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FOREWORD

It is a pleasure and privilege that I have been
asked by the author to write a foreword to this
work of provocative interest. I look back with
pride to the old days when the writer, the author
of the book, was my pupil in the Post-Graduate
classes. From the very beginning I found in him a
brilliant thinker and critic who could not take any
thing on trust, or out of respect for persons. It is
the pity that I could not get Mr. Ganguli close by
me as my colleague in Calcutta University
when I was the Head of its Sanskrit Department.
I dreamt of creating a school of thought and
research. For this I wanted some of my brilliant
pupils to be associated with me. At this fag end
of my life and career as a professor of Sanskrit and
Indian Philosophy it induces me to take a retros-
pective view of my achievements. [ might have
done much more, but a man is the prisoner of
circumstances which have a course of their own.

It gives me profound solace to find that Mr.
Ganguli did not waste his time. His intellectual
acumen and grasp of basal problems, and his capacity
for critical assessment have gained more by enforced
idleness. He has read the classics of Indian and
European philosophy with a penetrating insight.
His acquaintance with the modern European
thoughts, particularly the philosophical movement
called by the name of logical positivism, is deep and
extensive. The present-day students of philosophy



B

ought to be thankful to the author for this com-
parative study of the philosophy of modern posi-
tivism along with the philosophy of Bhartriharj
and Dharmakirti. His treatment 1s arresting and
occasionally provoking. His mastery of the English
language and epigrammatic style will not fail tq
rouse the interest of unbiassed thinkers. It ig
neither desirable nor necessary, and is too much tg
expect that the readers will chime in with hjs
views or with the school of thought represented by
him. But I am definite that competent scholars wil]
not fail to be struck by his lively style, original
presentation of problems and scathing criticism.
Criticism is the birth-right of thinkers. It is by
criticism that one understands better the thought
of a writer who may be criticized. Regarded from
this angle of view the original author should be
grateful to the critic. In some places the present
author may appear to have used too strong a
language. ButIam sure every sincere enquirer of
truth will agree that he has not been actuated by
any personal animus, and that his vision has not
been blurred by prejudice. The author’s treatment
is original and language perspicacious

I have had the opportunity to read this book
from end to end. I have scanned every sentence.
The modern philosophers of the West, particularly
of the British and the American universities, should
have the candour to admit the brilliancy of this
thought-provoking dissertation. I for my part have
been thrilled on several occasions to see how he
turns out the flashing sentences in 1 language which
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is not his own. Nobodywill feel that the work is
not the product of an Englishman. His mastery of
the English idiom is admirable. His arguments are
forceful, cogent and convincing. There is no lack
of consistency. On the whole this work is bound
to be ranked as an intzllectual treat. His criticism
of the inadequacy of modern thinkers who have
failed to go to the logical conclusions necessitated
by their premisses may irritate a doctrinaire. But
the author is nowhere dogmatic. Every assertion
is buttressed by strong logic. It matters little
whether he succeeds or fails to carry conviction.
It is however not too optimistic on my part, or on
the part of the author, to entertain the hope and
belief that his main thesis, that the ancient thinkers
of India are more consistent than their modern
counter-parts, will not be capable of being dismissed
with flippancy. Indian philosophers in the past
had the courage of conviction to deduce conclu-
sions with unswerving boldness from the premisses
Jaid down by them. The conclusions might be
shocking to vested interests and partisan spirits.
But they had the boldness to incur the displeasure
roused in respectable quarters. Mr. Ganguli also runs
the same risk. He does not hold brief for any
party. His mind is fresh and open and his thought
and expression are crystal clear. I am an incorrigible
optimist and cannot resist the temptation that this
work will be welcomed as an original contribution
to the philosophical thought by the academic circles
of the East and the West. One may be surprised
in places by the boldness of his expression, but
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cannot fail to derive the intellectual entertainment
which the logical analysis of the prevailing problems
will afford. This will give the author his due
reward.

Appreciation, critical and unprejudiced, serves
a salutary purpose. It instils self-confidence
in the author, One may agree to differ, but must
have the sincerity of purpose to acknowledge
with thanks the capacity for original thinking
displayed by the present writer. It reflects credit
on the publishers that they have gathered the
courage to publish this work notwithstanding the
dwindling prospects of profit. Ultimately a bold
venture paysdividends intellectual, if not financial.
I wish that the author must not be damped by even
hostile criticism, and follow up by similar contribu-
tions in the near future.

Satkari Mukerjee
Dhakuria, Director, Nava-Nalanda
Calcutta Mahavihara
26-6-63 Nalanda, Bihar, India



PREFACE

Much that I might have put in the preface has
migrated into the Introduction. I am quite conscious
that an attempt to see the present through the past
1s not the orthodox way of looking at things, since
it militates against the academic tradition of view-
ing the “forward march of philosophy” with prideful
sympathy. But I cannot help having a strong feeling
that, while Logic has moved miles ahead of Aristotle
and Mill, Philosophy has only moved round and
round, unavowedly seeking refuge in some well-
known thoughts of the past, though avowedly claim-
ing to have taken a revolutionary turn resulting in a
completebreak with the time-honoured tradition. The
present book is an unreserved expression of this feel-
ing which I have sought to fortify with arguments to
show that the positivist’s claim to have performed
a revolution is too inflatzd to be accommodated.

I have reasons to imagine that in some respectable
quarters, I may be accused of lacking the sense of
historical perspective for my unconventional attempt
to examine the present-day positivism in the
light of some Indian thoughts of the past. But it
on close examination it is found that an ultra-
modern philosophy, committed to killing meta-
physics, has not been able to move a bit beyond
the much-maligned metaphysical mist of the past,
the accusation of losing the historical perspective
should better befit the contemporary claimants
to revolution than a critic who has no such claim
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to his credit. It is for the readers to judge if the
results of my treatmentare not sufficient to sanction
a breach of ‘historical’ convention illustrated in
this attempt at viewing the present through the
past.

With this much as an apology for the book 1
must take occasion to express my sense of gratitude
to thosz who made it possible for me to write this
work, press it into print and presznt it before the
readers. [ am overwhelmingly grateful to my revered
teacher Professor Satkari Mookerjee, M.A., Ph. D.,
the distinguished savant and Director of Nava
Nalanda Mahavihara, whose bold but balanced and
unbiassed appreciation has lent me courage to
publish this work. I offer my respectful gratitude to
my revered tzacher, Professor Asutosh Sastri, M.A.,
PR.S, Ph.D, Head of the Deparment of Sanskrit,
Calcutta University. to Dr. Janakiballabh Bhatta-
charya, M.A., Ph. D., Reader in Sanskrit in the
same university, and to Pandit Taranath Nyaya-
tarkatirtha, Vidyavacaspati, lecturer, Calcutta Uni-
versity, and Professor of Post-graduate Research in
Sanskrit College, Calcutta, for their encouragement
and inspiration that never failed me in times of
stress. Sincerest thanks are also due to my friend
Sri Profulla Chakravartty, lecturer, Maulana Azad
College, Calcutta, a brilliant scholar of varied
interests, who often did much to rescue my spirit
from running down.

To my vyoung friend, Sri Sushil Kumar
Chakravartty, I owe more than merely a few words
of gratitude. But for his selfless labour of love
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this book would have been left to rot for years in
a moth-eaten file. In the swelter of summer
evenings, or in the showers of the rainy days, after
a day’s drudgery at office-desk, he used to come
straight to my house and go on clicking the type-
writer till midnight, and with this incredible
amount of ungrudging labour he produced a beauti-
ful type-script out of a hardly legible manuscript.
But he is too shy and modest to avoid feeling
embarrassed by thanks.

I offer my heartfelt gratitude to Sri Ramkrishna
Mazumder for the immense benefit that he rendered
me by securing the free service of a good type-
writer for more than a month, and also to Sri
Sukummar Mitra, Bar-at-law, for his unusual kind-
ness of agreeing to spare his type-writer for the use
of a completely unacquainted person.

My sincerest thanks are due to the young and
energetic publisher Sri Syamapada Bhattacharya of
Sanskrit Pustak Bhandar, who has shown a commen-
dable courage in undertaking this risky publication
the limited appeal of which is an obvious limit to
prospects of profit. Thanks are also due to the able
and efficient printer, Sr1 Debesh Dutta of Arunima
Printing Works, who has spared no pains to make
the book as much free from blemish as possible.
But despite all possible care, some errors have crept
in, since the book had to be hurried through a
heavily engaged press, and since the author himself
is not at all an adept in proof-reading. At the end
of the book a list of Corrigenda has been added
correcting as many errors as it has been possible to
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detect I hope the readers will excuse me for this
unfortunate defect.

I should not also forget to convey my affec-
tionate thanks to those young friends who used to
drop into my study at least once a day eagerly
enquiring about the progress of my work, and to
my colleagues in profession whose unfailing words
of faith and hope sived me from faitsue of spirit.

To my wife 1 am more than grateful for her
eatnest endeavour to keep me away from the
exacting cares of the household by offering to
shoulder the burden wholly by herself. To my
daughter, my little guardian only two years up in
her teens, I owe some words of thanksfor not tedsing
.me too much with her pranks, but often silently
sitting in watch over my work and eagerly hoping
for the day when she would understand what I
write.

Rahara

24 Parganas.
West Bengal
July, 1963.

Hemanta Kumar Gangulj
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INTRODUCTION
Sectiox 1

What the Book is About

There are some philosophers who think that,
philosopically speaking, a shade of red is more
respectable than God. The mark of philosophical
respectability is verifiability, a distinction which is
reserved for a proposition that can be reduced to a
primary protocol recording an immediate experience,
and which for the same reason is denied to a
proposition dealing with God or any such unveri-
fiable ‘nonsense’. Whatever is not verifiable belongs
to the misty realm of meaningless metaphysics. A
philosopher’s final court of appeal is the indubitable
datum of experience which does not require any
further verification.

He who says “God is Good” talks nonsense, for
neither God nor Good 1is ‘given’ to him. But he
who says ‘‘It is red” displays an infallible sense of
the positive, because the red is incorrigibly ‘given’
to him, unless he betrays an unpardonable heresy
by taking his statement to mean that there is some
‘thing’ which is red. In positivist philosophy an
external material world of things and objects is as
much a taboo as God or the ‘thing-in-itself’. Mind
and matter are equal misnomers. The real is
neutral. The ‘world’ is logically constructed out of
the neutral sense-data. This theory of ‘Neutral Ato-
mism’, which is sometimes called neutral monism,
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was suggested and preached by Russell, and deve-
loped by Professor Ayer with additions and
modifications inspired by his continental preceptors
in the Viennese circle. The last chapter of Russell’s
Analysis of Mind and the last two chapters of his
Analysis of Matter give an account of this
philosophy of neutralism. He concludes his
Analysis of Matter with the following sentence :—
“But from the standpoint of philosophy the
distinction between physical and mental is super-
ficial and unreal.” One may profitably compare
this view-point with the theory of neutral sense-
data presented by Ayer in his ‘Language, Truth and
Logic’. Russell does not see eye to eye with the
positivists against many of whom he has had many
things to say. But his sympathy with some aspects
of positivism and his great influence over many
positivists are too pronounced to be mistaken. Thus
Wittgenstien was a pupil of Russell, and when he
had his turn of influencing his teacher he turned to
good account an influence which he received from
him.

When logical atomism of Russell and Wittgens-
tein was replaced by logical positivism of the
Viennese Circle, even the ‘given’ was shorn of its
glory for a time. Von Neurath vigorously advo-
cated a form of uncompromising nominalism which
bade good-bye to ‘thing’, ‘meaning’ and the ‘given’.
His famous statement that statements are to be
compared with statements, not with experience, not
with the given, not with anything else, has become
almost a classical example of nominalistic positi-
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vism. In this way, he thought, he succeeded in
killing metaphysics. Russell’s sharp rejoinder in his
‘Meaning and Truth' is equally famous,—*I hear
them saying, ‘in the beginning was the Word, not
what the word means.” Carnap came forward with
his distinguished distinction between the ‘material

mode’ and the ‘formal mode’ of speech. The formal
mode of speech 1is the philosopher’s pursuit,—“No
reference is made to the meaning of the symbols or
to the sense of the expressions, but simply and
solely to the kinds and order of the symbols with
which expressions are constructed.”

Moritz Schlick, a senior member of the Circle
refused to give up the ‘given’. Professor Ayer, the
younger English disciple of the continental positi-
vists, also could not dispense with the sense-data.
But he too agreed that the principal business of
philosophy was analysis of language. The ‘mental’
and the ‘material’ are only two ways of speaking
about the same neutral sense-datum. It was felt
that a statement to be correlated to some other
statements should have a meaning that must
ultimately correspond to an indubitable datum of
a primary experience.

Carnap’s faith in pure syntax became slackened.
The nominalist syntax gave way to the empiricist
semantics. The philosopher was assigned his task,
and the only task :—how to reduce the scientific
statements to the elementary statements directly
recording an elementary experience beyond which
there is either Logic or Metaphysical nonsense. The
famous positivist theory of meaning that the mean-
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is the method of verification became reinstated in
its former glory., The ‘given’ staged such a
triumphant come-back that one feels tempted to
say :—when the positivists retired God from philo-
sophy they put His crown on the head of the
Given. Thus nominalism and empiricism combined
in a concerted claim to have liquidated metaphysics,
and ushered in a Revolution in Philosophy.

The claim is too tall notto excite some doubt
and invite some rejoinders from competent critics
whose number is by no means the few. The author
of the present treatise has tried to view the matter
from a new angle of vision. It is perhaps the first
attempt of its kind to examine some fundamental
tenets of modern positivism in the light of some
systems of ancient Indian Philosophy. Bhartrhari
was the greatest theoretician of Nominalistic Ideal-
ism as it is understood in Indian Philosophy, and
Dharmakirti, the most formidable figure of Yogacara
Buddhism, along with his most competent commen-
tator  Prajhiakaragupta, was perhaps more
enthusiastic about the status of the ‘pure given’ than
many among the modern positivists. Without
entertaining any mission for murdering metaphysics,
but with an unsurpassed zeal for hair-splitting
analysis, they discussed some basic problems which
are still plaguing the minds of the modern positi-
vists, such as,—

The relation between language and reality, the
role of language in shaping human knowledge, the
nature of logical fictions, the status of meaning, the
essence of the ‘given’ and the possibility of its
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representation in language, and lastly, the problem
of verification and contradiction.

They reached their rtespective conclusions
which received from them a full-throated declara-
tion, but which might have also been announced by
the modern positivists had they been less afraid of
being called metaphysicans or subjective idealists.
These ancient philosophers might have been right
or wrong, but they were at least more consistent
than most of the modern positivists. This is the
matter in the main that I have attempted to show
in this book.

ScotTron—2

Some Possible Objections

I am not unaware of the possibility that this
book may be caught in a climate of controversy
when it reaches the hands of critical readers. It is
not even impossible that some critics may come to
entertain an impression that my book’s having a
purpose has imported into it a trend of tenden-
tiousness. Tendentiousness invariably involves a
lack of objectivity wherewith the resolute pursuit
of a purpose clouds the vision of an author, and
creates an imbalance which deflects him from the
path of an unbiassed criticism. But it is also true
that sometimes the borderline between tenden-
tiousness and purposefulness is too mobile to avoid
a possible confusion between the two.

My treatise is rather an unconventional attempt
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to see the present through the past. This preference
for the unconventional has been prompted neither
by any blind admiration for the past, nor by any
cramping prejudice against the present. Here in
this treatise some basic formulations of logical
positivism, perhaps the most powerful philosophical
movement of the mid-century, have been carefully
sized up with a sure reference to the past that we
left at least thirteen centuries behind. By turning
two ancient lights upon a movement of contem-
porary thoughts I have come upon some crying
contradictions and eloquent inconsistencies in the
position taken by the modern positivists. On the
positive side I have tried to bring out the logical
and epistemic basis of Bhartrhari’s philosophy of
symbolism and logical construction, and Dharma-
Kirti’s philosophy of pluralistic empiricism, in
relation to a general philosophy of language. It will
be seen from what I have shown that sometimes
S0me thoughts which seem too distant are also
t00 near to be ignored, and which seem too new
may be too old to justify a claim of ‘revolution’.

I have not the least desire to play down the
p_hﬂOSOphical contributions of the modern positi-
Vists. Writings of the modern positivists have given
Me a pleasant surprise to find how the present can
COmmunicate with the past across centuries. If I am
In the habit of sharply expressing my thoughts and
feeljngs let not this be construed by any sensitive
reader as g lack of academic courtesy. Undoubt-
edly I have tried to present a case to the best of
my ability. But in presnting my arguments I have
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not been actuated by the spirit of a professional
lawyer espousing the cause of his client. That my
book has a purpose is avowedly acknowledged, and
it 1s for the readers to judge if a trend of tenden-
tiousness has vitiated it purposefulness.

Again it may appear that the present book has
attempted to give a battle to the positivists while
the results of this battle have remained inconclusive.
It is not my claim that I have been able to draw a
concluding line to a philosophical controversy. But
if my arguments are convincing without attempting
to establish a rigid and final conclusion I shall
consider worth-while the labour spent on this book.
What I have tried, in the main, to show in this
book is that—while some modern positivists have
stopped short of clearly stating some conclusions
which inexorably follow from their faith in the
fundamental premises of nominalism and empiricism,
some ancient Indian philosophers, on the contrary,
did not hesitate to embrace the most extreme logical
consequences demanded by similar premises of their
own. I have tried to present as much faithfully as
possible the view-points of Bhartrhari, Dharmakirti
and Prajfiakaragupta so far as they have got some
bearing upon the philosophy of modern positivism.
If my manner of presentation has a strong tone
of conviction it is not because I personally subscribe
to the views of these great philosophers, but because
I felt it to be my duty to underline the spirit of what
they have said as sharply and clearly as possible.

It is necessary here to clear some possible
misconception about the philosophy of Bhartrhari.
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One may entertain an impression that according to
Bhartrhari sounds as symbols (not as sounds) 5.,
eternal. Anybody who has carefully gone throygy,
the text of Vakyapadiya and its commentaries Canngt
fail to note that according to Bhartrhari the
symbols and the symbolized, together with the
relation between the two, are all logical ﬁCtions
super-imposed on that one reality which he calls
S’abda-Brahman. When Bhartrhari says that S abdg-
Brahman is eternal he does not mean that a symbo]
is eternal.  Bhartrhari’s S“abda-Brahman is the i
effable, incommunicable metaphysical spirit of
language which itself cannot he captured in langy-
age. This spirit of language is beyond Speech,
beyond mind—

evaiica Brahmakhyarm $abda-tattvam avin-manasa.goc&mm

—(Harivrsabha’s commentary on Vikyapadiya, Vkp 1/87)
A symbol is meant for use in communicagjgp,
but S“abda-Brahman is not a usable entity—

Yatto paramam riipam tannaiva vyavaharaspadam

—(Helaraja’s commentary on Vkp I11/3/59)
Sphota in its metaphysical aspect is not a Symbol.
It is a symbol only in its logical aspect, and as such
1t is not eternal. A symbol as it is used in ordinary
language can be called eternal only in a secondary
Sense, i.e, in the sense of a primordial pragmatic
convention coming down from a time without
beginning. Only in that sense the meaning-relation
Is also called eternal—

bare punar vyavaharanadtvens, esarn nityatvam  syatah
anityatvam ceti manyante. sambandhopi nityah. +svabhiva-
siddhah anadih praptavicchedah .. | op. cit 1/23
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That one Reality of $éabda does not differ along with
the difterences in symbols,—in alphabets, words
and sentences. In the sense of metaphysical
eternity one is not entitled to use sphota in the
plural number though the word ‘symbol’ may be
freely used in such a way. It is clear from the
commentary that Bhartrhari in his Vakyadadiya
presents several ancient views about sphota which
are not always his own. But he does not leave us
in any doubt about what he himself thinks about
the matter. The interested reader may be referred
to the commenttay on the following verse :(—

bhedanukiro jlianasya viaca$copaplavo dhruvah I
kramopa-srstarapaya jhanain jlieva-vyapasrayam 11

Vkp 1/87

In Bhartrhari’s philosophy one may come across
such terms as, Varna-sphota, Pada-sphota and
Vakya-sphota, but one will not get such expressions
as Varna-Brahman, Pada-Brahman and Vakya-
Brahman. So when sphota, as the one Perennial
Reality isidentified with S“abda-Brahman or S abda-
tma it sheds off its symbolic character, i.e., its
logico-epistemic character, and stands out as the
supreme metaphysical Spirit of language which is
beyond language. Once the phenomenal world is
turned into a system of linguistic fictions, it is
natural for a metaphysician to look for a metem-
pirical and metalogical back-ground from which the
world-fiction emanates. INow, since the world-fiction
has been equated with word-fiction or linguistic
fiction, the necessary metaphysical back-ground has
been conceived as the Spirit of language (S"abdatma)
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which is then identified with Absolute Conscious-
ness. This indentification also logically proceeds
from Bhartrhari’s theory that even in the purely
empirical or phenomenal world there is no cogni-
tion without being contained in a form of meaning-
ful language.

Again it may be argued that in a bid to
modernize Bhartrhari I have simply cut off his
metaphysical basis. But who am I to cut off the
metaphysical basis of an ancient master-meta
physician ? On the other hand, I definitely know
that there are some modern positivists like Schlick
and Ayer who have made an attempt to rediscover
Berkley by cutting off his metaphysical moorings
and posing him as a champion of “empirical
realism.” What I have meant to say is this :—

Since the positivists are too touchy about meta-
physics, let me not say much on the metaphysics
of Bhartrhari. Even then there remains much in
his purely logico-epistemic analysis of the problem
of language and meaning that has got an important
bearing on the same problem as has gripped the
modern positivists.

As regards the Law of Logical Construction I
may assure the readers that it is not my law that [
have stated. The credit of discovering this law
entirely belongs to Bhartrhari. But it lies dispersed
in various verses and commentaries. | have only
tried to clearly state it in one place in a condensed
and comprehensive form. I am fully conscious that
this law 1s not unrelated to Bartrhari’s metaphysics.

A philosopher formulates a law of phenomenal
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nominalism by virtue of which the phenomenal
world is conceived as a system of linguistic fictions.
Now this philosopher is not a modern phenome-
nalist, but an ancient metaphysical idealist. He
strongly feels that a cosmic fund of fiction is impos-
sible without reclining against the back-ground of a
meta-fictional reality. So he furnishes the fiction
with a non-fictive metaphysical fountain-head from
which, he thinks, the fictive world has found its
expression. A modern phenomenalist may say—“I
have been led to the law of phenomenal nomina-
lism on the basis of my logico-epistemic analysis of
language, meaning and knowledge. What is beyond
that is not amenable to my analysis. So I rest
content with what I have found and do not feel
interested in the Beyond.”

There may be some nominalist phenomenalists
who would like to accept such a law without
embracing a super-phenomenal reality, What
should be the logical consequence of Neurath’s
philosophy ¥ His *“‘re-oriented” behaviourism does
not make him a realist, but a nominalist building a
system or systems of linguistic fictions. I shall
deal with his view in the third section of this
Introduction. _

There are again philosophers of great repute for
whom the world is confined to streams of
impressions without reaching out to a reality which
imposes these impressions. There are pure ‘givens’
of the empiricist-positivists who do not bother
about any ‘‘thing” that gives the ‘givens’. For them
there are experiences without that *something”
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which has the experiences or that ‘‘something”
which is experienced. There are no acts of experi-
ence over and above the facts of experience. The
subject, the object and the empirical relation
betwezn the two are one and the same—just a ‘red
here’ or Yoy now’. One may argue that all this is
non-sense, but then one should argue with the posi-
tivists, but not with my humble self. I have only
pointed out that the Yogacara Buddhists had
devoted thousands of pages to drive home this view
Centuries before the positivist version of the same
saw the light of the day. Again Prof. Vaihinger
gained reputation for developing a pan-fictional
philosophy in his remarkable book ‘Philosophy of
As If” without going for a meta-fictional reality.
One may reasonably argue that he 1s unreasonable.

