlc? gon'PSYChological, for to say that “I belicve ltllét—::
Belicr o :}11}’ that “I have an mc.lmauon to belicve t}al —_.
fronte, db € _abov‘e sense, is poss.lblc only .bccausc being C?“‘
rCCOgnitiz a situation we behave 11} a cc-:rta.m way so as to‘ give
it is on n to t}}c cffect that the situation -has on us. Further,
we call Y & belief that is the proper subject-matter of what
and “false’’ in our knowledge of the world

o pid,
Urms : ePcl;?lodma“’ The Structure of Appearance, Ch. IV, Scc. 14. Also
on, Fhilosophic,; Analysis, Ch. 10.
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So, an expecrience in its capacity of giving us the corres-
ponding situational-cffect and as vouched by a belief is a
Jact with respect to the situation experienced. The conjunc-
tion of these two factors which go into the making of a fact is
obviously incvitable; since any experience as lacking the
association of the corresponding belief ceases to relate to the
corrcsponding 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 belicl, with regard to its occurrence the very
possibility of its recall is climinated. That is to say, unless an
experience in the capacity of an actual occurrence is put in
somc form (linguistic or memory images) it cammot be known
to be so, cxcept at the particular moment of its occurrence.

Now, lct usconsider those situations which we do not experi-
cnce, c.g. historical events, or scientific situations like ‘atoms’,
‘ncutrons’, and so on, but which we still belicve. Any instance
of such a belicf obviously lacks the corresponding situational-
cffect, in as much as the corresponding situation cannot now
be experienced; though, that the statements with respect to
such belicfs can be “‘observational statements”*" is not denied
in principle. In such cases, then, we have no cxpericnce 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. Itissuch a considcration which
leads to the method of hypothesis both in history and in science,
the fundamental advantage of which is to put the apparently
differcnt and disconnected possible situations into a single
system*?. That such possible situations may be systcrgatis«;d
in more than one way shows that the understanding 1n
respect of their factuality is determined with respect to more

1t Pide Neurath, EUS, Vol. 2, No. 1, p. 14. ‘
12 Vide D’Abro, :I‘he D,cvclopmcnt of Scientific Thought, Ch. 37, “On Metho-

i i is is a bit co

dology of Science.” In History the method of hypothesis 1s a o '
But to us it secms quite lcgitimate: Vide “‘From Facts to thoughts”, Philosophy,

April, 1960, by N. Rotenstreich.

ntroversial.
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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 belicef,
in such cascs, lies with a system and not with any single
“‘observation-statement’” or a possible expericnce.  Any
“‘observation statement’’ or a possible expericnce is, thercfore,
a matter of disbelief only when it does not fall in any hypothecti-
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 ‘“‘obscrvation statements’. It is, therefore,
that to have faith in scientific and historical knowledge is
alrcady to transcend all kinds of solipsism — factualitic as well
as subjective. The latter, because we alrcady accept such
“observation statements” meaningful as do not rclate to our
Own actual expericnce: Price’s argument for ‘other minds’
is based on this very reasoning: there are other minds because
I understand such obscrvational statements as do not relate
to my own experience. And the former, because by bring-
ng in hypothesis first and then determining factuality, we
have alrcady crossed the boundaries of pure factuality'3.
Further, a matter of belief needs to be differentiated from
& matter of opinion. Opinions lack a situational effect as well as
an fvzdence of a hypothetical system; they also lack a belief
Wwhich in their case is filled up by a personal conjccturc. A
personal conjecture means the possibility of a logical structurc
of thought, i.e. a thought-form, which may or may not fit in
Fhe System of the world. But there is no a priori way for decid-
Ing whether or not it actually fits. We would call hereafter
such thought-forms neutral thought-forms — most important of
3. O. Wisdom
doctrine of veriﬁabil’i
theory tq experience
Teverse direction, W
tum hypothesis to th

unlimiteq in numbe
of these observatio

“‘Esoftericism”, Philosophy 1959, p. 344, while criticising the
ty,saysthatin casc of hypotheses“We can pass only from the
(though to ncw as well as to familiar sorts) —that is in the
¢ can pass (deductively) from the wave-cquation or quan-
¢ spectroscope observation, and also to other things, perhaps

r, but there is no way of getting the wave-equation from any
ns."”
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thesc being onc 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 spcculation or conjecture is not to say that questions
concerning it are not questions of facts.”'* That is, matters
of opinion today may yct bc matters of belicf tomorrow
(Ch. III, 12B).

C. Therc is still another question to be answered: what is
the structurc of a fact? We have alrecady obscrved 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 cither true or false (Ch. IV, 13A). Here one thing
is quitec 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 ‘mcaning whole’ is not simply a combination of the
bits of the meanings of the words in a sentence, the structure
ofa factas relating to the corrcsponding ‘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 show these structures is bound to be futile.
But to maintain that scntences can be put in a comparatively
more adequate form, so as to show the structure of the fact
more accuratcly, is quite justifiable. For, the sentences show
the structure of facts cither adequately or inadequately. T}}at
is, in ordinary language we may have more than one combin-
ation of words to express what we understand, but not all .th.esc
need be equally good combinations. The question of deciding
which one is the best of all is really the most difficult prC‘Jblcm-
The decision secms to be guided by a sort of self-evidence
that a particular expression carrics with it in respect of

14 Peter Herb&tt, “The Nature of Fact,” in Conceptual Analysis,
Ch. VII, p. 137.

ed. A. Flew,
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the understanding it involves. An inadcquate scntence,
accordingly, may be put in adequatc form, which involves
only an analysis of the combination of words and not an
analysis of the structure of the corrcsponding fact, which is
only shown in such combinations.

It is often suggested that the rccognition 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 contcntion. No criterion for
identifying the precisc structure of a sentence with respect
to the fact it relates scems to have been given so far. Though
Russcll and Stcbbing suggest that two scntences have an
identical logical form ( =structure)if there is (1) onc to onccor-
respondence of the terms in both, (2) identity of arrangements
of the terms in both as shown by the dispositions of the logical
constants, and (3) idenlity of category of corresponding terms
In both—to which Wittgenstein adds a further condition,
namely, that corresponding terms must be of the seme kind
In the sense of making sensc or non-sensc in the samc con-
texts'S—yet these conditions do not appcar to bec much
helpful in identifying the structure of a single sentence. What
they really do is a sort of arrangement of sentences of the same
f:mctional level. Wittgenstein himself came to obscrve later:

An atomic form cannot be forcscen. And it would be
Surprising if the actual phcnomena had nothing more to
t‘_:aCh us about their structure. To such conjectures about the
i“‘uCturc of atomic propositions we arc led by our ordinary
fz:iuaECTWMch uses the subject-predicate and. the rclational
into .wh' hh(:sc: forrfls are the norms of our particular language
differens 110 .We project 1n eveér so ma'ny different ways cver so many
o conCIOglcaI forms. And for this very rcason we can draw

uslons — except very vague onces — from usc of these

151
30 pVIg; Max Black, “Some Problems connected with Language”, PASS, 1938-
H - .
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norms as to the actual logical form of the phenomena des-
cribed.”’'®

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 vagucly, lead us ultimately to facts, i.e. to the deter-
mination of situations (this Ch., Footnote I ), we should look for
the form of a factual sentence in order to apprchend the form
of the corresponding fact. This view is further strengthened
bccausc in ordinary language a fact is expressed in more than
one scntence-form, and all these sentence-forms may not
cxpress the fact with the same degrec of accuracy. If we know
that one sentence-form expresses the form of the fact more
accurately than the other, we grant the corresponding scntence
the capacity to cxpress the form of the fact more adequately.
But this very rcason prevents us from granting this latter sen-
tence the capacity to express the fact perfectly. 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 are
more than onc 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 cach 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
indced solves the problem of determining the precise structure
of a single sentence which, in its turn, may lca.d to the recogmc:
tion of the precise structure of the fact to which that sen-tenl(li
relates. But such a language, if any, would be practically
useless, because it would render th.c busir.lcss of cT(pianavt;crm
and description in that language II?POISSII{IC'hF mthtaltcmorz
presupposition of explanation and description 1s that

16 <L ogical Form,” PASS 1920, pp- 163-164, 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.

We had an occasion to obscrve carly 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 djsplays the actual or possible structurc of
facts. Thought as representing the logical form of the world is,
th.erefore’ the same as the totality of all content-less structures
}Nlth respect to the contents which may fit in those structures,
1.€. contents of the world. Accordingly, a Jorm-less content is
somf.:thmg pre-logical; and thereforc any content is logically
{)}:)ssxble only when it relates to a content-less structure or a
ofOllght-f'orm_ This, however, does not amount to an asscrtion

Ontf’loglcal priority of the thought-forms over contents.

5 a};lt asserts is only this that the knowledge of a content is

s .
spucil le only when the latter fits in some thought-form'”. As
renc’ th_o‘lght exhibits the possibility of some definite occur-

es ol ers
ma ﬁ, 1e the possibility of such occurrences of contents as
con};‘ t_m the respective thought-forms. In this conncction, the
ic . .
that thtlon Presupposed in the scientific approach to the world
ation ; world is knowable and usable is worth our consider-
Scienéist:hae argument runs thus: the world (=‘naturc’ for the
) is knowable because therc is nothing in actuality
1y w «
What% c::t; Qn W.hat there is,” FLP, pp. 13-15, would perhaps maintain that
view is gran:u n th‘_S sense is the value of a variable. Wethink that, if Quine's
of the Occun-ed’ Variables used in logic and mathematics become the possibilitics
logic ang maf}? o Of_SUCh contents. And because they are such possibilitics even
are forma] lcn§aucs cannot be treated as entirely bereft of such contents. They
relations in:m Y m.thc sense that they take different thought-forms and their
occurrencn, grconsxdcration without ‘considering asto what actual or possible

18 ‘Nature’ Contem.s these thought-forms and their relations might relate to.
all men. In t;1accordmg to scientists, is cverything that is not man, that is, not
is everythin ¢ Dre-scnt context, however, it is to be understood that ‘nature’
mental act'g' fha.t IS not subjective. Since scientists regard observation — alk

tVities in the scientific discoveries—to be the essential partof the data



THE NATURE OF FACT 27

to make it unknown; it is just what is known and, though it
may be unknown, there is no question of its being unknowable.'®
If this argument is granted, and we do not sce any rcason
not to do so, then obviously knowability comes out to be the
character of the world itself; so that no ideca of philosophical
agnosticism can be cntertained. But to deny philosophical
agnosticism is not to deny scientific agnosticism.*® 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 wholc, or in part, is unknowablc. But to reject this kind of
agnosticism is not to rcject the view that within the know-
ability of the world, there are, and may be, certain steps
which remain unexplained, which defy every kind of explan-
ation, at the present state of knowledge, i.c. 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 only 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 ‘nature’ as everything except
subjectivity, we think, does not go contrary to the established scientific convic-
tions. (See Campbell, What is Science, p. 11-12.)

19 Vide K. C. Bhattacharya, SP, p. 108n. Also Husserl, Ideas, sec. 2, 27.
Husscr] observes that values and uses practically belong to the nature of the world.
As phenomena stand in immediate relation with us, we are naturally inclined to
use them; and, also, the situation around us, as if itsclf urges to be dealt with.
“These values and practicalitics, they too belong to thc constitution of the
‘actually present’ objects as such.” ({bid., p. 103.)

20 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. Butin what he says, viz. *“All wec can
ever do is to interpret A in terms of B, and B in terms of C (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 further—(this, however, is different from
saying that somec 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 scparating the ‘knowability’ or
thought —in the capacity of a scparate substance —from whatis
known. Since knowability and usability are attributed to the
}vorld, it presupposes an imglicit belicf that thought is somchow
Invariably related with the world or actuality as the principle
?f understanding of actuality, in virtuc of which the latter
15 known and used. Accordingly, the view that the world is
knowable amounts, more or less in the Aristotclian way,
to the assertion that the form (thought-forms) of the world
fIISOt c,}’ctcrr.lal from the latter cither in the fashion of Platonic
ly dcfsl? orin that of I-{ar‘ltw.n “Reason”, both of which slm.rp-
which 1;1gulsh .thc prmmplc of understanding and actughty,
even if _(;Sl];hs in the creation of 2 purcly formal world. Now,
proble rrlx ‘(;1 grantc.d that there is such a formal wor]d,. th(?
crops 4 IO'W this world can be rclated to actuality?
unless tIl)l. tis dlfﬁCU:It to sce lhc‘rclation of thf: two ‘w"orld's
Prior o lC]Y arc tjss.w'ztzally rcl'fucd,' i.e. unless tl}cx‘r relation 18
the relyy; 1¢ possibility of their being entircly distinct terms of
Maintasy on. If 111Fy are related, as both P%ato zmd‘Kant
sense tha;-t}.lc relation must be far from acc.ldcntal, in the
of any(y; 1t 13.3-1Wf1ys difficult, and even imposmbl?, to conccive
Lining t?g (relating to the world of" actuality) without enter-
is g ncm_le f.orm of its uflder.Standmg. That such a rclation
fact Carrizcud?ma-l relation is again brought out, as cvery
Possib]g Onsl with it a sort of. sclf-cvidcr}cc, wh1_ch can be

oth to i y when cvery .faCt 1s §clf-sub51stcnt with respect

o, wh JIorm as well as its constituents.
Uphe’ ‘ vat cd both Plato.and Kz’fnt to the erroncous view they
standabiliztls perhaps the impression which thought or under-
cing Widy 'prov1des regarding its apph(.:abl.hty (tl.lc latter
this indeezr'm scope than actuality to which it applies). But
is no good rcason to fall a prey to such views as
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thosc of Kant and Plato. Kant was able to recognizc somehow
that thought is intrinsically rclated to actuality; but he could
not explain how such a relation is rendered possible if both
thought and actuality arc fundamecntally different. Perhaps
Kant’s trouble was that he could talk of forms without contents
but not vice verse. But this difficulty very cacily vanishes if
the distinction between Objectivity and factuality is clearly
apprchended; so that, thought is not only the principlc of
understanding the world, but rather of the whole Objectivity
(Ch. I, 4A) which includes thc world. And, thercfore, 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 gving
any personal reference to it, i.c. without using the cxpression
“my thought”. ‘This we have been doing deliberately, becausc,
we think, that the world can be talked in tecrms of thought-
forms, without referring at the samec time to any pal‘tkfum‘:
person’s thought. The philosophical problem of ‘other minds
or that of solipsism appcars to be a pscudo philosophical PI'OI?'
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 fecling (a pain)” or of “‘other’s thought”’ afld then
wonder how we could ever come to know of such a feeling or 2
thought? Obviously we cannot become the other P‘?rs‘?n ‘m
order to know the other person’s fecling of pain or th'nkmg a
thought, duc to the simple rcason that anything likc this
would involve contradiction: While becoming the other persor
I would at once be myself end the other person who I am ,I’lo_ts,
hence denying thereby that the phrasc “Othcr'pcrso_no mJC
meaningful. A solution quitc often suggCStC_d t?.O\c/lCl; to a
this impassc is that the knowledge of ‘other minds 1s. u Bt
sort of inference from certain behaviours of other persons. ver
this solution seems to presupposc what it ventures .tot allllis‘ent
For, unless other persons arc alrcady taken to.l?; 1;1 eioir i;
how could it ever be possible to know that their be a‘t/hat il
intelligent? Nothing can prevent mce from supposing
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behaviour of other persons, which scem to be like those of
mine, are merely reflexive or mechanical involving no intclli-
.gence on the part of the agent®’. 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 tosay 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.
:I‘hat is, the problem is not onc regarding the being of the
'othcr minds’ but regarding only an explanation of what we
lntell.igibly speak of as “‘other minds”. Obviously, such cx-
Pressmns'as ““one” or ‘“‘any”, being exceptive or anomalistic,
‘C;?e,be Slgniﬁ,cantly used only when they imply, b.csidcs the
-Sayingot;—lta:r}y’ th(% notion of "anothcr’”. Accordingly, the
there hzu;e bThere is only one mind”’ mak.cs s?‘nsc only bcc.aus,(f
has the fup, cen other m'mc.ls.: the expression only onc mind

ction of delimiting or restricting, which can be

€xec .

ma u;ed only if the concept of “mind” is ‘plurable’®3. It
Y be suggested that “mind” can be used in non-plurable

Sense in 3 grp

such 3 stat tcmel_“ S}ICh as “only I can feel my pain.” Bl{.t
to be nOt‘e deent Is either tautological or meaningless. It is
9, 1997 . that a StatefnCnt such as “There is only onc July
Other datczs- a tautological statement, in the scnsc that the
1927 is Jul 1;1 July, 1927 are not July 9, 1927 and only July 9,
4 date i S};n » 1927. But ﬂ?ls very assertion shows that, though
nevertheless gular and unique or different in some respects,
Possible ¢ ' plural in other respects. It is, in fact, im-

© talk of anything singularly unique in all respects

a1 Ean 1f
s . .
statemenyg ab;ﬁ:‘ bchav.xours are taken to be intelligent it is difficult tosee how
behavioye g as what is called “mind” can be cquated to statements about
Minds,” PASS to pr0ve. the presence of ‘other minds’ (vide A. J. Ayer, “Other
22 Vide S, . vol. xx, p. 193).

23 See, Ibid,, ;.Vallés;‘ExccPlch & Other Minds,” Analysis, June, 1959.
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except in terms of tautology. So that, such statements as
“‘thcere is only onc mind”’, “There is a mind”’, and so on are
meaning ful only if the presence of ‘other minds’ is not denied.
To deny this is to ceasc to talk meaningfully cven 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 mcaningless in either way: it 1s meaning-
less because there can hardly be any mcaning to the expres-
sion “‘my mind” or ‘‘your mind”’ and so on; and if they have
mecaning at all, they mean more than your or my mind. But
how is it that we come to rctain this meaningless usage? The
cxplanation, 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
whichin fact is never there. Thought (i.e. mind) of the world
remains the principle of understanding objectivity, and there-
forc of the world, and as suchk remains the same with cvery
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 confrontsY, in which Y fecels 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 vagucly called ‘“mind”, is thercfore
simply a name for all those formal possibilitics which are the
same with everybody. As such, there is no such thing as ‘your
mind’ and ‘my mind’: What 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. Tor, cons-
ciousness has been said to be the principle of individuality,
and not that of the understanding of the world; so that, cven
if there are individuals, each in their own consciousncss, or
cach as a Leibnitzian monad, all can posscss the same under-
standing of the world. Further, sincc understanding itsclf'is not
apart from Objectivity, in understanding the world, persons
understand cach other.

_ D. Now, thought or mind qua the principle of understand-
Ing Objectivity functions in certain definitc ways —ways
which are responsible for determining the world as we know it.
These definite ways of understanding with respect to situations
gnderstood are as follows: (1) a situation is determined by
uself, (2) a situation is determincd by similer situations, and

?‘>) a situation is dctermined by involving other situations
different from itself.

An underst

(th anding involved in cases of immediate expericnce
this

s Ch., Footnote 1) is one concerning the situations deter-
mlncc.i by themsclves. That is, no situation in immediate
“Xperience can be known or understood unless it cxhibits
>ome character. It is just trivial to suggcest that there cannot

e.a situation without a character: The point here is not this.
o;l; rather t.ha.t a situation, in the present sensc, can be .known
iHVOI:VECr-I it is .known. to be cha‘.racterl‘zcd: A situation, as
Situatieo In an immediate cxperience, is on}y a.[)lzenomc‘na[
in the n, and, therc_forc, the unity o.f such a 51tua.-llofl consists
that g, moment of its charactcmzatfon. From thlS- it follows
CharaCtere- cafmot .bc more tlz.an one snuz%tmn at an instance of
that ineflzatlog in 1mm.ed1ate experience. It is therefore
detorn s Immediate experience the situation known must be

TMined by jtself.

howzvuhderstanding involved in cascs of mediate cxperiences
€r, cannot but concern itself with more than one
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situation. That is, no physicalsituation can be known unless itis
understood to fall in at lcast onc order. (Roughly speaking,
by ‘order’ we mean that quality of a situation which is
cssential 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 rclate the situation
to a class. For further discussion on the difference between
‘character’ and ‘order,’ scc this Ch. 8-9.) Assituation falling
in somc order means that more than one situation fall in that
order. That is, a physical situation is dectermined only as
relating to other similar situation(s). For cxample, when 1
say that A and B arc red, I understand that with respect to
redness both A and B arc similar. In the same way, lct us
supposc, 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
cxpression “A is a red-square” (or “B is a red-square”) is
not the same as the understanding of the cxpression “A 1is
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 detcrmination is the determination
of a situation with respect to at least one other alike situation —
there is no senscin the expression “A is a red-square’ if only A
is to be ‘red-square’ — the latter may beadetermination relating
itsclf only to a single unique situation (sec this Ch. footnote 3).