When I have clearly stated that the law of
logical construction is being stated without any
.Ieference to the metaphysical position of Bhartrhari,
it _will be clear to a critic who cares to follow the
drive and direction of my dissertation that I have
done so deliberately with an eye to accommodating
the positivists® displeasure at metaphysics. I have
fe.lt that there are nominalists among the positivists
with a re-edited version of Hegelian coherence,
whose premises should have led them to such a
conclusion, but who have shied away from declaring
the same in a clear-cut manner. In that case, I have
argued, the positivist-nominalists should appreciate
what Bhartrhari did for them many centuries ago,
though he was miles apart from positivism.

When 1 used such expressions as “cur law” I
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did not hope that the personal pronoun would be
taken strictly in a personal sense. When I try to
bring out the view-point of a certain author, provi-
sionally I should view the matter from his angle of
vision as if I belong to his school. Otherwise I
shall be guilty of tampering his philosophy with the
intrusions of my personal beliefs and disbeliefs, I
shall be grateful to a reader who would kindly show
on the basis of original texts that I have smuggled
into the mouths of Bhartrhari, Dharmakirti and
Prajfiakara something which they themselves have
not said. In the penultimate chapter of the book
where I have examined Moritz Schlick’s claim to
realism I have dropped some hints about my belief
in some sort of realism, and in the conclucling
chapter I have stated that my personal philosophical
belief is beyond the compass of the present treatise.

One may again find fault with me that in
expounding the theory of Bhartrhari I have looked
more to the teachers of Advaita Vedanta than to
Muni-traya. The reason is not far to seek. I have
dealt with only one aspect of Bhartrhari’'s philo-
sophy, namely, his theory of knowledge. I have
not shown how he has dissected all the concepts
of the Grammatical Science, or how ke has analyzed
the fine points of Sanskrit syntax. That would
have required an encyclopaedic work devoted to
Bhartrhari alone. I have only dealt with his
fundamental epistemic position in order to show
what new thing he has added to the Advaita theory
of knowledge, and how he has transformed the
relation between thought and object into the
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relation between language and meaning. In this
context I have presented in short the 1idealistic
theories of knowledge as they are given in Yogacara
empiricism and Advaita idealism,and have presented
the same in a manner that may make explicit the
logical steps of transition to the epistemic position
of Bhartrhari. So I have had to deal with the
problem of subject-object relation from the stand-
point of Indian Idealism. Thus Madhusidana has
come in, along with scme other important texchers
of the Advaita, as a way to facilitate the explana-
tion of this epistemic relation.

Astadhyayi of Panini or the Vartikas of Katya-
yvana deal with the formation of Sanskrit words
without bothering about any theory of knowledge.
Patafijali in his elaborate Bhasya sometimes has
touched some points of philosophy without dilating
on them, but has nowhere presented a theory of
knowledge. Bhartrhari no doubt refers to Patafijali
as the great teacher. But he has developed an
independent system of philosophy utilisingthe gram-
matical concepts given in the Bhasya. One can easily
compare the concept of the grammatical verb treated
in the Bhasya under the aphorism “Bhavadayo
Dhatavah” with the spectacular definitions of the
same concept given by Bhartrhari and explained
by the commentator. Again Patafijali has made
many interesting observations while dealing with
the concept of the grammatical tense of a verb.
But Bhartrhari’s elaborate discussion and meticulous
dissection of the concept of time has gone far
beyond Patafijali into the fathomless depths of
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philosophy. Has Patafijali clearly stated anywhere
that the phenomenal world is a system of Vikalpa
super-imposed on the S’abda-Brahman ¢ Has he
stated that all philosophical sciences including the
science of grammar are deceptions, nevertheless
useful deceptions meant for educating the unelight-
ended ( balanam apalapanah, prataranah—says Hela-
raja ). Has he developed an epistemic philosophy
of Vikalpa to which Bhartrhari turns again and
again. It is not the fact that Patafijali has some
gaps which Bhartrhari has tried to fill in. The fact
1s that they have two different approaches to the
science of grammar. Their purposes and perspec-
tives too are different. Patafijali is pre-eminently a
grammarian, perhaps the greatest grammarian the
world has ever produced, whereas Bhartrhari is
fundamentally a philosopher, the greatest pro-
pounder of the S“abdadavita school of Vedanta. He
is undoubtedly a maha-vaiyakarana because he is
the profoundest exponent of the philosophy of
grammar. He has seized upon the concepts of the
grammatical science of Panini, Katyayana and
Patafijali to build a system of Nominalistic Idealism
as an independent branch of Idealistic Monism.
Since in my book I an concerned only with a parti-
cular aspect of Bhartrhari's philosophy, namely, his
theory of knowledge, I could not derive much help
from Muni-traya, for which, I hope the critical
readers will kindly excuse me.

I may have to face another charge that in
dealing with Bhartrhari’s philosophy of symbolism
I have ‘“ignored” comparative philology and
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experimental psychology. But many more branches
of knowledge I have ignored, for example, Anthro-
pology, Sociology and Neurology, which too have
got many important things to say about the for-
mation and development of the structure of human
knowledge. I do not claim to be a man of encyclo-
paedic learning. In knowledge of science and
mathematics [ am lower than a grain of dust in
comparison with many positivists. But in comm-
only accepted philosophical tradition the expression
‘theory of knowledge’ has a limited sense to which
I have limited myself. And it is here that, along
with many other more competent critics. I too
have found the positivists feeling uncomfortable
and trying to wriggle out with a contemptuous tling
at ‘metaphysics’. Of course, Carnap has deposited
metaphysics in a respectable corner by accepting it
as ‘‘an attitude to life”, while debarring it from the
domain of truth-values. But it cannot be shown
why, from the stand-point of the ‘pure given’, a
mystic’s communion with God should be denied a
truth-value which is unhesitatingly conferred on
a ‘red patch’. If the answer, “well,; I see it,” 1s
considered sufficient for disposing of the question,
“how are you sure that you are seeing a red
patch 7, the mystic way equally say, “well, I feel

.
1t," in reply to the question, “how can you know
that there is God 9
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SECTION—3
Some Preliminary comments on Modern Positivism

What is the status of the given? Is it a purely
psychic phenomenon? Is there any difference
between sensation and the datum of sensation ?
How much is logical, how much empirical, and
how much metaphysical in the datum itself?
Is the red sensum related to a red thing ? Is there
a table over and above the combination of colour
and shape? The positivists are ready with the
stock reply :—These are metaphysical questions,
and so are nonsense. Qur business lies elsewhere in
more profitable spheres. We only analyze the
propositions and do not say what is or is not.

But unfortunately a problem is not solved if
somebody refuses to say something about it. This
is a novel way of solving the problem by denying
the problem. We may call it *“‘a solution by the
vanishing method”. In the Indian tradition of
philosophical debate two parties meet under a
judge. One parly, called parva-paksa, puts a ques-
tion. The other party, called uttara paksa, usually
questions the question, and if the opponent can be
silenced by showing that he has not succeeded in
posing the question, the debate is declared lost
to him. But no Indian philosopher recognizes this
to be the method of solving a problem. Itis consi-
dered at best to be a display of debating skill and
a way of winning a temporary debate.

So long we had the idea that metaphysics was
the business of philosophers, now we have come to
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learn that metaphysics is the common error of the
common man who speaks in an ordinary language.
The ordinary man uses the material moede of speech
which smacks of metaphysics. When he utters
the sentence, “It is a fact that the rose is red”, he
unwarily slips into metaphysics, because he is
confirmed in his faith that there is a ‘thing’ called
‘rose’ which has a red colour. To the enlightened
philosopher, however, this sentence would mean :—
“The rose is red” is a sentence”. It is only this
magic of quotation marks which is needed to
murder metaphysics. Suppose you enquire if the
soup is hot, and are informed with an emphasis :—
“It is a fact that the soup is hot”, then as a
positivist trained in the formal mode of speech, you
will translate this sentence into :—“‘The soup is hot’
is a sentence”, So, let not a philosopher know that
the rose is red. Let him only know that ‘rose’ 1s a
‘thing-word’ and ‘red’ is a ‘quality-word’, and that
there is a syntactical combintion between these two
\:vords. Thus  the ordinary-languge sentence,
“Yesterday’s lecture treated of Babylon™, is
translated by Carnap into the following philoso-
phe‘r’s sentence :—“In yesterday’s lecture the word
‘Babylon’ ( or its synonym ) occurred”. When
Professor Waismann says :—If I say, ‘it is true
that I. was in America’, [ am saying that I was In
America and no more”, we quite understand what
he means. But whep Carnap claims to have killed
metaphysics by turning the objective fact of soup
being hot into the sentence “soup is hot” we are
too amazed to understand.
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Now, this was in the days of nominalistic positi-
vism when the positivists not yet started their
transition to semantic positivism. But these were
also the days when Neurath found fault with
Carnap’s trust in primary protocols. ‘“There is no
way of taking conclusively pure protocol sentences
as the starting point of sciences....we reject Carnap's
thesis to the effect that protocol sentences are those
‘which require no verification....there are neither
primitive Protocol Sentences nor sentences which
are not subject to verification”-—so says Neurath in
his essay on Protocol Sentences. Neurath is conspi-
cuous for combining behaviourism with nomina-
lism. In his famous essay, Sociology and Physica-
lism, he clearly observes :—“A statement is always
compared with another statement, or with the
system of statements, never with a reality’’ In
this way he thinks, the traditional problem about
the theory of knwledge is liquidated as pointless
talks. He goes on to remark that “The views
suggested here are best combined with a behaviouristic
orientation. Omne will not then speak of ‘thought’
but of ‘speech-thought’, i.e, of statements as physical
events.”’

But the cardinal point is whether there are
physical events apart from and independent of the
statemants that we may make about them, whether
a behaviour as a physical event, or a group of
physical events, stands in its own right, though we
may not speak about it. An affirmative answer
would at once bring in the question of linking a
statement with an extra-sentential fact, since it 1s
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absurd to suggest that only a sentential noise is a
physical event, and that no other noise, or no other
event like red or blue, hot or cold, should be
endowed with this distinction. Hence it follows
that a negative answer would make any recourse
to behaviourism quite irrelevant in this context
A nominalist-behaviourist is strangely silent on
this question. If Neurath would have simply said
that we all live in a world of ‘speech-thinking’
without talking about behaviour or physical events,

we might nave understood him as we understand
Bhartrhari.

Neurath is however conscious that an extreme
nominalism may lead to linguistic solipsism. As 2
remedy against such a possibility he almost suggests
a Buddhistic notion of ‘inter-subjective’ communi-
cation. He means to say that the difference bet-
ween Robinson Crusoe of yesterday and Robinson
Crusoe of today is the same as that between Rovin-
son Crusoe and any other person. Thus every person
is as much other than himself as than some other
person. Hence any two statements of the ‘same
person’ are as much related or unrelated as twoO
statements of two persons. In this sense it 1is said,
language is always “inter-subjective’. It is difficult to
see how solipsism can be avoided in this way. The
matter is only made worse. When persons are dis-

persed into some discrete points, yet a system of

correlated statements is zealously maintained it

logically follows that, either the ‘world’ should be
compressed into each point-person, or any system
should be dismissed as a fiction. The Buddhists are
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careful enough to notice this consequence. So they
have no hesitation to declare that persons and
systems, series and wholes, statements and meanings,
are all logical fictions. Thus a half of Bhartrhari
and a half of Buddhism have combined to create a
philosophy of nominalistic positivism advocated by
Neurath. It is this inconsistency of a lop-sided
nominalism which led the positivists to look for
the empirical meaning as the sure referent of a
sentence.

When the positivists began this transition they
came to touch the forbidden fruit, because the
relation between a proposition and an extra-propo-
sitional fact could no longer he avoided. Even
Wittgenstein was once criticized for this ‘metaphysi-
cal’ vice which vitiated a long portion of his Tracta-
tus. But when this transition is complete, care has
been taken that nothing beyond the given may be
smuggled into the primitive protocols. The principle
of reductive analysis wtll try to reduce the not-
given to the given, the scientific sentences to
protocol statements. What is beyond this power
of reduction belongs to logic or metaphysics. But
logic has sense while metaphysics is nonsense. “The
simplest statements in the protocol language are
protocol statements, 1.e, statements needing no
justification and serving as foundation of the
remaining statements of science. Protocol state-
ments are of the same kind as : oy now’, ‘here now
red’, ‘there blue’—this is a famous statement of
Carnap in his Unity of Science.

In our book we have criticized this view from
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the standpoint of Indian Philosophy. The Buddhists
{ and also Bhartrhari) have convincingly shown
that the moment you use any symbol whatsoever
you enter a realm of abstraction. Even ‘red’ and
‘blue’ cannot escape this fate. ‘Red’ stands for a
class of data. Its application requires an inter-
pretation through a logical fiction of the universal
or samanya, The Buddhists have emphasized times
without number that two red data are two. They
are as much different from each other as from the
blue. On what ‘given’ right do yon classify them
or group them? ls it on the basis of similarity ?
Then, is the similarity itself a datum ? Obviously
not. If it is so, it is an independent datum demand-
ing a reason for its relation with the other two-.
Thus you may try to create as many symbols as
possible and combine them with as much ingenuity
as you command, a symbol can only be related to
an abstraction, but never to a datum. There is only
one theoretical possibility of direct reference.
Suppose there are billions and billions of sense-
data, past, present and future, out of which you
logically construct your world. Now if you can
manufacture as many symbols as there are sense-
data, only then and then alone you may hope to
refer to a sense-datum by a symbol. Even if you
could carry this principle of one-to-one correspon-
dence to this absurd length, the purpose and possi-
bility of communcatien would be lost. You and I
have no common plane to meet. Your datum and
your symbol have nothing to do with my datum

and my symbol Thus any possibility of commu-



INTRODUCTION [ xxiik

nication must presuppose the medium of a univer-
salized abstraction.

Moreover a symbol itself, as a linear print or a
sound-event, will be a further datum demanding
another symbol for its representation. Then you
will get a new form of ‘expanding universe’ with
an ever lengthening series of quotation marks.
Suppose P is the symbol for a sense-datum, then
‘P, P P, to infinity. Thus there is a funda-
mental truth in the Buddhist contention that no
symbol can go beyond the range of a fictive univer-
sal or Vikalpa, This is the import of the famous
Buddhist epigram—*“Language is born out of fiction
and fiction out of language.” ( Vikalpa-yonayai
$abda wvikalpan s$abda-yonayan ). Obviously there
cannot be a primary protocol which is a direct
record of experience. So the Bnddhists do not
forget to make it clear that even the tern sva-
laksana which is supposed to stand for the purest
particular, the purest sensum, cannot really mean
the datum as such, that is, the word °‘sense-datum’
cannot stand for a sense-datum, because a logical

class-fiction intervenes as an interpretative abs-
traction.

As to the new reduction-theorem of the posi-
tivists, i. e, the possibility of reducing scientific
statements to primitive protocol statements many
objections have been raised. One fundamental
difficulty may be shown in this context. On what
empirical criterion a particular primary protocol is
chosen as the confirmation of a particular scientific
statement. If the criterion itself is empirical it
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must be stated in another primary protocol. If it
is not empirical, confirmation takes the character
of pure convention. It cannot be said on the basis
ot the pure datum, why the photograph of the path
of an electron is not related to my chicken-soup
spilling out and running on the table.

Again, take the oft-quoted example, “The
pointer-reading is 5.” Now a sense-datum should
not differ whether the person in question is literate
or illiterate. Should the expression “The pointer-
reading is 5” be the primitive protocol of the
illiterate person ? This protocol can only decep-
tively appear as the direct record of experience of
the literate man, because an interpretation has
already been unwarily imported into ‘pure’ experi-
ence. So it is not the pure elementary experience
as such, but the capacity to read the experience that
should matter most in a reductive analysis. Thus no
reduction is possible without an extra-empirical
interpretation, and no principle of interpretation
can be reduced to a principle of reduction. Evi-
dently, “The pointer-reading is 5” cannot be a
protocol statement recording an elementary experi-
ence confirming a scientific proposition.

_In the present treatise I have adduced reasons
mainly from the repertory of Indian philosoply,
and have developed the arguments in the light of
what the Indian philosophers have said in relation
to similar problems, | may clear my statement by
an example. There is the well-known thesis of
Wittgenstein that the form of relation between the
fact and the proposition cannot be expressed in a
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further proposition, because there cannot be a
picture of what is common between the picture
and the original I have shown how Bhartrhari
and Dharmakirti have put the same thesis in a
different but better logical manner which baffles the
solution suggested by Russell’s hierarchy of
language. They have placed the matter in the
following way :—We cannot express the relation
between language and meaning in a higher language.
In a higher language the relation embedded in the
primary plane will be transformed into a term of
a higher relation on the secondary plane. When a
relation is turned into a term it loses its logical
character. Hence a meaning-relation itself cannot
be meant by a new proposition ( sambandhopi
sambandhi-ripatayan paryavasyati ).

The readers may also be referred to my criti-
cism of the modern concept and definition of propo-
sition, the positivist principle of verification and
the theory of basic proposition. When 1 have
attempted to bring out the spirit of Prajhakara’s
philosophy 1 have strongly felt that his treatment
of the problems of verification and contradiction,
of precedence and succession, will be immensely
helpful in spotting the logical defects of modern
empiricism,

I should make it clear that I have used the
term ‘logical construction’ as an English equivalent
of the Sanskrit term “Vikalpa”. Vikalpa is wider
than what Russell has meant by °‘logical construc-
tion.” It is more than an incomplete symbol’ such
as ‘class’, ‘series’ or ‘average man’. The terms ‘logi-
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cal construction’, ‘logical fiction’, ‘linguistic fiction’
and ‘logical abstraction’ have been used by me
almost synonymously. The reason 1is this that
according to Bhartrhari and the Buddhist empiri-
cists all constructions are linguistic fictions. There
is no abstraction without language. It is the very
nature of language to abstract the meaning away
from reality, and then to project it into an objective
world to which it does not belong. There 1s the
well-known Buddhist view that the ‘given’ cannot

be spoken of. Tt is almost an anticipatory challenge

to the modern positivists who are never tired of
preaching that language should be pruned of its

plumage to become a primary protocol fit for
recording a pure experience.

But according to Bhartrhari even the ‘given’ is
a linguistic fiction. There is no such ‘given’ as the
empiricists assert. Even the most immediate
experience is fed by language. The empirical too
belongs to the logical. That one Reality which is
beyond language is also beyond logic and beyond
experience. The entire cosmic fund of appearances
is a system of logical constructions built by an eter-
nally inverted linguistic convention.

We may say that in a sense all symbols are
incomplete symbols, unless you can manufacture a
separate symbol for every datum of experience.
The Buddhists have no such term sas ‘incomplete
symbol’, but their analysis of the symbolic situation
invariably leads to this conclusion. Thus the
proposition, ‘Red is a colour’, is incorrect. It should
be, ‘Red is a class of colour’. You may divide ‘red’
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into as many shades as possible. Even then a parti-
cular shade as a pure immediate datum cannot be
the same on two occasions The Buddhists say that
no real can be repeated. So properly speaking, there
cannot be a proper name ; every name is a class-
name. ‘This’ and ‘it’ are no exceptions in this
respect. All this follows from their demolition of
the wuniversal. There 1is no logical distinction
between ‘lion’ and ‘unicorn’ ; both of them stand
equally for abstractions.

We shall only touch another point before we
conclude. Modern philosophers have a good deal
to say about the meaning of the verb ‘to be’, and
about the logical status of existence and non-exis-
tence. Helarzja, the commentator of Bhartrhari, has
made an interesting observation in this context :—
Even non-existence appears as an existent in the
apprehended meaning-content of a statement.
( Buddhya mnirapyamano hi abhavo bhava-rapena
avacchidyate ). One may profitably compare this
remark with the following from Russell’s Principles
of Mathematics.

“For what does not exist must be something, or
it would be meaningless to deny its existence ; and
hence we need the concept of 'being’ as that which
belongs even to the non-existent.”” ( Para 427 )

Here what Russell calls ‘being’ is called ‘abhi-
dheya-sattd or aupacarika-satta by Bhartrhari.
This *being’ according to the latter, belongs equally
to the mountain and the chimera. But the great
difference between Bhartrhari and Russell in this
respect lies in the fact that Russell’s ‘being’ bears 2



xxviii ] INTRODUCTION

flavour of Plato and Meinong, while Bhartrhari’s
abhidheya-satta is a logical abstraction not related
to any third realm of existence. Abhidheya-satta
is a linguistic construction which is not nonsense,
but has a definite logical sense. Only in this sense
Bhartrhari might have agreed with the following
statement of Russell :—

“For if A were nothing it could not be said not
to be; ‘Ais not” implies that there is a term A
whose being is denied, and hence that A is” ( opcit )

The interested reader may be referred to an
illuminating discussion on this topic in the chapter
on sambandha-samudde$a in the Third Book of
Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya. But he adds something
more which is important. It may be put in thijs
way—

The fate of the proposition, “A is,” is no brighter
than that of the proposition “A is not,” becayse
A itself suffers no internal division between A and
existence, or between A and non-existepce,
There is no existence or non-existence over and
above A, The division is only logical, but not
existential. Existence and non-existence are equally
fictive predicates. From this he comes to g very
important conclusion :—The philosophers who say
that the world is, and the philosophers who say
that the world is not, do not really make for any
material difference, since both the groups move in
logical fictions, in linguistic abstractions of intelli-
gible meanings.

The modern positivists are proud to say that
the question, whether the world is or is not, is
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meaningless. Bhartrhari would have observed,—
Yes, the question is meaningless, but only in the
sense that it deals with a meaning and nothing
beyond the meaning.

Helaraja’s remark that we have quoted above is
an echo of similar observations made by Dharma-
kirti. In the chapter of Swvarthanumana in his
Pramana-Vartika he has devoted a long portion to
the same topic. In this context he has also dealt
with the problem of the so-called negative fact.
Professor Ayer has criticized the pictorial theory
of Wittgenstein on the ground that there may be
a false proposition, but not a false fact. But is
there a negative fact? ‘False’ and ‘fact, are taken
to be terms of mutual exclusion. Should not the
terms ‘fact’ and ‘negation’ receive the same treat-
ment ? What is the logical relation between falsity
and negativity ? These are important problems
which I have not been able to discuss for want
of space.

I do not feel reconciled to the claim that the
logical and epistemic problem of existence can be
solved simply by taking the copula away from the
subject and fixing it to the predicate. In his famous
essay, ‘The Elimination of Metaphysics,” Carnap
observes :—*“What follows from ‘I am a European’
is not ‘I exist’, but ‘a European exists.” To avoid
the logical difficulty with the meaning of the term
‘European’, an empiricist should better say :—“What
follows from *The rose is red’ is not ‘the rose exists’
but ‘a red exists.’ This technique may tally with
the empiricist’s belief that the difference between
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a red rose and a red book is the difference between
two reds with two different sets of co-ordinates. In
this way the ‘metaphysical’ thing may be abolished,
but the problem of ‘existence’ refuses to be solved
until the logico-epistemic meaning of ‘‘a red exists”
is made clear beyond confusion. The clue to the final
solution must be found in the ‘old’ understanding
that neither existence nor non-existence is an exis-
tential category, but an abstract logical category
sustained in a linguistic fiction. That is exactly
what Bhartrhari ( and also Dharmakirti ) showed
in the distant past. But when Bhartrhari uses
the expression Maha-satta (universal existence )
he clearly indentifies it with his One Metaphysical
Reality apart from which an existence is considered
tobe a mere linguistic construction. But in no
way an existence, particular or universal, is accept-
ed as a real predicate. It is needless to say tphat

Dharmakirti is the last person to stand a maha-
satta,

That this ‘0ld’ solution has an important bearing
on the modern endeavours is admitted by Carnap
when he says :—“To be sure, it has been known for
a long time that existence is not a property ( cf.
Kant’s refutation of the ontological proof of the
existence of God ).” Our book is meant to show
that there are many more old thoughts which may
be helpful in clearing many more confusions which
still beset the modern minds and which they want
to resolve with a carriage of conviction.

I regret to state in conclusion that I have had
to leave off the recent movement of Philosophical
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Analysis initiated by Wittgenstein’s Philosophical
Investigations. This would have added to the bulk
of the volume beyond its contemplated limit. More
over, this young philosophy should have many
more fruitful days before a proper assessment can
be made with a fuller acquaintance with its spirit.