But when we say, as in the above cxample, that Aand B
are red-squares we are not therchby committing ourselves
to the view that they do not have any other determination
than their determination as red-squares: they may involve
quitc other determinations besides. Thus while A may bc 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 defferent 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



34 THE PROBLEM OF FACT

Now, it is to be noted that the determination of mutual
difference between situations is not derived cither from
uniqueness of situations (thc first kind of determination)
or from the alikeness of situations (the sccond 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 rcason may not appear to be
convincing; for, it may be asked, what after all is a deter-
mination-as-difference but the dctermination of different
characters? Qur 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.
Moreovcr, diffcrent characters may be determined with respect
t0 a single situation, and it would be absurd to suggest that
that situation is different from itsclf. 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 cven such a view would
Prove to be immoderate and inconsistent, because a difference

Clween possible and actual situations is not based on such an
understanding. A possible situation 'is not determined as
llaving any character (Ch.IILI, 12). Further, it may be pointed
out that uniqueness or partial identity betwcen situations
1S possible because the latter are different. That is, cvery
€as¢ of determination-as-difference must be as spontancous
as. the determination-as-uniqueness or  determination-as-
ahkencss; Le. if the latter does not follow from the former,
then g, we have no grounds to maintain that the former
follows from the latter (Ch. III, footnote 12).

further point of intcrest needs to be added here. Suppose
ave before me a white and granular substance which I
er Sometime) rightly apprchend as sugar. Now the qucs-
T 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

(aft
tio
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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
rccognized 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.
What is worthy of onc attention in this connection is this
that in such an apprehension, in knowledge, cverything is
distinguished as determined, whether rightly or wrongly,
by the determinants which the objects of observation do not
possess before we know them. It is this kind of determin-
ation, a kind of observational definition of the situation
obscrved, which can provide us with any necessity in empirical
knowledge (Ch.III,11). Accordingly,ifIsay ‘‘sugar’ forsugar,
it of coursc 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 obscrvational 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 onc of the
fundamental ways of dctermining situations; it makes possible
innumerable different observational definitions (Ch. ITI, 12).

E. Hitherto we had been discussing the view that the world
is dctermined 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 2
totality of facts®™ of asystem of facts? It seems more than possiblc

24 Pide Wittgenstein, TLP 1.1, “The world is the totality of facts and not of
things.” Compare, ‘“The world is the totalityof objects that can be known through
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that the world is a systematic world, i.c. a s.ystcm of f.acts.
If it is not a systematic world, 1t must l?c ad.rmtt'cd that cither
our thinking of the world as a systematic world Is a grave cos-
mological crror, which it is beyond (?ur. Fapacuy to corrcct,
or we think unsystcmatically, so that it fails to rclate to wl.mt
otherwise may be a systematic world. That we do.not 1h1n.k
unsystematically of a systematic world and 1hc. vice ersa 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 wor.ld. is at lcast not a
logical impossibility: philosophical agnosticism may still posc
itself to be a logically possible faith among faiths. But its
Pretensions are immediately obvious. For, then, we cannot
52y, as we do not think, anything about the world, not even
that it is 5 totality of facts. But this is a self-refuting conclusion:
Weare able to think or talk of that (the world) which we cannot
think oy talk.
Ow, 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
Yconnected, If facts are mutually disconnected, then it cannot
¢ shown a5 {0 why a single or two or three or any number
of facts less than all may not constitute the whole world. To
3T8Ue that the world cannmot be constituted, for instance,
Y 2 single fact, because there are more than onc fact, would
not he satisfactory; since facts, as cntircly disconnected, may
Temajn entirely aloof, so that any one of them may constitute a
ole worlq by excluding all the rest. In this way, there may
a2 world of one fact, a world of two facts, and so on, lcaving
US to the absurd choice of selecting among these the world,
T the worq of 4ll facts. Hence, when we say that the world
OMprises of 411 facts, it becomes meaningful only if we under-
Stanqg that there is a system of facts, which denies that there
Mmay

€ a world even of one fact. For it asserts that even the
cxperiem:e, known in terms of orderly theorctical thought on the basis of dircct
Present €Xperience, Husserl, Ideas, p. 52.

o]
C
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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 thc under-structure, the substantial ground,
of the world, or to talk of [acts with respect to their constituents
or contents, is to a great deal a logical or analytical task.?
The simplest units of our knowledge of the world are facts
and not what constitute facts. Sothat 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? We think
that a comparatively less disputed starting-point would be
to scc that facts, though they have a simple structure, are
always complex with respect to what constitutes their structure.
And this is simple to scc: Had that which constitutes the
structurc of a fact been 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.

251t is therefore that whatever is said in this connection is not to be taken as a
hvpothesis regarding the under-structure of the world, The fact scems to be that
whatis postulated to explain the overt phenomena in philosophy has the charac-
ter of pure-Objectivity (Ch. I, 4) and thercfore is beyond any objective experience
and belicf. Hence whatever is said with regard to the under-structure of the
world may as well be overlooked. What is important to note herc 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:

Mpr. Carr: You think there are simple facts that are not complex. Are complexcs
all composed of simples? Are not the simples that go into complexes them-
sclves complex?

Mr. Russell: No facts arc simple. As to your second question, that is, of course,
aquestion thatmight beargued - - - -whetherwhena thing is complex it is necessary
that it should in analysis have constituents that are simple. I think it is perfectly
possiblc to suppose that complex things arc capable of analysis ad infinitum,
and that you never reach the simple. I do not think itis true----. I do myself
think complexes (facts) - -- - arc composed of simples--- -,

Accordingly, Wittgenstein’s argument that what constitutes a complex cannot
itself be complex is at least not a logically tenable view. Russcll, after having
passed forty years since the above discussion took placc, 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 whg,
constitutes the latter; that is, in such a statement the meaning
of that word would be identical with the mcaning-who,
expressed by that word-sentence. But a position like this is
never involved in our understanding of any fact. We ape
always able to distinguish names, predicates and rclationg
from the proposition or the ‘meaning-whole’ in any factug)
sentence (Ch. II, 7C).

It may be suggested, however, that facts, with respect g
their substantial ground, arc a continuum, so that the constj-
tuents even though complex cannot be apprehended as such,
That is, though names, predicates, ctc. can be distinguisheq
from the corresponding ‘meaning whole’ ina factual cxpression,
it is just possible that itis duc merely to the linguistic charactep
of the latter; for after all in understanding a factual sentence
We always feel the continuity of constituents of the latter,
This sort of argument tends to develop into the assertion that
the world is a grand continuum: if it is possible to do away
with the complexity of the constituents of a fact, a distinction
.between the corresponding structures of facts also gocs with
1t, and with that goes the very difference between facts; and
therefore no separate or distinct constitucnts can be identified
€ither in one fact or in all facts, i.c. the world. Now, the funda-
Mental weakness of this view of fact-as-continuum is that it
fannot account for the real situation, namely, that cvery fact
15 apprehended to be distinct from another, so that we can
talk of more than one fact. Our talking of different facts
“annot be attributed to any character of the language in which
we so talk; for, the difference between facts can at once be
relateq to the difference in corresponding expericnces and
understandings_ Further, even if the view of fact-as-conti-
tum jg granted, it cannot be shown as to how one continuum
(as faCt) qua itself can be distinct from another. One possible
Way to get away from this difficulty would be to maintain
that oyr 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.*® But,
if this bc the casc, mind is cither 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 dctermination 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 into parts (facts), it denics 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 onc 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 cxpcrience and understanding). So the asscrtion
that the world (or a fact) is a continuum amounts to the denial
of the assertion that the world is what is all the facts in a system
or cven in a totality. But, then, the status of the world as 2
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 undecrstood
about somecthing, so that every factual understanding involves
always morc than one objcctive factor. For example, with
respect to our understanding of the fact ‘That this is red
(now)’, we say that here (at the space-time ¢r) is an expericnce
as vouched by a belief in that experience, such that, besidcs
the belief, there is at least one thing in the experience which

26 Cf, Bergson, Creative Evolution, p.p. 388n. ““ - - .. inorder that the human
mind may be able to represent relations between phenomena, there must first
be - - - - distinct facts, cut out in the continuity of becoming. And oncc w€ postt
this particular mode of cutting up such as we perccive it today, we posit also the

intcllect such as it is today, for it is by reclation to it, and to it alonc, that
reality is cut up in this manner.”
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is red but which is not identical with red. If therc were to
obtain such an identity, we nced not say ‘“This is red”: instcad,
simply “The red”” would express the understanding of the
fact in question, which can never be the casc since no fact
“That the red’ or “That the rose’ is cver understood —yet
this precisely should be the state of affairs if we rcfuse to admit
that in our factual understanding morc than onc objcctive
factor is involved. The situation would be different, however,
if we refer to a thing and say ‘“This red”’ or *“This rosc”, for
what we mcan here is that “What I am rcferring to is this
which is red (or which is a rosc)’’, or “‘I referred to this as
red (or as a rosc).” This incidentally suggests that what is
called “knowledge by acquaintance’ resembles that which
is called “knowledge by description’ in a very important
sense. If somcbody asks me, “Did you sce that table over
there?” my reply would perhaps be, “Yes, 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
flescription 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 already to
understand a fact. Thus, to say that X knows Y is alrcady
to 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 respcct to its structure,
we do not thereby mean that such constituents arc our
commonplace things.

B. So the question remains: what are the constituents of a
fact? We 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 somecthing. Now, what is this something
about which something is understood? Any attempt to answer
this would again lcad us to say something about it, and so
on, until we stop short of saying anything about it. That is,
we always talk about somecthing and very often talk many
things about thc same thing. This kind of analysis is due to
Aristotle. Aristotle groups the predicates which may be
asserted of a subject-term under a number 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 “rclation’ 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, are first substances— things of
which any predicate in any of the categorics 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 scparable from them in order
that it may have them affirmed of itself, For examplc, 2 sub-
stance 1s not red, but something of which 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 Wittgens-
tein appears to have in mind when talking of ‘objects’ as sub-
stance of the world,*” which, he says, are colourless?®. Such
objects quite obviously cannot be contemplated unless attach-
ed with some predicate(s). In this way, according to both
Aristotle and Wittgenstein, in order to account for the undf:r‘
standability of factual statements, it is necessary to take notice
of these first substances or simple objects as constituents of facts.
Wittgenstein goes a step furtherstill: facts are composites only
of such factors as are ultimately simple, objects —in VVittgcn-
stein’s phrase —or of such factors as are liable of analysis Int0
such simples. (see this Ch. Footnote 25). Accordingly, even

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

Now, obviously, these simples (objects) appcar to be the
products mcrely of the analytical understanding of factual
statements. The possibility of their presence, thercfore, is.
only due to their capacity to explain the under-structure
or substantial ground of facts, 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 are given —which is the
world — thercby also all the objects arc given. Again, since the
objects can be given only in virtuc 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 objects,*”
but only of the system or configuration of objects. But if an
object occurs in a system or a configuration of objccts, there is
nothing to exclude the possibility that it mey occur in such
configurations as are entircly ncw. That objccts occur in
Systems or configurations suggests that their capacity to occur
I a system or in a configuration must be immanent in the
nature of objects themselves.® (To arguc that some powerful
agent 1.ikc God or Reason may induce this systcm among
‘fhe ?bJGCtS which are otherwisc cntircly scparate would be
illogical in the present context, as it can necither be proved
nor. be disproved either by resorting to cxperience or to
logic. Hence this cannot be a sound argument in its capacity
as an Cf’{Planation. Any argument secking to cxplain anything
regarding the world must be capable, at least in principle,
of pr09f or disproof either cmpirically or logically.) To
Mmaintain that the system is immanent in objects themselves
amounts to saying that they are functionally inclined to each

:9 See, TLP., 5.5561.

0tar .

' Wxttgenstcm, TLP., 2.0123, maintains that all the connections lic in the
objects, But, if thi

s is 50, we do not sce how these objects can ever get rid of these
» and avoid falling in some system. For the state of their not falling,
€m would be one of logical non-presence, as in that casc they cannot
._¢ ¢ven abstractions: since what is an abstract is something presupposing
an objective context. Vide Goodman, Structurc of Appcarance, VII, 8.

connections
in any syst
be called
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other. That is, regarding their occurrence, the objects must
overlap cach other, which would constitute the relation or
connection between the objects, with respect to which they are
said to fall in a systcm or configuration.

Having considered the view of objects gua simples, which
include cven the predicates and relations, let us now examine
the view that predicates and rclations cannot be treated as
objccts. It appears to be quite legitimate to hold that in the
present context predicates and rclations cannot be treated
as objccts,®' because to trcat them so would nccessitate a
change in the view of objects as colourless or qualitiless in
order to accommodate such objects as ‘red’, ‘taller than’, and
so forth. But, what if we regard predicates and relatif)ns
as a different sct of objects (than first-substances) inhibiting
the world?3* For cxample, 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,
cven if they are treated in this way, it is difficult to sce how they
can be different from the objects which are ﬁl'St'SUb‘Stm?CCS'
For the latter can similarly be said to be functionally mdfned
towards more than one predicatc or relation at the same time-
This can be seen in the following way: suppose that tl.m wo.rllcll
comprises just of A, A,, A, Ay, By, By, By, B, objects in whic?
A,, As, Ay, A, are first-substances (one set of Ob_]CCtS? an
B., B,, B;, B, arc predicates or relations (another sct of objccts),

. . . . : figura-
and their various overlapping functions constitutc conilg

tions (as shown in the figurc on the next page) W.hiCh Sh_owlitha;
noset of objects is in principle less or more functionally 1n¢ 1rll:d
(to the other set of objects) than the other.* What arglcj‘ o
“firstsubstances”, then, appear to have the same possib1iity

«properties and rela-

< te:
books wrotc hy he abandoncd

3® Wittgenstein in his pre-Tractatus notc-
tions are objects too.” (16.6.15). He docs not give any recason w
this view in Tractatus. 12

32 Vide Moore, Some Main problems of Philosophy, PP 3 h::;c cannot be two

33 The figure on the next page is drawn only to show that © and first-substances
(ormore) kindsofobjects. Hence, if both predicates andrclanons.mcuh to maintain
arc taken to be of the same kind — a vicw which is as much di
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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 ‘sccond’. But this is a sclf-refuting view,
since to admit predicates like “‘red”, “‘green” (and also rela-
tions) as objects is to presuppose a qualitative difference among
-objects. Evidently, any attempt to give predicates and rela-
tions the status of such objects would be fallacious, for what
have been called “objects” by Aristotle and Wittgenstein are
logical entities, while what are called ““predicates” and ‘‘rela-
tions” are entities in experience. Such objccts are invoked to
explain the world that we experience and not to inhibit the
world of experience side by side the entities in cxperience: the
fact that a Particular experienced entity, e.g. a colour-appear-
Ance, cannot be abstracted from its correlative point of space-
time, nor can it be “actually lifted out of the strcam of ex-
perience’’3+ shows the difference between experiential and
logical entities, But, since experiential entities cannot be thus
abstracted withoyt involving unintelligibility with respect

-consistently, as we shal] sce presently — the figure above doces not  explain what
wve have carlier called “overlapping of objects.”
34 Vide Goodman, Struciyre of Appearance, vi, 1, p. 148,
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to them and to the context wherefrom they are abstract-
cd,? the simple units of cxperience cannot be these experien-
tial entitics but only the experiential individuals. For example,
in a colour-expericnce what is cxpericnced is not just a
colour, but is a-colour-at-a-space-timc. Now, since an ex-
pericntial individual cannot be treated as a factor in experience
(for it is continuous with the whole of cxpericnce), the occa-
sion of thc occurcnce of an cxpcerience is already an occa-
sion to scc a complex situation. The asscrtion, for instance,
“This is red here now (at space-time ¢r)”” involves a highly
complex situation (of which it is an assertion). The ‘this’ in
the above asscrtion, accordingly, would stand not for an
(simple) object, but for the whole complexity or complex
situation of which red is asserted to be the character (at the
space-time £r). This ‘this’ may have yet other characters.
Now, it is intercsting to note that even if such characters relat-
ing to some particular spacc-time belong to the ‘this’, they
cannot lead us to cstablish 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’ are quitc different —the word
“table” is to be used with reference to these characters at
all spacc-time, because the presence of such characters is
beyond a particular spacc-time (this Ch. 9C).

Lt is to be noted in this connection that if ‘predicates’ are
treated as characters of complexes (in the above sense),
‘rclations’ too come out to be the characters of these
complexcs. 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 morc different complexes, which by functioning
in certain ways with respect to cach other give the impression
of there being another type of characters, viz. relations. In
the case of relations, therefore, to have a relation means

85 Ibid.
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always to have two or more than two complex situations,
as the case may be, i.c. the relation being dyadic,
triadic, and so on; to have a ‘predicate’ mcans, 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 Wittgensteinian account of the analysis of factual
expressions in terms of objects gua first-substance is to somc
extent erroncous: that is, the assertion that the logic of language
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 objccts, according to them, are
‘colourless’; and to admit predicates (and relations) as such
objects would be to admit, for example, that colours are colour-
less! But, then, if the predicates and relations are not admit-
ted to be such objects, what are they? If they arc held as
qualifying the subjcct ¢his in the assertion of the form ““This is
red,” and if this is an object, then since there are no sub-
§tancgs except such objects, 7ed 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
€orresponding quality like “‘red”. ‘This’ does not appear to
stand for an object gua a first-substance but only for the
fi(’mple?dty of which ‘red’ is a character which helps us to
nzier;r;;r;e the former in our knowledge. §o,our la.nguagc need
the e usnany f:luehlcadmg toh i:ch simple ob_]?cts (cxc.cpt
o Viouslg ¢ as is the casc with Aristotle and.\'Vlttgcnstem)-
and whaz" no languagc. gocs beyond -wh.at is understood,

is understood is only a certain situation, i.e. some
‘COII};?lexity. Hence simple objects do not appear to be thost
€ntities which we arrive at in the process of analysis; analysis
may as.wcll 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 cither as simple or as complex.

C. It is obvious in the light of the above howecver that
space and time, considcred in themselves, arc mere abstractions
from experiential individuals.®® Since an experiential individual
relates to others of its kind, in the immediate continuity of a
single strcam of cxpcericnce, 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 ¢ is determined with respect to other such
occurrences at the time ¢, i.e. with respect to the whole visual
field at the time /. Now, though it isnever hard to suppose that
at the time ¢ 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 neccessary 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-
.occurcrences: it isjust possible that all individuals occur at a
single point of occurrence, and thercfore 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 We shall hereafter use 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 rclating to which they are
the same. Now, with time the case is just the contrary. Time
is the possibility of one individual succceding the other and
so on. ‘Changc’, thercfore, is the nucleus of the concept of
‘time’. If we suppose that e/l individuals occur simultancously,
we nced not entertain any concept of “‘time’’. Thus, space and
time arc both differentia of individuals— cxtcensionally and
temporally respectively. It is, therefore, that the world, as a
compositc of ell facts, cannot be said to be abou! 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 (experiential) individuals. They behave at once as
cxperiential entitics, as in case of a colour-appcarance in an
¢xperiential individual, and as a kind of relation between
tyvo or more such individuals. But if they arc to be called rela-
tions, relations of individuals, it has to be admitted that they
Zrc necessary rc]ation.s of thesc indivic.luals, o'thcr }'Clation?——'

ut 'for the cxception of the relation of ‘identity’— being
COntlr}gcnt. As such, they can always be discerned in the
Constitution of facts relating to sense-fields. Facts can be said
to be 3_~b0ut the space s if facts relate to individuals which
(:1:;‘;" }12 a visual or tactual sensc-ficld. Fa:cts about a time ¢

» owever, relate to any scnsc-field, i.c. they arc facts

bout thoege individuals which, as falling within a system,

one .either preceded or followed (or both) by at least
arce individyal,

saifz-tilr\lnow, since.two or more individuals can occur at the
dividualse ?r at different times or both, the t».vo or more in
respoet | 0 t}}e samc. nature, of the same logical form, witl
e o thf:xr certax.n character(s), may occur at the sam

at different times or both, and at each time of occur:
rence their nature remains the same. This harmony whicl

run s g . .
s between the individuals of the same nature with resoec
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to their character(s) is called ‘‘order’’?? of thosc individuals.
It is to be clearly understood that what is here called “‘order™
is not the same as “‘class’. For,a class is the sum of its members,
while an order cannot be spoken of as having members. Thus,
scveral things arc said to be green because they are understood
as bclonging to a single class ‘‘green”. That is, there i1s an
undcrstanding of the class “‘green’ because there are green
things. But, how is it that scveral things are understood as
green? Becausc, there is an order running through those
things, or becausc they arc of the same naturc with respect
to at least onc character. So, the understanding of the class
“green’” rests on the possibility of there being an order in and
through the things to which that class relatcs. Thus, the
notion of ‘order’ is indicative not of something complex, as
in case of a class: order is the uniformity of character(s) of certain
individuals.?® That is, an order remains undifferentiated,
irrespective of the difference between the individuals to which
it relates. In short, class relates to individuals, whercas order
rclates 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 “‘gencral facts”,
which has remained a matter of great controversy among the
philosophers. That general facts are 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
gencral 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 arcidentical, those situations would be understood as different
(this Ch. 7D).