I appeal to the readersto excuse me for what I
have not done, and to judge me for what I have
done It i1s for them to say if this book justifies
my labour being worthy of their patience.
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PHILOSOPHY OF LOGICAL CONSTRUCTION
CHAPTER I
WHAT IS THE PROBLEM ?

Kuow the name and you know the thing—it sounds
queer indeed, because all are almost agreed that the name is
not the thing. ““What’s in 2 name ?”’

, says a heroine of
Shakespeare, “that we call

a rose by any other name
would smell as sweet.” The Shakespeavean maiden may

have uttered a practical truth even in her romantic mood.
But, despitc these sweet words of wisdom put into her
mouth by ler great creator, there is perhaps more in a name
than what is readily conceded by common sense.

A naive realist may cven fortify himself by modifying the
meaning of a well-known verse of Bhavtrhari, the Prince of
lingunistic philosophy, who does not shy at giving the devil
his due, when he scemingly summarises the spirit of common
senge  philosophy in the following words :—“A man feels
what a burn is like when he is burnt by fire, but the meaning
that he gathers from the word ‘burn’ is quite different
from his burnful fecling.”*'  Obviously the word ‘burn’ will
not burn him, just as the word ‘cool’” will not cool him.

Of course, this verse has a deep-seated contextual import
which is tar from being congenial to the seeming concession
granted to common sense.

Almost all the philosophers coming after Bhartrhari,
who have quoted this couplet, bave taken it as providing a
prop to the remarkable Buddhist view to the effect that
the name and the thing have not the least relation between
them, that a veal cannot be named.** The common man
hardly suspeets that a fact, that is too obvious to be affirmed,
would at last sharply come up against his common sense, and
unleash o serics of unpleasant surprises culminating in such
an unwanted conclusion as that language has no relation with
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reality. But to startle the common man is perhaps a part of
the philosopher’s business, and a philosopher of common sensc
too is not an exception in this respect. Though an upholder of
common sense, he is cantious, since he is conscions of his
philosophical responsibility. While the common man feels that
comething is not so profound as to be philosophised, the philo-
sopher of common sense does not feel satisfied before lending
profundity to the obvious. So, as a philocopher of language,
he thinks he has scored his point by proving up to the
hilt that the name is not the thing. Ile comes down
upon mnominalism as an outlandish frame of thonght according
to which the world has no life and being beyoud the
fringe of intelligible language. T1f the thing were absorbed
and exhausted in the name, the word ‘razor’ would have
split your face*® 1t is dished up as a telling proof againsg
the cpistemic nominalism of Bhartrhari. Dut in doing w0
the coin is turned presenting its other side that bears the
stamp of Buddhistic nominalism, which says,—Yes, the
name is not the thing, and hence it is that the veal,
the pin-point particular of the moment, cannot be meant
by a name, that language has no way to express the
reality. Thus common sense is dragged on to the pit-head
of an uncommon danger.

It is now clear that common-sense philosophy does not
command as much clarity and possess as much sccurity as it
claims to have.

The relation between language and reality is one of the
knottiest problems both in ancient and co::temporar’y philoso-
phy. Had the problem been so simple as to deserve such an
easy disposal, the great Bhartrhari might have been left to
rot in the dust-bin of history, the giant Dharmakirti would
ha.ve slumbered for good in the gloomy mist of Tibetan manus-
cripts, a  galaxy of contemporary western philosophers,
including that indefatigable Bertrand Russell, should have

better started grocer’s shopsthan talked and taught philosophy,
and a serious student of philosophy might have been spared
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the pains of a confusing uncertainty with which he pays the
price of intellectunl honesty. Our naive realist, as the
tollowing pages will show, has not placed the problem in its
proper perspective. Ilis is the fault of a misplaced finger
which has turned on wrong lights in a dense traflic of
thoughts. So let us posc the problem first.

The proper poser of the problem is not whether the name
is the thing. 'That will be an over-simplification of a major
problem. The most profitable poser should be,—can we speak
about a reality which, we believe, lives and moves beyond
the domain of intelligible speeeh 7 Can we know somecething
about which we eannot speak in a sensible manner 7 If the
anzwer be in the affirmative, how much of that self-sustained
reality 13 captured in our language, and how does it find its
way into our speech 7 If the answer be in the negative,
do we then tatk sense when we scem to tallk about something ?
What is that which we speak about and which makes our
speech meaninglul ?

Lt this poser of the problem is accepted we at once come
) up to an interesting consequence, viz., the
f[f;)nn; :E%ﬁi‘;i;&d whole problem of epistemology, that is, the
and meaning problem of relation between knowledge and

reality, is at once transformed into the
problem of relation between language and meaning.  The
gravity of the problem lies in this transformation which has
now invaded the whole range of logic, philosophy and
metaphysies ( or, want of metaphysies ).

One must not stint praises that are due to a great thinker ;
and Bhartyhari must be ecredited with having effected this
spectacular epistemic transformation and anticipated the
contemporary logical positivists about thirteen centuries ago,
though he was miles apart from being a logical positivist
himself. He is perhaps the first philosopher of consequence
who clearly feels and formulates the principle that the key to
epistemology, the major problem of philosophy, lies in the
logical analysis of language.
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Dharmakirti, the formidable figure of Buddhist philosophy,
perhaps a junior contemporary of Bhartrhari, is more subtle,
exacting and intricate. That the meaning of language ix
nothing more than logical fiction (Vikalpa), that the real as
such has no place in the realm of meaning, provides a
conspicuous meeting ground for Buddhism and Dhartrhari.
The Buddhist would like to say,—therc ecannot be a statement
of fact, because a fact can never be stated.  But what is
there beyond the ficld of meaningiul language “—"“I'he pure-t
particular of the moment”, replies the DBuddhist, “The
universal principle of eternity, called Sphota, the fountain-head
of language and meaning’, answers DBharirhari. “‘the
metaphysical spirit of language itself cannot be captured by
language.” Lunguage furnishes an  experience with o
logical appendage. Is there then any pure empirieal knowledge
completely stripped of this appendage 2 “Yes’’, replics the
Buddhist, “that is the most primitive sensation of o pin-pointg
particular of the moment, unadorned by conceptual fiction s+
“No”’, answers Bhartrhari, “even the most indetermingte
point in a field of experience is not free from language a;q
logical construction, and whatever is touched by language ig
ultimately absorbed and exbausted by language.”  But these
two seemingly opposite epistemic views ave only two sides
of the same coin, that is, the commonly held fundamental
postulate to the eflect that reality cannot be the term of o
relation of which language is the other term. That whicl

can be named and meant cannot be more than :

a logical
conztruction. From the structure of a statement to the

structure of a reality thereisno passage, but only a blind alley.

A peep into the intractable problems, which commanded
the respectful attention of Bhartrhari and Dharmakivti, il
rejuvenate a critical interest in the philosophical speculations
of the contemporary west. The philosophy of language is the
reigning fashion with the contemporary philosophers. Much
of the muddle, in which the logical positivists, or the schoolg
of semantics, find themselves today, may be cleared up by an
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carnest introduction into the logico-epistemic principles of
Bhartrhari and Dharmakirti. This will at least excrcise a
sobering influence on the over-exuberant students of modern
positivism, who will realise with profit that the problems
raiced by the centemporary philosophers of language were
tackled in a more consistent and thorough going fashion by
the two philosophieal stalwarts of ancient India, with results
perhaps not as much unflattering as the philosophieal chaos
of the contemporary west.

The major purpose of our present discourse is to attempt
a modest assesement of modern positivism in the light of the
thoughts which guided the philosophies of Bhartrhari and
Dharmakivti more than thirteen centuries ago. Hence it
is yuite relevant here to have a look into the postulates of
fogical positivism and semanticism which have set a reigning
pattern to the philosophy of the modern period.



CHAPTER II
THE MODERN ATTITUDE

The birth and survival of contemporary Western philo-
sophy cannot be separated from a revival of interest in the
logic of language. This logic has led the logical positivists
to reject all excursions into metaphysics as senscless endea-
vours and hence to compress the whole business of philosophy
into the analysis of propositions. ‘“The philosopher as an
analyst’”’, says Professor Ayer, *“is not directly concerned with
physical properties of things. Ile is concerned only with the
way in which we speak about them»®

Rudolf Carnap, the leader of the Viennese Schonol of
modern positivism, in his ‘Unity of Science’ has propounded
the view that “A philosophical, ie. logical, investigation
must be an analysis of language.”” His colleague and co-thinlcey.
late lamented Von Neurath, pushed this thesis to the extrome
and interpreted its implication in the following manner :—

“Statements are to be compared with statements, not i},
‘experiences’, not with the ‘world’ or anything clse. Ay

these senseless duplications belong to a mop,,
Ilfﬁﬁiigﬁfﬁy of or 'lcss refined metaphysics, and are to e
Language rejected. EFach new statement is compared
with the totality of existing statements previ-

ously co-ordinated. To say that a statement is correct,
therefore, means that it can be incorporated in this totality.
What cannot be incorporated is rejected as incorrect.

e The definition of ‘correet’ and ‘incorrect’ proposed
here departs from that customary among the * Viennese Circle’
which appeals to ‘meaning’ and ‘verification’. In our
presentation we confine ourselves always to the sphere of
linguistic thought”” . *®  The last sentence has been more
forcefully translated by Weinberg in his Examination of
Logical Positivism as follows :—“In the present theory we

always remain within the realm of speech-thinking’’.*’
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That we live within the realm of spcech-thinking 1is not
by itzelf a wvery startling proposition. The
initial shock of surprise spent itself long
ago, at least in Indian Philosophy, after
Bhartrhari had propounded this theory with a burden of clear
emphasis—"There is no thought without a form of specch.
Lt the unfailing pattern of speech had been lost to the pattern
of thought, thought itself would have lost itself in darkuess.
Thought has a form because it is formed in language '*°
FEven in modern days before the advent of logical positivism

Bhartrhari and
Behaviourists

the Behaviourists reached out to this theory from the stand-
point of physiological psychology. According to them thought
is nothing but sub-vocal speech,* and ‘memory’ is a  name
for the retention of verbal habits.#'®  But the DBehaviourists
ave not concerned with the logic of langnage and are not
expeeted to throw much light on the problem that is posed
belore us.

In their initial erusading zeal the modern positivists once
tried to totally dispense with the factor of meaning or referent

of a sentence. They though that the legieal
Meaning is structure of a sentence might be discerned
meaningless. without any referential function, and thus o

coherent system of sentences might be built
without any excursion into the realm of reality in which
the meanings or referents are supyosed to vest. Neurath is the
most staunch advocate of this view, He clearly states:
“Liogic and mathematics show us what linguistic trans-
formations are possible without any extension of meaning,
independently of the way in which we choose to formulate
the facts......

“Nor may language as a whole be set against ‘experience
as a whole’, ‘the world’, or ‘the given'. Thus every statement
of the kind, ‘The very possibility of science depends on the
fact of order in the universe’, is meaningless.”'*'*  Thus the
existence of an external world apart from the system of
scientific propositionsis an unwarranted assumption. The
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scientist, who thinks that his scientific propositions deal with
a world cxisting beyond the body of propositions, at o: ce

degrades himself into the position of a metaphysician.

The traditional mode of deductive syllogism may be

provisionally taken as a fitting instance of this thesis. One
can grasp the form of reasoning—‘1f all Sis P and X is an

S, then X is a P, without hothering about the ‘external

values’ of 8, P and X. The point will seem more forcceful

if we translate the above reasoning into the pattern of what
Russell calls a propositional function—If X is au S, X is a
P for all values of X. Your external world either is, or
is not, but there is no room for ‘if’ in it. Yet, ‘If so, then so’

constitutes the very being and essence of science. The

Aristotelinn  syllogism, despite any possible disclaimer of

Aristotle and his diseiples, is at its bottom nothing but an
extension and elucidation

of the formal wotion of clasgs.-
inclusion,

If all members of class S are members of clagg
P and if X is a member of class 8, X is a member of clags P,

Thus the Aristotelian Major is not ‘a matter of fact’, but
an epitomised system of co-ordinated statements, and t}e

Minor and the conclusion are simply shown as fitting into the
system as a whole. The underlying spirit of the system ig
just the same—‘if so, then so’. Seen in this light, the
meaning of Mill’s objection against deductive

reasoning,
whether it is valid or mnot, will be more clear.

You cannot
expect from a system what it cannot give, aad there is no
truth beyond the system taken as a totality. Any conclusion
drawn from a system cannot be anything more than a display
of internal consistency,
Now, the chief task of philosophy, according to the
modern positivists, is the “analysis of science”, i.e. of
scientific language.  All the sentences of scicnce and
mathematies can be thus brought into a system of mutually
consistent sentences without a metaphysical discourse on

an objective reality which
wrongly supposed to deal with. A

the states and properties of
these sentences are
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system of scientific laws is a committee or comity of
coherent statements. A meaningful objectivity is not the
precondition of a meaningful sentence.  The meaning
eonsists in logical consistency. Hence mathematics, as the
Oucen of sciences, may express the universe ( theoretieally
at least ) in a system of symbols and equations without
assuming the existence of such a universe being external to
the equational expressions. This has led Sir Eddington, the
physicist, to posit an infinitely great Mathematical Mind
absorbing and exhausting the whole panorama of the pheno-
menal world.  Professor Neurath would perhaps differ and
say,—there is mathematics, but no mathematical mind. Such

a mind is the metaphysical hypostatization of the mathemati-
cal system.

al .
Thus a sentence need not speak about a reality beyond
ibself. It is enough for a sentence to be significant, i. e., to
make as much sense as to fit itself into
A new coherence o .
theorv of truth @  total  system of mutually consistent
replaces the sentences.  Hence the ecorrespondence theory
correspondence . . . .
theorv. of truth is again replaced by the Hegelian
theory of colierence, only the method of
analysis makes a difference from the Hegelian version. Russell
underlines this agreement and difference with the Hegelian
theory in the following words—

(XY

*here view is that ‘truth’ is a sylltaétical, not a ‘seman-
tic’ concept......the world of words is a close self-contained
world and the philosopher need not concern himself with
anything outside it.

............... The Hegelian theory however differs from that
of Necurath, since it holds that only one body of mutually
coherent propositions is possible, so that every proposition
remains definitely true or false, Neurath, on the countrary,
takes the view of Pirandello : ‘so it is, if you think so.” " ?

If this view of truth is accepted the logical positivists
of the coherence-school will find it difficult to explain



10 PHILOSOPHY OF LOGICAL CONSTRUCTION

the full bearing of a sentence which registers an clementary
What about the €XDerience or sense-datum, i.e., to Cxpl-:nn
truth of a percep- the truth of a pure perceptual proposition.
tual proposition ? . . .

Such a sentence, or its logicul cquivulent,
is called an atomic proposition by Wittgenstein, a Dbasie
proposition by Ayer and Russell, and a primary protocol
by Carnap and his school. The truth or significance of
such a sentence apparently does not depend on any other
gentence. To compare it with any other sentence you are to
go beyond it to something you speak about. Suppose 1 say,—
The sentence, ““Otto sees a dog’ is true { and significant )

if it is consistent with some other sentence such ax, ‘‘Otto

hears a bark”. We choose here to omit the fact that seeing

a dog may be valid even without hearing it bark. ISven
then, because barking as a physical event is som thing
‘metaphysical’, and of no concern to the lozical positivist,
it is not possible for him to tell us why the sentence, ““Otto
sees a dog’’, is consistent with the sentence, “Otto lLeurs

o
bark’, and not with the sentence, ““Otto

Licars o mew.”’
- ¢ ] I i
He cannot reply,—"‘because in experience a dog is co-reluted

with a bark and not with a mew’’, verily beeause he firmly
holds the view that a sentence 1s compared neither witl, an
experience, nor with a thing, but ouly with another gentence.
Let us decide not to put such an embarrassing question ns

whether there are such physical cevents as a series of sounds

or linear prints on a piece of paper which constitute =

sentence 1n its purely physical aspect. Then ag g last leg ot
support the coherence-positivist has to fall back upon socinl

testimony and the matter is made worse, How can you

know that there is anybody else to give you a testimony ?
There 18 a world of sentences, but nowlere a world of

A social system  PCrsous uttering such sentences, because
or a solipsist's that would be too metaphysical for the
soliloquy

positivist to believe in. Thus a positivist is
debarred by his own law from dabbling at the truth and
consistency of a perceptual proposition. Let us then allow
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for the existence of one self at least, i e., Neurath himself,
however, much against his ‘anti-metaphysical’ conviction,
who is busy about building a socicty of seuntences, or a
‘unified science’ to put it in a move dignified way. The social
system of knowledge is then reduced to a perfect system of
solipsism which would look somewhat like this :(—

Neurath’s sentence is his thought that [ A’s sentence
is A’s thought that { B’s sentence is B’s thought that ( C’s
sentence is C’s thought that.........to the 22th limit.

The brackets may be closed only with Neurath ceasing to
think, since the world of sentences is compressed into his
thoughts. Now, if the existence of Neurath as a person and
of the serics of sounds as constituting sentences is discarded
as n metaphysical assumption, there remains somchow only a
system of non-mental non-physical sentences floating in an
infinite void. Such a system may be called non-metaphysieal
only in the sensc of being super-metaphysical, and theve is
no one to decide and no way to decide what is a system
and what is not. No escape from this blatant absurdity 1=
provided by the denial of a primary protocol. But when
he denies the existence of a primary protocol Neurath must
be credited with as much clarity of vision as to see that in
the final stage of the positivist’s paradise there cannct be any
difference between a primary protocol and non-primary one.

Russell’s chapter on “Basic Propositions’ in his Meaning
and Truth is an excellent critique of the positivist’s attitude
towards truth and reality,—'‘I scem to hear them saying, ‘in
the beginning was the Word’, not, ‘in the beginning there was
what the word means’. It is remarkable that this reversion
to ancient metaphysics should have occurred in the attempt
to be ultra-empirical.”**®  The hope of building a social
system of ‘Unified Science’ has been reduced to the solipsist
game of boxing brackets within brackets, and this is not an
achievement worth recounting.

Hence reversion to the quest for a meaning was badly
necded.



CHAPTER III
CHANGE OVER TO SEMANTICS

So Carnap looked for a channel of change from Syntax to
Semantics. In his Introduction To Semantics Carnap feels
the deficiency of a purely formal analysis of language, ic., of
the logical syntax, and recognizes the paramount need of
philosophy for a theory of meaning and interpretation, for
study of the signifying function of language.#** The realisa-

tion of the fact that the question of truth or falsity of a
statement cannot

Q

arise apart from the referential function,
or the communicative basis of language, is no doubt a step
forward from a sclf-closed system of ‘meaningless’ syntax.

Bnt we shall presently see that this step forward lias not

carried the positivist much forward indeed.  Carnap has now

' peopled his world with such designatn g«
Carnap's World s 1. . . .
of Designata individuals, properties, relations and proposi-
tions which he is pleased to call ‘entities 415
He is conscious that the term ‘entity’ smacks of metaphygics,
and feels embarrassed cenough to offer an explanation, —
“The term ‘entity’ is frequently nsed in this book. T g,
aware of the metaphysical connotations associated wit), it,
but I hope that the reader will be able to leave them aside

and to take the word in the simple sense in which it is
meant here.”’ %18

This ‘simple sense’ is far from the simplicity of the common
man.  What Carnap probably means is this that thesc
entities’ do not exist out there in the external world which

the common man takes for granted, but stand as the finally

reduced residuc of a

world which is wneither within nor

without, but somehow is somewhere as a world of referents

designated by language, Carnap might have directly said

that the world is a logical construction having no being apart
from being a body of referents related to a logically immaculate
language. In that case he would have clearly said something
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whieh Bhartrhari, the great Indian philosopher, had attempted
to prove more than thirteen centuries ago.
Now, thesc individuals, properties and relations stand in
a certain combination corresponding to which there is a
combination of signs havieg the structure
3;1;;11;1;:()‘;;’2ch6 of a sentence. The simplest combination of
signs 1s an ‘atomic sentence’ to which is
co-related a primary proposition.  This proposition is again
an ‘entity’ the logieal porition of whiceh is extremely dubious.
Lt is perhaps imagined as a go-between between the linguistic
signs on the one hand and the actual designata on the other.
An atomic sentence is true if the signs involved in it and
the corresponding ‘entities’ are combined in similar ways in
their respective ficlds.  Shorn of verbiage it simply means—
the sentence “John is bald-headed’ is true if Jolin is bald-
headed.  Apparently, “Bald-headed is John” will not be u
true sentence. It dees not seem to be a preat discovery
worthy of laborious pursuit and of ushering in a “Revolution
in  Philosophy™. Perhaps the Revolution Dbelongs to the
unsaid which always waited to be said :—The designated
entities are not the denizens of an external world, nor
of a mental world, but of a logical universe. But the
positivists have not the courage to say this iu clear terns.
Supposing this to be the seeret meaning of their revolution,
this revolution was done in India with o formidable force of
demonstration long before the medieval days.  According to
the positivists, their revolution rests in their tall claim of
doing away with mataphysics.  In place of metaphysics they
havegiven us the ‘given’; the scries ol sente-data, which no
Ocam’s Razor can eliminate, and which alone, they think, can
logically be spoken about. But the Buddhists have incontro-
vertibly proved that the ‘given’ can never be spoken of, that
the logically speakable is a logicul fiction.  Yet the positivists
too in deference to their much-paraded premiss of verifieation
should have clearly stated that the entive universe standing
beyond the ‘just given’ is just a fund of fiction.
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But, perhaps the positivists themselves are not clearv if they
should elearly mean this. Let us see what Carnap has done
about the notion of truth in his system of semantics. You
may collect in imagination all possible atomic sentences and
combine them in various ways on the basis of
E:ltgf:l:fc;{;fon logical consistency and you will thus get diffe-

rent groups or ssts of atomic sentences.  Iach
of these sets will be called a ‘state-description’. Toach state-
deseription then obviously gives a complete description of a
possible state of the nniverse of individnals with respect to
all properties and relations which are compressed into the
system. Thns the state-descriptions represent ““Leibnitz’s
possible worlds or Wittgenstein's possible  «tates  of
affaivs.”#'7 But, “There is one and only one state-deseription
which describes the actual state of the universe; it iz that
which coutains all true atomic stentences... A <entence of any
form is true if and only if it holds in the true state.deseript-
ion.”  Again “‘A sentence is logically true if it holds in all
state-deseriptions.” Tt is akin to ‘Leibniz’s conception that
a necessary truth must hold in all possible world~"’ #1s '

After the breath-taking solipsist soliloquy of Neupyl
one feels relieved by the azsurance that, after all, of 1y
possible states of the universe there is only one actual state
to which a system of true statements must conform, The
natural antecedent of snch a declaration should be a true
A critique of -belief that such a universe must exist
Carnap independently of what we speak about and

think about it. But the reader’s expectation
is bound to be belied and his feeling of rvelief short-lived, for
in changing over to semantics Carnap has not changed his
tundamental position about the nature of the physical world

_ from what he upheld in his dayg of “Logieal
Lsi?:lgf rt?jiﬁ;l:;‘ Syntax.” “We rcjeet the thesis of the
the question reality of physical world: but we do not reject

it as false, but as having no sense, and it
idealist antithesis is subject to exactly the same rcjection.
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We neither assert nor deny these theses ; we reject the
whole question.,”*'?  This wonderful way of solving a
question by rejecting it has been beantifully demonstrated by
Professor Ayer, the Inglish diseiple of Carnap. DModern
positivists are always careful about not being taken to be
subjective idealists.

In his Language, Truth and Logic and Foundations
of Empirical Knowledge Professor Aver scmetimes uses o
language which is saturated with a subjectivist flavour that is
too  pronounced to Le mistaken So, in his Problem of
Kuowledge he puts up a semblance of  fight against the
phenomenalists who do not ind any justification behind the
beliet in an external world.  Professor Ayer labours hard to
show that the belief is justified.  1s he then o realist 7 No,
his endeavour is to be strietly impartial, and hence to steer
clear between idealism and realism.  So he goes on to show
that that a beliel is ju=tified does not make it true. IExist-
cuee or non-exiztence ol the physical world is only concerned
with our ways of speaking about our sensc-data.  ““Accordi-
ngly, it does not greatly matter whether we say that the
objeets which figure in it are theorctical constructions, or
whether, in line with common sense, we prefer to say that
they are independently real...The sentences which are taken
as referring to physical objects are used in such a way that
our having the appropriate experiences counts in favour of
their truth------The sceptic is indeed right in his insistence
that there is a gap to be overcome, in the sense that my
having just this experience is consistent with the ctatement’s
being false++-++-He is wrong only in inferring from this that
we cannot have auy justification for it.”’**°

So on the question of the existence of the physical world
the logical positivist is as slippery as an cel.  But it is nof
difficult to catch a subjective idealist however he may try to
wriggle out. Onec thing is clear that the logical positivist
is clear only about the sense-data. It is no use searching
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about anything beyond the sense-data.  Hence the existence
or non-existence of the physical world is a metaphysical
question. Simply you decide not to raise the question and
the age-old question is solved. It is the worst form of
subjective idealism in the sense that here the problem is
solved by shutting the eyes.

Those who are converzant about the history of Indian
Philosophy know well how the Advaita Vedinting of the
Sankarite school look upon the problem at hand. Neither
existence nor non-existence of the external world can be

logically defined. Since the world is logically
The Advaita view . . - -
of indefinability  Uhspeakable and indefinable (anirvacaniya )

it is false and unreal. DBut, yct Logic
demands a real back-ground of our experience. This back-
ground ig wetaphysical, the supreme Braluinan, the Oue
Principle of Universal Consciousness, in which all questions
are laid at rest.  Whether the metaphysical Brahman is a
logical necessity or not is certainly a matter of debate.  But,
th“‘t our experience requires a real back-ground which oives
us ‘the given’, is not 2 metaphysical, but a logical neeessity,
So the Advaitins do not dismiss the problem us & meaningless
question.

So when Carnap takes the physical world neither as reul
nor as false,but as the subject-matter of a meaningless uestion
Shame-faced he only tries to escape from facing the question
idealism squarely and saying in a straight muanner

that the world is false, and thus vindieates
‘fll‘Cmm‘kable remark of [ugels to the effect that a sceptic
15 only a shame-faced idealist or a shame-faced materialist.

Now let us return to Carnap’s true state-description and
the actual state of the universe. We are debarred by the
1)?SibiViSt,s decree from positing an actual world lying out-
side our experience. Thus the actual world is reduced to
the universe of sense-daty, Then how can one speak about

any correspondence between the true state-description and
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the actual state of the universe. Suppose a child,not yet accus-
tomed to the affairs of the world, sees a dog in

No way todecide the dark and hears a mew in the same
the truth of a

state-description direction, ( obviously he does not sce the cat
crouching there too ), and decides,—It is a
dog and it is mewing. IHow can you decide that it is a false
statement 7 As sense-data both the dog and the mew are
solid pieces of actual empirical world, and anything beyond
the scnse-data is meaningless metaphysics. In the child’s
expericnce and empirical statement the dog and the mew are
combined as faithfully as the dog and the bark are combined
in the experience and the empirical statement of a grown-
up man. How can you then deeree that, in a true state-
description and in the actual world, it is barking and not
mewing, that must belong to the dog in such a way that,
“The dog is barking’’ is a true statement, and ‘“The dog is
mewing’’ is a false one? In future if the child decides on
the basis of a new experience that “the dog barks and does
not mew’’, it will pot falsify his previous experience to the
contrary, since his previous empiricial combination of mewing
with the dog stands as a solid fact of experience in the actual
state of the empirical universe. Once an experience happens,
its membership of the empirical world is accepted for good.
As a constituent of the empirical universe it cannot be
dislodged without breaking the edifice as a whole. As a pure
sense-datum an object of hallucination is as much solid as
the object of a mnormal experience, and no future experience
can undo the fact and datum of a previous experience. We
shall see more of this problem in a later chapter presenting
the view of Prajiiakaragupta on the theory of empirical
contradiction and verification. Hence, unless positivism is
detached from empiricism there is no way to decide the truth
of a state-description, and this detachment is impossible
because empiricism is the corner-stone of positivism.
Let us grant a possibility that our objection does not
touch the theory of state-description. ILet all possible

5]
o
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empirieal facts, illusions, hallucinations and normal experien-
ces, be the bonafide members of the actual state of the universe,
and let there be an atomic <entence correSDOI\diﬂg to
every piece of possible experience. A combination of all
such atomic sentences will then constitute atrue state-descerip-
tion corresponding to a combination of empirical facts con-
stituting an actual world. There is no theoretical impossibility
in such a bold imagination.
But there are two inconvenient ¢uestions which dely
any solution. Is the correspondence between such a total
_  state-description and a total world of expe-
g:;ztligfgnvemem rience itself a matter of experience ? Obviously
not, unless you posit an Omnmiscient Being
encompassing the past, present and future in a single sweep
of experience. Then it follows that this correspondence 1is
only a theoretical construction, a logical fiction. Again,
granted that correspondence itself is a matter of experience,
we shall require another atomic sentence to co-rclate this new
experience and an infinite regress is unavoidable. Hence this
co-relation or correspondence itself must be taken as a logical
fiction. Only one step more, and one can equally show that
the totality of atomic sentences and the totality of experiences
are also nothing more than theoretical constructions, Between
one atomic sentence and another and between one experience
and another there is no real relation, simply because such a
relation can never be a sense-datum of any further experience.
In that case the two supposedly corresponding totals are at
best (.)nly numerical constructions. Thus a fictitious state-
des.cl‘lptiOD is fictitiously co-related to a fictitious state of the
““.1"9_1'5‘3—‘13}1313 is the net result of this novel attempt at
building up a true state-description and an actual world.
Se'cor_ldly, granted that there is such a system of true state-
descrlptlo.n, one cannot help raising the question whether this
state-dscription itgelf ig not g part of the actual state of the
universe. If it is so, a super state-description will be
necessary 0 represent a duplicated actuality, and an infinite
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regress will follow., If it is not so, a fiction will be supposed
to represent the reality, and the reality in its turn will be
turned into a representative fiction.

An actual state of the universe may be called ‘actual’ by
courtsey alone, since such a state can never be actualised ;
the past, present .and future cannot be collected together
except in a logical imagination. In such a case the ‘actual’
world turns out to be a part of the state-description, for its
cssence and being cousizts in the logical meaning of the
state-description itself. The representative and the represen-
ted merge into a comprehensive meaning. There is then no
way to decide the doubt if the actual world is not a
representative fietion.  This is certainly not an encouraging
prospeet for a much promising philosophy.

Curnap has at last succceded in presenting the semblance
of a non-committed philosophy which seems ashamed to
Evasive Carnap  (cclare its commitment, to pronounce in  clear
‘I‘g;:}lg’t}fli::il’eﬂklng terms that langnage and meaning, everything

: is after all a logical construction. Bhartrhari,
on the otherhand, is perfeetly straight-forward in making a
full-throated declaration of his conviction—“All that a
philosophy can give you is nothing but a fiction. Truth
comes to light when philosophical fiction ceases to operate.
We are habituated to live in a world of cternal linguistic
convention { so that the language that means and the world
that is meant are but two facets of a running fiction )...Yet,
just as children are sometimes treated to fairy tales in order
to put them on the track of truth, so one steps into truth
moving along the way of philosophical untruth”.*2! The
following observation of Wittgenstein is illuminating in this
respeet—“My propositions are elucidatory in this way: he
who understands me finally recognizes them as senseless, when
he has climbed out through them, on them, over them. ( He
must, so to speak, throw away the ladder after he has climbed
up on it ).”’*2%  The Sankarite school of Advaita and
Nagarjuna’s School of Madhyamika Buddhism also hold a
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similar view about the value of their philosophiecal propositions.
The difference lies in the positivists’ claim to have dispensed
with  metaphysies, a performance which the Indian
philosophers cannot be credited with, excepting perhaps
Jayarasdibhatta, the prince of Indian aguosticism, and the
various schools of Cirvakite materialism. IEven then, according
to the new conception of metaphysics entertained by the
modern positivists, Carvaka too must be a die-hard metaphy-
sician since he has declared his faith in the reality of the
physical world.

What is then the hall-mark of a non-metaphysical philoso-
phy ? Possibly something like thig,—there is necither matter,
nor mind, nor any yprinciple encompassing or transcending
these two, but there is only an ever accumulating totality of
disconnected sense-data floating in a void. Or, let us avoid
the sense data.—There isthen a totality of atomic sentences
and also a totality of the ‘actual’ world, neither of which
is either mental or material or anything between the two. If
it is not metaphysics it is only worse than that. It is a deified
fiction blessed with the dignity of veality, an absurdity
crowned with the cap of truth.

1t is not for nothing that Carnap lends some consideration
to the assumption that “there is cnly one fact, the totality

of the actual world, past, present
A worse type of

and
; », 23
metaphysics future.”*

Whether he accepts this position

or not, if his ‘actual world’ is blessed with
any weaning it must be this. In that case the borderline
between fiction and reality is totally erased. Such a totality
can ouly be a construct of logical imagination. In that case
you can call it an actual world only as a matter of courtsey.
1f such a totality is geriously accepted as ‘one fact’, the oune
reality, one shudders to think if there is a worse metaphysics.
A vever-ending total of disjointed items cannot reach itsclf
even in a numerical sense, and no totality can be extracted
out of such a total. The Hegelian Absolute is a sclf-

expanding whole, but not ap accumulating totul. The
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Shnkarite Brahman is an  all-abiding infinite substratum in
whiclhi nothing eclse subsists. You may not agree with these
assumptions, but you cannot cither prove or disprove them ;
so you cannot logically debar the faithful from having a faith
in them. Even the position of an avowed agnostic is logically
understandable. But here is a form of shame-faced agnos-
ticism which, in an attempt to conceal its colour, hypostatizes
a fiction into actuality, and thus claims to have dispensed
with metaphysics for good, while replacing it with a new
type of obscurantist absurdity.

This short critique of Carnap and his school is designed
to prepare the mind of a fastidious modern student of
philosophy, so that, he should not feel discouraged by the
metaphysical postulates of the Indian philosophers of
language, and entertain an initial inhibition too strong to
recognize the merit of their achicvements in the field (_)f
semantics and logical analysis.  Any possible prejudice of a
modern reader against a very important branch of Indian
Philosophy may be sufficiently relaxed, when he will find that,
while the modern positivists, despite their anti-metaphysical
professions, have slipped into a more queer fashion of metaphy-
sics, the Indian philosophers of language, despite their
deelared faith in metaphysics, have not failed the expectant
readers in the domain of semantics and logical analysis of
language.

So let us have a look at Bhartrhari, the Prince of the
Indian philosopby of language. '
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CHAPTER 1V

A PREAMBLE TO LOGICAL AND EPISTEMIC BASIS
OF BHARTRHARI’'S PHILOSOPHY

Secriox—1.

Idealist Theory Of Knowledge : The Buddhist Awd The
Advaitist

As a metaphysiciau Bhartrhari posits a First Prineiple,
the Oune Reality, which ke calls Sabda-Braliman, the metaph-
sical basis of the phenomenal world that moves in an cternal
“convention of linguistic meaning.  This metaphysical prineiple
is undoubetedly an abstraction out of a logico-epistemic
analysis of language. Tven without adhering to his first
principle one may profitably look for the vationale of his
passage from logic to metaphysics. To follow this track it
is necessary to remember the fundamentals of the Idealist
Theory of Kuowledge.

Bhartrhari is a monist and idealigt, and as such is actuated
‘by an attitude which is basically in accord with the Advaita
theory of knowledge. His exceptional originality lics 1n
the transformation of Advaita epistemology into the problem
of relation between language and reality, or rather between
language and meaning.

The cssence of an Idealist - theory of knowledge may be
stated in short as follows. Tt will not make much difference
if we begin with a presentation that is more akin to the
Buddhist idealism of Yogacira school. One
cannot know what an object is when it is
not being known. That is, an object-in-itself, independent of
our knowing it, cannot be an object of knowledge. What is
assumed to be an object of knowledge is really an object in
knowledge. The ‘beyond’ of kuowledge is beyond  proof.

An ‘independent’ reality can only be logically constructed

Yogacara Idealism
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and so its independence cannot be logically guaranteed. The
real is the immediate sense-content which can only be sensed,
but cannot be defined in language. An external world, beyond
the sense-content, is only a matter of definition. You define
it only to demolish it. Whatever is caught in langnage exists
only as a linguistic meaning ( Vikalpo namasmusrayal ).
We are so much embedded in a time-honoured pattern of
linguistic habit that knowledge and object which are one
and the same appear as two, so that what belongs to knowledge
as its form and shape appears as the cause external to it.***
The subject-object relation is a logical fiction born out of
our habit of langnage. That it is a fiction follows from the
law of contradiction. If you say, ‘I know an object-in-itself”’,
you utter a senseless and self-condemned sentence, since an
objeet that is being known is no longer an object ‘in-itself’.
‘In-itself’ is supposed to be o thing which stands out there
in its own right whether you know it or not. But the moment
you say you know such a thing it is no longer in a state of
being unknown. So you cannot say what the thing is at
the time of your not knowing it. As a consequence an object
of knowledge must be a content of knowledge, and the content
of knowledge is always 2 content <r knowledge. Thus
knowledge cannot have an object beyond its orbit. An object
of pereception must be an appearance in perception. So says
Prajiakara.»28

The situation may be put in the following manner. Let a
be any object-content of knowledge at any time, and let 7 be
the supposed object-in-itself. Then the reality should be
represented in the form x+492. Now, since whatever is being
known at any time is an x, 72 ¢s bound to remain an unknown
guantity for ever, unless it passes into = ( and that is impos-
sible on our definition of 22 ). If you never know the exact
valuc of n you cannot legitimately say that it has a value
except as a matter of logical imagination. It is another way
of saying that one cannot even infer a thing which none does
ever know. It follows then that x+n is a fictitious quantity,
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gince 7 cannot be valued in terms of a real. Therefore
) the residual term z is the only reality as it
i‘:if?fgiﬁ;b always represents a concrete value. In terms
Buddhism of reality x is a psychical fact. But there

is such a queer and inexplicable universal
convention with the epistemic situation as a whole that the
fetion is not accepted as a fiction and the fact is not accepted
as a fact. The two are inter-locked in such a way that the
psychical event, not taken as a fact in itsclf, is taken to be a
thing beyond itself so that the fact appenrs as the fiction and
the fiction as the fact. Thus we get the following false

equation : x=x++n, which represents our analysis of the

epistemic situation. Translated into Dharmakirti’s termino-
logy this equation may be explained in the following way :—
x is ‘buddhyatmi’ ( the psychic event ) which is ‘avibhaga’
(a partless single unit ), but which appears as two, i.e., v+,
the subject and the object ( ‘grahya-grahaka-smnvitti-
bhedavan iva laksyate’ ) before the people who suffer from a
primeval inverted attitude ( Viparyasita-daréanaih ).%*¢

The traditional Advaita analogy of nacre-silver may be
understood in line of the equational analysis given above.

Our habitual linguistic expression of this situation is

something like this— ‘A piece of nacre appears as a piece of
: b3 . . . - -
silver”.  But it is doubtful if such an expression does justice

The macresiver ;0 the situation-as 51.1ch. If we T‘emember th.e
illusion analysed in undamental epistemic fact that it is consci-
the Buddhist way ousness that appears to have a fictitious
_ objective duplicate beyond itself, the nacre-
silver phenomenon too should be analysed in the appropriate
manr.ner. Here too it is the event of silver-consciousness, i e.,
the silver-percept, which appears to have a duplicate outside
itself. If the percept were simply taken in its own right no
illusion would have occurred. In other words, in the nacre-
silver situation the perceptual proposition representing the
illusion is not—It isq silver-percept’, but ‘It is a silver-

piece.” The first proposition is valid whether there is a



A PREAMBLE TO BHARTRHARI'S PHILOSOPEY 25

silver-picce or not. The second proposition is invalid,
because here the psychical silver-percept projects itself into a
von-existing physical duplicate. Hence, again we face the
same false equation, x =2+, the mistaken identity between
a fact and o fiction %27
The nacre-silver analogy analysed in this way may be
easily extended by a DBuddhist idealist to any epistemic
relation which is conventionally accepted as a wvalid ecasc
of perception. Yet to bring out the fictitious nature of
the subject-object relation in general a Yogacara Buddhist
would prefer the analogy of dream to the Advaita analogy
of nacre-silver. The reason is not far to seek. The nacre-
silver analogy involves an unnecessary complication in the
fact that in common parlance one thing is
Buddhist prefer-  gqid to appear as another. In the example of
ence for the anal-
ogy of dream the Advaitin the nacre is assumed to be exter-
nally real, tentatively at least, in accordance
with the accepted belief of a man dealing with the practical
world. The realist, mistaking this analogy for a final proof,
pounces upon the alleged weakness involved in the pre-assumed
external veality of the piecce of nacre. So the Buddhist
idealists try to avoid this complication, as far as possible, by
drawing upon the analogy of dream-perception in which even
the realists will fail to find the touch of an external reality as
cloquent as the piece of nacre. The dream-situation is more
or less a convincing case of externalisation of thought about
whicli it cannot be said, at the first breath at least, that here
too one external thing appears as another. The DBuddhists
perhaps feel that, since the purpose of the idealists is to show
that consciousness appears as an external world, it is better
to choose an analogy in which an internal
Externalisation  percept is admittedly externalised into a
and Superimposi- i . . . .
tion physical thing. The Buddhist idealist explains
the unreality of the empirical universe by
eaxternalisation of thoughts into things, while the Advaita
Vedantist does the same by superimposition of the unreal on
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the real. The difference between cxternalisation ( Vahir-
vadavabhasah ) and superimposition (adhyasalr) is the
measure of difference between the Buddhist idealizt and the
Advaita Vedantist in their respective attitudes towards the
unreality of the phenomenal world.

As long as we confine ourselves to the pure realm of
epistemology, in which we are concerned with the rvelation

between the psychic event and its objective
::jascaarakldeahsm duplicate, our analysis would represent the
Ideahs,E arite epistemic view of Buddhistic idenlism. It

is well-kunown that the Buddhist idenlists do
not recognize such a metaphysical entity as the permanent
universal consciousness, but feels satisfied with the flecting
reality of the psychic fact of the moment  So in the field of
pure epistemic analysis, where we do not as yet bring in a
pevennial super-epistemle principle, the Advaita account of
the empirical relation “should mnot differ much from thoe
Buddhist account.

There is definite evidence that the interpreters of the
Advaita are well alert that they run the visk of being
bracketed with the Buddhists by the realists due to this
commonness of hasic approach to the ¢pistemological
anSf:i(.m- Hence they are enger to add that their
provision for a permanent metaphysical back-ground cousti-
ttiltes the most distinctive departure from the DBuddhist
VleW:*ZB This  projection of metaphysics into the
domain of epistemology is designed by the Advaiting to
emphasize their view that there is no illusion without a
relatively Permanent back-ground, no fiction without some
continuing fact, no logic without a stable veality and no
cosmic epistemic relation without a Perennial First Principle.

Advai Hence, even at the risk of being misunder-
valta S stress . L :

on Nacre-silyer stood by the realists the Advaitins, in order
analogy to explain the cosmic illusion, would prefer

the analogy of nacre-silver to that of dream-
experience, because in the hierarchy of existence the nacre
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occupies a higher plane than the illusory silver. It is the
lnww of illusion that an existent of the lower plane should be
superimposed on that of the higher plane. So an indefinable
silver of a pure illusion is superimposed on the clouded
back-ground provided by nacre which has a higher existence
being a member of the pragmatic world.*2?

The Duddhist idealists, fecling no need for a perennial
consciousness as the permanent substratum of the phenomenal
world, would perhaps advise the Advaitins iu the following
manner -

“In final analysis, you too agree that it is always - cons-
clousuess which appears as the external world. So you should
not give n handle to the realists to coufuse the issne by
bringing in the unfortunate analegy of nacre-silver and
thus drawing an injudicious distinetion between the prag-
matic existence ( Vyivaharika-satta) of nacre and the illusive
existence ( pratibhasika-satta ) of silver. You know fully
well that this tentative distinetion between two types of
existence ig itself unreal in respect of your fundawmental
Reality ( Parmartha-satti )”

The Advaitins would find it difficult to accept this
friendly advice. They would s¢ay—"Our very adherence to
one Metaphysical Principle of perennial consciousness compels
us to reject your advice. On our view, the fleeting psychic
instants, which are the only realities for you, are basically
as much unrcal as their fictitious external duplicates. So,
even at the riskk of being misunderstood for the time being,
we avoid confounding common sense at the first instance,
and thus bring in a homely analogy in order to suggest at
the next step that the external world is as much indefinable,
cither as existent or as non-existent, as the illusive silver in
the nacre=silver situation.

Now, keeping in mind this difference between the res-
pective epistemic positions of Buddhist Idealism and Sank-
aritec Advaitism, we may try to show how the epistemic
cquation of Yogiacara Buddhism may be transformed into an
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equation representing the cosmic illusion of Sankarite Idea-
lism. If 2 be an instantancous psychic event,
Episfe.mic equation |af, 2 stand for the Sankarite Absolute. The
?cfiesalaizrlx\;ame Absolute here appears as a double duplicate
over and above itself, i.c., asthe psychic event
on the one hand and the external object on the other. Hence
the original equation is transformed in the following way :—
' =a"+(z+n). If one feels that this equation docs not
show the place of an individual self (Jivatman) which is also

basically unreal, the gap may be filled in by adding one more
variable on the right hand side.

Let 2" reprezent and indivi-
dual soul,

Then the equation will take the following form :—
r=x+in /+(:c+n)}. This false equation will then finally
represent the cosmic illusion of Advaita Idealism. The total

fiction has been put within the second brackets and the
primary fiction within the first brackets.

Hence the residual
term x is the only reality.

Thus the epistemic difference between Advaitism and
Buddhist Idealism is measured by the difference between the
two equations :—x=x+5 and 2=+ (a+n) 1t s
needless to repeat that this difference is determined not so
much by purely epistemic considerations as by the meta-
physieal considerations of the Advaitins.

Keeping in mind this basic approach to the idealist theory
of knowledge, we shall try to find our way for a transition
to the philosophy of Bhartrhari. Specially we shall remember
the net result of our findings about the Advaita theory of
knowledge *—Brahman, the Absolute, is neither the subiect
nor the object, but only seemingly subjects itself to a relation
Wiﬂf the total subject-object complex which we call the
empivical worlq, Thus Brahmaon enters into relation with
1 system of relations. Byt a system of subject-object relations
1s a logical construciion, for it is necessary as a matter of
logical imagination, but not as a pattern of reality outside
the supposition, Henece in an ultimate scnse the relation
between the Absolute and the phenomenal world is an all-
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abiding fictitious identity between the Reality and the
Fiction.

SecTroN—2
Logical Transition To Bhartvhari’s Theory Of Knowledge.

The careful reader must have noted the fact that we
reached the conclusion of an idealistic theory of knowledge
not on the strength of a syllogistic pattern of argument, but
on the basis of the law of contradiction, as it is evident in
the analysis of a perceptual proposition. We have done it
with a purpose, and do not think that in doing so we have
deviated from the spirit of traditional exposition, though
there is certainly a difference in the manner of presentation.

The .garb of a syllogistic pattern which has been imparted
to the argument about the unreality of the objective
world by the traditional interpreters of Advaita, and
specially the Herculean efforts ot Madhusudana Sarasvati
to save the epistemic syllogism of Advaita from the
relentless attack of the dualist-realists, have tended to
confirm an erroncous view among the students of the
Advaita to the effect that this philosophy stands or
talls with a particular pet syllogism.*3° We are firmly
of the opinion that the logical basis of the Advaita theory
does not rest in an impeccable purity of any such syllogism,
but it rests in the evidence of self-contradiction involved
in any such perceptual proposition as, “It is a pitcher”, when
the percept-predicate is taken to mean an objective referent
apart from the percept itself.