4
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totality®®. That is, a general fact is not about the particular
facts to which it rclates. For example, to say that “All men
are mortal” is not to say that ‘“x is mortal,” “‘y 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 gencral fact cannot but rclate to
particular facts. So the problem is pertinent: gencral facts
arc not about the particular facts, yct they cannot but rclate
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 the particular facts relate. Hence, a gencral fact of the form
“That all men are mortal’ presents recally no problem with
respect to inductive inference. What a gencral fact really
States is that there is obtaining somec actual order(s) among
certain individuals, and that itis such order(s) which dctermine
what individuals (besides the given ones) are to be rclated to
that general fact. Let us, for instance, take the general fact
‘That all men are mortal’. What is here understood by ‘all
men”’ ? Surely, 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

’ I./ide Russell, LK, “The Philosophy of Logical Atomism,” V. Also, My Philo-
?O.phlcal Dc"'dopmcm, P. 226: “No particular A is a constituent of the propos-
ition ‘_all Ais B’ andthe proposition can therefore be understood if you know the
mcan}ng of ‘A’ even if you have never scen an ‘A’ Compare, “The synthetic
Premisc in question, involving the notion of allness, must always be presupposee
cductive definition under discussion is applicd toa universal state-
::ZZ;’I and hence the attempt to climinate “(x)” from it by means of that dcﬁnit.ior

Parable to the attempttocatch onc’s ownshadow.” SNT, p.147. Arguing
”fgz: thc. impo.ssil?ility of an extensional account of a gencral factt Pap suggc‘.?ls
the mllm(!uc significance of such a statement coul'd be grasped by simply graspini

- aning of the logical constants involved, without even the question of ‘wha
there iy (#bid, p. 148). But, according to our cxposition of the matter, gener:
Statements are uniquely significant with respect to the question of “what there i
thoug.h they do not relate to the latter dircctly or in terms of a single give
CXperience

.

thncw:r the ¢
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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, 11B). It should be clear
immediately that mortality is only one order among many
which determine the individuals called ‘“man’. Thus, if we
say that there arc cxactly the individuals—A, B, G, D, E,
F, G, H, I, the different orders that run through these
individuals may affect the latter in various ways:

B

Now, if all the common orders of the group DEGH (namely,
these orders: > =moratality (decay), * ’=rationality,
‘-smr-ee’ = animality(being instinctive ) ; other orders being,
oom-- > = whiteness, ¢ wweee * = jmmovability) are under-
stood by the general concept “man’, then the individuals
D,E,G, and Hwould be called ““man’’ (allmen). 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 transected by three orders simultancously, as is obvious
from the figure drawn above, which is not the case with other
individuals, viz. A, B, C, F, and 1. 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”’,
cxhibits the capacity of falling in yet another order. But
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obviously the order, ---’ which transccts £ is not an
order with respect to the individuals called “‘man”. Hence,
with respect to E gqua a man the order ‘- - - -’ or whiteness
would be called ‘‘a character’’, the presence or absence of which
docs not make any difference to E being called “‘a man”
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 excludes any of the orders cssential for any
individual being a man. For cxample, God may be rational
and yet immortal, so that He can ncver be called “‘a man”
(in the same language). Now since the overlapping orders
arc not determined in our knowledge in such an absolutc
way, itis very difficult to definc a genceral concept like ““man’™*".
Further, there is the difficulty with respect to accidental orders
?elating 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 Lhings.

So, in case of the general fact ‘That all men are mortal’
0111}’ one order, viz. mortality, has been asserted of man,
:\:hu:h’,’ therefore, cannot be taken as the whole definition of

man”, but only as one among many orders which constitute
such a definition, to which cvery individual called “man”
;nsus‘t iZ?lP ly i.n ?’rdir to be l.m?.’erstood as m,'jm Such predicates
to the Sﬁ:‘_ahty > Ez-flunakty., mortality”, ctc. arc attached
stood wit}ieCt term ‘‘man’’, since the latter cannot be under-

out a reference to them.
b The s“ggestion that propositions relating to general facts
¢ Stated in hypothetical form is therefore of great valuc.
Accordingly, the hypothetical f ition “Al
> ypothetical form of the proposition ‘Al
men are mortal” js-
(x) (Hx o Mx).

4o Cf, .
tion RC. c? Hampel and Paul Oppenheim, “Studics in the Logic of Explana
»  *\cadings in Philosophy of Sci ed. Feigl,
adequate defiri; osophy of Science, aigl, the problem of a

And 2 term ix of purely qualitative (universal) predicates remain open.’
erm 'S universalif its meaning can be conveyed without explicit referenc
to any particular object.
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Rut this form is mislcading in so far as it may suggest (a) that
an extensional account of general facts can be given, i.c. suppos-
ing as if all things called ““man’’ can be counted, and () that
both the predicates (H=man, M =Mortality) have equal
ostensive significance (Ch. I1I, 11B). It is tobenoted that such
a suggestion is not intrinsic with the form of the expression.
For, in an instantiation of this expression, in the form:
Ha 5 Ma,
it is never suggested that a particular individual or thing is
a man. What both these forms of expression suggest is only
that if something is a man, then it should be mortal; for, it
cannot be that something is both a man and a non-mortal,
< (&,) (x is a man.« (x is 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 instance of factual expres-
sion is further brought out in the form of the corresponding
counter-factual conditional which tries to establish a causal
rclation between its antecedent and consequent terms. (Ch. 111,
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
if it is said, ““Had God been a man, He would have suffered
death”. Here, again, in order to be 2 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 what not).
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 general concept is defined in respect
of certain orders. The casc of understanding ‘‘causality” in
this sense, therefore, is analytic—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 dcal with later-

Obviously, then, a gencral 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 arc
designated by a general concept like ‘“man’. Further, a
general fact is not about any particular space-time, since an
order is not understood as 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, nceds consideration.
:Thc first-order facts (sce, 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 sccond-order facts
of the form “That this is 2 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);
10T can it be called a general fact since this, in this casc, i
notative of something experienced at a particular space-
tme, of an -experiential individual, and the predicate “man’,
even though understandable in terms only of the corresponding
orders, jg asserted of what is thus experiecnced and not of
::}:;)S:riord?rS‘-A 'se.cond-ordcr fact, then, rc.latcs atonce: to .3;11
e infil'm'al md_1v1dua1 and the order(s) with regard to whic

vidual is determined.

OW, if it is said that ““This is red, is 2 man,” or “x is red
and is 3 man,” it remains intelligible with respect to both of
the predicates “red” and “man’’. But the attribution of thes¢
two predicates makes a lot of difference regarding the intelli-
gibility of the subject term *“This”’, or “¥”. For, when it i
asserted that “This is red”’ or “x is red’” it is quite possible that
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nothing more or less than what is the casc at the moment of
experience is asserted. But if asserted that “This is a man”,
many more cases (a complex situation) arc asserted. Obviously,
by using the predicate ‘““man’’ one is sure that ¢kis is not the
man; because whatever is understood to be a man is never
thought as cxhausting the corresponding order(s). So that,
the attribution of man to this is possible only when we can
significantly use such expressions as ‘“This is ¢ man,” ‘““That
is @ man,” and so on. That is, the understanding of the
cxpressions like “This is ¢ magp’ depends on several under-
standings of the kind ‘‘x is a man’ —where x is a variable
applicable to ell cascs which possess the order(s) defining the
G-sign “man’. So, it is thc immediate difference that the predi-
cate ‘“man’’ displays with respect to the individuals like ‘this’,
‘that’, etc. which forms the nuclcus of the understanding of the
form of the cxpression ‘“This is a man.”’ But this immediate
difference is also an occasion of the immediale relation of the
predicate ‘““man’’ with the corresponding individuals. That is,
the individuals (both phenomenal and physical) in experience
carry their understandability with respect to their forms;
and to that extent they are self-evident, as being understood
immediately cither in their own capacity with regard to their
respcctive 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 bc understood as ““This is a man”, and thercfore
againas “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, ¢.g., the general fact “That
all men are 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’, ctc.,
but rather about the order(s) with respect to which all these
individuals are called ““man’’. Hence, a general fact, unlike
first-order and sccond-order facts, is not about expericntial
individuals—i.c. either phenomenal or physical individuals.
But it relates to these individuals; for, otherwisc, it cannot be
cven 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
9f their structure and substantial ground. A genecral fact
15 50 called only because it relates to the understanding of
generality, just as a first-order fact relates to the understanding
o! particularity, and a second-order fact relates to the under-
standing of generality-in-relation-with-a-particular. They are
qu%a.l]y important and fundamental. Hence, they all atonce
go1nto the construction of the world; and, consequently, the

world of our knowledge itself is neither more nor less than all
these facts.



CHAPTER IIT

FACTUALITY AND MODALITY

10A. It is almost customary to regard facts to be contin-
gent. But tkey do not scem to be either necessary or contingent.
Facts arc simply what they are. A fact cannot be necessary:
since no fact cither 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. Whatever 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 by
side with facts: Nothing in the world suggests that something
must be the case. What 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 are mortal’, ‘That this
is red’, and ‘“That this is a man’, we find that all such facts are
Dparts of the totality of facts which is the world —they are about
some situation, and not about the whole 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 are just accidental; for, “The world” is
understood as a ‘“‘system of facts’’, so that, in this 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-
sitatcd 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 agrument.

Hence it appears quite legitimate to hold that no normative
rule or law is possible in our knowledge with respect cither
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:
cxperiences are conditioned by what is actually there. But the
presentness que actuality is never known to be conditioned
by anything clse.

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
V-alid. What is, or the presentness, is of two sorts cpistcmolo-~
gically: that which is —may be negated, and that which is —
s never negated. For example, what may appear to be a snake
1s negated when the same thing is known to be a rope; but the
latter ?ontinues to be so as not being negated. Now, if both
the epistemic senses of presentness are granted (and we do
1ot sce why they should not be), then we arrive at an unplea-
Sant- conclusion, namely, that both facts and no-facts arc
Contm.gem_ For, if in onec casc presentness can be negated,
fhere 18 N0 prima facie rcason for not ncgating the presentness
i second case. So that, at least at this very important level,
we are forced to accept that facts and no-facts are on the same
footing. The situation becomes still worse when we realize tha
no'faCt_S, unlike facts, are ostensively vacuous (Ch. IV, 13-14).
Pc‘;g;‘?’ let us ask, what does the negation (?f a fact enta'il?

P we cannot see a factual answer to this: The negatior
Of_a fact is simply unintelligible. It is clear that we cannot
think otheirwise of what is a fact, suck that such a thinking
should itself 'bc factual, i.e. have factual import." This view

1
a Il{“‘mc argucd that because we can think or imagine otherwise of a fact
1¢ latter must be contingent. We think that therc is a lot of differenc
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should be granted, because no fact can cancel another: they
are not only irreducible to one another, but also they do not
negate cach other. However, it is not as much clear that a
fact cannot entail a no-fact, .though the converse is botb logic-
ally and epistemologically a valid contention: the realization
of a no-fact may lcad 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 erroncous. 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 does 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 in our experience of the world. But if we take
logic to bc 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 ncither

between thinking, i.c. 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. Pcrhaps, then,
whatis factually impossible or possible is a thought-form, which
is or is not in conflict with a fact. Facts are, therefore,
not contingent in any ordinary sense of thc word. That is,
facts arc modally neutral. What is nccessary or contingent or
cven impossible is only a thought-form: A factual thought-
form needs to be differentiated from the corresponding fact
(Ch. 11, 7A-B).
C. It may perhaps bec argued that facts, in the light of the
above, are neccessary from onc 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 casc of
crrors, there is nothing to compel us to correct them as soon
as they arc 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 thig
error for ever, so that the corresponding experience, as voucheq
by a belief, would remain a no-fact with respect to the actua]
situation.? 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
1S neutralized as soon as the two arguments—- (@) facts cannot
be negated, and (b) there is no law to compel us to correct
an crroneous or non-factual knowledge, i.e. a no-fact doeg
not by itself lead us to a fact— are brought together. For, while
(a) suggests that facts are necessary (b) suggests that they are
not, thus giving us an inconsistent modal view of facts. 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 cxpe-
1 ncesof one’s own or that of others’ with respect to the same thing or when it
eadstoa disappointment in the desired action or cxpectation. But none of these

<onditions serve asa normative law for the correction of an error, since the
latter may well go undetected.

rie
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appears to misfire. As wc have already urged, a factual
thought-form is quite different from the corresponding fact:
what is a fact is a factual thought-form realized in the world,
while what is a factual thought-form may be thus recalized
(actual) or unrealized (possible), i.e. a thought-form may
rclate to aa actual structure or to a possible structure (Ch. 1T,
7C). Accordingly, what is said to be the absenccof a fact-in-a-
possiblc-world must reclate 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 argucs for the contingency of facts from almost
a similar view of factual contraricty: ‘“The contrary of every
matter of fact is still possible; because it can never imply a
contradiction, and is concecived by thc mind with the samec
facility and distinctness, as if ever so confromable 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.c. 1t can only
suggest that the understanding with respecttoa factis not neces-
sary in so far as the contrary understanding regarding the
individual(s) which a fact relates is cqually possiblc. But let
us suppose that a contrary thought-form may be positively
confirmed, or may be realized, in the world: so that there may
actually be contrary facts. Accordingly, the facts of the for{n
“That this is red,” “That this is a man,” and ‘That. all me‘n arc
mortal’ would have as their contraries, rcspccthCle T:?:
this is not red,” “That this is not a man,’.and “That no f:;qd:
mortal’—the latter rcalized as facts in the same ible)
If they arc said to be realized in some other (say 2 P}?SM can
world different from the world, then we do not s€¢ how tegﬁon
stand as contraries, or for that matter, in any otht(l; ;C mor;
to facts which constitute the world. What seerms

3 An Enquiry into Human Understanding, Sec. iv, pt- 1.
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plausible a view is that a possible world is simply a name for
the totality of all unrealized factual thought-forms (this Ch.
12B) which stand as contrarics (and not as contradictory, as
““pe = p’’, which is never factual) or as ncutral (c.g. ““There
is God”) to the recalized thought-forms corresponding to
respective facts.

Now let us take the first pair of contrarics: the thought-
forms of the two facts being ““This is red” and ‘“This is not-
red.” Obviously, both the forms may be true, i.c. 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 hypothesi, to what we have called “‘instances
qf 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-
fnenal .situation is characterized as red, and the next which
ammed'mtely follows the first is not-red*. So, bcing about dif-
ferent individuals and about different characters of the latter,
no factual impossibility arises with respect to the realization
of th(? two given thought-forms. Itshould be noted, however,
thaF -1f what is not-red is not positively determined (=is not
POS“W_CIY _Conﬁrmable) with respect to the individual thts,
to which it is attributed, then what we understand here is
simply that this this does not have the same character as the
this has which is positively determined as red. But in that
v et conaponding s crn b i 91

act ‘That this is not-red,’ as not posmvcly

+1tis : . .
however a highly controversial matter whether an instance of not-red

should o
d have another colour or not. For, if it does have another colour, then we

ShOUIq notsay that whatis thus coloured is an instance of not-red. unless we have
established thatany two colours must be '

tory). But, on the other hand, once we h
then obviously red and not-red mnst be

mutually exclusive (or even contradic-
ave determined something as not-red,
mutually exclusive (Ch. 1V, 14B).
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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 this is a man’ and ‘“That this is not a man’,
we can say the samething which we have said above regarding
the first pair of contraries relating to phenomecnal situations,
except that now it relates to physical situations. That is, here
too, it cannot bc maintained that something belongs to that
very order(s) (man) to which 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 rcalized 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 this
is not a man’ cannot be a fact cither. For, in the second
case, the this, the individual, is again dcvoid 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 whilc one exhibits 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) which 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 diflicult to sce 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 cstablished as shown above, yet since one individual is
determined in onc particular way and the other in another
particular way —so that the two ways of determination are
mutually 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
understanding of an individual as exhibiting some order or
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having some character is mercly contingent? We think that
this argument is not valid. It is to be noted that if facts are
demonstrated to be contingent, then what is nceded to
bring about this cffect is not that their respective contrary
thought-forms are possible, but that their substantial ground
is accidental —which cannot be demonstrated within phil-
osophy. So, cven 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 ifit is argucd that an individual may
be variously determined, and thercfore onc detecrmination can-
not be regarded as necessary with respect to that individual,
we need only urge that since all such determinations deter-
‘rnir?e an individual with respect to the fact of which it (the
individual) is the substantial ground, to deny a particular
determination of an indjvidual 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-
tenstic example of what a factually impossiblc thought-form
would be like. According to thc understanding of the fact
of the form ‘That all men arc mortal’ (Ch. I1, 9B), its contrary
12 Just impossible: contrary of such a fact may at best be taken
as a sugg'cstion for a change in thc 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 €xpression in which those gencral concepts occur-
Lewls. Says® that an cxplicative statement which ‘‘relates a
meanng to a meaning” is analytic, and an analytic truth
(unlike, of COurse, its linguistic expression) is not relative to

5 Vide SNT, pPp. 103-104,
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linguistic rules at all. A change in linguistic rules entails
a change in the sentecnce by which an analytic truth is
expressed, but it cannot affect the analytic truth itself. Now
this may well scem to be a mere truism®, but is nevertheless
significant in view of the fact that the modern analysts very
often show a tendency to sce 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 cqually 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. We
can change the usage of the words like ““man’’ in our laﬁguagc,
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
arc rather determinations within our knowledge of the world.

11A. Now, before we start to consider the question of mod-
ality with respect to thought-forms or propositions, the follow-
ing points nced be noted: (4) A thought-form or proposition
is always somcthing 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 dircctly dealing with such ima'gcs
in this respect is simply to avoid unnccessary psychological
confusions). () What we mcan by ‘‘language” in talking. of
“‘the expression of thought-forms”’ is such a scries of signs which
wecall “natural” or “‘ordinary’’ language. A highly formalized
scientific language may perhaps be found inadequatc to
deal with the task we arc just to set on. Husserl’s Lebenswelt
or the world of ordinary language is in this respect different
from what is the scientific world or the abstract world referred
to by a highly formalized language.”

In our formulation of the gencral structurc of ordinary lan-
guage, a system of signs, through which factual thought-forms
arc expressed, we would have to adopt, besides logical or non-
referential signs (L-signs) like “‘or’” (‘v’*), “‘and” (“‘.”),
“If. ... then” (‘5 ) etc., referential signs of the following
sort:

. Name signs (N-signs) such as ‘‘this”’, “‘that”, ‘‘thot”, etc.
N-signs always denote, i.c. have simple reference to

experiential individuals, and always occur as subjcct terms in
factual linguistic cxpressions.

. 2. Character signs for first-level predicates and relations (Pc-
signs) such ag “red”, “‘blue”, “‘round”, “dcep”, ““cold”, etc.
(or let us designate them by the symbols —M, N, O, P,---):
Pe-signs have simple referential function if they occur as
Predicate terms with a N-sign in a factual linguistic expression.
Pc-signs always have a designatory® function in the scnsc that
they stand not for individuals themsclves but for certain
f:haractcrs of individuals. Terms standing for actual relations
In ordinary language arc Pc-signs (Ch. I, 8B): while rclation
terms are twq (or more) place character signs, as they relate

7 Vide John Wild, “Is therc a world of Ordinary Language?” PR 1958,
?p- 460n; Though we, for ourselves, do not think that the ‘Icbenswelt’ and the
wc;rld of science’ are JSundamentally different.
Fora difference between “denotatory’” and “‘designatory” functions of a sign;
see Morris’ paper on “Theory of signs”, EUS vol. 1, No. 2. Signs, accordingly,
always refer to somet

o hing, but what they refer to need not always be objects or
individuals, (Ibid, p. 4).
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to two (or more) N-signs, predicate (or property) terms gua
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 them
by thesymbols A, B, G, D,- - -,): Po-signs have an indirect and
complex refcrential function of predicate terms in a factual
linguistic cxpression as associated with a N-sign or with a Pec-
sign. Po-signs are used only as referring to a physical situation
—things or cvents. These signs can also be used as Genus-
signs (or G-signs), if certain objects or events are grouped
together with respect to certain order(s). But in so far as the
referential function of Genus-signs is concerned, it remains the
same as of the corresponding order(s).

There are, then, these three types of referential signs in
an ordinary or natural language. Unlike other relations,
the rclation 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 herc 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
ratheris a question of meaningful assignment of signs to situations
in the world. A question of mecaning, 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 tosituations, 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 mcaning and of reference,
may well overlap each other, but arc definitcly not identical.
The syntactical rules can, no doubt, attach mcaning 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 respect to its relation with
the world. So, if a language has any definite rclation to the
world, then it must be according to some rules independent
of such syntactical rules: the former wc shall hereafter call
rules of reference®.

B.Rules of reference are cssentially bound up with the ways

in which we understand the world. In our understanding of
-the world we find that any situation is cither determined by
itself, or with respect to other alike situations, or with respect
to several situations as are different from it (Ch. IL, 7D). As
relating to the above threc ways of undcrstanding, we have the
following three rules of reference:

R. I. “This.That.Thot (MvNvOvP-v---)" or the rulc
about a simple function of Pc-signs, as related with N-signs:
a combination of signs referring to some (one) situation, which
15 referentially meaningful for the person who is acquainted
with the situation,

The N-sign “This”, “That”, etc.,in the present case, have a
dent?tatory function only as associated with the corresponding
_Pc-31gn.s (M, N, O,---). Thatis, accordingly, no situation in
immediate expericnce can be known unless it exhibits a

\ .
As has- been successfully shown in Carnap's Logical Syntax of Language, ot
even by Wittgenstein’s

Philosophical Investigations, the latter positively forbiding

;::obt to rcf‘cr to the world: Their sole business is linguistic analysis. This thesis
€en vigorously attacked by Russell in My Philosophical Development,

PP- 215-30. He wonders whether philosophical analysis is worth anything if it

does not invoke a clearer understanding of the world or at least a refercnce
to the latter,

10 Cf. Korner’s
definition of
of predicates

! (“Reference, Vagueness, and Necessity,” PR 1957, p. 363)
Rules of Reference” as “those governing the assignment or refusal
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 withat least
onc 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 formulation 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. Thismarks 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. IT “This. That . Thot.---(A vB 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-
notatory function only as associated with the corresponding
Po-signs (A, B, G, ---). That is, accordingly, rio 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
orders(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 secnse,
becausec an occasion of the occurrence of one order with
respect to a physical situation may be an occasion of the
occurrence of somec other orders. Physical situations are
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 mortelity (Ch. II, 9B). But,
since the samc order must ex hypothesi (Ch. I1, 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 number
of which is left open. Obviously, then, if therc is a Po-sign
which relates only to onc situation, it must ex fypothesi 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, )’ and
“square (y, z),” then there is only one situation which is both
‘red’ and ‘square’, and if, suppose, we have the Po-sign “‘req.
square”, then no other order than one designated by this
Po-sign can be asserted of y: the assertion of other orders with
respect to y would, then, 6nly be accidental characters of y,
unless, of course, they are shown to be co-extensive with the
order redsquare. The presence of some other orders which may
be co-extensive with redsquare 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
Cha‘r‘ader(s)' If, per chance, it has no accidental character,
then mere di fference' determines this unity (Ch. II, 7B).

11 Such a. difference is called “numerical difference’, as against the former
(betwcf:n propertics) which is called “qualitative difference.” Obviously a nume-
rical difference can be understood only if difference is taken to be independent
determination (Ch. I1, 7D), Wittgenstein, in Tractatus, successfully used the
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R. III. A rule about referential function of the combina-
tions of scts of Pc-signs and Po-signs: this is a rule governing
a highly complex referential function of the following possible
combinations of the scts of Pc-signs and Po-signs: (¢) combina-
tions of the scts of Pc-signs, (6) combinations of the scts of
Pc-signs and Po-signs, and (¢) 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 onc of the following: inclusion (=== ), exclusion (),
overlapping ( O), inclusion-or-exclusion ( + ), exclusion-or-overlap
(® ), inclusion-or-overlep ( © ), and exclusion-or-inclusion-or-
overlap ( @ ). The only condition for the obtaining of any of
thesc propertics is that the corresponding combinations
are allowed a finite extension’?, and that these combinations
are taken to be relating only to physical situations (because
they only provide the occasion which is needed to ascertain
thesec properties, which obtain only if there are more than
one situation in our observation: phenomenal situations being
uniquc and occurring onlyone 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 of the 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 cxpress the same as follows:

This . That. Thot . Thet. ( MvNvOvPvQvRvSvT).

Here (i) the property exclusion is mainfest in the Rf. ( =

concept of numerical difference as an independent determination in his
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 between 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 rclation 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. of MOS, i.c. with respect to these Pe-signs “That’ is always
a specifying instance for any occurrence of ““Thet’” and hence
can be substituted for the Iatter as its specifying sign; (iii) the
Rf. of MNT as rclated to the Rfs. of MOS and OQMS
cxhibits the property overlap: that is, instances ‘“This”,
“That”, and “Thet” arc interchangcable or substitutable
with respect (only) to the character sign M in virtuc of which
they have partial identity.

Further, in the above mentioned sets of character signs,
the Pc-signs M, and O and S transect at once the situations
denoted by N-signs ““This”’, “That”’, and ‘““Thet”, and “That”
and “Thet” respcctivcly. So that, in the given combina-
tions of Pc-signs therc are three orders (Po-signs) A, B and G,
corresponding to M, O and S respectively. Among these
orders, A, with respect to its referential function, exhibits the
property inclysion in its relation to B and C: (A— BvC); B
afld C are co-extensive with respect to their Rfs. Hence, the
dlﬁ‘e.rcncc between the Rfs. of the sets of Pc-signs and that of
Po-igns is obvious; and this difference is very important,
bficausc 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: ()
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 to N-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
char?.cter signs make the orders with respect to which a certain
physical situation is determined and is known as such.
(6) Thercisa limiting rule with regard to physical situations to
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the effect that the latter are 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 are assigned a general concept'®—a G-sign in
ordinary language. Thus, if “That”’ and ‘‘thet’’ are taken to
be defined with respect to the orders A, B, and C, then there
is a sign ¥ in ordinary language which may at once be used
to stand for “That” and “Thet”’, though meaningful only
as rclating 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-signlike ““man’’. Hence, with respect to the understanding
of suchsigns, we always remain uncertain, except, of course,
in casc 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 does not include the cases
relating to the just stated ‘Limiting Rul¢’ 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

13 A general concept or a G-sign in ordinary Language, though in pri.nCiPlc
determined with respect to all the orders of those situations to which itis assigned,
is known to be sowithrespect only to certain limited orders to which it is related
in practice. Hence a G-sign is to be regarded as “open’’, in the scnsc¢ that it may
yet include orders which are 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 (QT) (Thit)

PR (NSO) (Thut)

QS (Thyt)

Or the same may be stated as follows:

Thit. Thut. Thyt MvNvO vPvQvRvSvT)

In the above sign-combinations, onc of the given Rfs. is
‘MOS (QT) O PR (NSOY though the Rf. of the possible com-
bination MOS (QT) with regard to the actual combination
PR stands only in a rclation exhibiting the property exclusion.
Similarly,“MOS(QT) == QS’, though actually the two stand
in a relation with the property overlepping.

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

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

R. III (ii): If the property overlapping is once ascertained
in the relation between (finite) scts of Pc-signs, it can never
change into a relation having the property exclusion, as relat-
ing to situations to which the sets of P-signs presently relate
or to new situations which they may relate. On the other
hand, the property exclusion or inclusion ascertained in a
relation between (finitc) 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-oyperlap
cannot be ascertained with respect to a relation holding
between any given (finite) scts of P-signs however open,
because it exhausts all the possibilities of combinations of P-
signs at oncc, and thercby displays no significant Rf. It
displays a purcly logical function which does not concern us.
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Similarly, the property exclusion-or-inclusion cannot be ascert-
ained of a relation between any (finitc) scts of P-signs —not
becausc it exhausts all the possibilities of combinations of
P-signs, but because, according to RIII (ii), ncither inclusion
can turn into exclusion nor exclusion into inclusion.

These Rules of Reference need to be supplemented by
the following considcrations: (@) 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). () All these
rules, as based respectively on ways of understanding (Ch.
II, 7D), are prescriptive and not descriptive. The rules as
formulated above are not themselves propositions'¢: 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. (¢) 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.
Without such rules, all thought-forms, all knowledge, in the
presence of possible contrary thought-forms, would be. merely
contingent: The confusion between factual POSSib_ihty %nd
logical possibility has led the logical positivists, mdud{“g
Hume, to declare that all factual knowledge is mcrcly. contin-
gent. Rules under discussion not only render what involves

proposition, i.c. somcthing that
SNT, p. 72, italics author’s).
ts arc referentially:

4 Pap observes: “a rule, obviously, is not 2
could significantly be said to be known to be true.”
Also, these rules help us to determine what statemen
meaningful, though they themselves are neither truc nor falsc.
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reference 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 correctreference intel-
ligible asa matter of necessity with respcct toour understanding
of the world; so that the correctness or truth of a Proposition
may well coincide with its bcing necessary's. .(a') Hence,
the rules of reference are normative: to act accordxng to these
Tules means that the latter lead to correct referential function
of a sign-combination; but a violation thereof demands Correc-
tion according to the rules. For example, a garrclit_: of chess can
be played only when there are moves according to go -
rules of chegs: Hence such moves are necessary with reg
to those rules. But whereas rules of a %flmc sucl}; as chess
be arbitrarily changed, no such possibi f:ﬁ;:i;c ‘;ai?lertax
in regard to the rules of refcrencc,.ﬂwhich we °r are ap
the same time indicative of the waysc;::monstratc atndersmnd
the world. So, what we are going o cs is merely du;1 "oessary
Or contingent in the following P;gs wch ways of undto these
Ways of understanding, even thous™ | nor contingens o 21~
ing are themselves neither necessary ot talk of t}% nt. a is,
If these rules are violated, W€ }szr;?miting case o:‘: 1‘{’(;?1(1. Let
Us try to violate, for instance t._ of signs of the g 11, The
fule asserts that the combination rders (and ¢ form «cp)y
men are moral” relates to certain Ol' ad n~ that i 1s itg
sole functiog as it stands). We have alteddy noticed whay

sSort
. . : ibes. Now le - ;
Ofreferentlal function this prcscrlbcn i ol ttus E\‘Y 10 violate
i . [LJEON ace O L I
S rule by putting the sign red” in place of “mortal”, in
s Qg Pap, ibid 127: .. - the same intellectual operations by which we
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the above statement, so as to make it read, <All men 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-cxtensive or identical with any or all of thosc
orders which define ‘“man,’” i.c. the orders which transect
at once thosec situations to which the G-sign ““man’ is to be
assigned. That is, “‘red’” in its rclation with the sign ‘“‘man’
is an accidental sign (a Pc-sign) —if the combination of
thesc two signs has to have any refercntial significance; that
“red” is an accidental sign follows from the intcrpretation of
the limiting case of R III with the help of R IIL (ii) which
states that the rclation of the sets of P-signs exhibiting the
property exclusion (notc 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 — (ABCQOD); hencc 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 refercntial function of D being included in that of ABC
(or even as “D—ABC”)—but only as ABC @ D. Accord-
ingly, only thc statements of the form ‘“This (some) man is
red” can be correct. But, ‘““This man is red’’ does not become
nccessary because of its apparent conformity to R 1. For, even
if the samec 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 to RI, for it is
of the form, ““This is man, is red’” (see Ch. II. 9C). (¢) 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 cxhibits a
precise reference in virtue of which thought-forms are
related to the world. Thought-forms, as has alrcady been
said, are either realized or unrealized. The totality of thought-
forms, realized and unrcalizced, is the totality of all the consistent
logical propositions. Only what is sclf-contradictory is logically
impossible!”. 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'®, that some actual situation in
the world might yet be a “‘simultancously sclf-contradiction’,
le. “what is logically or really impossible is intentionally
(cognitively) possible”. As Weiss points out, this is in direct
conflict with the statement that ‘“what is not realizablc in
this world is an impossibility for this world; real possibilitics
must therefore be realizable’ !9, which Parker accepts. More-
over, as we demonstrated carlier, everything that isin the world
must be understandable, or be capable of having a thought-
form, j.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 like “(x) (x =x)»,
“(p) (px v 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 sclf-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 e, detcrmined
with respect to the character red, then the same sityation @
cannot be determined with respect to the character zot-red,

17 Cf. Weiss, “Real Possibility”, RM 1954.55, p. 669, Thesis 1, «The sclf-
Contradictory is impossible; whatever is possible must therefore be jpternally
'Coherent.n

18 Parker’s comments oD Weiss” Thesis 1, RM 1954-55, p. 678,

'9 Weiss, op. cit., p- 670, No. 11.



FACTUALITY AND MODALITY 79

or the abscnce of red: as determined by the absence of red
it cannot be the same situation a, i.c. a is cither sclf-identical
or sclf-contradictory. If sclf-contradictory, then it 1is
ununderstandable and what is un-understandable is factually
impossible. Thus, logic, in thissense, is alwaysat the background
of our knowledge of the world. Now, we know that the only
condition for a proposition to be logically possible is that it
is not sclf-contradictory. What conditions are there, on the
other hand, for any proposition to be _factually pOSSible?
Obviously, the mecre non-contradictoriness of a proposition
is not suflicient to render the latter factually possible. Non-
contradiction is necessary but not a suflicient condition for the
latter. Tor, a non-contradictory proposition may be vacuous,
e.g. “What is truc of all is true of any,”” “For every X, X is
P or non-P,” ““For every x, x=x" or even logically contingent
propositons like “p g, ““(x)(Tx 2 Qx.Tx)’’, and so on. A
sufficicnt condition for a proposition being factually possible,
besides the necessary condition that the latter must be intern-
ally consistent, is that it has a correcct reference to the world;
(as will be scen later, an apparent reference of a proposition to
the world nced 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, ¢.g. ‘P> ps”’
““(x) (x=x)"’, and so on. In case of factual necessity, il any;
a mere tautology would not do; here we need those rules
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 thercfore 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
neccssary, factually ncutral (and also factually impossible
expressions in ordinary language).
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Factually nccessary propositions arc of the form (i) ““All
men are 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. 11, 9B); and here it only necds 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 candidatcs for factual neces-
sity. But, they would not scem 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 scen later). Thus
the propositions expressed in (ii) and (iii) confirm respectively
RIand R I That is, the mere assertion of thesc propositions
renders the whole R I and R 11 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 withrespect 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
R IT asserts is that a N-sign denoting any (physical) situation
Isdetermined with respect to at least one order-sign or Po-sign.
.In the expression of thought-form ““This is a man’’ or “‘this A’”
Just t}_lis rule is confirmed. That is, if the raison d’étre of these
‘t';ll:?ts II)Sh l:ldcrstood,.the V.vholc argument bcconllcs c'lcar, namel}",

omenal situations are known only in virtue of their
g};?;a;;ers, and physic.al situations are there in our knowledge
Cause they fall in one or the other order(s). (Ch. I1,7D.)

here may, however, be an argument against accepting
the above mentioned thought-forms as necessary on the basis
of the following:
L. The Positivists— both modern and classical —argue that
PrOposm(mS referring to individuals, or particular situations.
m thfa world, must be contingent: according to them, only

certain logical entailments are necessary.
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2. The contrary thought-forms of thesc propositions are
possible.

3. All nccessary statements are time-independent; the
present propositions appear to be about certain times.

Lecibnitz — generally regarded a champion of anti-positiv-
ism — was the first cxponent of the view that all singular
statements like ““Casar crossed the Rubicon’ are contingent,
and of the view that only contingent propositions assert the
being (= presentness) of the individuals or particularsituations.
And this conclusion is drawn from the following premises:
(a) a statement, the grammatical subject of which is a dcfinite
description, cannot be truc unless there is a situation denot-
cd by the description; and () any proper namc is synonyms-
ous with definite description. Now, if thc proper name
“Cesar” is synonymous with the description ‘“The Roman
Emperor who was stabbed by Brutus”, then consider the
historical statement ‘‘Cesar was stabbed by Brutus™: would
this statement be contingent or necessary? In the light of
Leibnitz’ theory it is both necessary as well as contingent —
necessary, becausce its denial would involve self-contradiction,
that the person who was stabbed by Brutus was not stabbed
by him; and contingent, becausec it refers to an individual®®.

Itis clear, then, that Leibnitz’ assertion, as it stands, cannot
be true: Ifitis truc,it appears thatitis only partially true: only
some particular sorts of singular statcments are contingent,
in the sensc of asserting the being of an individual or a
situation. Regarding the cases where the being of indiyiduals
or situations is not pre-determincd (that is, prior to the deter-
mination of their characteristics), it is impossible to sce how
the corresponding propositions can be altered with 1”63.513“3‘3t
to these situations, if the latter are once rightly d?lcrx.mned.
As we have observed before, this sort of determination in our
knowledge is actually a sort of definition which asserts itself.
It appears to have been taken for granted that whatever

20 This point is originally made by Pap, SNT, p. 18.
6
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(statement) refers to the world must be contingent. Surprising-
ly, nothing, not cven the rules of reference, suggests such a
conclusion. There is perhaps only one conceivable argument,
forwarded by Hume, in support of this view, namcly, that
a contrary of any factual statement is logically possible. But
this hardly helps to cstablish the view in question. For, itis
factually impossible to establish a factual contraricty of a
rcalized singular proposition which conforms cither to R I or
to R II. Thus, the proposition ‘“This is red”, as realized,
cannot admit of a contrary for the same l/4is, i.c. 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 this
1s purcly logically possible). That is, a contrary thought-form
can be factuallypossiblc only in the sensc that it may be realiz-
ed with respect to other similar cases. Thus Parker wrote:
“whatever has beocome rcally actual is not really possible
(though the other individuals of the same type may be).”*
To hold that a contrary thought-form is factually possible
(of .the thought-form, e.g. ““This is red”) is to admit the as-
sel."tmn 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
carlicr; if possible, only some other characters may be
added to the present character(s) (according to R I). This
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 cxpressed in
conformity with R II. Two further points need to be added
to this as a way of clarification (2) We think that an actual

2t RM 1954-55, p. 678, No. 2.
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situation cannot be talked of ecither as possible or as neces-
sary — as wec have already demonstrated earlier: an un-
casiness with regard to this is felt throughout in the discussion
on Weiss’ theses®?; only thought-forms or propositions can be
regarded as possible, etc. (b) If our view is acceptable, and it
is granted that therc 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
neccessary.

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 cven be entertained; for, here, unlike in case of
the other two kinds of thought-forms, is a statcment which
applics to all similar cases so as to render it impossible to
conccive 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-form?3. Clearly, since “All men are
mortal”’, with respect to the corresponding fact, is not about

22 Vide Weiss, ““Real Possibility”’, RM 1954-53, and comments on his theses

hy Parker, Goodman, Wild, Haring, Stallkenccht, and Thompet = - )
23 Vide Carnap, “Truth and Conﬁ;mation”, in Readings in Plulf)sophxf:al 1:::-

lysis, ed. by Feigl and Sellars, Carnap uses time-independent predicates in ©

to show the difference between the concepts of truth and confirmation.
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any particular time (Ch. II, 9B), it is timc-indcpendent. The
difficulty scems to arisc with respect to other two kinds of
thought-forms, cxpressed in the statements of the form ““This
is red” and ““This is a man;” for they arc rcalized at some
particular time, so that they may well appcar to be time-
dependent. That this is not the case should bec 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 merc rcalization 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 rcalized,
involves complete confirmation of some rule of reference.
But, then, what involves a complete confirmation of a rule of
reference must be time-independent: for, cven onc 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 modecs
of our understanding of the world, corresponding to
RT and RII, involving thercby the very assertions which
go into the making of R 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
involving 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 clsewhere in- this
chapter. Further, only beliefs (and not thoughts) are, properly
speaking, cither true or false (Ch. IV, 13A). Concepts of
“nccessity’” and “‘contingency’’, on the other hand, depend on
whether a realized thought-form completely or partially con-
firms a rule of refeience: 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 presently
in this chapter). Thus, an occasion of truth of a belicf may
perhaps be the occasion also of the necessity of the corres-
ponding thought-form, though from factual necessity of a
thought-form 1t always follows that the corresponding belief
is true. (2) To say, for example, that “It is necessary that
this is red’” 1s not to say that ‘“this is necessartly red’”. This
provides argument for what N. L. Wilson terms as ‘‘contingent
meaningfulness” of that which is necessarily true®+: though a
statement is necessarily true as an expression of the determina-~
tion of corresponding situation, it is just possible that the world
would have been otherwise; so that the world have had no
corresponding understanding, a thought-form; and thercfore
that the statement cxpressing the latter is factually meaning-
{ul involves simply contingent meaningfulness. Further, what
confirms a rule is the whole thought-form, and not any single
P-sign like “‘red”; “man”, ctc. That is, if something is rightly
apprehended as red, then it cannot be said that the red so

24 “Existence Assumptions and Contingent Meaningfulness,” Mind, 1956.
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apprchend is necessary for that situation, but only that the
apprehension of that situation as red is necessary, for otherwisc
the situation cannot be what it is, i.c. as it is understood.

Let us now consider R 1II, which in fact is a rule rclating
to all factually possible thought-forms (cxcept its own limit-
‘ing casc of the form ““All men are mortal’’). All thought-
forms that are possible or contingent confirm (partially) this
rule of reference. Thought-forms are contingent when they are
rcalized and partially confirm R III, and they are possible
when unrealized, but not in conflict with any realized thought-
form. Accordingly, any factually incohercnt and contrary
thought-form, in the above sensc, 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 dircctly
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 samec this 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 ¢his,is not factually impossible, cven 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 T is of the form “This . That (M v N v O v---),
which by the logical rule of distribution becomes
“This (MvNvOv---). That ( Mv Nv O v --=),”
so that, if M =red and N = grecen and the L-sign “‘v”
between M and N is non-exclusive, it is refercntially
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 bartially confirming
R ITI 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 scts of P-signs
displaying the properties 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 IIT may perhaps lead some
philosophers to think that R III cannot properly be called a
rule of reference®. 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.c. 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 I1I being referentiaily
normative must bc as good a rule as arc the first two rules.
Accordingly, R III is concerned with various inter-relations
of different scts of P-signs, with an obvious or tacit reference
to situations (i.c. as related obviously or tacitly to some N-
signs), which are vaguely characterized. Hence, whichever
thought-form is asserted in this sense — i.c. 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 cstablished — these relations arce always subject to
change (see formulation of R III above). This is clearly
.manifest in the problem of causation or physical lews: unless it
is established that there obtains a necessary connection between
the occurrences of one character or order (or a sct of these)
and that of the other, it cannot bc denicd that whatever
connection holds at present between the two cases of
occurrances is just accidental. Thus, there are 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
1s mortal,” then though we are cxpressing a thought-form
which is actually realized (a belief which is true), it is yet open
to further enquiry, namely, what has 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 is man is mortal. That is, the argument
Suggests  that the expression of the thought-form
(x) (Hx> Mx) 5 (Ha 5 Ma)” is valid. (Here H = man, M=
'mo.rtz.).l, X = any individual, 2 = particular individual)!th the
Xalldlty of this expression does not establish that
(3x) (Hx. Mx)” (3¢=an actual individual) is valid — which is
what is required if the above argument 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.
;li‘ll;aé i:;giv::‘rrln i: x:/’c shov«_r thathall the othc.r dt?ﬁning qrders of
order mortalit e lecn, iy dustified to infer the
., 'Mortaity on the basis of those other orders? So the ques-
tion is, if it is maintained that a G-sign is intelligible only as
-defined by all the orders that define it, but ifin our knowledge
only some of the latter are present, how can we account
for our awarcness of thosc orders which are not actually
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present in our knowledge but are nevertheless involved by
those that are present?

It is to be noted that such a question can be raised only
with respect to orders, i.e. only with respect to situations defin-
ed by Po-signs, sincc any notion of cause (or law) holds only
in the casc 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 exclusion®®, which allows no inference
from onc or more characters to others (of the same or different
situation)?”. For example, our apprchension 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 apprchension — which indeed may follow the first
apprehension It is thercfore that no amount of phenomenal
apprehension can cver 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, 1.c. apprchension 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’).

26 A relation between any Lwo or more Pc-signsexhibits the property exclusion
in the scnsc 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 {rom one or more orders to others.