We can call Madhustdana himself to stand witness in
favour of our contention. We would like to refer the reader
to a very remarkable but unfortunately neglected chapter of
Advaita-siddhbi, namely, the chapter ou Dyg-dréya-sambandha-
bhanga ( refutation of the subject-object relation ). It is
this chapter which presents the fundamental prineiple of
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Advaita theory of knowledge. As such it is the key to the
underztanding of the whole philosophy that has been pre:ented
in  Advaita-siddhi. This chapter is a coufirmation and
claboration of the short treatment done to the same topic
by Citsukha in a sub-section of Tattva-pradipilka *°?

Citsukha and Madhus@dana are here concerned to show
that knowledge cannot have a veal relation with an objeet
which stands independently outside the fold of knowledge.
Hence the subject-object relation is an abstraction within

the orbit of Lknowledge itself. What is a
}g&?&iﬁcshgéir unity in fact assumes an appearance of
of Advaita-siddhi duality in response to the logical demand

of phenomenalism. As long as we are bound
to move in an empirical world the nature of thinking legically
demands that knowledge must have an object. But an object
outside knowledge cannot itself be logically defined. The
authors of Tattva—pmdipika and Advaita-siddhi examine all
possible realistic definitions of objectivity ( Visayata) and
show that none of them can explain the nature of an object.
But the main thing is that an cpistemic relation is not
logically possible without accepting an object within the fold
of knowledge itself, yet phenomenal logic is itself impossible
without abstracting the object away from knowledge. This
_SelE-imposed self-violation is the logic of phenomenalism. The
Incompatibility of the realist’s proposition, which scecks to
Posit a real relation between knowledge and an object outside

knowledge, is a rveflection of the internal
Refutation of . .
Subject-object incompatibility of phenomenal knowledge
relation _itself. 1t is the law of phenomenal thought
which makes the realist’s position untenable.

Madhusadana has not said this much in clear terms, but
could not have sald much less about the significance of
what he has said. At the very beginning of the chapter on
D¥g‘dl.‘éYa-sambandha—bhaﬁga he has to reckon with the
realist’s objection that the Advaitin’s inference aboub the
unreality of the empirical world falls through, since the
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general major of the syllogism, namely, “Whatever is an object
of knowledge is unreal”, cannot be established, because, being
an objeet of knowledge is quite compatible with the reality
of the object independent of knowledge. Hence in this
chapter he feels it necessary to demonstrate that the indepen-
dent reality of an object is incompatible with the subject-
object relation, and thus the reality of the epistemic relation
itself iz negated along with the reality of the object.

Ile coneludes the ehapter with the remark, “The epistemic
relation iz only a superimposed fiction, becanse if the object
is vreal the rvelation is impossible.” ( And if the object is
unreal the relation is indefinably fictitious ).%*2

Thus it is eclear that Madhastdana recognizes the need

of cstublishing the major premiss of his syllogism through a

non-syllogiztic dedunction, i.c., from the law of contradiction.

] Ot course, anybody who has developed a

}UL;OS_\TI"(‘,;I;S}:W nostalgia for syllogism may force a syllogistic

pattern even upon such a non-syllogistic

argument as—If A is father of B, Bisasonof A, or If A
is a brother of B, B is a brother of A.

Now, once the general premiss, ‘‘Whatever is an object
of knowledge is unreal,” is established, the pursuit of the
syllogistic conclusion such as, “Therefore, the phenomenal

world is unreal”, is redundant except asa
s\xlec;lgl\;:t(;zsa(ift;npt pet game of teehnique. The greatest difficulty

with such a syllogism is the tautologous
nature of the minor premiss—“The phenomenal world is an
object of knowledge.” The minor term and the middle ferm
are inter-convertible expressions, for the phenomenal world
is nothing but “whatever is an object of knowledge.”” Hence
the major premiss and the conclusion are really not two
propositions, but the same proposition doubly expressed.
Since we want to conclude that the entire phenomenal world
ig unreal, we cannot think of a major premiss which is more
general than the conclusion, except by including Brahman
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Itself within the middle term and thus dragging it into the
fold of unreality.

To escape from this predicament if we choose to change
the minor term from the whole into the parts, i.c., ‘this
pitcher’, ‘this piece of cloth’ etc., we shall have to take
another step to reach our intended conclusion, “The whole

phenomenal world is unreal.”” We cannot
Inadequacy of a  pest satisfied simply with such a picce-meal
Ie)lneccee-m%1 infer- conclusion as *“This pitcher is unreal’”’, or

“This cloth is unreal.” Hence to reach the
grand conclusion we must take the further step of an
inductive generalisation, and once that is done we reach a
conclusion which is only a duplicate expression of the major
premiss, Now the circle is complete and we begin ancw
the merry-go-round.

Again, what is the utility of the instance of nacre-silver
illusion in which our major premiss is supposed to be illust-
rated.  An illusion is considered to he an illusion by wvirtue

of its being contradicted by a subsequent
ﬂﬁf}i;yo';r;dt’;;g-t_ experience expressed in such a proposition as
tonalillustration “‘It is nacre’”, whose wvalidity we do mnot

doubt. But our purpose is to prove the
fundamental invalidity of the eutire fund of phenomenal
experience which includes in its field the contradictory valid
experience itself. In other words, the contradicting proposi-
tion, ‘It ig nacre”’, held to be valid, must itsclf belong to the

cosmic fund of false propositions.

Otherwise our purpose is
negated.

So a wvery pertinent and embarrassing question
erops up in this way :—When the invalidity of an illusive
experience is proved by the validity of a contradictory cxper-
ience, how does this illusive experience itself go to prove the
basic invalidity of that contradictory experience ?  IEven the
o most skilful acrobat canunot climb his own
52222{5;%55 shoulders. Thus our general proposition
asserting the unveality of each and every

object of knowledge cannot be an inductive generalisation
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based on the instance of illusion. Hence the value of this
instance does not lie in its being the illustrative part
( drstanta ) of a syllogistic structure, Its utility lies in its
simple suggestiveness.  We have the esperience of an
illusion proving false in {uture, and who knows, likewise our
whole empirieal world may not be a wider cosmic illusion
including everything which we now take to be walid. May
be, the total world-experience will one day be contradicted
by a Reality which we ave yet to realise. This is at best a
suggestion, but never a part of proof. Evideutly our general
major premiss cannot be established on induction.

That is perhaps the vreason why Dharmakirti and
Prajiiikara have tried to deduce the geueral epistemic propo-
sition of idealism from the laws of thought, specially from
the law of contradiction.  Dharmakirti observes.— “The
subject-objeet relation is inconceivable if the object is a

) duplicate entity external to knowledge.”**?
?;;J‘lfl“_l‘ﬁli;;;‘j daeiﬁl _ Prajaakara  interprets—The objects, ‘blue’
ctionof the ~ apd the like, do not appear in knowledge
%ﬁ,nnef)}lﬁfﬁ?;; except as objects of Lknowledge. If you

say,— ‘The unknown becomes known’’, how
can you know,— ‘there was an unknown real”, when you did
not know it ¢ ‘A thing known to be unknown is known” is
a self-contradictory assertion. If you say, A thing not
perceived is known by inference”, that too is a bad proposi-
tion. Inference is also kuowledge, and at the time of
inference the object cannot be inferred as standing independ-
ent of being inferred. Moreover you mean to say that an
object need not always be perceptible. But an object of
inference does not radically differ from a percept, since any
object-content of knowledge is always a direct appearance
in knowledge. The object is invariably émmediate to knowl-
edge.#®**  Yet a few pages later Prajiakara has not been able
to stop the temptation of forcing a shape of syllogism upon
what he derived directly from the law of contradiction only
a few pages before.*°3

3
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Now, analyse any empirical proposition such as “This. is
a pitcher.”” The subject-predicate relation is a pure logical
construction. Ask any common man to narrate his simple
pitcher-experience. He will never say that in his experience
there are two terms, ‘it’ and ‘pitcher’, the former being the
subject and the latter the predicate, so that
What we get in  there ig a relation of identity between the
Zzsliy:lse;;eeﬁgntzt two. The philosopher of course can silence
the common man by saying, “Well, you do
not know what you know. So hear it from me.”” A philos-
opher is perhaps the greatest dupe of his own performance.
He creates a logical child by his analytical brain, and at once
feels it walking on two legs before his eyes.

So, in final analysis, the subject ‘it’ stands for the
psychic-percept and the predicate ‘pitcher’ is a fiction in so
far as it is supposed to be an object standing outside the
bercept. Thus the proposition is an identity of fact and
fiction. The realist will retort, “‘Does the common man mean
1t by his proposition 7" No, of course not, but that is the fun
of logical fiction. You and I, all of us, say what we do not
nean, and mean what we do not say.

Two things are

now gradually emerging from our
discussion —

(1) The problem of epistemology can be correctly 1}11.der-
stood only by a correct analysis of empirical propositions.

ence what we say and what we mean, i.e., a scmantic

analysis of language, is essential for any theory of knowledge.

(2) The problem of epistemology cannot be effectively
tackled without recognizing the tremendous role of language
and logical ¢onstruction in the structure of our knowledge.

After bringing out the essentials of an idealistic theory of
knowledge, We may now look for the fact how Bhartrhari has
effected Spectacular transformation of the epistemic

problem ipgq a problem of relation between language and
meaning.



CHAPTER V
NOMINALISM AS A THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

Now, granted that knowledge cannot have an objech
external to itself, what is it that imparts a structure to
knowledge, or imprints a form aund shape on it? “It is
intelligible language’’ ,—replies Bhartrhari. Just as we can-
not logically think of a thing external to thought, so we can-
not logically speak of a thought external to speech. Thought
is an expression and an expression is a communication. An
object belongs to thought in virtue of being named. If pure
sensation is ruled out of the domain of knowledge, thought
proper should begin with the stage of perception. Perception
involves an element of interpretation through classification, and
classification is impossible without the name of the class under
which the percept is subsumed. I do not know a tree until
and unless I know it to be a tree, and to be known as a tree
an individual is to be known as a member of the class summed

up by the word ‘tree.” That means, my
fi‘;rrfeflfa F:;Eﬁg'ge knowledge fails to get a form if the name

‘tree’ does not give a pattern to the percept.
Now, granted that the percept has no being without know-
ledge, that knowledge has no structure without the percept
and that the percept has no pattern without the name, it
follows that the structure of knowledge is nothing but the
naming pattern of its percept. It is needless to say that the
name here is not the physical reality of a succession of sound-
waves, or of a spatial series of some black lines on a white
sheet. The name here may be the image of a word or a
sentence. You may call it a word-thought or sentential
thought if you like to put it that way. But if you put it
that way you put in more than an image. Even a mental
image seems to follow the pattern of a part and whole strue-
ture. DBut the word-thought or sentential thought is a logical
unit without any parts. In my perceptual knowledge the name
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‘tree’ does not figure as the image of some successive sound-
waves, or of some black marks in a certain spatinl positicn.
You may conjure up such an image with some eflorts.

What we are driving at may be belter understood if we
take up a propositional judgment representing a fact of action.
I see a boy run. My knowledge of this event is wrapped up
in a form represented by the sentence, “A boy is running.”
My knowledge is not clear and definite cven to me without
being passed and sieved through by such a silent language.
But that does not mean that my perception of the event would
take such a long shape as “a-h-o-y-i-s-r-u-n-n-i-u-

g”’, which
would be the image of a sound-serice.

Neither is my pereep-
Cognition i tion the s'imple mental picture of the ph.ysic:\l
neitheran image ©vent which does not require the help of any
gtgglgl‘rl;goef ?aocft language at all. A pure mental picture of
the event is quite possible even in a child

who does not know what a boy is, or what ranning is.  This
plcture is not knowledge hecause it has not yet taken the
shape of a perceptml Judgment. It is at best an indefinite
‘psychic mass.” This indeterminate mass talkes the shape

of knowledge only when Judgment comes in as a matter
of interpretation in the form of meaningful language. In
other words, to cognize the event as a boy’s running we must
eognize the meaning of ‘a running boy.” But the linguistic
expression does not enter the cognitive judgment either as an
image or as physical acoustic events, hut as a monolithic
logical unit which is inseparable from the meaning-percept.
Thus in the cognitive judgment meaning and expression merge
in an identity. Hence the percept as an object of knowledge
is at the same time the meaning of an expression. The unity
of thought and percept is identical with the unity of meaning
and expression. Thig cognitive unit is a logical unit, i.c., a
Meanmg is the meaning-unit, which one may call a gestalt,
object in thought 1 which the elements do not come up as some
sort of subjective brick and mortar that go

to build an imposing edifice of knowledge When I take
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a tree to be @ free in my perceptual judgment, the class name
‘tree’ cnters the scene only in its logical aspect. There it
is a ‘unicellular’ unit which forms and holds the pattern of
the thought-percept tree. Thus the tree as an object
of knowledge is unthinkable except as the name in its logical
transformation. Now, according to the idealistic theory
of knowledge an object of thought must be an object n
thought, and Bhartrhari shows that the object in thought
must be the meaning of a name that shapes the thought.
Conversely, the meaning of a name is the object 72 thought.
( bauddhirthasya eva vicyatvam ).

Students of Western philosophy are well aware of the
distinction which Bradley has drawn between two senses of
‘idea’, the iden as the mental image and the idea as the

logical abstraction. The mental image is
Egﬁé;{ Tdea a psychic eveut or a part of the event caught
) in a flecting series of psychic moments, while
the idea is the universal aspect abstracted out of the image.
As such a logical iden has no existence in time and space.
It is not a fact, but an abstraction, ‘a wandering adjective’,
ready to be referred to a reality supposed to be standing
‘beyond the act’ of judgment.*®°® It is unfortunate that
Bradley, while holding the logical idea to be the meaning
of the mental image, should have incautiously stated that
the former is a part of the latter. For this indiscrete remark
he has been cleverly caught by Professor Cook-Wilson in an
interesting chapter of his ‘Statement and Inference.”#37?

Be that as it may, what we are concerned with is the
great importance of Bradley’s idea of ‘logical idea’ as distinct
from the mental image. It is very doubtful if this logical
idea is the meaning of the mental image. Bhartrhari has
corvectly shown that the logical idea is the meaning of
language. An abstraction has no shape and form without
language that holds it. Hence a logical idea is equivalent
to a ‘linguistic idea.” The mnental image of a tree does nob
require that one should know it to be a tree. But itis
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inconceivable that somebody knows something to be a tree
but does not know that it is called ‘tree.’

A proud father who often feels the pleasure of walking
with his child also knows some irritating moments when he
is repeatedly assailed by questions like—"Father, what 1s

it 2 The child sees a four-wheeled object speeding along
the road and asks the question.

The father only replies—
‘A motor car.’

The name ‘motor-car’ is the only addition
to the child’s store of knowledge. DBut he
In a sense know-

ing the name is  Leels satisfied that he has now known the thing.
lt{g&v;mg the In future when he will see the thing he will

know it to be a motor-car. Nigesa Bhatta
has made a pointed reference to this remarkable phenomenon
of knowing a thing by knowing its name.*38
Now suppose the child is absolutely innocent of any use
of language. He does not know any such demonstrative
pronoun as ‘it’ or ‘this’, does not know any word corres-
ponding to a ‘thing’; no ‘wheel’, no ‘horn’, no ‘motion’—
no word is known to him as standing for anything within
the range of his vision. Let him be totally ignorant of any
relation between a symbol and the symbolised. His knowledge
will be nothing more than a pure indefinite sensation or an
image not even defined as ‘something.’ Even Russell, who
like the Mimamsakas and the Naiyayikas seems to be definite
that there may be knowledge without language, has got to
admit that sensation is not knowledge.#3°
The Indian realists are more clear in one respect. They
agree that no determinate knowledge is possible without
. language ; but there is always an indeter-
iﬁg%f:g;ﬁ;fate minate preamble to a determinate perception.
perception This indeterminate knowledge ( nirvikalpaka
iiana ) does not require the help of language.
Thus the distinction between indeterminate and determinate
perception ( nirvikalpa and savikalpa ) is accounted for by
the absence or presence of the linguistic form.**° Needless
to say that this indeterminate perception is the nearest



NOMINALISM AS A THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE 39

equivalent of pure sensation, but not the exact equivalent.

But, before you can say even silently unto yourself what
you are sensing, your sensation will remain an amorphous
mass which you are at liberty to relate to anything and
everything on earth. This knowledge of nothing, yet of
everything, may be called knowledge only by courtsey. It
i8 quite correct that Lknowledge proper should begin with
some sort of feeling about a subject-object relation. But
‘sensing’ such a relation is inconceivable without the inter-
vention of an interpretative language.

So it is not without reason that the realists of the later
period represented by the new school of Nyaya, did not feel
quite comfortable in their analysis of indeterminate perception.

This feeling of discomfort led them to a queer
Indeterminate formulation, namely,—An indeterminate per-
perception as an .
objcct of inference ceplion is an ‘extra-sensuous’ fact which

can be established only by an inference and
never by any perceptual introspection.»*?

The history of the whole confusion about the nature of
indeterminate knowledge in Indian Philosophy may be traced
back to Kvumarila, the prince of Indian realists. Some

contradictory remarks of Kumarila have
ffﬁigimiﬁm perhaps set in motion a long run of confusion
perception among the realist philosophers coming after

him. Kumarila suggests that in an indeter-
minate perception an object does not appear either as a
particular or as a universal, but it appears purely as itself.
But the object itself is composed of both these aspects of
particularity and universality, yet neither of these aspects
is sensed in pure sensation. What is sensed in this stage is
the pure and simple individual. Again, he says that the univer-
sal and the particular are both known as the constituents
of the object even before the in-coming of the linguistic form.
The virtue of being meant by a name is the only addition to
the knowledge of an object at the later stage of perception. 1t
seems that here Kumarila suggests a third stage of perception
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which is marked by absorption of a new entrant, a relation
between the word that means and the object that is meant.#**
The confusion, it seems, starts from an implicitly enterta-
ined false analogy, i.e., a logical composition is thought of in
the likeness of a physical composition. A building is composed
of brick and mortar in the physical sense, and of the universal
and the particular in the logical sense. Without appreciating
the difference between these two types of composition onc
may be misled into the belief that just as the building may
be perceived even without perceiving its physical components,
s0 1t may also be perceived without perceiving its logical

components. The latter way of perceiving a thing is then

defined as indeterminate perception. But define it as you

please, it is very doubtful if a situation so defined does cxist
at all, or, if there is anything of the nature of cognition in
it, even if it is imagined to exist.

To say in the same breath that the particular and the

universal constitute the very nature of an objeet which is

grasped in an indeterminate perception, and that this

perception still somehow misses these constituents,
contradiction too eloquent to be ignored. Parthasirathi,
the great commentator of Kumiarila has noted this contra-
diction and tries to dismiss it as o mere seeming anomaly.#*3

is a

He explains indeterminate perception as a sort of confused
cognition in which nothing is distinguished ; and, curiously

enough, that is called an apprehension of the ‘pure individual’
( suddham vastu ).#** Apgain the confusion is turned into

a chaos when it is declared that even the universal and other
distinctive logical marks of an object are apprehended even
before the classname or any langnage enters the scenc.#*?
This last declaration of Kumarila seems to have exerted
a definite influence on Jayanta, the veteran Naiyayika of the
Kumarila and ancient school, and compelled him to make a
Jayanta thorough departure from what Kumarila

observed on the nature of ‘nirvikalpa’ some
gixty verses earlier than this. We remember the earlier
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observation of Kumairila to the effect that a ‘nirvikalpa’
grasps neither the particular nor the universal, but the pure
individual, whose distinction, either from other individuals,
or from other classes of individuals, does not figure in this
primitive stage of perception. Now Jayanta appears to have
rejected the significance of this earlier observation of Kumarila
in the light of what he has observed later on, and states in
the clearest possible language. :(—

“A universal, o substance, an activity, or a quality, what-
ever essence of an object is grasped by ‘savikalpa’ is equally
grasped by ‘nirvikalpa,” The remembrance of a meaning-
relation of the object with a certain word is the only addition
that marks out ‘savikalpa’ from ‘nirvikalpa.” On the objec-
tive side there is not the least differance between the two.%*®

But we think that the New School of Nyaya by some
sort of re-thinking on the nature of ‘nirvikalpa’ has attempted
a compromise between these two stalwarts of Indian Realism,

the Mimamsaka Kumarila and the Naiyayika
The Compromise  Jayanta. But this compromise formula has
formula of Navya-
Nyaya taken a surprising form. It is something

like this—“In an indeterminate perception
we know the substantive particular and the adjective universal,
and yet do not know them s such, and hence do not know the
relation between the two.” 7

We know tree-ness and know the tree, and yet do not
know that tree-ness belongs to the tree. One may equally
say—'1 sce whiteness and see the horse, and yet do not see
the white horse. The only escape from such an absurdity
may be provided by a frank admission that, in ‘nirvikalpa’,
seeing is not knowing. But the Mimamsakas and the Naiyayi-
kas insist that ‘nirvikalpa’ is knowledge. The new school
of Nyaya does not feel satisfied in this respect Dbefore going
to the farthest length of absurdity. Do you ever feel that
you possess such a kind of indeterminate kuowledge as des-
cribed above ?  “There is no hope of catching this knowledge

even in a perceptual introspection’’, thus saythe new Naiyayi-
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kas, “‘but you can know it only by way of a syllogistic

) inference”’. It is such a kind of perceptual
35&1;2,{5;52“ knowledge in respect of which you Cﬁl-l only
infer that you perceive ( or have perceived ).

Thus we stand before this imposing syllogism :—

Whatever is a cognition of a qualified substantive 1is

always preceded by the cognition of a qualyfiing adjective,—

Just as the cognition of a ‘man with club’ is preceded
by the cognition of the club.

The determinate perception of the pitcher is a cognition

of a qualified substantive (ie. pitcher qualified by
‘pitcher-ness’ ).

Hence it is preceded by a cognition of the qualifying
adjective ( i.e. pitcher-ness ). %8
Out of this bafiling syllogism you are to weave out an

inferred fact that once you were the proud possessor of an
indeterminate perception. Here again one gets a reminder
that, one knows the adjective in nirvikalpa, but does not
know it as an adjective, Vardhamana, the illustrious son

of great Gangeéa, the father of Indian Neo-Logic, notices the
weakness of the illustration, ‘man with clul’, in the above
syllogism and shows how his father has improved the position

by bringing in the analogy of inferential knowledge itself,

in order to demonstrate the truth of the universal major
premiss.**°

All these Herculean abstractions culminating
in a formidable figure of syllogism are born out of the

logician’s brain-waves, and we are asked to believe that all

these really happen to our thoughts and that
fgg;;gutr:bf:]ale‘ we do not know what we really know. Thus
ness’ in the hands of the realists the problem of

indeterminate perception has run a course
of chequered history. With Kumarila it began as sensing
a ‘pure individual’, and with the Neo-Logicians it ended
as apprebending a ‘pure universal or a pure adjective.” One

may sum up the history of the problem as a flight from the
‘pure table’ to the ‘pure table-ness.’
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The followers of Bhartrhari cannot be reconciled, to this
historic march of indeterminate perception. It is not that
the test of inference or any other type of reasoning should
not be extended to a fact of perception. Bhartrhari himself
eloquently admits the need of such a test—‘‘A wise man
should examine even an object of perception in the light of
reason. He should not take an object as granted or guaranteed
simply because it is backed by the proof of perception” . *°%
But it is quite another thing to assert that every body of
us undergoes in every case of perception a certain primitive
experience which the percipient man has no chance of ever
being aware of, except through an elahorate syllogism.

Sometimes a fact may be stranger than a fiction, but more
often the logicians turn a fiction into a fact, and feel the
thrill of discovering a ‘new truth.’ Such an adventure
would evidently go against the very attitude of realism which

has been very excellently summed up by
Kumarila's Kumarila in the following words—'‘Philo-
attitude of
Realism sophical eritics should only try to understand

through rational analysis the accepted facts
and principles sanctified by universal convention, but should
not manufacture some definitions which would go to demolish
the universally accepted truths.*®! Perhaps Kumarila here
does not literally mean that a philosopher must agree to be
commanded by common sense and convention. He probably
means to say that a breach of convention should not be
permitted unless it involves a contradiction in thought.
Navya-Nyaya’s conception of indeterminate perception defi-
nitely involves such a contradietion. It is inconceivable that
one perceives pure treeness and the pure tree, but does not
perceive the percept to be a tree.

The strongest argument against the view of Bhartrhari
Kumarila's strong that there is no'cognition without expression
est argument has been supplied by Kumarila, and has
against Bhartrhari 3o approvingly quoted by many a philoso-
pher of later days. It relates to the possible experience of
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an infant or a dumb person. You can add the deaf to
the dumb to fortify the argument. Quite in consonance
with common sense Kumirila points out that just before
a determinate perception there is an indeterminate stage
which may be likened to the experience of an infant ora
dumb man.*#32  1f one chooses to be a die-hard dogmatic and
deny the very possibility of knowledge and perception without
the help of language, one must accept such an awkward
position as to deny that an infant or a dumb person may
percelve or know anything.
Bhartrhari anticipates this objection and remarks that
the linguistic pre-dispositions of the previous birth silently
work in the mind of an infant who has not
iglyarll);idpamry yet learnt to speak (one may extend this
Bhartrhari assumption to the case of a deaf and dumb
' person).*** Such an assumption may appear to
the modern mind as too bold to be rational. But an Indian

philosopher believing in the cycle of births should be the last
person to raise an objection.



CHAPTER VI
THE LOGIC OF SYMBOLISM
Part 1

For the time we may suspend the metaphysical context of
the question and concentrate on the logical principle working
behind the view of Bhartrhari. This logieal principle is the
principle of symbolism operating in the cmergence and
sustenance of thought and knowledge.

Sign And Symbol

As long as an infant moves in a pure sign-situation his
reaction to a sign is not a matter of thought, but an instine-
tive behaviour towards a sign-stimulus. When 2 child, who
has not yet learnt to speak, responds in a particular way to a
bottle of milk in mother’s hand, his pattern of behaviour has
not that structure of understanding which moves a grown up
boy to some sort of intelligent inference like this,—‘'Mother
has come with a bottle of milk to assuage my hunger, so1
take it and drink it.”” In case of the infant it 1is a reflex
action conditioned by the sign-stimulus. The sign is not yet

) a symbol for the child. A sign becomes a

]‘J’Zifgc'; Zl_g;mbol symbol when one not only responds to it, but
can consciously use it to evoke responses

from others. Thus a symbol has a universality or a common
fund of meaning in a field of communication the understanding
of which is necessary before it can be applied in a particular
situation. The grown up boy who Lnows that the bottle
of milk is meant to assuage hunger, also knows, in a mood
of expectation, that his infant brother, if hungry, will react
in an expected and expecting manner to the bottle held before
him. Hence to the bigger boy or his mother the bottle of
milk is a symbol, to the infant it is a sign, because the mother
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and the elder boy know how to use the bottle to evoke an
expected response from the infant who only knows how to
respond, but not how to make others respond. Thus this
difference between instinctively making a response and
consciously evoking a response is the difference between a
sign-situation and a symbolic situation. Hence symbolism
starts with a communicative consciousness or consciousness of
communicability.

The deaf and dumb beggar who approaches you for alms,
gesticulates to make you understand his need and act
What abodt the a.ccordingly. He cannot expect his gCStiC}lh"
deaf and dumb ¢ tions to arouse the expected behaviour

~ in you, unless his own behaviour, previously
linked up with similar gesticulations from others, would
have taught him to ‘think’ that his own gesticulations
too would make others behave in a similar way. But
as long as his experiential behaviour was confined to a simple
reaction to some gestures, his ‘knowledge’ was on no higher
plane than the instinctive behaviour of an infant. He comes
to ‘know’ that gestures have some meaning only when he
comes to learn that similar gestures, if applied by him, will
arouse a similar response in others. It is this apprehension of
meaning which transforms a gign into a symbol, an instinct
into knowledge. So when we say that there is no knowledge
without language we extend the term ‘language’ to cover all
symbolic expressions. Thus, in an ultimate sense, it is quite
. , proper to say that knowing begins with
Knowing begins . .
with meaning meaning. Let us take another example.
Mother brings some interesting thing to the
notice of her child by pointing her finger to it, and soon the
child learns to point it himself by his own finger and bring it
in turn to the notice of his mother. Here knowledge for the
child is not simply ‘a taking notice of’, but an interpretation
of the symbol of finger-pointing. Even the infant, who has
become naughty enough to utter a habitual cry in order to
draw the attention of the mother, has entered the precincts of
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symbolism from a pure sign-situation. Hence an interpreta-
tion of a symbol involves an implicit capacity for its
application. If one carcfully observes the growing behaviour
of a child in order to trace the growth of his consciousness,
one will be convinced that the beginning of the child’s
knowledge cannot be separated from his beginning to
understand a symbol, i.e., learning how to use it, beit a
verbal symbol, or a non-verbal one.

This slight modification or extension of Bhartrhari’s
theory of symbolism does not defy but fortify his logical
foundation, not only accommodates the modern mind, but also
liquidates an old objection of Kumarila which issued from an
insufficient understanding of the Logic of Symbolism.

But the crude non-verbal symbols cannot go far enough.
As these arc more and more replaced by verbal symbols

o knowledge becomes more and more clear and

ijﬁ;‘;ﬁ‘s‘;i;’sm defined in its outlines. When the child

passes from pointing out a thing by finger to

meaning it by uttering a word, he undergoes a revolution in

the growth of his consciousness. It is not a ‘silent’
revolution, but a ‘noisy’ one in the literal sense.

The child who has just known =a thing to be a tree, will
henceforth not only interpret the word ‘tree’ for himself, but
also will utter it in an appropriate situation with the
expectation that the hearer will mean the same as he has

meant. Thus an interpretation of a symbol,
gll;i:%r?n;;gning specially a verbal symbol, presupposes the

fact that the speaker and the hearer must be
leaning on a common plane of meaning, without which a
communication is impossible. Now, can any body show you
this common plane of meaning as a solid piece of the physical
world, or even as a moving event of the mental world ?
A physical thing is supposed to stand in its isolated glory.
But we seem to mean it all the same whether it is there or
not, whether it is a past thing or a future fact. It is
obvious then that this physical object cannot be the meaning
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as such. The case of a mental event is.cqually obvious.
A mental event is a fleeting fact, and my mental event has
nothing to do with yours. It is completely a ‘private aftaiv.’
Hence the meaning cannot he a mental event. The meaning
cannot be a private reserve, since it is meant for communi-
cation ; and communication is impossible without having our
meaning as a public property in which the speaker and the
hearer, the writer and the reader must have a common share.
So the only course open to us is to admit that thi- common
plane of meaning is nothing hut a logical construction, an
indispensable fiction, an all-powerful ‘vikalpa,’ without which
knowledge cannot begin, consciousness cannot grow, the socicty
cannot exist, the world of communicating humanity cannot
move.

Now if we combine the idealistic theory of knowledge
with this Logic of symbolic-situation as a whole, we shall
attain the Nominalist Theory of knowledge as it is propoun-
ded by Bhartrhari. Only one step further, and the whole
phenomenal world, hoth mental and physical, will be merged
in the world of meaning, an all-comprehensive realin of logical
abstraction. But hefore taking that step, before showing
how the epistemic relation is finally transformed into the
relation between language and meaning, it will be necessary
to find out the nature of language in its logieal aspect.



CHAPTER VII
LOGIC OF SYMBOLISM
Part 11

What is a word ? We shall assume that the reader has
already gone through the first chapter of Russell's Meaning
and Truth, entitled, “What is a Word ?° The obvious reply
would be,—a word is a series of sounds
which are represented in writing by some
lines that we call alphabets. But a sound as
a physical existent is a fleeting phenomenon. Our ancient
philosophers excepting the Mimamsakas are at one with the
modern scientists in maintaining that the sound made by the
speaker is not the same as that which strikes the ear-drum
of the hearer. The hearer only hears the last member of a
series of sound-waves. The apparent sameness is an illusion
begotten by an unperceived and unrecognized similarity. It
is the same pattern that persists, but not the same individual
sound. If it is true that you cannot hear the same word
‘dog’ as that which I utter, it is truer still that you and I
cannot utter the same word, but only similar words with the
same pattern, and also that we cannot utter
the same word twice. This persistence of a.
common pattern in similar words has been
beautifully expressed by Russell—“The word ‘dog’ is a
universal, just as dog is a universal,” »°*

In this respect Russell might have nearly concurred
with the Indian Naiyayikas except for one small but impor-
tant difference. The Naiyayikas too maintain that our
impression of hearing the same word twice
proceeds from confusing the particular with
the universal. As a universal the word,
Gau (cow), is one, but as particulars there are as many

4

Wogd as a
physical fact.

Word as a
universal

Russell and
Naiyayikas
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instances of the word as there.are utterances of it. But, while
for Russell the universal word is nothing but a class of similar
sounds placed in the same order, for the Naiyaikas the
universal is an ontological existence, having a reality as
good as that of the individuals to which it comprehensively
belongs. The Mimamsakas on the other hand would not
recognize a ‘universal word’ either in the class-sensc or in
the ontological sense. For them a word is particular and

permanent ; this follows from their theory

Sound as a of permanence of sound. In two utterances
permanent . . S . l
real existent the same physical entities’, i.e., the

alphabetical sounds in the same series, may
appear twice, and so it happens that the same word is uttered
‘twice. A permanent sound is only revealed by the motion
of air, but not created thereby (Vayuna nityah $abdah
abhivyajyate, na tu nispadyate). Undoubtedly the theory of
a permanent word-sound smacks of a mysticism which others
have thought it wise to reject.

Again, the Buddhists, and the idealists including the
school of Bhartrhari, do not accept the ‘universal’ as
an ontological existence. They take it to be a logical
construction, but not in the class-sense of

Buddhists, . .

Ideausfssand Russell. A class 1s a summation of all the
Russell on members comprebended under a class-name.
universals

A class-notion i8 backed by a denotative
sense of exclusion or inclusion. But the Buddhists and the
idealists take the so-called universal in the connotative
sense of a logical idea which does not correspond to any
reality beyond itself. Thusit is a non-class logical abstrac-
tion. In the last chapter of his ‘Meaning and Truth’
Russell concludes, not without some hesitation, that there
are universals apart from mere general words, He is ulti-
mately sure about only one universal,
which, he thiuks, one cannot help admitting.

Now let us demarcate the logical aspect of a word from
its physical aspect. Some one utters the word ‘dog’. We

ie., ‘similarity’
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take it to be a single word, but why and how ? The
letter-sounds d, 0 and ¢ cannot be utter-
Word in its . -
logical aspect ed except in a succession, and they are three
distinct sounds. Yet as a bearer of meaning
the word is accepted as a monolithic structure. The Nai-
yayikas would explain that the memory-impressions of the
earlier auditory percepts d and o, together
with the last auditory percept of the letter
g, create an impression of oneness, since the succession of
utterances is too rapid to be recognized in cognition. Thus
the ‘one-word-dog’ is an illusion. The Naiyayikas fail to
note that it is a totally unwanted explanation which is quite
wide of the mark. It isthis very ‘illusion’
Evading the . . .
question by which is logically necessary for a word to
gxfg;;’;ist“ilon bear a meaning. The Naiyayikas have only
offered a physical expalnation for the for-
mation of a word-sound. This explanation is valid for any
sort of quickly succeeding noises, but any noise is not a
word. The question is what sort of noise bears a meaning
and why so. An illusion in itself is no less stubborn a fact
than what we call a reality. No explanation of an illusion
can obliterate the fact of an illusion. When
fg%ﬂ;oag‘ilcgll“io“ an illusion of ‘one-word’ becomes necessary
abstraction for bearing a meanving, it is no longer to be
taken as a series of mental or physical events,
but as a logical fiction.

The Naiyayikas would like us to believe that it is the
particular succession of letter-sounds which is the word that
means. Let capital @ stand for the auditory percept ¢, and

N let small d and o stand for the memory-
I{’]ycar;g(i,l};?f the impressions of two successive d and o sounds.

Then according to the Naiyayikas, d-+o+@
=‘“doz’’ =the bearer of the meaning dog. Now that is
impossible. A psychic series representing an acoustic series
in itself bears no sign of meaning whatsoever. A time-
honoured convention seizes a factual series of sounds, or

Nyaya view
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their psychic counterparts, strips it of its ‘factive’ character,
elevates it into an illusion of ‘one-word’,
;%iigla}tfﬁzrs;ft sublimates this illusion into the logical fiction
of a monolithic unit, only then and then alone
we take the word as meaning something. Ask any body,
when he uses the word ‘dog’ to mean the canine quadruped,
whether he is using the ‘serial togetherness’ representated by
d+0+G to mean what he means. He will look at you with
an eye of suspicion which will be far from flattering to your
mental health. Thus ‘dog’ has a meaning,
Only a logical but d4+ 0+ G has none of it. The latter is
construct has a .
meaning a sum of elements found in an analytical
introspection done in the logician’s parlour,
while the former is a logical abstraction sanctified by an
immemorial convention.

You hear the word ‘dog’, but train your mind not to take

it as ‘a word’, but as a sequence of acoustic
A word is logical, . .
a noise is physical €vents, and see the effect.  You will never

reach a meaning that way and form a thought.
You will get only a sequence of noigses. The reason why some
noises have meaning and some have none is that some noises
are not taken in themselves, but are used as logical
abstractions.

Hence only those noises which are made to act as logical
fictions can hope to carry any meaning. Thus meaning which
Meaning. relation 18 ltcelf a ﬁ(‘,tif)n belongs to another ﬁcti(.)n
as a double “‘thh we call ‘a WOI‘d’ (01‘ ‘n, sentence’ 1
abstraction. the ultimate sense ). Hence we conclude that

between ‘dog’ and d+o+G there is no

logical equivalence, because the former is a logical constr-

uction, while the latter is 2 physical or psychical analysis.

The logical secret So as a carrier of meaning language too is
of Sphota only a logical construction. That is the

) secret behind Bhartrhari’s theory of Sphota
understood in its logical aspect. 1f you are too keen on having
a metaphysical principle you may furnish a spiritual back-
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ground to this fiction and hypostatize the logical feeling of a
spiritual need into a metempirical substance,
i%‘:;gg;sics and thus reach the Reality of Sabda-Brahman
which is supposed to appear in a fictitious
relation of language and meaning, the terms of the relation
being as much unreal as the relation itself.

As the eyes that see are not the object of the same sight,
so the fountain of the cosmic meaning-fiction is not the object
of the same meaning. The Spirit of language is beyond
language.#°® But here we are concerned with the logical
basis of Bhartrhari’s theory of knowledge, and not with his
metaphysical assumption as such, We shall see presently that
the fact that language and meaning both are logical constructs
has a tremendous significance for the epistemic theory of
Bhartrhari.

Before bringing out this significance we shall draw upon a

Kantian example of ‘synthetic apriori’ in
An example {rom

Kant order to lhelp our understanding about the
position of Bhartrhari regarding the logical
nature of language. IKant observes—All mathematical

judgments, without exception, are synthetic’”, i.e., 7+5=12
is a synthetic proposition. Professor Ayer feels baffled at this,
and says that here Kant simply means that ‘‘the subjective
intension of ‘745’ does not comprise the subjective intension
of ‘12°.”” But, “from the fact that one can think of the sum of
seven and five without necessarily thinking of twelve, it by no
means follows that the proposition, 7+5=12, can be denied
without self-contradiction.”’*®®

But Kant himself begins the claboration of his point with
a definite warning—‘‘ We might, indeed, at first suppose that
the proposition, 74+5=12,is a merely analytic proposition,
and follows by the principle of contradiction from the concept
of the sum of 7 and 57 ... “But’’, he continues, ‘‘The concept
of 12is by no means already thought in merely thinking
this union of 7 and 5; and I may analyse my concept of
such a possible sum as long as I please, still I shall never
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find the 12 in it.”#%7
Apparently what Kant here takes to be a logical concept 1s
understood by Professor Ayer to be a mere subjective intension.
Does Professor Ayer then mean that the logical concept of 12
should comprise all possible combinations of the mathematical
world which go to make 12, such as, 448, 2410, 61 +5% and
so on ad infinitum. That is a sheer adsurdity. The logieal
concept is here the logical idea. Logically speaking, the idea
of 12 is not at all equivalent to the idea of 74+5. HHad it been
80, an auditor examining a balance-sheet might have simply
looked at the total and spin out of this ‘total concpet’ all the
different expenditures on different heads.
A child just learning to count may know the meaning of
12 without knowing it to be 7+5. Even the greatest mathe-
matical wizard, given millions of years for counting, will
Kant is correct not be able to give us all possible combina-
tions which may go to produce 12, So Kant
is quite correct in thinking that, “7+5=12" ig a synthetic
apriori proposition, since it can be denied without any self-
. contradiction in thought. Now apply this
iﬁi‘éi"tg%ﬁlﬁi Kantian principle, mutatis mutandis, to what
rhari constitutes a logical word, and you will find
that the followers of Bhartrhari are quite
right in observing that the word ‘dog’ is not at all the logical
equivalent of d4+0+G. The former is a logical unit carrying

a meaning, while the latter i :
Word and empty g ter is a meaningless

noise series of successive moises, (or memory-

impressions of two earlier noises together with

the auditory percept of the final letter-sound g ).
Now it follows that the word ‘dog’ as a bearer of meaning
Le., as a logleal construct, is a universal in a double sense.
A universal in a Fivst, d?fijerent persons on different oceasions
double sense utter different instauces of the same word
as bearing the same meaning. Secondly, even
in the single instance of an utterance, the word as a logical
unit is different from the summation of the articulated
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alphabets. The articulations only manifest a universal logical
fiction. Hence the metalogical principle of the manifested logi-
cal abstraction is called ‘Sphota’ ( from / sphut—to manifest).
The Naiyayikas would take a word to be a universal in the
first sense, but not in the second. KEwven then, since they
accept a universal to be a real existent over and above the
particulars, it is difficult to see why they should insist that
a word bearing a meaning is equivalent to a series of physical
' or mental events. For this irrational insistence
ﬁfﬁﬁ?ﬁt}}fiégr they invite a further difficulty. The physical
acoustic events of articulated letters cannot
be gathered together, because they always fleet fast in sue-
cession. To circumvent the difficulty they suggest that the
memory impressions of earlier articulations should be joined
with the last auditory percept. Now, if the memory
impressions are held to be conterminous with the last auditory
percept our cognition of the word ‘dog’ should
No percept of have retained the impression of togetherness as

togetherness ! 0 g
it is symbolised by the plus-signs in d+o+G
But the word-percept does not seem to contain any such
internal combination. It appears as a complete pattern, a
gestalt without any component parts. Yet there is no denying
the fact that there is a series of articulations constituting a
_ ~ physical word. Hence there is no other way
?gﬁ‘:?::ffﬁ};?ﬁgal than to admit that a word as a beaver of
cma‘iafg;‘liiplg:ftilgﬁ'_si' meaning is nothing but a logical abstracti_on.
The bearer of meaning is never a physical

composition of sound-waves.



CHAPTER VIII
LOGIC OF SYMBOLISM AND THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE
SecrioN—1

A Recapitulating Summary

Let us now briefly state our findings. Pure sensation 1s
not knowledge. Knowledge proper begins onwards from the
stage of perception. Perception involves an interpretation

of sensation or the ‘just-given sensum.’” There is no interpre-

tation without an operation of a symbol. Thus perception

is a process of representation through symbolic operation.
The process of transformation of a sensation into perceptual

cognition is at the same time a process of a sign-situation
developing into a symbolic situation.

A sign is a sign so long
as it is only reacted against.

It becomes a symbol when it
is interpreted as capable of evoking a reaction if it is applied

in an appropriate situation. Thus only a symbol has a
meaning while a sign has none.

Primitive symbols are non-verbal, and therefore crude
and inadequate. As the crude symbols are replaced by
verbal symbols knowledge tends to become clear and definite,
and the role of language in knowledge begins to be felt.
Hence any perceptual knowledge must bear the burden of
a name. Thus Bhartrhari should be accepted as generally
correct when he says that all knowing is naming and meaning.
Even in an elementary form of perception which is nearest
to sensation the object strikes us as a ‘this’, ‘that’ or ‘it’
Try to take away even these demonstrative pronouns from
the form of perception, you will find your cognition too
diffuse to be discovered. Harivysabha has made it beautifully
clear in his commentary on Vikyapadiya.*®®

Since the operation of a symbol is the essential require-
ment of cognition, the object-content of cognition must be
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the meaning of a symbol. In a cognitive judgment such as
“this is a tree” the predicated meaning is the universal
logical idea symbolised by the predicate, and “This’ is the
demonstrative name for the percept. The logical idea is a
logical construction attended by a feeling of extension into
a supposed external world. The percept too must be held
in 2 name even as a “‘this”’. Thus a propositional expression

of a perceptual judgment representsa fictitious
A double-decker  iyiation in a double sense. In the first sense,

there is an identity between fact and fiction,
between the subject-percept and the prdicate-fiction.

This is the real purport of the Nominalists’ contention that
a perceptual judgment is an expression of the identity of the
name and the percept ( naimarthayoh tadatmyam ). Curiously
enoungh, almost all the critics of nominalism distort this theory
by taking it to mean that the object is identified with the
predicate word-sound. So Vicaspati in his Tatparya-tika
reminds us—"“The proposition, ‘it is o cow’ means that ‘cow’
1s the name of this object. It is not a proposition of identity.”
Our discussion will show that this criticism is wide of the
mark, since it puts into the opponent’s mouth what he has
not said.

In the second sense, the percept too is a nominal concept
being formed as a ‘this,” and thus there iz an all round
identity between one fiction aud another. In other words,
one grand abstraction fictitiously bifurcates itself into a
subject-predicate relation. Thus the total perceptual situation
is transformed into a total meaning-situation which is expressed
in a statement that is taken in the logical sense of a cons-
truction, not in the physiecal sense of a sound-series.

SEctioN—2
The Law Of Logical Construction

A logical construction may be equated to a conceptual
existence. But we think this eqation is not strictly valid. A
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concept is generally considered to be an intellectually abstrac-

ted essence of the reals existing apart from
gggssﬁfcfﬁi it. In this sense even the realists should

not grudge to admit a conceptual existence
to be the direct meaning of a word.#°° A logical construction
is not abstracted out of reals. It is the most fundamental
schema that pervades the very possibility of thought. 1¢
lends an objectivity to thought which has no object beside
itself. The law of construction is a super-comprehensive
principle by virtue of which the phenomenal world is trans-
formed into the meaning-content of cognition.

As we have said before, we accept ‘logical construction’
to be the English equivalent of the Sanskrit word ‘Vikalpa'.
The meaning of the term ‘Vikalpa’, as it is defined by
Patafijali, as it is understood by the Buddhists and as it is
often used by Bhartrhari and his commentators, is quite
distinet from what we understand by the word ‘concept’.
Vikalpa is that type of abstraction which exists merely as
the meaning of a name without any counterpart in an external
world. According to Patafijali’s definition a Vikalpa is a
conscious abstraction, i.e., in this case even the common man
using a word knows its meaning to be an abstraction. Ifor
example, the mythological demon Rahu consists of a head
_ alone. Yet a man uses the expression ‘Rahu’s
Eﬁfg;‘é‘g;“d head’, as if ‘Rahu’ stands for the whole
construction body and ‘head’ for a part. He is conscious

all the same that the meaning of the total
expression is nothing but an abstraction,—‘as if it were g0’.

.But in philosophy we mostly have got to deal with unco-
nscious abstractions, ie., in such cases something is generally
taken to be existing in reality, though in ultimate analysis it
is nothing but the meaning of a linguistic expression. Here
the meaning is unconsciously projected into an agsumed
reality. As the nominalist idealists would like to say, the
phenomenal world exists only as the meaning of language,
which is unconsciously hypostatized into a reality. So the
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word ‘Vikalpa’ in a comprehensive sense is used to mean the
meaning of a linguistic expression which is a logical fiction,
not factually co-related to any reality beyond itself. It is
this linguistic abstraction which is the back-ground of a world
of “‘As If.