27 This however does not affect 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 €ach other: a fact involves the other not because it causes the latter,
not because the system is immanent in those facts, but because it is pre-imma-
nent in the whole world. That is, it is purcly a priori.
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It is to be noted further that combination of Pc-signs and
Po-signs arc uninteresting: such instances always provide
an occasion of the presence of exclusion-or-overlcp property, i.c.
all Pc-signs are only accidental signs with 1cspect to Po-signs..
whether they relate to the latter or not. If they relate, c.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 mamn
is black (or red, or yellow, or ---)” may be true. This is
factually possible, not only becausc the colour
body may change, but also becausc white is not
a defining order, of that physical situation as
Hence, in such cases there will always obtain overlapping
property. But, since therc may be occasions when a thought-
form like ‘“This man isred’’ fails to be rcalized, 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.

of humair
necessary,
this man.

As wc come to consider the combinations of the sets ol
?O'Signs, we discern two clear cases: (1) A property complete
inclusion, in case of relations between certain Po-signs and a
G-sign; the latter, therefore, has bcen demonstrated | as
necessary with respect to the corresponding thought-forms-
(2) A property complete exclusion, in casc of rclations between
certain Po-signs and a G-sign; the latter, therefore, provide
us with some factually non-law statements (which are always
true); e.g. when on finding that all the books in that Book-case
are Hindi novels, I say, ““If you takc out any hook from that
Book-case, it would always bc a Hindi novel,” or simply
that “All books in that Book-casc arc Hindi novels,”” which
18 overtly similar to, but in fact entircly different from, the
statements stating laws such as ““All gascs at constant pressurc
expand with increasing temperature,” or “All metals are con-
ductors of electricity.” The difference between these thought-
forms, expressed by two sorts of statements, it is argued,
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is one concerning finitc and non-finitc scope®® respectively.
As the statements stand, it may be quite so. But a further
important point nceds to be mentioned: our apprchension of
an occurrence of the sets of orders in the first case is quite differ-
cnt from that in the second; that is, the books and the Book-
case are two distinct situations, and thercfore their correlated
apprchensions 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 betwecen the sets.
of orders with respect to book, on the onc hand, and Book-case,
on the other. (Though it is not denied that some characters
may turn out to be the same in both cascs, c.g. redness of both
the books and the Book-case.)

Now, what we generally call the rclation of cause and effect
with respect to (physical) situations does not belong to any
of the two cases just considered. Our understanding of a
relation of causc in some set of orders requires a single process
involved from the aspect of the situation called ‘“‘cause” to
that which is called “cffect”. But, then, what exactly is the
naturc of the relation of causation — or that of the relation
between ‘‘cause” and “‘effect” ? To this end, let us consider
the following ecxamples:

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

2. All metals are conductors of clectricity.

3. Firc 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 sensc

28 Cf. The Structure of Scientific Thought, ed. by E. H. Madden, scc. 4,
“The Mcaning of ‘Gause’ and ‘Law’,” p. 203; “These (non-law) statements, to
be sure, assert universal correlations, but the items correlated do not belong

. to an infinitc 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.”
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that they are, or can always be, put in a statement of
hypothetical form, ‘“whatever is so and so, is such and
such.”?® Therc 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
cxample, these respectively:

1. Ifthis book be a gas, it would expand at constant pressure
with increasing temperature.

2. If this piece of wood 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, beccause
it is meant to assert, perhaps, that whatever other conditions
are there than that which is really required to produce the
situation stated in the consequent or apodasis of the counter-
factual are just irrelevant. Thus, in the first examplc, whether
Or not this book is a gas is-not the import of the protasis of the
counterfactual: it is rather — what would have been the case
{f this (book) were a gas (though we definitely know that this
18 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 casc, however, may appear to
Provide us with some difficulty — on this interpretation; but
that it really does not creatc any difficulty can be seen in that
what is asserted in this case as antccedent 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 4 ‘law’, unless it is a ‘variable’ or ‘open’ hypothetical statement, i.c.
one of which the protasis can embody at least one expression like ‘any’ or
‘_whe_ncvcr’_ Itisin virtue of this feature thata law applies to instances, though
s 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 casc,
obviously, it is not madc explicit that, under whatever condi-
tions, thc obtaining of antccedent situation would always lead
to the situation stated in the apodasis®®. For example, for the
apodasis ‘‘match would have lighted” to follow, what is
required is not only that “match had bcen scratched,” but
also that “match was dry cnough, cnough oxygen, was present,
and so on.”” Now, in case of the first counterfactual the condi-
tion is stated in the apodasis itsclf, viz. ‘it (gas) would
cxpand at constant pressurc with incrcasing temperature”.
Obviously, there is cnough justification for maintaining that
somc conditions(s) must be therc in order to produce some
situation in its capacity'as an effect. That there may be more
than one such condition hardly affccts the contention. Thus,
surcly a gas would expand with increasing temperature when
put to constant pressure, but, also, it may expand when put
to somc other conditions(s), which, let us say, we do not
know yct. Hence such a condition — which accordingly is only
suflicient and not necessary — may bc 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 mctal keing conductive of clectricity or fire
that burns is sut generis?', but that the condition(s) is cither
left unstated or remains yect to be determined.

So, besides the fact that a law-stating counterfactual may
present certain logical difficulties?®, 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 counterfactual state-
ment? That is, for instance, what if a gas is never put at a

30 N. Goodman, FFF, Pt, 1, “The Problem of relevant conditions.”

3t Whether a causal process can be self-initiating may be a point of controversy
in philosophy.

32 Vide N. Goodman, op. cit., Ch. I, Scc. 1.
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constant pressure, no metal is cver brought in touch with
electric current, no body cver contacted fire, and no match
was ever scratched ?  Ifsuch be the case, should we still call gas
“‘gas”, metal “‘metal”’, fire “fire”’, and match ‘“‘match’? If we
docall them ““gas”, “metal”, “firc”, and “match’’ respectively,
¢ven under these circumstances, then, obviously, we cannot
formulate the corresponding law-stating counterfactuals;
since, then, a gas would be “‘gas’ cven if it docs not expand
at constant pressure with increasing temperature, and similarly
with metal, fire, and match. That is to say, for cxample, that
“gas” is an open G-sign —in the sensc that referentially it
would be meaningful whether or not the situation called ‘‘gas”
involves the understanding that given under a constant
Pressute it expands with incrcasing temperaturc. It may
perhaps be suggested that that gas expands at constant pres-
sure with increasing tempcraturc might have becn a later
discovery which applicd however to all gases. Now, in this
‘COnnection, we want to bring to notice an important distinc-
tion between those orders (though not definitcly determined,
and it is not the task of philosophy, we think, to determine
them) which determinc some physical situation as gas, and those
orders which in their determination of the latter are co-cxten-
S1Ve with the former only by virtue of some specific conditions:
S0 that the presence or abscnce of the latter sort of orders
1ardly makes any difference to the set of those orders which

¢termine some situations as gas. But, let us suppose that a
PhYSical situation — a gas-—cannot be called a ‘‘gas” unless
't expands at constant pressure with increasing temperature:
t,hc language of formulation to this effect may appear to be a
little awkward, but if we remember the claim of the scientist
that ng G-sign is pre-determined so that it is always open
%935 0 be defined with respect to forthcoming orders, it might
well appear to be plausible. If this is granted, then what a
law.}ike statement such as ‘‘All gases at constant pressurc
“Xpand—» e, conveys is merely the suggestion that the

1N “gag’ 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 statement of this
sort—the corresponding counterfactual—may be taken as
a recommendation concerning the usage of a G-sign. Some-
thing like this is suggested by Henry Hiz33: a contrary-to-fact
conditional might be interpreted as a mctalinguistic statement,
telling us somecthing about what can be inferred in a given
system 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 ‘‘“fir¢’’ must be
defined with reference to the order burn; however, it further
suggests that that fire burns depends on no further condition,
unlike the case in which the expansion of gas with increasing
temperaturc does under a certain condition, namecly, that
gas is put under constant pressure. Similarly, that a metal
conducts electricity does not scem to depend on any further
condition; at lcast we do not know of any such condition. It may
be suggcested 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, cven 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
““fire’’. Seccondly, in the abscnce of any knowledge of such an
additional or external condition, it is just possible that what
is presumed to be an implicit external condition is in fact one
of the nccessary conditions for a physical situation being called
““fire”, i.c. its very being as fire may determine that it burns.
So, while the statement that ““Fire is that which burns, and that
which —?* ctc. 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 “Opn the Inferential sense of Contrary-to-fact conditionals,” JP, 1951,
P. 586.
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is qualified by at least onc condition, namecly, that gas
expands ctc. under a constant pressure, which must be stated
50 as to render it valid. With regard to a G-sign rcpresenting
some physical situations, thercfore, there appear to be two
sorts of defining orders: (i) intrinsically defining orders, or what
we may call ““dispositions®*,”” and (ii) externally defining orders,
which form the nucleus of our understanding of a causal
relation between two or more scts of orders.

In what we have said above, it is clear that dispositional state-
ments arc factually necessary with respect to their thought-
forms—the latter corresponding to what wc have called
g'.cner;%].facts (Ch. 1I, 9B). It is to be noted, thercfore, that if
dispositional statements arc also taken to be examples of
S'tatcm_CHts stating causal relations, then therc is at lcast onc
sense In which the relation of causality is necessary. But
i:ic:e; ‘a’;:W is not convenient to hold; fc.n*, as has b%‘c.n main-
Conditionc?vc’ In every process of causation an explicit extra-
tion the & Vlvs necessary, since, otherwise, in the process of causa-

0 aspects of the latter—as “‘causc” and “‘effcct”’—
;;r;?xct)tdi?e .di.Stinguishcd. Fux:thcr, if what we have sz.lid
COUntcrfaIz?m]lonal sta%ements }s'corrcct, tl.len th‘eir rcspccuvc
counterfy tu?‘s are c‘1ther trivial or mlsl(.:admg (viz. the
lectriois cts Ift‘}jls piece of wood ‘be metal, it would conduct
trivial sir?;;’c fa:nc-l If watc.:r‘l‘)c ﬂ,r’c, it \‘Nould burn”). They are
erent G , forinstance, if “‘fire fmd ‘w.atcr”arc factu;i.lly dif-

o-signs tg}?s, understood respectively with rcga.rc'l to dl.ﬁ'cr.cnt
to say n’oﬂ—,(':n to asscrt that they are so determined is just
that if o Cmg.ncw. It .should be rcr.ncmb.crcd, theref(?_r(.:,
some relat.Ounterfac“tua.l is 'rcally genuine, it must cxhibit
factors ¢ ion of causation, in .thc sens'c.that whatever other
‘S are present, if a certain condition obtains, then a
“ertamn effect follows. Again, tl islcadi 8
ows. Again, they arc mislcading, sincc,. for
3 af. Good

exclusively 5 man, FFF, pp. 43-44. “The disposition statement says somcthing

bout the internal state of w (a physical situation), while our original

counterfa . - .
tances.” €tual says in addition somecthing about the surrounding circums-
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instance, the counterfactual statement “If water be fire, it
would burn’ promptly suggests that the corresponding G-
sign, “Tire”’, 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 statcment ‘“Fire burns’ or ““Metal conducts clectricity’ ?
The question involved in this 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. Lectusimagine of the first ever community
of men on carth 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 someonc objccted to his statement,
he would have perhaps requested the sceptic to wait and
sec if what he uttecred was true. Now, though it is true that
not any onc in the community can wait and sce all the
members of that community dying, yet insofar as the person
making the statement is concerned, his rcquest is to trcat the
G-sign “man’’ not as closed, but rather as open.3s But the
openness of G-signs like “man” is not, as it is sometimes sup-
posed, indicative of their esscntial vagueness, but only of the
future possibility of some new understanding of the situation

35 In cvery scicntific system it is nceessary to regard some G-signs as primitive
(sce Carnap, “Testability & Meaning,” Phil. of Science, vol. 3, p. 449; Kaplan,
“Definition & Specification of Meaning,” JP, 1946, 281-8; Hampel, “ Fundamen-
tals of concept formation,”” EUS, vol. 2, No. 7, p. 28-29). In empirical analysis,
determination of characters is a matter of empirical fact and is both necessary
and sufficicnt 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 scicnce nced 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, sincc otherwise every
physical situation, like any phcnomcnal, would be always undetermined and
floating.

7
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to which G-signs rclate. Hence, we think that the confusion
between dispositional orders and casual orders can bc avoided if
we differentiate between statements of physical situations and
statements about physical situations. Statcments of physical
situations are those statements which state a physical situation
as defined by certain orders without reference to any 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 spccify such a definition). That these
conditions arc not always specifiable?® has appcared 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: («) it is an assumption or a
supposition®”, other factors than this assumption being
irrelevant; and (b) what is thus assumed to be the casc is
open, the corresponding G-sign being not fully defined.
Now, the orders which define a certain physical situation
uﬂ_dcr certain conditions always present some difficulty, &
POl.nth out by Hume, which has been escaping all attempt:
at its satisfactory solution so far. The difficulty seems to be it
the nature of the case. From the formulation of R III it i
obvious that no relation betwecen two sets of Po-signs is fact
ua.lly determinate. Itis therefore that ultimately such indeter
r;‘;‘;:::eziocliaerties as excl.usion-or-overlap and inclusion-or-overla
we tall 0;3 . ais Rosmble with r(fsp(?ct to fa.ctua..l rela_.ti(.)ns. Now,:
COrrespondig a.ttlor;s{ of causality in terms of linguistic referenc
Po-signe witg o R I1I, then wc‘should. say.that two sets ¢
in sl > 1re?.pcct tosome particular situations, stand alwt.l,‘
obal a relation tha:t the property excluston or overlappt
Ins. At the same time, they associate always in a certa
temporal sequence with respect to the orders they relat

36
Goodman, FFF, Pt. I, Scc. 2.

37 .
St R. M. Chisholm, “Law Statements and Counterfactual Inference”, T
ructure of Scientific Thought, ed. 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 effect. This formulation may
present some difficulty when we talk of such instances of tem-
poral scquence as nights following days (or vice versa), though
generally days are never thought to be the cause of nights. In
any consideration of causation, therefore, a precise way of
climinating such instances must be given. This way is to deter-
minc whether the two cvents or situations which are said to be
bound by the rclation 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
of their invariable association, they are 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 scts 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 havc 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 excluston 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 scen to be following inall 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 cffect (G) does
not provide us with any striking situation; since that both G
and H may follow from the condition J 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
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certain new possibilities. This is why all the thought-forms
relating to relations of causation are merely factually conting-
ent if realized. But, even if such a thought-form is contingent,
it does not affect the view that it serves asan ‘inference ticket®,
or serves the purpose of predicting futurc coursc of cvents.
A prediction does not specify any particular situation in the
world; it rather operates in a certain range of cascs: that is,
what a prediction specifics is a certain thought-form, and not
an actual situation to which the lattcr, 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.c. what understanding does 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 mecaning of the
Statement (even if, let us suppose, the listener has never scen 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
‘_)f effect. The most operative part of a prediction, thercfore,
fs certainly a suggestion for an action or an experience lcad-
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
!1ave lighted.” What does such a statement refer to, and how is
1t understandable ? Certainly, the match is now no more there,
50 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

38 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
obtain?®. No thought-form carries with it the evidence that it
must be rcalized, though what is an actual situation must have
the corresponding thought-forms°.

So, it is important to notc that not all thought-forms are
those possibilitics which serve the purpose of prediction. Only
contingent thought-forms can do this, and contingent thought-
forms are those realized thought-forms which arc not necessary
(i.e. statements conforming not to R Iand RII). Thus, e.g. the
factually impossible cxpression ‘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.
What 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 suggests*' 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).

40 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 Humc'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 rcason for this being, ““Otherwise
the future would not be exterior to the present,’”” also “‘there
would be nothing to be realized’’#*.). However, these real
possibilities, he continues to maintain, ‘“must be relevant to
actualities, for they are possibilities of this universe and what-
ever it contains*3.”” This undoubtedly is in conformity with
what we have already said about factual possibilitics, i.e. about
all those possibilities which do not conflict with actuality
or the thought-forms realized. But, when Weiss distinguishes
the logically possible (that which is not self-contradictory*)
and the ingrediently possible (the possibility of an actual®)
from what is a real possibility, by maintaining that the former
have “‘no being cxcept in and for thought#’ he appcars to
be involved in considerable difficulty with respect to the status
of what he calls “real possibilities”. Are the real possibilities
ontologically real? Weiss scem to reply affirmatively*. In
his thesis 12 he maintains that real possibilities are internally
indeterminate; and by this indeterminacy he means that which
has no “‘content and career’’ prior to its realizations®. Now,
evidently Weiss’ assertion is put in a sort of paradox: If an
unactualized real possibility is devoid of any content and carcer
(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 ingrediently possible)? Weiss
may perhaps draw support by pointing to his thesis 14 —

E}’CTY real possibility must be realized at some time.”’ But,
while replying to the comments on his theses he admits, that
Mrs. E. 8. Haring’s suggestion that the ingredient possibility

42 Thid., Thesis 4,
43 Ibid., Thesis 5.
#4Ibid., Thesis |,
45 Ibld’ Thcsis 2.
46 Ibid., Thesis 4.

#7 Though in thesis 11 he maintains that real possibilities arc something

realizable, and not something alyeady realized. Ibid., p. 670.
48 Ibid., p. 670,
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is the actual, somchow purificd#?, is an advance over his own
original thesis, and that Stallkenecht’s and Wild’s objection
to his view that ingredicnt possibilities have their being only
in and through thought is right: even while admitting this,
he seems to be persistently obliterating Goodman’s objection
to the view that real possibilities must be realized®. For, Weiss
argues that what cannot be realized in the world is not possible
with regard to the latters'. With this is attachcd his stimulating
thesis that what is the future of the world is all the real pos-
sibilitics (thesis 3), and, therefore, what is actual has only
a differcent type of being from what is really possibles®. But then,
if Weiss’s view is granted, two grave consequences follow: (1)
What is the present of the world is the sort of being which Weiss
calls “actuality’’, and what are possible must be different from
this actuality, and further, only real possibilities form the
Suture of the world. If so, is Weiss implying that no prediction
can bec madc from present to future — future being mere
possibilitics dctached from actuality? This obviously is an
untenablc view, as we shall see later. But, (2) if Weiss does not
accept what is thus untenable, he must fall back to the view
Goodman cxpounds, viz. an event is to be considered actual
irrespective of the time of its occurrence — past, present, or
futurc: but as rclated with Weiss’s thesis that every real
possibility has to be recalized this view again has its own
difficulty.

So, Weiss’ thesis on ‘real possibility’ appcars to be both
incomplcte as well as confusing. Granting that real pos-
sibilitics 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
cither confused the question of reference of a statement with
that of its understandability, or attached no meaning to his

49 1bid., p. 675, point 1, and p. 682, Reply 2 and 4.
50 Ibid., pp. 681-682.

51 Tbid., reply 3.

52 Ibid., reply 8.
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statement that real possibilities have a different type of being
than that of actuality. If no mcaning is attached to the type
of being with respect to thesc possibilitics, then we cannot
simply discuss the view; since, in so far as wc arc concc.:r‘n.cd,
we fail to sec any special type of being for these possibilities.
The view, however, that the question of recal possibility has
often been confused with respect to referential function and
understandability of a statement®? is morc plausible. Attempts
to eliminate such possibilitics perhaps arisc from such a con-
fusion. Thus, Quine (and with him a host of modcrn analysts)
shows great kecnness to shave off whathe callss “‘Plato’s beard”’
with the help of Occam’s razor, an attcmpt which can be
successful only if a real beard grows on Plato’s chin, i.c. only
when it has some kind of being, as the actuality has. Such 2
beard on the face of actuality s, in fact, only a philosopher’s
dilemma: what are called “‘rcal possibilities” have no {pe
(or kind) of being — this can be verified by making an actual
excursion into the proper ficld of possibilitics.

F. B. Fitch states the casc of real possibilities as follows: “If
thereis such a rcalm of possibles, then every logically consistent
group of attributes must be exemplificd in the realm of pos-
sibles. Thus, if grecnness and gianthood are logically consistent
attributes there must be a green giant in the realm of
Possibilities.””ss Let us designate ‘greenncss’ and ‘gianthood’ by

3 Both functions ofa sentencc are not identical,because, what has a reference
must be understood, while what is understood need not always have a rcference,
€8 the propositions of logic and mathematics.

> “On What There Is,” FLP, p. 2 and 5. The beard which Plato grew,
the.malm of Ideas, was misunderstood for an actual beard only because he talked
as if there were entitics — instead of talking in terms of thought-forms.

> JP, vol. LVII, 1960, “Symposium: Reference and Existence,” p. 641: In
.th? scheme of philosophical analysis, Fitch thinks, the possibility that greengiant
GIsts turns into a paradox — as such, analysis is suggestive of ““cxistence” being
an attx“ibutc like “‘green’ or “‘gianthood”. But this is not our problem at least:
since, In philosophical method we supplement linguistic analysis by experiential
analysis (Ch. 1, 5). So that in our wholc 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 understandable. Now, what
some philosophers generally imply is that such an understand-
ability is capable of giving risc 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-
ccrn with language that leads him to supposc such an associa-
tion. And this is where the sole confusion between the two
functions of a statement lics. That AB is understandable does
not normally commit it to have a referential significance — that
is, unless it is stated in conformity with R IT as ““This (A v B)”,
which does not convey that the This 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 vB)’ —which is possible because of its being not fac-
tually impossible—docs not by itself lead us to the assertion of
a rcalization of the thought-form expressed by it. It is this sort
of understanding which renders what is really possible to be
a mere thought-form® which may or may not be realized
(Ch. II, 7C-E). Hence onc of Weiss’ 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 Wild’s complaint, in effect, of
restriction of ‘‘the range of real possibility too narrowly, so
philosophical theory of the world, and not somecthing to be understood further
in terms of something else.

56 It is intcresting to note that Quine rejects or eliminates such possible entities
are Santa Claus because he does 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
Dby children? Weiss suggests that non-countcnancy here is one of the proposition
and not of an entity: I refusc 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 question of there being an entity: what we really refuse to accept in such cases
is perhaps only that a certain belief is truc.



106 THE PROBLEM OF FACT

narrowly in fact as to jeopardize genuine frcedom of choice
in which I belicve. Courses of action I frecly rcject after
deliberation were really possible bdefore my final choice. Hence
what is really possible at this time (before choice) is broader
than ‘the future that will be’3”’, 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 cither rcject or entail,
yet which is made the very basis of all real possibilities by
Weiss®®. This view (of Weiss) follows naturally from his thesis.
that all real possibilities must be realized. But, as we have
seen, if real possibilties 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,
tpe whole argument of Weiss collapses. A neutral possibility
like ““God exists” proves to be the strongest of those thought-
f9rms which may or may not be realized, though as rcal pos-
§1bilitics they belong to the unforeseen future of the world. It
1s 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 latc and I say that it possibly
had an accident, I am saying no more than that I do not know
fhat it has not had an accident®®.” Accordingly, a possibility
1s only relative to our knowledge. But we think that it is not
$0 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

57RM 1954-55, p. 673, point 2.

58 Ibid., p. 670. thesis I5.
59 FFF, pp. 54-55.
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context it is realized®. But he does not (nor does Stallenecht)
specify the precise nature of such ingredient possibilitics.
Stallenecht is satisfied by pointing out that such a possibility
“is a feature of this context (i.c. of its actualization),”
and thereforc we cannot say that ‘it has no bcing except
in and for thought.” 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 firc-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 thc statement truc because you your-self (or per-
haps through others) have learnt that such statements are
true. But, let us suppose that when I took you to the fireplace,
what you saw there was not actually firc, but rathcr 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: (1) 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). Itis this sortof possibility, we think, which
an ingredient possibility. It serves to clear philosophy of at
least one puzzling paradox — the paradox of “future”’. This

60 Sce, 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-
ed, yet when we say, for example, ‘‘fire will burn,” what we
imply is that therc is a time ¢ when, though nothing is rcalized
yet the statement ““fire burns’’ is true. Now it is to be noted
that there cannot be a time ¢ unless something is realized at ¢,
i.c. unless there is some actual occurrence at ¢ (Ch. I, 8C);
hence ecither there is no time ¢ in what we call ““futurc’ such
that ““fire burns” is true with respect to that time, or there is
alrcady a time ¢ such that ““fire burns” is true with respect to
it, and hence an actual situation is present. The sccond alter

native is obviously absurd, since if something is alrcady present
in the future, there is no sensc 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 rcalized, or, what
1s 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
b.eheve, no philosopher secking to provide grounds for induc

tion can maintain with justification. That is, if induction be
made the basis of prediction, then prediction would lose its
power of foretelling future events. For, generally spcaking,
what th.c process of induction asserts is that if an occurrence
of certain situations has always been seen in the past to be
umfc.)rm, patterned in a certain definite way, then it would
con.tmue to be 5o 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
frorp the corresponding possibility). But, let us ask, if we take
an 1ingredient 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 coursc 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 are possibilities also of the futurc
is to commit thc 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 “‘firc
burns” as inductively established, is to make thc statecment
““firc is burning tomorrow morning’’ inevitably follow from the
statcment “‘firc burns”’: a possibility cstablished 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 unplcasant position, as we havc 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 ‘““firc will burn tomorrow
morning,” accordingly, presents no difficulty with respect to
the futurc: for, if fire burns becauseit is possible for it to burn,
this docs not commit us to a confirmation of the statement
“firc 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 difflicult to draw an explicit difference
between what is ingrediently possible and what is actual. An
ingredient possibility may perhaps be taken as the capacity that
is actualized, and not that whichwill be actualized. (It is perhaps
therefore that the predictive function of a scientific law is not
onc of declaring something about the future, but only what is
most conducive to the meaningful understanding with regard
to the past and the present.®’) Again, by putting possibility
before actuality we allay the Humecan scepticism in thisrespect;

6! Campbell, What is Science, p. 69, “We do not try to find laws that will
predict; we only try to find laws that will order the cxperience 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 possibilitics
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 difliculty, namely, why should not we then
regard the present to be just accidental ? For example, that fire
burns, or has always bcen found burning when something is put
in it, may just be accidental, unless it is shown that firc cannot
but burn if you put, for instance, your hands in it. Qur answer
is: in our knowledge, possibilitics come, no doubt, later than
their corresponding actualitics; but logically, they must come
before the actualitics, if there is to be any meaningful predic-
tion—and not a mere guess— of the futurc as based on
actuality: whether the present is accidental or not is entirely a
diffcrent question. A further difficulty in maintaining that
possibility precedes actuality is with respect to the status of the
present. To say, “Itis possible thercfore fire burns’® does 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 b.urns: what it really implies is the truth of statement, ‘‘“fire
rémams 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
pre.sent 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. QOur predictions are most
accurate when theyrelate 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.c. 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, lct us ask: Is that which is possible for the future
also possible for the past? Aristotle regards statements about
the future as ncither true nor false, because the corresponding
cvents have not taken place yet; but of statcments about the
past, he says, they must be either true or false. This Aristotel-
ian view has aroused much discussion in the comtemporary
philosophy: Thus, while Lukasicwicz supports the argument
forwardcd 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 suggests®? that it is no better to argue
that a statecment referring to the future cannot be cither true or
falsc, on the ground that there is not yct any definite event with
which it can agree or conflict, than to arguc that one referring
to the past cannot be true or falsc, on the ground that there
is no longer any cvent to make it such. Donald Williams,
while making a similar point, says, ‘‘all these arguments are
strangely sclective — in making much of supposed difficult-
ies about the future which are quictly ignored as they equally
affect the past and the present®®”’. We can see in the light
of our formulation of possibility above, how wide of the mark
these arguments are. The very first thing to be noted in this con-
ncction is the question of contingency (with which Aristotle
is primarily concerned in his view of a statement as true or
false).®* With regard to the view that Aristotle accepted the
cither-or {ruth-value of statements of the past and the ncither-
nor truth-value of statements of the future, it is to be noted

62 ““Arc Some Propositions neither True nor False?” Philosophy of Science 111
(1936), pp .156-166.

63 ““The Sca-fight Tomorrow,’’ Structure, Mcthod, and Meaning, ed.by Henle
and others (1951), pp.214-294.

64 Vide R. Taylor, “Future Contingency,” PR 1957, p. 16. “It was not just
their (i.c. events’) temporal distance that bothercd him (Aristotle), but their
contingency, or rather, the contingency of some of them. There is thus in
Aristotlc’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 dcfinite reference, i.c. they cither have
or do not have the corresponding actual situation, statcments
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 earlicr) — so that their truth-value remains
to be assigned. But this is quite different from the question of
possibility with respect cither to the future or to the present.
Possibility has been shown to be pervading all the three
temporal aspects (past, futurc, and present) of the world. And
unless we adhere to some such view it is difficult to see how a
statement about the past, c.g. “‘the Giants might have lost in
1954 to the Indians” or ‘‘Therc would have been a possible
visual experience, had I turned my cyes to the right a moment
ago’” would be regarded as referentially meaningful®s. 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
no't having been realized in the past: i.c. these thought-forms
ffught have becen actualized. Accordingly, the statement,

Thc.: Giants might have lost in 1954 to the Indians”’ remains
devoid of a definite truth-value. It is to be noted. however,
’fha.t this neither-nor truth-value of a statement a.bo:n: the past
1s not in _conformity with the statement, ‘“‘thc Giants won in
:.‘?153;11 tislg:ézlst; 11thc Indi_ani’;s It may -pcfrhaps.be asked, if the
they might have lost in 1956 7 The answcs v hin. 1 oo

A 'b11n ? The answq we think is simple:

: : possible to understand the statement, ‘“The
G1ant§ might have lost in 1954,” and what is understood
meaningfully, without being in variance with some truc
stat.emer.lt’ 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, “Cazsar might not have crossed the
Rubicon,”” ctc. are those statements which never have
a rcference to that which they would have referred had
their corresponding thought-forms been realized. That is,
with regard to their rcferential function, these statcments
arc definitcly not on a par with statements concerning the
futurc. I'or, whilc the precise referential function of the latter
is yct to be decided, whatever has alrecady happened cannot
be undonc; and, thercfore, a statcment such as “The Giants
might have lost in 1954, or ““Czsar might not have crossed
thc Rubicon,” cannot bc actualized with respect to their
respcctive thought-forms. Such thought-forms may be under-
stood as past-possibilities — possibilities which were actualizable
in the past, but somchow did not actualize. There is a
further cvidence to show that irrespective of whether or not a
possibility is capable of actualization, no cither-or truth-valuc
can bc attached to it; and this is as much true of future pos-
sibilities as of past-possibilitics. We do not see how Aristotle,
by his argument that the past cannot be undone, can argue
that a/l statements about the past arc either truc or false®® —
though it is quitc a diffcrent thing to hold that duc to purely
pragmatic intcrests, i.c. 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 dcliberates about the past, but about what
is futurc and capablc of being otherwise.”” But, then, ‘“‘what
is past is not capable of not having taken place.”’s? There may
of coursc 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 1bid, Footnote 51.

8
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would be a wrong undcrstanding of ““past”. Let us suppose
that past has cxactly the time-instants ““---1t, m, n” (n
representing the immediate past, m representing the immediate
Past with respect to #, and so on). The scquence of time
“---t, m, n”, then, forms the temporal aspect of the world
called ““past’, during the course of which the only actual events
arc “---a, b, c.” Now, for an actual cvent to occur, it is
ccessary that it should occur at some time. Lct us suppose
that e, b, and ¢ are the cvents occurring at /, i.c. they simul-
tancously occur at 1. Now, docs their simultancity exclude the
Possibility that any cvent d, c.g. God cxists, could have occur-
red at ¢? Obviously it does not, sincc any number of events
can be taken as simultancous with a, b, and ¢ at the time £. But,
1t may be pointed out that this may be truc of what we have
_callcd “neutral possibilities’” (possibilitics which may extend
11O the past as well as into the future and cven the present)
Such as “God exists”. But, if, let us furthcr suppose, ¢ is an
SVeNt at t expressed by the statement “The Giants won
m 1954 > how can, then, “The Giants might have lost in 1954
r:aE‘ZIC’SSSibilit.y at t? For, had the. latter thought-form been
Statemg at ¢ it would have dcﬁmt(.:ly rendered thc. ff)x:lecr
nt false. So that, if we admit such past-possibilitics,
e tchc Past would have been otherwise. We willingly admit
llave- be:erYbOdy,- we think, would adm1t.that the past w.ould
while an otl_mrw1sc (c.g. had I been rcadmg the book a little
which isgo n my study, I woulc! have rr}lSSCd the suns?t),
The WhOIqultc dlﬁ‘f:rcnt from saying that it can be, ,othcrwmc.
bev. ¢ trouble i rc.ally about “wou!d have bccn- and “‘can
guage an:lve can get rid of these rclative phraics in om; lan-
Giang s Tonadcr thc’ recal world, we would. 11nc‘1 tl‘lat ;Th,c,
is Perfecy] u'd ha}/(‘: lost in 1954 (th9ugh thc.:y ('ild win in 1954)
the Giam-y mtclhgxb]c; since, what it states is simply tl.n? :'b.cforc
of thejy w's won in 1954, there were bol}‘f the posmblht?cs —_
ilof ¢ Csemnlng the game and-ot: .the.u" IOSll.'lg th? gamc. Now,
s ?mythionly the former pOSSlblIll}{ is .rcallzcd, it Flccs not tell
Ng about the latter possibility. What 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-
hility prccedes actuality and not the vice-versa. The whole world
is infested with potent possibilitics which may or may not
(cannot — in casc only of the past aspect of the world) be
realized: though constituents of the world are only those
possibilities which are (tenseless) realized. Unactualizable
possibilitics (e. g. merc past-possibilities), even though they
do not go into the constitution of the world, have yet another
important function: they exhibit the self-ncgating function of
Objectivity, which in its turn exhibits the limits of the world.
As to the precise nature of this self-negating function of
Objectivity, we turn to the next chapter.



CHAPTER 1V
FACT, FALSITY, AND NEGATION

13A. We agrce with Russell in maintaining that what can
properly be called “truc’” or ‘‘fals¢’”” is only a belief'. A
belief, as we have said before (Ch. 11, 7B), is a “‘behaviouristic
disposition”? with respect to some actual or possible expericnce.
The significance of a belicf is that unless we arc disposed in
a certain way with respect to what we experience or may
cxperience, the latter is bound to vanish after the moment of
its occurrence. Belief, accordingly, is a dispositional way in
respect of what we experience — cither in the form of memory-
images or in the form of linguistic cxpression. Now, since
memory-images can always be expressed in language, to avoid
unnccessary complexities, we would dcal only with linguistic
cxpressions when talking of belicfs. 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 samec 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
jbelief. Thus, as Russell says, when an actor exclaims, ““This
1s I, Hamlet the Dane,” nobody (not cven the actor himself)
believes him; still nobody takes him to be lying. We think
tbat those linguistic expressions, which do not record a situa-
tional-effect with respect to some actual or possible experience,
are incapable of expressing a belicf (Ch. II, 7B). In the
above example, the statement of the actor, ‘““This is I,
Hamlet the Dane,” if it records any situational-cffect, it

' Vide HK, p. 120,

* Gf. HK, p, 161, ““A belief--- is a certain kind of state of mind or body or both ---

: shall callitastate of an organism, and ignore the distinction of bodily and mental
actors,"
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records only an impossible one: no body can atonce be himself
and another than himsclf, i.e. the actor and Hamlet the Dane.
Accordingly, sentences occurring in fiction, mathematics,
logic etc. do not express belicf, so that the question of their
being true or false (in the present sense) does not arise. Such
statements are 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, ncither 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,® “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 reference. 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---)’ 1s 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, ex hypothesi, erron-
cous with respect to such a determination, so as to be able to
render the corresponding linguistic cxpression 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 rccord differcnt colours with respect to that point, we
would hold all the determinations of that point to be equally

3 It may perbhaps be that a child or an idiot may ask such a question: but let
us not put such questions on a par with the question like ““Is Mr X in the house?”
which is a question of reference, becausc there is nothing like impossibility of Mr.
X’s presence in the house, though Mr. X may not e present there for some time.

On the other hand, questions like ““Is the sky-flower green?"” obviously relate
to impossible situations.
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genuine. That is to say, all spontaneous appcarances must
be accepted as determining their respective status—a fait
accompli, always remaining only as accomplished or rcalized.
Since the duration of the presence of a phenomecenal situation
in expcricnce is only the moment of its prescnce, it cannot be
put to cxamination within that very moment of cxperience,
nor can it be put to any examination after the corresponding
expcricnce has passed, or rather leaped, into another; because,
ex hypothesi, an appearance or a phcnomenon is said to be
present only solong the corresponding experiencelasts, after the
passagc of which a disappearance, a denial of that appcarance
follows by itself. This disappearance proves not that the
d‘etermination in expericnce corresponding to the phenomenal
situation disappeared was erroncous, but only that now we
h.avc another dctermination in experience with respect to a
different situation (phenomenal or physical). The cases of
constantly changing moments of immediate cxperience or
Phenomcnal determination, or that of one experience passing
mto another, is very important in view of the Advaita concept
of Brahmana, if the latter be regarded as a constantly change-
ICSS_ or undifferentiated moments of immediate cxpericnce.*
It is interesting to note that the epistemological import of
POth of the above mentioned cases of immediate cxpericnce
1s the same. That is, cpistemologically, a constantly change-
less experience and a constantly changing cxperience, with
respect to their determination, are undeniable from without ;
and, conscquently, are impossible of being rendered crroneous:
that is, they arc self-evident and no error is possible with
regard to them. Another important feature of these cases of
Immediate experience is that thought (or mind) never feels
its presence at such moments; for, the very moment of
€xXperience in such cases is the moment of knowledges. The

: Vide Northrop, Philosophy — East and West, cd. 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 t.herc is a sense of ‘knowing’ in which, when You have an cxperience, there i;
no difference between the expericnce and the knowing that you have it.”
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presence of feeling thought is nccessary, however, in order that
there be an crror or a falsity — as we shall sce presently.

B. While 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 fecling thought is involved. In
what follows we would try to scc that while denial or rcjection
(from without) is the very nucleus of falsity, a feeling thought
is the neccssary 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.¢. when we have a
mediatc expericnce. Such instances of experience, as has been
mentioned carlier, ave recorded by expressionssuchas “Thisis a
man,” “Somec (all) men are vegetarians,” “Women arc noisy,”
and so on. An cxperience of a physical situation, or a mediate
experience, involves dctecrmination of orders. And orders,
ex hypothesi, involve cxpericnce of more than one situation
which have at lecast onc identical character, i.e. an order,
besides other characters. Further, a physical situation, unlike
a phcnomenal situation, must endure beyond the moment ofits
cxperience; 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 onc situation. (In case of an im-
mediate experience always only one situation is involved.)
Thus, let us take the following figures for different situations:
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We describe these figures as ‘‘squarcs”, as all of them have
some indentical characters, c.g. all thcir angles are right
angles and in each figure their respective lines, dots, and points,
from one angle to the other, arc straight and have cqual
length — though with respect to some other characters they
are different, e.g. they arc uncqual in arca, and arc differently
constituted by lines, dots, and points. So, if g, 4, ¢, and d be
the given situations, then we call, for instance, a ‘‘a squarc”,
thatis, a’s being a square is determined, in the present example,
by the status of b, ¢, and d as squares (Ch. II, 9A). Now let
us consider another figurc:

P (o)

n m
Fig. e

Which we may perhaps call “‘a square”. But our saying so
would be false with respect to the belief “‘Fig. ¢ is a square,”
SIce on close observation we find that the constituent lines
-0 and m-n of the Fig. ¢ do not have the same length as that
of the lines n-p and p-o, and, conscquently, thc angles Zmop,
°*d Zomn arc not right-angles. Here, then, the same
F’_g- ¢ or what is logically the ‘this’ of the belicf, “This (= the
18- ¢)isa square,”’ endures beyond one moment of expericence;
that is, the same this persists as a subject of two (or more)
::;r:(’.nts of experience, so that the t/LiS_ is prescnt here in tl_le
ferenilty of a subject ot-“ mcdia?c expericnce. Now, t}.ICSC _dlf-
nceq Moments of cxperience, w1'th rcsp_cct to the same Sltua.t.lon_.
tion O?Ot be.the same as regardmg their rcspccu.vc detcimina-

the given situation. Thus, in the case of Fig. ¢ 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 expericnce we find
it as not posscssing the order ‘‘squarc’. On the other hand,
the figurcs a, b, ¢, and 4, arc determined as squares at every
moment of our cxpericnce 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 expericnce as genuine and another as erroncous, even though
they rclate to the same situation. How is it, for instance, that
a determination of the Fig. ¢ as ‘‘a square’ is erroneous and
its dctermination as ‘‘not-a-square’’ is genuine? It may
perhaps be thought that if at one moment of experience Fig. ¢
is determined as @ square, then the expression which correctly
records the corresponding situational-cffect, viz. the belief
“This (=Tig. ¢) 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 myself unable to regard
a square as a triangle, or a burning coal as a strcam of water.
There are, however, others who think that the very objective
basis of {alsity is diffcrent from that of truth. If so, there must
be (wo knowledge, corrcsponding respectively to truth and falsity,
and cach as much corrcct 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 lcast one thing seems to be quite clear in this
conncction: our experience cannot be made the basis of falsity,
sincc there is no further ground to judge the validity of an
experience, and since no expericnce can reject the other. That
is, all cxperiences are equally genuine. What, then, is the
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explanation of falsity? Any cxplanation of falsity must keep”
in view the two fundamental factors invelved in our under-
standing of the cases of falsity, viz. (1) the nuclcus of falsity
consists in ncgation, and (2) the objective ground of falsity
and truth must be the same. Let us try to find out a solution
which satisfics both the conditions.

Suppose, a physical situation is determined at once instanc€
of experiencc as a ‘“‘pillar’”’ and at another as @ “man”. Now
there are two ways in which these dcterminations may be
recorded: ““This is a pillar and a man,” and “Thisisa pillar
or 2 man.” As the first cxpression violatcs the rule of referenc®
RIII, we reject it as not being a significant expression or &
belief: that is, because, a physical situation cannot be deter™
mined even at different instances of expericnct, both as &
pillar and as a men, however erroncously. RIII cxplicitly statcs
that if between two scts of Po-signs ( here “pillar”” and “man”)
thcre.is a rclation cxhibiting the p;‘opCl'ty exclusion, it cam.lot
turn into a relation with the property inclusion; so that nothing
P t_)c_both a man and a pillar. Hence the linguistic expression

.Thls 1s 2 man and a pillar’’ is referentially nonscnsical. The rclﬂ;:
tion of the two scts of Po-signs, as rclating to G-signs “'man
:tll?d “pillar”, can at best be made to turn into onc CXhibit{ng
e e

of pillar anc
€.8. the life-size statue of a man which is neither 2 man nor
SIMply a pillar. But, such a situation, if any; with respect
to its determination through some orders of man and somc of
pillar, cannot be said to be relating cither to the G-sign “man’’
OF to the G-sign “‘pillar”’, since the latter always display the‘
Property exclusion with respect to the referential function ol
the combination of their Po-signs. Now, as the relation
between the two given scts of Po-signs, ‘“man’’ and “pillal‘”:
exhibit the property exclusion, the linguistic cXpression which
reécords this fact is— ‘‘This is a man or a pillar.”’ Further,
Since this expression relates to the this, as determined iR
cxperience, it is true as conforming the R1I — thoughiit relates
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to the t4is which is diffcrently determined as a man and as a
pillar. Now, if the given situation, as denoted by the N-sign
“this*| is determined first as a pillar and then (next) as a man,
and if we continuc to be disposed (linguistically) with respect
to that situation in terms of the latter determination and not
in that of the former, wec would call the expression ‘“This
is 2 man®’ true, and the expression *“This is a pillar’” —which
€eascs to be a belief any longer — falsc. That is, in cases of sub-
Stquent experience of the given situation this, we continue to
usc the linguistic expression ‘“This is a man.”” Further, since
the N-sign “‘this’’, as dcnoting 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 referen-
tially impossiblec to definc “‘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. ¢ above, which was first determined as a
square, but later denied of such a determination, the samc
process is involved. We regard the expression “Fig. ¢ is a
square’ false because in subsequent observation of the Fig. ¢
we find that we are no longer (linguistically) disposcd in
that way.