But a concept, being the extracted essence of a body of
particulars, is not devoid of a certain co-relation to some
counter-parts in reality. Hence when we use the term
‘concept’ for ‘construction’, we should be taken as using
the term loosely.

In conformity with our analysis of the cognitive situation
and our understanding of the logic of symbolism, we are now
in a position to raise ‘Vikalpa’ to the status of a compr-
ehensive principle, the most fundamental Law of Thought
which operates as a sovereign in the domain of epistemology.
In accordance with the spirit of Bhartrhari we may tormulate
the Law in the following manner :-

“T'he phenomenal world exists only as the
apprehended meaning of a system of intelli-
gible language.”’

( The reader should be reminded that we are framing the
Law without any reference to the Metaphysical Principle

The Law of Logi-
cal Construction

of Bhartrhari. It should be taken as a pure epistemic
law ).

Let us remember the idealist theory of knowledge—"“The
world exists in thought’’. Bhartrhari adds—"“Thought exists
in the cognized meaning of language.”” And thus we get at
the statement of our Law. The modern positivists would
like to say something like this, but they do not know how to
get at what they mean to say, and also do not know what
Bhartrhari did for them more than thirteen centuries
ag0,#5°

The doctrine of Sphota or Sabda-Brahman, though fund-
amentally presented as a matter of metaphysical necessity,
must have an epistemic co-ordinate which should provide the
logical basis of a metaphysical assumption. How far this
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flight to metaphysics from epistemology is logically necessary

is of course a matter of debate. DBut as
‘The epistemic co-

ordinate of a the thing stands, the Law of Loglcal. Con?-
metaphysical truction encompasses the pure epistemic
principle

aspect of the doctrine of Sphota. As an
epistemic co-ordinate the Law of Logical Construction is
related to Sabda-Brahman in the same way as the Law of
Avidya is related to Sankarite Absolute.
In its metaphysical aspect Sphota is a hypostatized First
Principle, a primordial entity which projects
St il o th phonomenal wold o cogition
metaphysics meaning and language. The Metaphysical
Reality of Bharatrhari is an integration of
these three in one, and is conceived as the Final Substance
which is the metempirical basis of the empiricial world.
Because the role of language reigns supreme in his logic and
epistemology, and because his metaphysics is derived from
the logical analysig of thought, as it is shaped and sustained
in intelligible language, it is quite in the fitness of things
that Bhartyhari, feeling the need for a metaphysics, should
call his First Principle Sabda-Brahman or the Primordial
Word. It is called Sphota because our epistemic universe
Zets 1ts expression and emanation from it.

In most of the writings of our ancient masters logic and
t_netaphys;ics are welded together in a manner which makes
16 .difﬁcult to pursue the passage from one to the other. We
thu.xk we shall be failing in our duty to do justice to a great
m)c}ent thinker if, ignoring the need for a clear understanding
Whlcl_l is likely to enlighten a modern mind, we do not make
4 painstaking attempt to disentangle the logical from
the metaphysical aspect’ of Bhartrhari’s theory. In the
body of his work Bhartrhari does not tell us how much
is logical and how much is metaphysical in his doctrine
of Sphota. Bug the distinction between the two may be
brought out by bestowing a careful thought on the original
texts and by reconstructing an interpretation without deviating
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from the spirit of the ancient teacher as it has been under-
stood by his authoritative commentators.

. In a similar way the Sankarite principle
S’ankarite ey - . .
Avidya of Avidya or Nescience loses much of its

mystery if it is taken as a comprehensive
Liaw in the light of the Law of Liogical Construction. There
is reason to believe that Avidya, in the sense of a mysterious
Indefinable, quite other than existence and non-existence,
yvet somehow a positive something, is a later construction,
a device for demarcating the Advaita position from the
Buddhist position even in the epistemic field. Indefinability
has two aspects, logical and metaphysical. The orthodox
interpreters of Sankara seem to have laid utmost emphasis
on the metaphysical aspect even at the cost of the logical.
When it is said that something caunot be defined either

as an existent or as a non-existent, it logi-
ﬂﬁgﬁaﬁﬁﬁfiﬂ;’f cally follows that this indefinable ‘something’
Logical and is not a ‘thing’ other than existent and non-
Metaphysical . .

existent, (that 1s, not ‘something’ sad-acad-
vilaksana), but a mere logical, or conceptual construction
in respect of which the question of existence or non-existence
does not arise at all.

But if the external world is held to be unreal in this
purely logical sense of indefinability there is the danger of
embracing the position of a Yogacara Buddhist for whom
the phenomenal world is a body of externalised concepts.
Hence the sectarian Advaitists, in order to demonstrate that
even on the pure empirical plane their position is quite
different from the Buddhists, fall back on the metaphysical
aspect of indefinability. Accordingly, when it is stated that
the world is neither existent, nor non-existent, it should

mean that the world is ‘something’ other

Metaphysical than existent and non-existent (Sad-asad-
aspect of inde- . R s
finability. vilaksana ). Thus even Avidya, the principle

of cosmic 1illusion, is thus an sndefinadble
positive something, not in the sense of a logical concept, but
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in a mysterious metaphysical sense. If you ask, “well then,
is your Avidya ‘something’ over and above the Brahman 2
—at once a reply will be given :—No, Brahman is the only
existent, the only Reality, but Avidya is something, though
positive, yet unreal, since it is neither existent nor non-
existent. Hence there is no question of duplicating the
reality of Brahman. This Avidya is neither mental uor
physical, neither conceptual nor external, neither logical
nor empirical (i.e., not a percept 47 experience), and hence it
is unreal, yet ‘something’, positively strong enough to kick
up the whole row of the phenomenal world. Thereby it is
turned into a mystery worse than metaphysics, since it eludes
all efforts of logical understanding.

This zeal for obscurantism, born out of a desperate efforg
to demarcate the Advaita position from Buddhist idealisn
even iu the epistemic field, of course, has to run its ‘logical’

length. As a consequence the interpreters
zﬁfif?ﬁbﬁm- of Advaita have got to assume that, even in
silver illusion the case of nacre-silver-illusion, an indefinable

silver is produced ( do not say, “‘comes into
existenee”’ ), which is neither existent nor non-existent, yet
‘something’ other than either of the two. This silver is
not the silver-percept which is a psychic fact and exists ag
such, nor a physical piece of silver, which is out of the
question in a ‘silvery’ illusion, but yet somehow it is something
bei'ng.the corresponding co-ordinate of the silver-percept.
This is the doctrine of “anirvacaniya-khyati” as distinct
fron} ‘atma-khyati’ and ‘asat-khyati’ of the Buddhist idealists,

Sr1 Harsa is perhaps the one great interpreter of Advaita
who scems ‘to have a definite leaning towards the ‘logical’
concept Of_ Indefinability.” In reply to a possible query
of the' realist such as—" Y hen you say, the phenomenal world
is neither existent noy non-existent, do you mean it is
‘something’ other than existent and non-existent P01 i
Harsa observes,—“Well, I am defining ‘Indefinability’ just in
your line of logic. Indefinability follows from negation of
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definability by the Law of IExcluded Middle. How can =a
person, who talkes everything (except Bhahman) as indefinable,
at the same time say that there is something indefinable which
is neither existent nor non-existent (i. e. neither 4s, nor ¢s not),
since ‘Indefinability’ itself belongs to the fold of ‘indefinables ?’

““As for oursclves, we, the Advaltins, simply desist from
establishing the existence of the phenomenal world, and
remain satisfied rvelying on only one self-evident existence,
the Brahman, the Absolute consciousness.”’*°2

Purport of the above observation may be stated thus:—
You, the realists, say that the world exists. We show you that
you cannot finally define it in terms of existence. Then you
ask us,—Is the world then non-existent ? Again we show
that you cannot define it either in terms of non-existence.
That does not mean that 2ce are positing ‘something’ which is
other than existent or non-existent. For us the problem of
existence is finally laid at rest by accepting the One self-
existent, i.e., Absolute Consciousness. About the existence
or non-existence of any thing other than the Absolute none
can logically say anything. So basically we are indifferent
to that.*%% ’

It is quite evident from this that Sri-Harsa here takes
‘Indefinability’ in its logical aspect, but not in any metaphy-
sical sense as it is definitely the case with many other
interpreters of Advaita. Nagesa is astute enough to mark
this remarkable attitude of Sri Harsa towards the problem of
indefinability, and so, while refuting the metaphysical sense
- - of indefinability, bhe has quoted just the
ggf:: iancfltiss S portion from $r1 Harsa that we have quoted

y 5% Tt is in conformity with this

attitude that we shall have to interpret the
expression, ‘‘sad-asadbhyim vilaksanam,” which Sri Harsa
has used when he demarcates the Advaita stand-point from
the Buddhist one. If by that expression we take him to
mean,—“Something that somehow is without being either
existent or non-existent’’, we cannot explain his use of the

support. above.
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term ‘anirvacaniya’ to express what the Madhyamika
Buddhists think of the world and everything.*%3

It goes without saying that the Buddhist idealists can
take the world to be ‘anirvacaniya’ only in the sense of
logical construction, but never in the mysterious sense of
‘something’, neither existent mnor non-existent, as it is
entertained by most of the Advaitins. So it is clear that
ST Harsa draws only a metaphysical distinction between
Advaitism and Buddhist idealism and not any empirical or
epistemic distinction whatsoever. It is to be poted that the
portion quoted before in which 4ri Harsa gives his explana-
tion of indefinability follows his metaphysical demarcation of
the Advaita view from the Buddhist view only a few lines
back.

Just after drawing this line of demarcation he faces a
fling from the realists,—If you lack the capacity to define the
world, better learn the definitions from proper preceptors.’’
Sri Harsa gives the retort.—You, who suppose that the world
can be defined,better try to define it, and you will fail, because
every definition can be shown to be logically defective.”’x¢®
After that he goes on to show,—‘We say, the world is turned
into an indefinable only following your line of argument,
from your failure to define it. As for ourselves, we simply
cannot accept the existence of the world and we feel quite
satisfied with the acceptance of one self-evident existent, the
Brahman.”

It is clear from the above that ST1 Harsa’s conception of
indefinability is distinct from the traditionally accepted
meaning of ‘sad-asad-vilaksanatva.’ It 1s one thing to say
simply that the world cannot be defined either as existent or
non-existent and quite another thing to mean that ‘the world
is something which cannot be defined either way.” In the
latter case one means something more than what has been
said. The former case gives us a pure logical sense of indefi-

nability, while the lattep puts in a meaning too mysterious
to be conceived.



SecTioN —3.

Avidya Converted into the Law of Logical Construction

Now, if in accordance with the sufficient hints dropped
by Sri Harsa and the powerful support rendered by Nigesa,*®7
we accept the “Indefinable’” in its logical sense, it is possible
to convert the principle of Avidya into the Law of Logical
Construction. Whatever metaphysical considerations one may
bring to bear on the nature of Nescience ( Avidya ), logically
speaking, in an idealistic theory of kuowledge Avidya must
be accepted as the Sovereign Law of Thought. When an
Idealist philosopher, on the basis of his line of investigations,

o discovers that the phenomenal world is funda-
é:\l‘di); %Sh(t,lsght mentally unreal, yet is always taken to
be real, the only explanation behind this
eternally inverted attitude of humanity is that it is the law
of thought that human thoughts have got to operate on the
assumed reality of an unreal world. The same thing may be
stated in another way,—It is the law of thought that a body
of logically constructed concepts is accepted as a real and
external world which does not exist in reality. Provided the
idealists have moved along a correct rail of investigations,
there is no other way than to accept such a law.

When a fundamental law is discovered it is meaningless.
to ask why it should be there. When the scientists have
discovered and proved the law of gravitation, it is senseless
to ask why there should be a law of gravitation, just as it

) is meaningless to ask why light should travel

c‘;tlcnslteif:'ngless at the rate of 1,86,000 miles per second.

Similarly if it is discovered and proved that.

it is the nature of thought to construct some concepts and

then to accept those constructs not as themselves but as a

real world external to thought, it is absurd to ask why such a
law of thought should be there.

A law is only a statement of the general pattern of

5
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behaviour on the part of a thing or things. The more
comprehensive is the subject of our enquiry, the more gencral
is the law. The idealists’ enquiry is about the nature of the
world-appearance as a whole, so when its naturc is discovered,
it is found to be the very nature of thought itself. Ience
the Law of the phenomenal appearance is at the same time
the most comprehensive law about the general pattern of beha-
viour of thought in relation to the world-appearance as a
whole. Thus when the Advaitins speak of “anadi Avidyd,”
or the Buddhists of “‘anadi vasand,” it is to be taken in the
sense of an all-comprehensive law of thought which has been
operating from eternity behind the universal phenomenal
appearance.
It is strictly as such that Avidya should be called the
Indefinable per-excellence, because a law is after-all a logical
abstraction, a necessary interpretative fiction.
;;I;%ign:glri;f" A law as a logical construct cannot be Vnhu'ad
priate in respect  in terms of existence or non-existence in

of a comprehen- . A
sive Lawpof ¢ reality, It is senseless to ask whether the

thought, Law of gravitation exists or not like a moun-
tain or a sea-nymph. So the Law of Avidya
a8 a super-comprehensive abstraction interpreting the world-
aPpearance as the apparent behaviour of thought, is beyond
the pale of existence or non-existence ; and yet it is indis-
pensable as the widest possible logical fiction from which the
phenomenal world is deduced as a construct donning the cap
of reality,
Hence it follows that the phenomenal world too ig beyond
the question of existence or non-existence, since it i8 @
_ construction out of the super-construct that
ggvniv;gg;sisano is called the Law of Avidyda. Interpreted
longer a mystery ag the supreme Law of thought and appear-
ance Avidya loses much of the mantle of
mystery with which it ig traditionally wrapped up, If the
Aristotelian Laws of Identity, Contradiction and Excluded
Middle have nothing mysterious about them, it is difflcult
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to sec why the Law of Avidya, interpreted as the sovereign
interpretative principle of thought, should strike the note of
an csoteric music.

Now it is easy to see how the Nominalistic theory of
kunowledge, propounded by Bhartrhari, can make a great

. . contribution towards reducing Avidya to
Bhartrhari's . . e -
contribution the Law of Logical Construction. Avidya
towards framing 18 said to be the principle by virtue of which
the Law. the unreal is imposed on the real. But we
cannot say that something is unreal without bringing it into
the realm of meaning. Whatever is unreal must be at least
understandable as the meaning-referent of an intelligible
language taken in its logical aspect. Hence the phenomenal
world, if unreal, must be deposited in the domain of logic and
epistemology as the meaning-content of a comprehensive
system of conscious statements. This is equivalent to our
statement of the Law of Logical Construction that we have
mentioned before.

When we formulate this sovereign Law of Thought and
reduce Avidya to this Law we do not do this without a hiné
Mandana Mis'ra's and direction from some ancient leaders of
powerful support thought. It is well-known that Mandana

Miséra, a staunch follower of Bhartrhari, is
a leading thinker of the pre-éahkarite school of Advaita. He
clearly states :—‘"Thought is nothing but the power of speech.
Our knowledge of objects is always subservient to the form
of speech, and so all objects are cognized in so far as they are
captured in the form of speech. Thus they are either transfor-
mations or fictions sustained in language.”’*°%*

Only one page after this he unequivocally advocates the
view that the phenomenal world is nothing but a fiction in the
Mandana virtu. torm of an intelligible meaning. The illustra-
ally contradicts  tions that he uses to suggest this view directly
Béi&féﬁét‘i’éf’te“ cut across his earlier protestation to the effect
nalism that Avidya cannot be a pare fiction, since
in that case the world, like a ‘sky-flower,” could not have



68 PHILOSOPHY OF LOGICAL CONSTRUCTION

been the object of our pragmatic behaviour.

To demonstrate that the world is a conceptual construc-
tion out of a meningful language Mandana observes :—
“There are certain objects which we all admittedly use only
as linguistic abstractions ; their essence is nothing apart from
being a form of speech-fiction. All other objects of the
world may like-wise be reduced to such fictions.”’*%°%  Then
as an example of an object which is admitted on all hands to
be nothing but linguistic fictions, he mentions among other
things the ‘rabbit-horn’ which is exactly at par with the
‘sky-flower.” He then suggests that those analogies should
be extended to all the objects of the phenomenal world which
should be reduced to fictions in the like manner.*7°

Mandana is an ardent disciple of Bhartrhari, and so it is
quite understandable that in this interpretation of Advaita
he has rightly and clearly captured the spirit of his master.

SECcTION—4

The Merger of Language and Meaning and the
Universal Law of Symbolism.

To understand the full implication of the Law of Logical
Construction it -is necessary to bring out a very important
aspect of Bhartrhari’s theory of knowledge and symbolism,
namely, the merger of language and meaning into one logical
unit. We have seen before how in the constitution of
thought both language and meaning figure as logical cons-
tructs. We also remember the fact that a thought is not a
brick-and-mortar structure which can be really broken into

- its elements. Henece it logically follows that
SAug_ll;nvgcgftant the relation between language and meaning in
symbolism, a unit of thought is itself a ‘fictive’ construc-

tion, and not a real connection between
two really separate terms.

A very important sub-law of symbolism is deduced from
this remarkable fact :—
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“ A word while meaning an object-content of thought also

means itself.”’
Bhartrhari  originally formulates this deduction in a
technical way. He says that a word conveys

Grihyatva and meaning in a double capacity of ‘“‘grahya-
Grianakatva in , vys . - s .5 s .
a name dakti” and “grahaka-sakti’’ It’s capacity

for self-meaning is “‘grihya-éakti,”’ and the
capacity for meaning an object-content of thought is “‘grahaka-
$akti*"? In cognition the two enter into an unbreakable
coalescence. This is deduced from the fact that thought
cannot grasp the meaning of a word without grasping the
word itself. And since according to our premiss the object
of thought must be the meaning of a term, it follows thence
that the term itself must partake in the nature of the object.
Meaning is nothing if it is not the meaning of language.
So it cannot enter into cognition leaving behind the term
which means it. The total construct, ‘‘meaning-of-term”

is both the form and object-content of thought.
The self-meaning Ty other words, a name can convey a
name and the s
rule of merger meaning, which is seemingly other than itself,

only in so far as it itself is involved in the
meaning, It may be put in an epigrammatic manner, :—

"4 name while meaning a meaning must mean itself.”’

It is needless to remind again that the name here is not
an acoustic physical fact, but the logical unit as shown
before. Thus the two logical constructs, name and meaning,
merge in a higher construction which we call the object of
thought. The name transfers itself to the meaning-referent
and the meaning-referent to the name itself and thus a total
The significance  uerger of the two constitutes the object-content
;’ifoitg‘efzillef;;a‘ of thought, the percepts table, tree and the
name and like. 1t isin view of this Iaw of the merger
meaning of name and meaning in thought that
Bhartrhari calls it an eternal ‘fictive’ relation between the
two. This relation of mutual merger is technically called
Samanadhikaranya by Helaraja.*7 2



70 PHILOSOPEY OF LOGICAL CONSTRUCTION

It is the secret of Bhartrhari’s theory of epistemic
adhyisa. His theory of epistemic superimposition cannot be
separated from this law of ‘Self-meaning Name.” That is
a point which has been forcefully brought out by Nageda.*7?

Now we recall the fundamental position of the Nomina-
listic Theory of Knowledge :—“The thing is basically 4n
thought and thought is sustained in the logical form of
language.”” As a consequence, the percept ‘pitcher’ is the
concentrated expression of this final merger of name, thought
The empirical and thing.*”* Thus our epistemic field is

world is the game H 3 .
ot the Doubls const.ttuted' by this fundamental form of
Rule of Three adhyasa,—The Three as One, and Oune gg
and One- Three. As an epigram we may call our

empiricial universe ‘the game of the Double Rule of Threg
and One.’

In Advaita theory thoughtis considered to be self-revealed
We may add on behalf of Bhartrhari that,—Thought repeqs
itself along with revealing its object in so
%‘g;est[gxgizeﬁa; of far as the mame means dtself along witl,
Symbolism meaning its  meaning. We may call this
the Universal Epistemic Law of Symbolism.
1t is easy to show that this Law is only a deduction from
the Law of Logical Construction. In ultimate analysis an
‘object-of-thought’ is equivalent to the ‘thought-of-an-
object’, and the ‘thought-of-an-object’ is the ‘meaning-of-a-
name’ (the Law of Logical Construction). Now the ‘meaning-
of-a-name” is turned into the “name-of-a-meaning’ ( The
rules of Merger and Self-meaning Name ). And hence we get
the Epistemic Law of Symbolism as stated above.

SEcTION—bD
A Remarkable Comment Of Helaraja

Helarija offers a very illuminating comment which has got
an excellent bearing on the problem that we have discussed just
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above. His observations may be paraphrased as follows :—

“There are some causal conditions which operate as means
to understanding, but yet keeping aloof, do not enter the
body of understanding. The sense-organs cause a perceptual
coguition, but themselves do not migrate into the content of
perception. |

““Again, there are some causes which produce a cognition,
enter into the content of it, but yet maintain a difference
as the sustainer of the content. In our inference from smoke
to fire a causal relation is readily apprehended. It is a total
apprehension in which both the cause and the effect are
cognized as related terms, but yet the cognition of the effect
retaing its independence as the causal basis of the cognition
of the cause.

“But a word, while causing the apprehension of a meaning.
does not carry this causal relation into the body of the
apprehended meaning. Here the meaning as a referent appears
in the form of the word itself. It is the way of thought.
The sense of succession from the auditory perception of the
word to the cognition of the meaning-content is virtually
lost, because the meaning is fixed in the form of the word
itself. Now you may object :— If the meaning were fixed in
the form of the word, how is it that we do not cognize the
articulated alphabets in the structure of the meaning-
referent ¥  Well, you are too much of a block-head to grasp
our philosophy. We do not mean that the word as a series
of sounds carries a meaning. 7The principle of consciousness
operates in a symbolic way. The real bearer of meaning is
the symbol in its logical behaviour. The symbol functions
silently in cognition as a logical unit and not as the object
of an auditory perception..........

“In the structure of the cognized meaning the symbolic
representation is not a matter of separate cognition. In the
self-same cognition the referent is revealed being wrapped
up in the representative symbol. Thus the symbol speaks
of a meaning through speaking of itself. Hence our knowledge
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takes the form,— ‘This object is a cow.”” So it is a case of
adhyasa or identity between the meaning and the word. The
word as a logical construct imposes itself on the meaning-
construct in cognition. ( Metaphysically we may say the
same in a converse order—The meaning-construct is an
imposition on the Word-Reality, the Sabda-Brahman ). %76

Now, provided that the Liaw of Logical Construction
together with the Law of Universal Symbolism is a correct
representation of the phenomenal behaviour as a whole, and
provided that, as a way of escape from a total universal
fictioualiam and consequent solipsism, we feel the neced of g
substantial metaphysical principle to serve as the perennial
back-ground of a universal fiction, ;1t; is then quite pertinent
to posit a Primordial Reality, the Sabda-Brahman, which ig
then assumed to manifest itself in a supposed duality of
thoughts and objects, names and meanings, that constitute t]e
panoramic procession of the phenomenal world.



CHAPTER IX
BHARTBHARI AND WITTGENSTEIN
SecTioNn—1.
Introduciion

The critical reader is justified in assuming that, if the
metaphysical reality is totally dispensed with, the above
accouut of nominalistic idealism is bound to slip into an
uncompromising solipsism.*’® It would not perhaps be
unkind to thivk that Bhartrbari’s flight to metaphysics is
prompted by a determined bid to avoid solipsism. This
is understandable from the fact that in his acceptance of
the external world as a logical construction he is almost at one
with the Buddhist idealists of the Yogacara School.