Here, then, therc are two important points to be taken care
of: first, unless we have the next dctermination of the given
situation as a man, a given determination of the situation as a
pillar cannot be rendered erroneous; and, secondly, the ques-
tion how the same tkis 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 genuinc case of falsity must be related to a situation
which is determined more than once, such that the determining
scts 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, are not genuine instances of erro-
ncous determination (here there are 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 neccssary for there being an crror, 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 erroncous determination is ncver rejected. For
€xample, 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 jtself 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
we have already noticed, even a false belief must have a ground,
since it records some determination in experience, and since
0 experience is possible without a ground whereof it is an
¢Xperience. Again, if a false belief has no ground, how are we
to distinguish a false 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
‘Tcmains no point in calling one belief “‘true’” and another
‘falsc”hsince, as all experiences are genuine, both corres-
Pond to equally good determinations of the same ground —
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but also it lecads to a referentially nonsensical assertion with
respect to that ground — for, if they both relate to the same
ground and both record actual determinations in cxpericnce,
the cxpression of the form ‘“This is a man and a pillar’” must
be a true belicf, which it is not. It may be pointed out further
that according to our own asscrtion, falsity consists in negation,
so that, if a truc belief is of the form “‘a is A’ and if it rejects
the corresponding falsc belicf, the latter must essentially be
of the form ‘‘ais not-A’’, which shows that for thec ground q,
not-A is rcjected or climinated. That is, accordingly, Not-A
is no morc a determination of the ground a. A beliefl is regard-
cd to be falsc only when it is rejected in the light of a true
belicf; and this rcjection 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 falsc; so that, it appcars 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 falsc 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 falsity; 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 itsclf. That is, we know the content of falsity
to be not the same as thc content of the corresponding true
beliefs. But, then, what is the content of a belief? The content
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of a belief, in all cases of belicf, is its thought-form. The content

of a true belief may be said to be its actual content, because it is

2 thought-form realized (Ch. ILI, 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 belicf is manifest

in the problematic character of falsity. When we speak out,

for example, “The plancts 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 uttcrance of the
belief, for example, “The Sun moves round the Earth,” and
saying that it is this or that with respect to which the given
belicf is false, it is quite unintclligible, 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 casc of falsity, the whet never becomes this.
Hence, it is the what only that is known as the content of
f‘alsity, and since what is never an actuality — a this or that —
Us referential significance can be cxplained only if we carry
this what into the realm of possibility. Again, since this what
€an never become something actual, it must be confined only
to the realm of past-possibility.

_ Now, hefore we poceed to sec the naturc 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. ILL,
12B), 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 objcctions mentioned above. It is perhaps the O_HIY
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 belicf be called ““false” and
another “trye if they relate to different grounds. Further,
fithe view of ““different grounds’’ is admitted, then there results
2 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 crroneous, if it maintains that the same ground under
question is actuality (for actuality in order to be coherent can-
not admit of contrary determinations of the same situation).
The view of “same ground” can bc admitted only in the rcalm
of Possibility — since possibility is a sort of constant leap
Into actuality. That is, prior to a dctermination, a situation
is possible of any determination. In fact, the presence of a
situation itsclf is the possibility of any detcrmination. Again,
sinceitis a possibility of determination, more than one deter-
mination may follow; but, then, only such a dctermination is
to be rcgarded as correct, and thercforc the corresponding
belicf 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 belicf as false,
which has some possibility failing to be actualized, some
thought-form failing to be rcalized. 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 fecling presence.

C. In thelight 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 necds elaboration. Since what is false
<an never be true, the content of a false belicf must not be
somcthing 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. As K. C.
Bhattacharya has put it: “When 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 belicf as past
but as the belief is now understood only as rejected, we may
say that to rcject it is to kave it now in the mind as past. ‘As
Past’ means ‘as rcjected’: the consciousness of the pastness of
a beliefis but the consciousness of the belief being rejected.’’®

6 3p, 198, Italics author’s.
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Further, when we talk of possibilities, we should remember that
they are not grounded in actuality. An crror, and therefor®
the corresponding falsity, consists in holding what is purcly &
possible understanding of some situation s its actual under=
standing. Thus, the experience of an illusory snake (or an
illusory pillar) is only onc of the possible understandings witl
regard to the given situation prior to its determinalion as a rop€
(or as a man). The determination of the given situation as @
rope is only a possibility actualized. That is, the ¢4is in the truc
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 this
as a rope, we declare the other determination (of the same this
as a snake) to be incorrect, and thercfore the corresponding
belicf to be false. Now, what is the content of the false belief
“This is a snake”’ ? We have already scen 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,”” thatis, thc under-
standing that prior to the determination of the this as a rope.,
the former had ked the possibility of both the determinations
(viz. as a rope and as a snake). Falsity, thercfore, 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 rcady to jump into
actuality: When it docs jump we get falsity.

Now, possibility is not something completely dctached 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 bchaves in the same way. This obscure
Dature of falsity comes out clearly, however, if we consider the
significance of falsity in our knowledge. Falsity presents itself
in_olll' knowledge not just to be rejected: the very function of
TGection or cancellation of falsity in knowledge is a very
important function. While 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. My contention, for
instance, that the this is corrcctly determined as a rope, leads
me by itsclf 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
Sensc 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 this
as a snake is in fact the dectermination-as-difference, but it
emerges to be the determination-as-samencss (which in fact
is the this as a rope, because the this here is corrcctly determined
only as a rope, which therefore is the determination-as-
samencess with respect to the this, while the determination of
the ¢4is as a snake is therefore the determination-as-difference).
It is in this manner that falsity appears to bec related with
actuality — because of this specific function. Further, when
the dcterminatjon-as-difference is established with respect
to the this, i.e. when the determination-as-difference qua the
determination-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 ncgation, the function of rjection,
on the one hand, and that of ncgation, on the other, are said
not to be one and the same, in spitc of the asscrtion 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 difference is thiss
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 b5
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 cascsg
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.”

Now, negativity qua past-possibility can ncither be actually,
bresent nor be existent. For, as wc have alrcady maintained, a
Possibility involves neither actual prescnce nor existence, since
a0 actual presence is the presentness of facts (Ch. I, 3) and the
only existent is Subjectivity (Ch. I, 3). Hence the very statug
0! negativity as past-possibility leads us to say that it cannot

¢ something actually present or cxistent. But there are
Philosophers who maintain that ““All negation is rcal.””® They
arg}m that as every ncgative implies a positive, so does every
Positive imply a negative: Conscquently, negativity must
°Im an aspect of actuality, i.e. negativity, in order to form

ne ’ ('?‘f' A C. Das, Negative Fact, Negativity and Truth, p. 146: “falsity anq
silgalfon In fact fall apart from cach other, though it is often the case that the
Yation of falsity leads to a relevant negation.”

. radley, Logic Vol. II, Terminal Essays, p. 665.” - --it (ncgation) is real
Just becayse j; is relative.”
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this aspect, must be actually 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 use
of idecas implics 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 by side with affirmation: thatis, as
both Bradley and Bosanquet admit, negation is more reflective
than aflirmative®. Further, neither Bradley nor Bosanquet
appcar 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 cxample, in cvery casc of my pointing to a physical
situation and saying ‘“This is not a snake” I do not affirm
this as a non-present snake, but rather affirm that this is
somelhing, not-snake — and “‘not-snake’ means anything other
than snake, c.g. a ropc. 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 his 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 detcrmination of what the situation,
the this, is not would always yield a state of indetermination;
for example, if not-yellow is determined with respect to the situa-
tion this table, and we are left to determine what is not-yellow,
we may say that not-yellow is any other colour except yellow,
which in its turn would lead us to say of this table, ““This table
is cither 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
climinating 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 tablec is
not-green,’” and again ““This table is not-bluc.” But the point
is, can we stop anywhere and say that no further climination
is possible? We cannot, since the relation of Po-signs ‘‘table”
and Pc-signs ‘‘green”’, ‘‘bluc’’, and so on, is only accidental ;
so that, the process of climination may go on ad infinition,
depending on the fact that this table might posscss numberless
colours. Further, if I take directly an cxample from the
perceptual field, I find that when I perceive a table, I never
perceve it as not-yellow, or not-green, but always as, say, brown.
Hence, Russell rightly maintains that thc person ‘‘would
know a buttercup is yellow, but he would not know that it is
not-blue.””** According to him, anyone who knows everything
that could be expressed without using ‘‘not”, or an cquivalent
word, would know the whole world, i.c. would “‘know every-
thing.>> 1
Hence, negation in order to be significant must ultimately
point to the corresponding affirmation, sincc it cannot affirm
wself, i.e. it cannot affirm an actual absence (side by side with
actual presence). Every ncgation has the character of being
reflective only because it involves an affirmation rclating to
other-than-jtse]f: for, if this affirmation is to be taken as thc
ai’ﬁrmation—of-negation itsclf, an actual prescnce of absence
Mmust _bC admitted, and therefore also that the occurrence ol
egation is spontancous rather than reflective.
anE(})f:.e :1}11‘6 some, however, \:VhO regard n‘cgation to be spont-
status ;f deY glv.e t}}e function of ncgatlon an md'cl.)endcnt
is argueg heter.nunatlon.(Anupa-la.bdhl or nsm-c.ogmtlon). It
Pel‘ceptiot atin a ncga.fxve cognition, operative in the field of
there 2 n, a ref(frencc is actually ma:dc to what is then absent
a fact, i.e. an actual assertion is made. Let us now

'“HK, p, 137

I Cf.
to draw 5 ?‘VCH_S, RM, Vol. 3, 1949, ‘“The Existence of Facts,” p. 11. Ifone werc
to includ P “‘an Inventory of all existents that comprise the world,”” he might have
by expr © M°Bation of facts, but not negative facts, i.e. cxistents nameable only

essi s .
10ns containing “not” or cquivalent.
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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.c. non-cognition gua the understanding of
difference, and indced a very important one, because in its
absence all determinations would be vague (Ch. IL, 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 cascs, no doubt, where absence
is felt, such as the absence of water in a jar, or the absence of
cow in the ficld, or the absence of Mr. X in this room. Or,
let us consider a still more concrete example of these circles:™

A person who passes from Fig. | to Fig. 2 in his observation
may feel that Fig. 2 is empty, and thereforc may persist in
telling us that his perception of Fig. 2 as empty, 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, rcgard 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 2 non-perception. Now,
if absence has an actual presence, it is hardly intelligible as to

'3 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 obscrves Fig. 2, he tells us that what he
perccives is a circle, and if asked what he thinks to bc absent
from that circle, he would reply that almost anything except
Ehc circle is absent from the field of his perception. This is
important: whatever is absent, the second man dctermines
through his thinking, i.e. there is not an awarencss of abscnce
along with the corresponding perception'® (provided, of
course, there was not any suggestion in the past of something
pemg presentin the same or similarperceptualfield). Morcover,
if the awareness of absence, as in casc of the first person, is
cquated with the absence of perception, it strikes straight
at ﬂ%c theory that abscnce is actually present or is factual:
No instance of an abscnce of perception can producc a
Perception of absence.

B‘}t, it is to be noticed that in maintaining that the per-
ccption 'of Fig. 2, for being treated as empty, depends on the
Perccpuc,n of Fig. 1, we arc not committed to the vicw that the
emptm‘ess of Fig. 2 is inferred from the perception of Fig. 1.

€re1s no need for inference if we take the non-perception
if;:lc dot ir'1 Fig. 2 for tl.le .abscncc of the dot. Obviously, a
of t}’Il)cerc}cjptxon of the dot is ¢pso fac.to the same as a knowlcdge
in the a sence of the dot. That is, as we have already §a1d
ang t}Frecedmg chapter, the whc.)le szlgn}ﬁcance ?f negation,
niferemee'refore ?.Iso of ab.sence, lies in 1:cs .capamty to deny
ence its, 12;.‘nd, since a d.emal of refere.nce is in no way a refer-
N Sencee » there remains no need eltl'}cx: fox: establishing an
in erent'as an actual presence, or for giving its knowledge an

lal status, But it may be thought that the very assertion

1 .

Mi:dl,’lldgelR' Demos, “A discussion of certain type of Negative propositions,’”

7 . s .
Ifthey are . P. 189. “-._negative facts are nowhere to be met with in experience.”

way th © ever perceivable, they are at any rate not perccived in the same direct
3t positive situations are perceived.
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that the case of non-pcrception 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.”’** Similarly, J. N. Findley observes, ‘‘Absences and
lacks are perfectly specific and distinct, just as the holes in
the picce of lacc have shapes and characteristic as the actual
embroidery. We do not create such absences or lacks by our
thinking, but discover them in the samc way that we discover
the Milky Way.””!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 casc of the example given
above; so that, thcy 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 ncgative determination is as much immediate (as positive
determinations), but only that a ncgative determination is
not due to purc-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 scem to be contrarics; for instance, if a thing has the
properties M, N, and O, it somchow does not also have the

14 Op. cit., p. 445.
15 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.c. knowledge of a negative fact.'®
Accordingly, such statcments as ‘X is not both green and
brown’ cannot be rendered into or derived from somcthing
positive; for, it is simply an ultimatc fact about X that if it is
brown then somchow 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 diffcrence is a fundamental way of understanding,
because it cannot be cxplained by either uniquencss or
partial identity of situations, since both the uniqueness and
partial identity of situations as much presuppose difference as
difference presupposes  uniquencss and partial identity.'8
Now, if our treatment of ‘difference’ is correct, the argument
that difference establishes an ‘‘ultimate (ncgativc) fact” must
be crroncous. For, as a fundamental way of understanding, it
establishes not only negative determinations but also POsitive
dcterminations. In fact, as Spinoza maintains, omnis determi.
natio est negatio— no determination is possible without nega-
tion; that is, cvery case of (positive) determination is alsg 5
casc 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”’® lies in the under-
standing that two unique situations—X’s being green and

I '® Taylor, op. cit., p. 439. H. H. Price, Negation (Symposium), PASS Vol.
X, p. 107, says that such cxamples of ncgation as “red is not green”” are originally

negative and are “independent of climinative processes and stands, so to speak,
on their own feet.”

3 Thc Pri
8 Cf.Bra
identity,”

nciples of Logic, Vol. II, Terminal Essays. 6, pp. 664-66.
dley, Ibid, p. 664, “Diversity as experienced implies partial samencss,

9 Thisis nog the same as saying ““something cannot be both green and red simul-
taneously” _ the possibility of something being both green and red simultancously
may not be denjeq (Ch. III, 11B).
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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.c.
X’s being green is a past-possibility —and therefore can be
negated in rcgard 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 wec do not take unigueness or partial-
identily 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 cach case of difference
need be taken to give us significant negation. Obviously, such
negative statements as ““Virtue is not an clephant,’”” or “The
present qucen of England is not a number,’” or ““No woman is a
man,”’ ctc. arc not trcated as significant. In the first place,
it appears that all those cascs of negation are insignificant which
relate cither to two or more Pc-signs or to two or more Po-
signs; for, as we have scen in the preceding chapter, the rela-
tion between Pc-signs or between Po-signs, taken individually,
is such that it always has the property exclusion, so that such
negative statements as ‘‘Green is not red”, or ‘‘Mortality
is not white,” or ““Intelligence is not wise,”” ctc. are all insigni-
ficant. Sccondly, 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 ncgation. 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
1s to be remembcred 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 2 man’’ is not a significant ncgation,
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 rclation to the
G-signs “‘woman’ and ‘“man’’ that it exhibits the property
exclusion-or-overlap; a ncgation to this cffect may be signifi-
cantly expressed as “‘Some women are not intelligent”; or
“This man is intelligent”, etc.

i T'he difference between significant and insignificant negation
1S, In fact, wider than what appears to be at first sight.
‘A_* S_lgniﬁcant aspect of this differcncc is that, while a
Slgn.lf.icant negation leads us to see that its corresponding
POSItl\.'C statement is referentially meaningful, an insignificant
e Thte s o s e T o

) es us sec tha

pond1.ng Positive statement ‘“This is a man’’ is rcferentially
i?lzaréltigciu]has c<1:or§I'orming to thc.rulc ?f reference l'RII. 1?:1
“Green is mot redot con s (it 1L e onding pociive
Statement G ; ” g C Corrc'pll ningless

This ey , reen is red” is eq}lally referentially meaningless.
are o nig $ two important points: (¢) Only those negations
involvgd lcant w}.uch are based on the fact of d1ﬁ'erer_1cc
on the Onm hrcla.tlons bctwcc':n a set of o.rders or a G-51g§
(B sines e and' an.d a Pc-sign or a Po-sign on. the ot.h(;; ;
Meaninag only significant negations rclate to referentially
. glul statements, only they rclate to past-possibilities:

Insignj .
. '80ificant negations, on the other hand, rclate to factual

IMpossibiljtieg, 20

20 M
a . . N H
meanip t;blott calls insignificant negations “turkey carpct judgements,” i.c. un-
PASS ig'glz1 togetherness of words which are meaningful otherwise (““Negation”,
21929, 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 abscnce by arguing that ‘“‘denials which are denials
of nothing arc not dcnials in any sense at all.”’*' Accordingly,
ncgative statements like “‘faires do not exist’’** can be meaning-
ful only when this statement must have some objects of
reference for its subject term®. So that, when we say that
“fairies do not exist’ it is understood only as positively referring
to the absence-of-fairics, which cannot in the samc way be
understood by some positive statement®+. 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 dcsignate the corresponding thought-
form or idea, since, as Ingram-Pearson says, the statement
“fairics do not exist’’ would then mean ‘“‘ideas of fairics
do not cxist”” 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 —thc 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 morz possible
than is the position that a white-thing que white is black.?*
What is perhaps more plausible is the view that a person uses.
the cxpression ‘““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 rcjected predicate. That 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).

2t 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 “prescnce”. We differentiatc between “‘existence” and
“presence” (Ch. I, 3).

23 Ingram-Pearson, op. cit., p. 353.

24 Ingram-Pcarson, Ibid., p. 355.

25 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:
“really present fairies are really present’”’, or “recally abserft
fairies are really absent”, where no question of reference is
involved.” Byt the question remains, what is the absence or
presence of fairjes? Ingram-Pecarson’s whole difliculty appears
torest on his understanding of the term ‘‘presence’” as “‘already
a mcaning or interpretation.’’” So that, according to him,
“presence (of situations, or, as he says, of cntitics) is not
Primarily 5 question of reference, but that of absence.”” That
15, he maintains, prior to considering their absence there *‘is
10 sense at all in which existence (= presence) is attributed
to entities (= situations) - - -.”*28
But, what js difficult to understand in Ingram-Pearson’s
argument js thjs: Why should real presence be ““a mecaning
Or interpretation® and real absence not? He gives no reason
for this, Fu.rther, it is hard to understand why ‘‘rcal absence’’
USt be a consideration subsequent to that of ‘‘real presence’ ?
P.lato’s Procedure shows that the mere fact of having two of a
kind js sufficient to initiate a study of what we mean by “‘two
°f'a kind.»2s Nowhecre in this is an understanding of absence
Presupposed, Ingram-Pearson appcars to have chosen to
"1ge into difficulties rather than explaining them away.
is conclusion that statements which purport to deny real-
Presence simply fail to do so, or in striving to do so involve
themselyes in contradiction, is the result of his straining the
terM “non.existence” too much: his view of non-existence is
On€ of non-existence, i.e. a special kind of existence. And this
¢rroneous view is the consequence of still another: Ingram-
€arson thinks that the subject term of a statement muyst have
N object of reference (or clse they would be about nothing
and therefore no denials at all). Denials, obviously, do not
establish g4, they refer, but only state that what they refer to

1bid,, p. 593,
27 0p. cit., p. 358,
*8Ibid,, b 3sq

%0 Vide M. M., Schuster, op. cit., p. 523.
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is not actually present. Denials such as “‘fairies do not exist’’
arc decnials not of something really absent or present, but, of
the aflirmation of the corresponding positive statements, like
“fairics cxist.”’3® It is rcally an affirmation which presup-
poses — though it too docs not establish — something actually
present, without which an affirmation carries no referential
sensc. A dcenial corresponding to such an affirmation, if any,
simply shows that the subject term of the afirmation has no
denotative value, i.c. 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 ncgation following from the false cxpression “This is a
snake’’ would be ““This is not a snake’’, so that what the latter
expression cstablishes 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 Jike really absent; all denial
statements can be regarded significant simply as negations of
corresponding linguistic expressions conforming to the rules
of refercnce. Since negations involve aflirmation, they are
significant only as relating to significant affirmations of
things-positive or actuality and not to things-negative Or
Nothingness. There are, thercfore, no negative things. '
D. Now, let us try to determinc thc precise relation of
ncgation with actuality. In this connection Schillar’s remark
needs consideration: ‘‘negation is always a ‘subjcctive’, or
better a human device of thought.”>3* He further writes that
negation is ‘“‘a confession of human weakness that cannot g0
dircctly to the positive corc of reality. — It is always relativ.c
0 human purposes.’’3? Schillar appears to suggest as ff
therc is some aspect of “‘the positive core of reality”’ which 1s
permanently concealed and therefore is always beyond human-
knowledge duc to human limitations; negation is significant

so Cf. Bergson, Creative Evolution, p. 303: “to deny always consists in sctting
asiddle a possible affirmation.”

31 Formal Logic p. 139, Italic author’s.

32 Ibid.
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with respect to this hidden aspect of reality. Here there is
much confusion to be cleared away. First, what is “an-absence-
of-a-thing” is not the same as ““an-abscnce-of-the-knowledge-
of-a-thing”: we can be conscious of a thing being absent,
so that, in this casc, 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 thing?s. Schillar scems to fall a
victim to this very error: ngation is never a matter of human
ignorance —a failure to rcach reality. For, & moment of
ignorance is no moment of significant knowledge of what we
arc ignorant. The casc of ignorance as a basis for ncgation
may however be forwarded by arguing, had all the facts been
known to us there would have been no negative judgements;
S0 that, if negations are there in our knowledge, their presence
simply shows that they arc there only because we are ignorant
with regard to all the facts3¢. Frankly spcaking, we do not
understand this argument: Had we been knowing 4/ the
facts, we must also be knowing the difference that may occur
F)etwccn all those facts. But then, every occasion of difference
In our knowledge, we have alrcady urged, is an occasion of the
Occurrence of a negation — significant or otherwise, 1p Case
of the knowlcdgc of all the facts there would only he insigni-

cant ncgation, since here all the relations of P-signs woyld he
definite and not open, i.c. no property of overlapping would be
found ¢o pe obtaining in that case. But all this does not prove
that ignorance can be made basis of significant negation.
) 'hat it shows is only that if all possible absence of things
m all possible locus is determincd, the picture of the world in
'§UCh a knowledge would be precise by itself, which otherwise
n order to he precise nceds the corresponding possibilities to

¢ negated — as we shall see presently.

n the second place, there appears to be hardly any relation
Detween negation and human-purpose, though cascs 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.
#E .G ¢

Mabbott's argument in ‘‘Negation’, PASS, 1929, pp. 73-74.



FACT, FALSITY AND NEGATION 143

to human-purposcs. Thus, for example, a thief may sece
an absence of gold in a room, while a house-wife may see an
ab-scncc of furniturc in the same room. Now in spite of
this apparent rclativeness of negation, what really makes it
POssiblc is 2ot certain human-purpose, but the possibility of the
relation of the G-sign “‘room’ with such G-signs as ‘‘gold”
and “furniture”, i.c. the possibility of the co-presence of orders
'deﬁning ‘“‘room’ and orders dcfining ‘‘gold’ or “furniture’’.
This can be supported by the following example: In spite of
my strong desirc to ride a big clcphant, I dg.not look into my
Toom and say that the elephant is absent from the room, or that
there is no clephant in the room; for I know that my room
f‘annot accommodatc an elephant, i.e. the G-signs “‘room’ and

clephant” do not stand in such a relation as to give a signi-
ficant ncgative expression, “The clephant is not in the room”.
Fl.lrthcr, therc may be ncgations which involve no relativity
with human purposes: L scc my old village after a long time
and remark at the first sight of it (i.c. secing that now there
are big houscs in place of small ones), ‘It is not the same village
now!” So, the relativity of ncgation with human-purposes
is only accidental. Finally, even if the cascs of negation are
taken to be concerning the limits of human-thought, we hardly
need reaflirmation of our position that limits of thought is
nothing different from the limitation which rclates to our un-
derstanding of the world, and that what cannot be understood
«does not belong to the world (Ch. II, 7C). This sense of limita-
tion follows in our undecrstanding of the world only because
the world itself is precise, i.c. it could be known in a dcfinite
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 bc actual. So that, a situation present
in the world cannot be a nothingness; and thercfore
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 prescntness with what
is actually present? This relation is clecarly manifest in the
function of ncgation 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 of facts themselves (Ch. LI, 7A); yet this boundary,
in our knowledge of the world, becomces 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, c.g., the two facts
“That this is red’ and ‘That this table is squarc’ arc so qua
a belief associated with some cxperience, and their respective
significant negations ‘“This is not red” and *“This tablc is not
square” reveal the precisc nature of those facts by providing
us with the understanding that ““This” and “This table”, as
subject-terms of the belicfs corresponding to the facts, cannot
be associated with whatever is ‘“‘not-red” and “not-square”
respectively. It may perhaps be argued thatifanegation shows
only the limits of factuality, in the way mentioned above, then it
does ‘r‘lot. appear to be significant any morc than is the negation,
€.g. “Virtue is not squarc’. That such an argument is off the
mark can be seen by taking into account the several relations
of P-signs we have expounded carlicr. Obviously, then. the
reason for insignificance of the negation, “Virtuc is not squ,are”
Is that the two P-signs in their relation exhibit the property
fxclusion. But, the same argument cannot be given for the
tflSig'niﬁcance, 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 thosc 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 cssentially different from what has been said earlier
rcgarding the situation as red or as square. Now, this argument
as it stands is no doubt correct. But it does not affeect our
position: We arc not maintaining that if a situation is deter-
mincd in a certain way, then it is not the casc that it is not
determined in just that very way: this of course provides us
with no significant negation.3® What 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
way. So that, if the facts are ‘That this is red’ and ‘That this
tablc is square’, then it cannot be the case, with regard to the
same this and this table, that the signs “not-red’” and “not-
squarc’” may be related to them respectively. The difference,
in the two cases of ncgation above, between “‘is not’”” and “can-
not”’ is highly important: “‘is not’’ says nothing beyond what is
the case, i.c. the fact; “‘cannot’’ says something which d?cs
go beyond what is the case, in the sensc that the situation w1.th
respect to which the fact is now understood was a potentl.al
ground of still other (opposite) understandings before its
rcalization as a fact. So, a ncgation in this case asserts not
simply what is alrcady said in the corresponding factual sta}te-
ment; it asserts over and above that the other (0pp081_te)
possibility of understanding of the ground — than the fa.ct wh.1ch
is realized of this same ground—cannot now be realized, i.e.
it is a past-possibility. In so asscrting, it specifies the fact and
draws a clcar linc 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. ThC. gr(?u.nd,
however, of both negativity and the world is .Ob‘]CCUV%tY-
‘Hence, the negative function in our knowledge 1s @ function
of Objectivity, which aims at specifying the limits of the world

S . ion, wherc
35 What the formal logic deals with is perhaps this sort of ncgation,

“p= ¢ (= p)” is taken to be the core of understanding negation.

10
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which too is objective. The question, therefore, whether Ob-
jectivity in its capacity as a function of ncgation may annihilate
itself or not, i.c. 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 ncgative function of
Objectivity is commendable or not is to be considered in the
following chapter.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION: METAPHYSICS

15A. From factuality to negativity is a long and tedious
journey. It takes cnough 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 endcavour 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.
This ground, we noticed, is adequately provided by the notion
of Objectivity gua otherness (Ch. I, 1). Hence Objectivity
provides itself as the materia prima of both facts and no-facts.
But onc thing still stands in need of clarification, namely,
Jow is it that in the state of pure Subjectivity the state of
Objcctivity qua othcrness is dissolved (Ch. 1, 4). With this
question we enter the proper ficld 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, facts and no-facts
arc not our primary concern: We are now concerned with
what the whole study of facts and no-facts ultimately amounts
(0. 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. Inrecentyears we
have scen so many refutations of metaphysics, and so much

nt on this account, that it very often appeared as if
ntially evil-disposed. All the

aflame with a revolutionary:

energy spe
metaphysics is somcthing css¢

good and noble philosophers;
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zeal of reform, arc pledged to put it to an cnd once and for all.
But, alas! their attempts have been proved futile: Their
weapon, language has at last been shown to be not sharp cnough
to match the edge of metaphysics. And the cdge of mcta-
physics is felt most at the boundaries of factuality, wherce nega-
tivity ecmerges as an indcpendent function of Objectivity
(Ch. IV, 14) and takes our brave and honest philosophers of
languagc by surprise, who otherwisc regard negation to be a
merc logical function (Ch. 1V, footnote 33). We have shown
ncgation 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, morcover, that falsity (as involving ncgation) is
something cxtra-linguistic, which obviously it is. Supported
by such considerations we enter the forbidden territory of
metaphysics. ’
_ Ag?.in, there is the casc of absolute negation, which is not
m.tclhgible in the samec language of discoursc which deals
with facts. For, language qua the principle of the cxpression
of understanding (Ch. 11, 7A) renders certain types of thought-
fC;fm_s necessary (Ch. III, 11C), the latter being incapable of
fvggi:atloil in that language. Or, rather, a single, or the
CXpressE:)i iigi:hail;ggltl;fﬁr::’ 1'25?3? tc;)tibcll'c?mi(:d inhit*S (;Wn
denies it. Tt is thorefurs that “f)l oo f 1shcs rather than
tion (Ch. TV 14), we ’f e lsc.ussmg't ¢ casc c?f ncga-
positive funct,ion (,)f Ol\;\fcre' c.>rccc'1 to recognize ncgation as a
of faCtuality- oy jectivity, 111um1na.tmg the boundarics
pa‘st‘POSSibili,ties X;)Onscquently, we at.trlbuted presentness to
nothing can be -J y out absolute negation, on the other hand,
an absolute :e ) ance. here noth'mg can be under-stQC?d.
nor of actuality. H frimon is }?n occaslon ncu-hcr c?f poss1b1}1ty
tive nor Subjoctive ;:e, nothingness as such is neither Ol.)_]cc-
sensibly or sens . It cannot be spoken of therefore c%thcr
- clessly. For, what can be spoken ecither
SCnSlblY_(=‘m€aningfully) or senselessly (Ch. I, 4B) is only
that Whmh.ls capable of expression in language, namely, the
understanding of Objectivity (meaningfully) and expericnce

For,
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of Subjectivity (meaninglessly). So, in case of ‘‘nothingness’’
we meet with the strangest inhabitant of philosophy. Yet it
docs not appcar to be impossible. Its impossibility may lead
us to gravc conscquences: how otherwise would one be able
to maintain consistently that a// 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 facts, the latter being only an occasion of insignificant
negation (Ch. IV, 14D). It is to be carefully noticed that an
insignificant ncgation is not the same as nothingness or
absolute negation. The former is still within Objectivity and
indeed limits factuality.

It is clcar that any notion of the totality of facts cannot be
such that this totality is infinitc. However, the very notion of
the totality of facts must involve a limitless beyond, an infini-
tude. Now, as this infinitude is the presupposition of all total-
ity, it cannot be said to be relative to the latter. Nothingness
and factuality arc, therelore, independent of each other. It
should bc cvident, 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 (Ch. II,
6A, 7E), onc of the conditions of factuality gua itsclf is that a
single fact cannot but fall in a system which includes a.ll -thc
other facts, which is an important criterion diﬂ'crentlanr.lg
between facts and no-facts. Further, are we willing to main'tzun
that not all the facts may be known? But this is absurd, since
facts qua facts must be known. F urther, what is th%ls.beyond all
the facts cannot even be the Subject or Subjectivity, for the
latter is not relative to the former, as it involves no otbernf:ss
with respect to factuality or Objectivity. So, t.he infinite
beyond which factuality involves is not}'lingness. E‘Vlfifintl)’,h thle
latter cannot be the same as Objectivity qua p0531b1ht?f W ich
gives birth to factuality by actualizing itself. For, Ob_lect]l.Vltz’1
is nothing more or less than the possibilities act%la ize
and unactualized. We are, therefore, confr‘ontcd with the
problem, what is the status of nothingness? To get an
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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 necither be cxpericnced nor be
understood. So that, the very occasion of no-experience and
no-undcrstanding should be the occasion of nothingness.
Hence its difference from factuality should bc obvious: factua-
lity being that which can both be cxperienced 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 capable both 9f Cx-
perience and understanding, is not exhaustive ofall' cxperience,
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 rcally understand
(in the strict sense of the word) is a symbol, and to understand
a symbol is to know what it stands for.””* What Russcll calls
::undex'standing” may be equated with what we have called

meaningful expression in a language” (Ch. I, 4B). But in
order to bhe meaningful, let it be noted, a linguistic expression
need not alwaysinvolve a question of reference (Ch. I1I, 11A).
The I.nea.ningfulness 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
alread?r demonstrated. Hence, with regard to Subjectivity
there is ng understanding, though experience in this context

' LK., p. 204-205,
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cannot be denicd. In the preceding pages we had been talking

of experience only as it is involved in our knowledge of Objec-

tivity. But it should be clear now that experience in the con-

text of Subjectivity is not impossible. In the first chapter we

procceded 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 rcasoncd out to its full implications. If Subjectivity is

significant, but cannot be understood, there is only one way

to grasp its significance, viz. experience. 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:
We talk of expericnce of factuality, but experience as Subjecti-
vity. As is obvious, ‘“‘expericnce of factuality” always involves
something which the experience is not, i.c. the otherness; but,
on the other hand, in case of ‘“‘expericnce as Subjectivity”,
expcrience and Subjectivity come out to be one and the
same, since here the otherness vanishes (Ch. I, Definition of
Subjectivity). Itis becausc of this state of non-otherness that
Subjectivity qua consciousncss must be considered only as
significant, and not as mecaningful.

There may perhaps be some who would object to what we
have just said by asking, why should not we conversely say
cexperience as factuality” —in the sense that just as under-
standing is a function of Objectivity so is consciousness. Such
a vicw is essentially erroncous, since the very status of Objecti-
vity is onc of otherness, and logically nothing can be rcga.rdc.d
as an other which relates to nothing else but itsclf. If Objecti-
vity does relate to something clse for its being an othcr,‘then to
speak of “‘experience as factuality” resultsonlyina full-§1ze con-
tradiction; since, here the state of non-otherness obtains, and,
conscquently, that of non-Objectivity. The question, w.vhy.cc.)ns-
ciousness should not be treated as a function of Objectivity?
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can be met with similarly. If consciousncs.s is takf:nd' to be
a function of Objectivity, it involves us in C(;ng:‘tj.xcu.ops.'
First, to trcat consciousness as a function o JCCllVIt?
3 ’ . . . . o f
13 t0 maintain that Objectivity involves no -othcmc.ss, and i
it involves no otherness then no Objcctivity‘m our l\nOWl.Cdg.C
should be eyer felt; for, then, what clsc remains to‘ feel .Obe:c.tl-
vity gua otherness? To suggest, however, t.lmt .Ob.]CCUVl.()'
involves otherness with respect to its function is Again a denial
of otherness ag the character of Objectivity; since, ?‘55 we have
already shown in the first chapter, all such functions share
in the gencerality of Objectivity, and, conscq‘u(:nlly,.:u'cf in-
Capable of providing that with respect to \Vthh. Ochcuv.ity
qua otherness is significant. Sccondly, whate'vcr 1s a function
OfObjcctivity is only a possibility, as differentiated fror? actua-
lity (Ch. 111, 12). Consciousness qua a functi(?r'l of Objc.(:tivi[y
must be, accordingly, an unactualized possibility. Obv1ously,
it cannot be a past-possibility sincc it is not negated by
factualily as somcthing unactualizable. But, it nevertheless
determines the boundaries of factuality (Ch. 1L, 7A): the v g
1s limited in respect both of Subjectivity and “Cgalivily_
And, if j¢ determines the boundarics of factuality, it cannot e
cven g Possibility qua potential actualit}_', since a POssibiliy
IS an occasion of the possible cxtension in the boundariCs of
1hctuaﬁty and not the occasion of its dcﬁnﬁlaHOn_I{CHCq
consciousness cannot be regarded either as a Past-possihj]
as a (Potent) possibility —Ict alone as factuality.
how otherwise is it significant as a function of O
One thing, however, is clear whercin lies the nuc
ontradiction involved in view of consciousness quq 3 function
of Objcctivity: consciousness does delimit the world, vet it is
not a bast-possibility; and the only function of Objectivity
Capable of this delimitation is a past-possibility — 5 past-
possibilities, Hence the view of consciousness qua a fupetion
of Objectivity must be essentially erroncous.
C. As we have clarified in the first cha.pter, SUbjCCtiVitY
qua consciousness is neither possible nor actual, i.e. it is not a

ity or
But: lhcn,
bjectivity ?
leus of the
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presentness, but only Existence—the latter being the occasion
only of undifferentiated cxperience. In the second chapter
we noticed that difference is one of the fundamental modes of
understanding (Ch. II, 7D); and since the latter ralates only
to Objectivity, in casc 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 statc of non-Objectivity? Docs this statc involve a complete
annihilation of Objectivity? This we have denied carlier: in
cexperience of Subjectivity what is annihilated is only its
character of otherness and not its content (Ch. I, 4A). This
.content of Objcctivity cannot be annihilated simply because the
modcs of being — Presentness and Existence — are indcpendcnt
(Ch. I, 3). But, on the other hand, thc character of otherness
of Objectivity can be annihilated because it is relative to con-
sciousness. 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 gua consciousness is the only
expressing being (Ch. I, 3) capable of acknowledging otherness.
Further, Subjcctivity gua itselfcan never to be an other to itself
(Ch. I, footnotc 12): otherness is the character only of Objec-
tivity. So, the otherness of Objectivity can last only during the
moments of its confronting otherncss. Yet when this character
ccases to be with respect to Objectivity, at the moments of
Existence in cxperience, it does not mean that Objectivity
itsclf ccases to be: after all Objectivity is never reduced to mere
nothingness. That is, cven at occasions of Existence 1n
experience, Objectivity qua its content remains, though not as
confronting thc Subjectivity qua Existence in experience. So,
here, we meet with a peculiar situation in which the whole
Objectivity gua otherness is annihilated.

Now here there is a very delicate point in metap hysies:
are we to regard the statc of no Objectivity-as-otherness as
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the statc of nothingness? Further, what is the difference
between nothingness, cven as the infinitc beyond of t_hc world,,
and Subjectivity qua consciousness? Philosophers like Hegel
maintain that ultimately there is no diffcrence between pure’
nothingness and purc Being (= Existence), and some BL}ddhlS(S‘
reduce both Subjectivity and Objectivity t© NOthlngncss..
We maintain that any such view is utterly umcnab!e, stmply
because a state of nothingness is a statc of no-cxpcncx.lcc and
no-understanding while that of Subjectivity and Objectivity
15 onc of experience, and experience and understanding
respectively, Hence nothingness cannot be the same as
ijcctivity or as Subjectivity. But, it may bc pointed out that
since both nothingness and Subjectivity involve no otherness,
how can both be differentiated in the statc 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 .Subjccﬁ"ity, namely, Subjectivity exists as cxpressing. And
1t 1s only Subjectivity which so exists. But, then, what is
nothingness ?
COfl)s'i dB;:Sf‘c taking .up t.hc casc of noth"mgncs's for further
Subiect: ton, let us consider again experience with respect to
inl}ii?:‘f’:tya Experience as S.ubjcctivity must be a state of
Subject ze Om.. Here there is no otherness to confront the
and th<; saCCO{"dmgl.y, thc Sub:]ccl and frccdo.m must be on'c
limitless Imel:, SubJectlvxty with no confronting otherr}css is
obscrve . thn t ;ﬁrst c%lap.tcr (4A) we.had have an occas‘x‘on to
happy” ex?bt' e subjective cxprcssmn.of .th.c f<?rm I amr
that here hl 1ts. the true nature of Subjecctivity, 'm th.c s.ense
identity of gppl.nes's 'revcals .the. afll-c?m}.)rchcnswc hrmtl.cssz
canmot by bubjecuvny. Subjfzcthty in its pure cxpression
.-, 2ut be all-comprehensive; because, in the absence of
Ob_]et.:uVlty as otherness, in such a state, only Subjectivity
rem.a.m.s FO be apprehended. But, as we have just said above,
ObJC'C“VltY in its content is not annihilated even at this 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 expericnce 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
objcctivity gua itself, the very possibility of its presentness being
the presence of otherness. But, Objectivity qua pure Objectivity
(Ch. 1, 3) is something which may be without involving other-
ness. So that, if Objectivity-as-content remains even in the
state of Existence, it remains in the capacity of pure Objectivity.
But the state of pure Objectivity is nothing morc or less than
the state of Existence (Ch. I, 4A), and pure Objectivity gua
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 otherncss. 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 qucstion concerning it arises. Nothing-
ness, accordingly, is the unintelligiblc par excellence! And what
we have been saying of it so far is no less unintclligible.
Finally, purc Objectivity gue the principle of cxistence 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.1, 4A), the finitude of Objectivity gua otherness is nothing’
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but its own crcation: 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 crcates and removes its boundarics. When
such a boundary is created then the differentiated world (of facts)
and possibilitics (including no-facts) come into being, and
conscquently the knowledge of finite and presentness. On the
other hand, when the boundary is removed, then what we
have in knowledge is the undifferentiated infinite. And,
since the state of undiffcrentiated infinitude is one of
limitlessness, all thc knowledge or c?cpcricncc, or for that
matter anything, remains undifferentiated from- cverything
else; so that, every cxpression in languagc, of lh_ls state, also
remains undifferentiatcd with respect to its meaning. To look
for a mcaning in a mctaphysical statcmcnf', thcrcforc, is simply
absurd. However, mctaphysics, in spite of its being unmeaning-
ful, is an occasion of significant cxpression 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,
in 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
opinions of this scientific age, and face the light of reason,

thich alone, we think, is supreme in accounting and explain-
ing the world of facts.
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