In his second Book of Vikya-padiya Bhartrhari has

o advanced twelve different views about the
fg;?’;gﬁi@gﬁ Put heaning of meaning, The tenth view-point is
verse stated in a highly signficant verse which

Puijaraja explnins in 2 manner that has an
unmistakable flavour of Yogacara Buddhism.
Bhartrhari says therein :—

‘“According to some thinkers the meaning of a word is the
internal thought-content which arises depending on an
external object, and which itself at the same time is accepted
as the object standing outside.*77

Nagesa takes this verse as representing the view of
Bhartrhari himself.*”®  Santaraksita, the Buddhist philosop-
her, quotes this verse in Tattva-Samgraha, and Kamalasila,
his commentator, explains that this verse presents a view
which is different from that of the Buddhist idealists.*”° 1t is

certainly a matter of debate whether Bhartrhari

Kamalasila's presents his own view in this verse, and if so,
interpretation of . .
the verse whether the translation given above does

proper justice to the great philosopher. The
controversy centres round the expression ‘‘Vahyavastu-
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nibandhanah” which literally means ‘depending on the external
object.’

Kamalagila in his commentary on Tattva-samgraha explains
that the doctrine advocated in this verse presupposes the
fundamental reality of external objects.#®° Puiijaraja, while
explaining this verse in his commentary on Vakyapadiya, uses
a language which, except in respect of the term ‘‘Vahyavastu-
nibandhanal;,”’ might as well have been an extract from any
philosophical text of Buddhist idealism. It is to be noted
that Pufijaraja does not state that the verse in question reflects
the opinion of Bhartrhari himself. One thing is quite clear
that, if Kamalagila’s interpretation of the verse is correct it
can never be accepted as reflecting the view of Bhartrhari.
The chapter on ‘“‘Sambandha-samuddeda” ( dissertation on

' meaning-relation ) in the Third Book of
;rfhfslxggf%r}ﬁf Vakyapadiya, together with the penetrating
samuddes’a” commentary of Helarfija, gives us the clearest

and profoundest account of Bhartrbari’s
philosophy and theory of knowledge. Herein one shall
unmistakably find a theory of knowledge which is a grand
combination of Yogacara idealism and Advaita metaphysics
reclining on the background of an all-comprehensive Nomi-
nalism which is Bhartrhari’s singular contribution to the
world of philosophy. It is interesting to note that the
. commentator, Helaraja, apart from his very
Iﬁt,%e;g%;;sfe?;ino_ liberal employment of Buddhist terminology.
logy by Helaraja (' specially, the constant use of the term

‘Vikalpa’ ), quite approvingly quotes the
famous Buddhist epigram—*“Language is born out of fiction
and fiction out of language.”’ %81

Bhartrhari declares his definite metaphysical convic-
tion in the following words :—
“The subject, the object and their mutual relation,—
., every thing is a construction. The wise
g;hBehii?rnl;atfi V¥ Vedic seers accept only That as the Real on
himself which all these fictions are super-imposed.*®®
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As regards the nature of the empirical world Bhartrhari
never leaves us in any doubt about his own view of it :—

“The entire pragmatic behaviour of humanity is related to
an ‘existence’ which, in fact, is born out of a Logical Fiction,
and yet is accepted as if it were a reality.”

Helaraja's interpretation of this verse is very liberally
stuffed with the terminological flavour of Yogacara
Buddhism #83

Now, after clearing any possible doubt about the position
of Bhartyhari, it is quite relevant to have a look at the
philosophical face of Wittgenstein, a leading figure of modern
positivism.

SECTION—2

Wittgenstein’s Posilivism

1f you now apply the Oceam’s Razor to eliminate that One
Real, which for Bhartrhari serves as the metaphysical back-
ground of a universal fiction, you become a proud fellow-
traveller of Wittgenstein at his best. We use the expression
‘at his best’ with a definite purpose. After going through
his latest ‘Philosophical Investigations’ we are thoroughly
convinced of the correctness of Russell’s observation to the
effect that the latest Wittgenstein is a philosophical degenera-
tion of his former self-*%* So here we take the earlier
Wittgenstein of Tractatus-fame for the purpose of our assess-
ment of his view.

Therein he has the following remarkable observation to
his credit :—“The limits of my language mean the limits of
my world. Logic fills the world ; the limits of the world
are also its limits. We cannot therefore say in Logic; This

and this there is in the world, that there is not

My language .. ... That the world is my world shows itself
is the limit . L
of my world, in the fact that the limits of the language

(the language which I understand ) mean
the limits of my world.”’#%°% This is the essence of Wittgens-



76 PHILOSOPHY OF LOGICAL CONSTRUCTION

tein’s linguistic solipsism. He proceeds further to show that
his “solipsism strictly carried out coincides with pure
realism”. This he does by liquidating the metaphysical
subject popularly termed ‘I’ or ego. ‘‘The subject does not
belong to the world but it is a limit of the world.” For a
thorough- going empiricist the world of experience (better say,
‘In experience’) is the only world we are concerned with.
In this world the ‘I’ is as much an experience as any other.
It is no more and no less real than any other. The feeling
of a continuons self, qua fecling, is just an empirical event
in a series of events. Hence this ‘I-feeling’ as an experience
offers no guarantee for a real continuant which comprehends
the fleeting experiences within itself.

Thus from the standpoint of pure empiricism the ‘I’ is
as much impersonal as ‘you’ or ‘he’ or ‘the table’. So it is
senseless to ask—whose experience 7 We understand this
to be the intended drive of Wittgenstein when he says :—“The
thinking presenting subject, there is no such thing” or ‘“‘The
; in solipsism shrinks to an extensionless point.”’  Just as
from the field of sight one cannot conclude that there is an
eje that sees, because one does not see the eye in one’s
visual field, so from the field of experience one cannot conclude
that there is a subjective ego that experiences, because one
‘d?es not experience such a subject in his empirical field. This
sinile has been put forth by Wittgenstein himself. %8¢

We are ready to admit that this depersonalisation of
personality ig undoubtedly an impressive achievement of
Depersonalisation Wittgenstein, We are here tempted to point
.of the person. out that Yogacara idealism, with its ‘self-

o less’ doctrine of streaming moments of
.emplf'lcal .events, should have found its logical culmination
in this philosophy of Wittgenstein. But when these empirical
Wittgenseein and Z\i’;nt‘s are .arx..‘anged, stored and' bund.led .in

the Yogacaras erent distinet streams ( sanfati ), primarily
for explaining the cycles of birth and rebirth,
and secondarily for explaining the illusion of 2 continuant
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self, we find the Yogicira Buddhists swayed by unwarranted

metaphysical predilections away from pure logical consider-
ations,

As for the dectrine that the limits of language are the
A distant echo of limits of the world, it strikes us as a distant
Bhartchari echo of Bhartrhari’s theory of knowledge

) ( provided we choose to forget the metaphysi-
cal aspect of his theory ).

We cannot help noting another interesting point of
contrast and comparison. Wittgenstein’s doctrine of deper-
sonalisation is an outcome of pure empiricism resulting in
the elimination of metaphysics. But the theory of Advaita

Idealism, the very opposite of empirieism, has
To ways of deper- . . . .
sonalisation, effected just another kind of depersonalisation

resulting in the reinstatement of Metaphysics.
Thus you can depersonalise the ‘person’. in two opposite
ways, either by dispersing all persons into the floating dust
of atomic experiences, or by collecting and compressing all
persons into the gaseous glory of an all-abiding consciousness
So it is a curious fact that depersonalisation may be done
either by metaphysics or by negation of metaphysics.

SEcTION—3
A Critique of Wiltgenstein

But let us see if the pure empiricist has fared any better
than the pure metaphysician, The first difficulty that
confronts Wittgenstein has been noted by Professor Weinberg
in his Examination of Logical Positivism.#37 The self is
gone and the psychic events ave nothing but atoms of experi-
ence. The physical world is a logical fiction. The world
is not a system ( because a system, as an internally consistent
totality, is a metaphysical concept ), but a plurality of an
indefinite number of experiences which are separate and
discrete, and any relation among them is unwarranted and
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unaccountable. If that is so, language is no longer a means
of communication. Communication is an inter-subjective
o relation which depends on a community of
gg’rﬁr‘;fjﬁl;ﬁfoﬁf meaning. But there is neither an ‘I’ nor

a ‘You’, nor a ‘He’, but there is only =
plurality of ‘Its’, which are non-physical and non-mental
atoms foating in a void. Every it’ is a self-closed “monad”

of the moment. There is nothing to pierce
anzaog’fii;;‘“’ ? its secluded privacy ; and it now does not
moment matter whether you call it a neutral atomic

event, or a “‘person’’ of the instant. Any
way the pure privacy of this neutralised “person’ is incompa-
tible with any possibility of communication. There is none
to hear and none o speak, and nothing to hear and nothing
to speak ; there are only some totally disconnected atomic

facts called hearing ang speaking. You cannot say that a
recedi i : ause

Causal relatiog  Preceding fact causes a following ffxct,-bec-q

a superstition. the causal relation has already been dismissed

by Wittgenstein as a rank superstition, .and

that is the inescapable consequence of an
uncompromising empiricism :—

rightly o, since

“S oy

108 <) g e . . -

Perstition is the heljef in the causal nexus’ and “from
the existence o no

infer the eXistence op
( The rea
difficulty is

N-existence of an atomic fact we cannot

hon-existence of another.”’#88

note that our account of Wittgenstein's

. Dot just the same as Professor Weinberg has

»shoz;;, butlls 1O0Te serigusg iy, some respects ).

make : f(zﬁlihlzte;odes@ape this uncomfortable p.osition is to
eclaration like Bhartrhari that cven

tion { ally superimposed fiction
( adhyastah Sambandhah) s an eternally suy posed fic

1
We shall here Bowevyey present another difficulty that
would

A more serious strike at the very root of Wittgenstein’s
difficulty theory of meaning. We shall try to show

that his empiricism and theory of meaning
cancel each other,

der may

the fact of commupjg,
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According to Wittgenstein’s theory of meaning a propo-
sition 1s the picture of a fact. Again, ““the picture is a fact’
o (op. cit. 2.141 }; ““The propositional sign is
allfo?icmml a fact,” “‘The proposition is articulate”
) (3.14, 3.141 ). This means that one fact
means another fact and that this meaning-relation is a pictorial
relation between two facts, Now, as a fact a proposition is
an auditory experience. The visual experience, tree, and the
auditory cxperience, ‘It is a tree’’, arc two independent facts,
as much independent as the “table’” and the “moon’’. So
how can one assert that there is o pictorial relation between
. the two ? ( We leave aside the fact that
gcctr(:;;?f'fh‘;i;;e the auditory expericnce “It is a tree” is not

one experience, but a series of experiences ).
There is no fact other than experience, and one fact is
completely independent of another. So it is difficult to see
how one experience can become the picture of another.
According to Wittgenstein there isa structural commonness
botween the proposition and the fact. What is common
between the two cannot be expressed in a
Theory of un- further proposition, since that would involve
speakablc struc- . . .
tural commonness I infinite regress. What is common can only
be “shown” ( 2.16, 2.161, 4.022, 4.121). This
non-propositional perception (or intuition ) of the common
structure (1ie, the logical form ) between the proposition
and the fact is just another addition to the dump of facts,
since it is also an experience. Let the propositional fact be
called @, the fact pictured by the propo-
A critique of the 5450 ho called & and the intuition of the
above theory
common structnre be called ¢. Now a, b
and ¢ are three distinet discrete and independent empirical
facts. Hence the existence of ¢ is no guarauntee that there
is a common structure between a and &, because—*‘from
the existence or non-existence of an atomic fact we cannot
infer the existence or non-existence of another’ (2.062). In
other words, there is the fact of an intuitive experience of
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commonness, which has nothing to do with the two other
experiences between which the commonness is supposed to
exist. Moreover, had there been any such commonness
beyond the intuitive experience itself, that would have becn
a fare-well to empiricism.

The matter is made hopelessly worse by the assertion that

“the representing relation which makes it a picturc also

belongs to the picture” (2.1513 ). What
iI;I }’n":cfi’iv’;‘f;:e‘ is this representing relation except the strue-

tural commonness between the proposition
and the fact ? Tt is then strange to say that something is
common between the two, but the commonness belongs to
one. Or is it intended that, just as there is a “representing
relation,” so there is also another ‘‘relation of being re-
presented.” That is too absurd to be admitted, and Wittgens-
tein does not intend that, for he observes that “The re-
presenting relation consists of the co-ordination of the
elements of the picture and the things.” (2.1514).

In the light of what we have shown so far the following
agsertion of Wittgenstein does wvot seem to carry much
Sense ;—

“In order to discover whether the picture is true or false
We must compare it with reality” ( 2.223 )

To pure empiricism according to which the worldis nothing
but a composition of self-closed, disjointed experiential events,
the question of truth or falsity, or comparison with reality,

does not arise at all. The comparative
gj;‘tﬁk;;r;f:;ﬁ‘s;r_ experience is nothing but the verifying
able misfits experience. Hence it is a third experience over

and above the two earlier experiences, i.e., the
propositional fact and the fact that is supposed to be pictured
by the proposition, Whatever be the findings of our veri-
fication, the verifying experience, as a completely independent
unit of experiential event has no connection whatsoever with
the earlier experiences which it is supposed to wverify. The
proposition, the fact allegedly pictured by the proposition,
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and the verifying experience itself, all are equally stubborn
facts and components of the empirical universe. Hence the
verifying experience finally ‘verifies’ nothing but itself.
Since there is no inferential passage from one experieunce to
another, the so-called verifying experience has no right
to sce the face of the cxperience to be compared and verified,
and pass any consequent judgment on them.

Every bit of experience shining in its secluded glory is
equally true ( or equally false ). The picture and the pictured
and the comparative experience are cursed with equal blind-
ness, or blessed with equal vision. Hence in the parlour
of a consistent empiricist comparison and verification are
uninvited guests. Truth and falsehood are equal casualties
of a pure empiricism.

If you like to be a true empiricist, take a leaf out of the

books of Dharmakirti and Prajfiakara who
What should have gre bold enough to face the logical conse-
been said by an
empiricist quence of their doctrine and do not hesitate

to declare that, in an ultimate sense, all
categories of relation like truth and falsity, verification and
contradiction, causality and comparison, are only abstract
gictions. We shall be introduced to these two masters in the
next chapter.

In a charitable mood of interpretation Professor Weinberg
suggests that a proposition as a series of sound-events, or

printed lines, is only a sign, but as a symbol

m%i::éfgrgl's which bears a meaning it is to be considered
as a unit, as one fact.#%® If that is so, the

proposition in itself is no longer a fact, but an abstraction,
a logical unit, a constructed concept. In that case we think
it enough to refer the reader to Bhartrhari’s

Eﬁ:?t:ﬁl;?i to Logic of Symbolism, and ask him to draw
: the legitimate conclusion that the philosophy of
Tractatus should have then developed in the line of Bhartrhari.

To do justice to Wittgenstein we cannot help taking into
consideration the graceful interpretation which Russell

6
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has brought to bear on the philosophy of Tractatus. It is
interesting to note how Russell can change his opinion cven
within the compass of two pages. IHe begins
Russells's inter-  op the correct rail when he says that the
li;/gittattglg:sgéin. statements such as “A doubts P”’, ““A desives
P’ etc., make it appear as though wec were
dealing with a relation between a person and a proposition.
This cannot of course be the ultimate analysis, ‘‘since persons
are fictions and so are propositions, except in the sense in
which they are facts on their own account...The proposition
as a fact on its own account, for example, the actual sct
] of words the man pronounces to himsclf, is
ﬁﬁ;’;{’rﬁ‘;}g not relevant to logic”. This is a beautiful
) vindication of what Bhartrhari had elaborately
demonstrated in the sixth century.
But within a single page Russell has begun his shift, and
then, strangely enough, goes just the opposite way :—“The
problem is simply one of a relation of two
A strange shift in . .
Russell’s position, 12¢ts, namely, the relation between a scrics
of words used by the believer and the fact
which makes these words true and fales....The real point is
that in believing, desiring etc. what is logically fundamental
is the relation of a proposition considered as a fact to the
fact which makes it true or false.”*°° It is for the reader to
judge whether a proposition considered as a fact, ie., as a
series of sound-waves, may be called true or false. A fact
o is a fact. It is absurd to say that there is a
A fact is neither .
true nor false, false fact, and also a true fact. A ‘false
alarm’ is not false because the sound itself
is a ‘false fact’, but because the situation does not demand
the creation of the noice.

Russell has done well to put a special emphasis on an

An important important thesis of Wittgenstein, namely,
thesis of the common structure shared by the pro-
Wittgensteln.

positional picture and the fact that is
pictured cannob itself be put in a proposition.*®* Wittgens-
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tein himself has put it this way :—

“Propositions cannot represent the logical form : This
mirrors itselt in the propositions.

That which mirrors itself in language, language cannot
represent.

That which expresses itself in language, we cannot express
by language. _

The propositions show the logical form of reality,

They exhibit it.” ( 4.121 )

As we have noted before, the common structure, the
logical form, is nothing but the form of relation befween
the proposition and the fact. But the manner in which

~ Bhartrhari and Dharmakiriti have presented

i?leE;lrii?:ﬁmi the same thesis is more straight and clear,

put the problem and is free from the touch of metaphorical

mysticism which very often has clouded the

language of Wittgenstein. Let us see how Bhartrhari has
expressed the same view.

“The relation ( between language and meaning ) cannot
1n itself be exactly meant by another language—A relation
is complete dependence ( on the related terms ) and so as such
cannot be independently expressed by a new term.”’*°°

Helaraja’s illuminitating explanation of this verse comple-
tely coincides with what Dharmakirti and Karnakagomin
think about the problem :—

“A word means an object by virtue of the meaning-
relation. Thus the word and the object meant are two terms

o of a relation. A relation in itself is not a
g’;ﬁ}:g&?ﬁfmg term, since its very nature is to bring two

terms together. So, when a word attempts
to mean a relation, that relation belies its character and
appears as the predicative term of the meaning-relation.
Hence no word can mean a relation as it is, since in the very

process of meaning, the relation meant is turncd into a
term.”’%93
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But Wittgenstein has nothing to offer like this as a way
The weakness of of explaining the reason why the form of
Wittgenstein's  relation between the proposition and the fact
thesis cannot itself be expressed in a new proposition.
That Wittgenestein’s presentation of the problem suffers from
a serious defect is evident from Russell’s
attempt to solve it in the following manner :—

“Every language has, as Wittgenstein says, a structure

) concerning which nothing can be said <n the
E;egr::;gg of language, but....there may be another language
dealing with the structure of thefirst language

...and to this hierarchy of languages there may be no
limit. %% 4

Russell's solution

But it is easy to see that the problem, as it is presented
. by Bhartrhari and Dharmakirti, canuot be
But that is no .
answer to Bhart- solved in the way suggested by Russell.
Thariand With this much for Wittgenstein we leave it
Dharmakirti .
to the reader to judge who has fared better
with a philosophy of language, the uncompromising empiricist,
or the confirmed metaphysician.

One thing is clear from our critique of Wittgenstein,
namely, pure empiricism is inconsistent with a consistent
theory of meaning,.

It is necessary in this context to have a look into Dharm-
akirti’s Theory of Relation. But before that it will be rele-
vant to say something about the modern theory of sense-datum.



CHAPTER X
DHARMAKIRTI AND MODERN POSITIVISM

SECTION—1

The Modern Theory of Sense-datum

In their crusade against metaphysics the modern positi-
vists are unfortunately blind to the fact that they have ushered
in a new metaphysics which is worse than what they have
sought to eliminate. Accordging to them any belief in an
external physical object is a metaphysical assumption, so is
also a belief in any mental object. What is real is the sense-
datum alone. The world is a world of sense-data. The act

_ of expericnce, the fact of experience, and the
Ifhgrﬁfeeemmy object of experience arc not different but the
same. (But that 1is exactly what the

Buddhists idealists had pointed out in the distant past ).

The sense-data are neither physical, nor mental, but
neutral. The physical and the mental are only logical
constructions, only different ways of speaking
i,ﬂff;f{;ta are about the same reality, A sense content or

sense-experience only occurs, but does not
exist.*°®  ( Note the distinet flavour of Buddhist Idealism ).

A lot of neutral sense-contents, or ‘eventuated’ neutral
particles, just coming to pass away and floating in a vacuum
for a moment,—if that be the world, let it be so. But fthen
it is irrational to speak of any relation between any two such
neutral atoms of experience. The Buddhist idealists have
this much consistency that finally they have refused to
recognize the logical possibility of any such real relation.
But the modern positivists do not like to dispense wit.h
relations, lest they earn the infamy of being die-bard subl-
ective idealists.

Following the famous Berkleyan thesis which the senser
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datum positivists faithfully accept, a relation -is to be
perceived so that it may come to be. But, according to the
positivists, there is neither an observer nor the observed, yet
there is only an observation. Or, better say, these three are
not different members of a happy ‘get-together’, but an unspeak-
able identical X. From the positivist postulate it follows that
the relation and ‘the cognition-of-relation’ are not two hut onc
and the same. It then further follows that this ‘cognition-
of-relation’ is a third sense-datum over and above the
first two between which the relation is supposed to hold. Then
these three sense-data are quite distinet and independent
facts of experience, and there is no way to infer one fact from
another. So from the third sense-datum, ‘the cognition-of-
relation,” there is no way to infer that the first two are related
in any way. We have met this uncomfortable position in

our examination of Wittgenstein’s theory of relation between

the fact and the proposition. It cannot be said that experi-

encing the first two sense-data is at the same time experien-
cing their relatedness, since in that case perceiving the book
and the table would have been the same as perceiving the
book 07 the table.

If the third experience had anything to do with any
relation between the first two experiences, you would have to
admit some sort of a continuant subiect or self which contains
To be forced int and experiences i.ts own contentfs. Bl.lt that
an unwelcome would be embracing a metaphysics which the
possibility positivist is determined to eliminate. Yet if
1t is still insisted upon that a third independent experience
can experience a relation between two earlier independeut
experiences, that would not be metaphysics, but worse than

that, an obscurantiem without a peer.

The theory of sense-datum is open to serious objections
from a variety of cousiderations. What is the relation
between a sense-datum and an experience 2 It is often said
that a sense-datum is experienced. According to Ayer that
is only a loose way of talking about a fact, an example of
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how our common-sense language often falsifies a fact. The
act of experience and the object of experience are one and
the same. :

But whence do you get a sense-datum ?  *‘From experi-
ence,”’ would be the obvious reply. Yet that would be absurd
from the position of a positivist. Experience is not just a
magic-cave which opens up to show you a sense-datum in it.
Let us then say that we get the sense-datum from the brain

and the sense organg, for example,a colour-
From where do
vou get the sense-

data ? eycs and brain are not my sense-data, but

percept from the eyes and optic centre. My

may be yours ; similarly your eyes and brain

are not your sense-data, but may be mine. Then we come to

the absurd position of deriving my colour-percept from your
eyes and brain.

The only way to escape from this absurdity is to admit

that a sense-datum is a self-evident fact standing in its own

right, such that their is no way to derive
A self-revealing

i 5. : o) at is just
sel-happening one-sense datum from another. That is ]

what the Yogicara DBuddhists call “Sva-
samvedana-sva-laksana’ ( self-defined-self-experience ). But,
then all talks of relation should be accepted as ‘mere talks’,
as the Buddhists have consistently declared. Is this self.
evident sense-datum much removed from the
much-maligned apriori ¢ And that would be
the death of empiricism, because what is considered empirical
turns to be apriori.
Secondly, let us consider another important point, namely,
the possibility of any difference between illusion and reality.
I sce a serpent wriggling on the ground, stop for a while to

Then a priori ¢

mark it more carefully, and see a piece of
No possible differ . rgpe gwayed by the wind. My first experience
ence between illu- L .
sion and reality  is called an illusion, and the second one 18
called true. But how is that possible at all
in the theory of sense-data 2 The snake and the rope are

only two successive and independent sense-data.  The
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‘serpentine illusion’ as an atomic fact is as much golid and
stubborn as the ‘ropish reality.” What is then wrong in the
former and right in the latter %—None at all, because there
is nothing in the world beyond the sense-content. 1t is
senseless to suggest that the rope-percept negates the snake-
percept, since the latter stood steady in its own right just as
the former stands now. There is nothing to choose as right
or wrong, true or false, between these two happenings. We
shall cee how Prajiikara has not hesitated to embrace this
extreme consequence of empiricism. But the sense-datum
theorists are never tired of speaking about truth and falsity,
verification and contradiction.

1t is easy io see that any theory of meaning is a pitiable
misfit in such a world of completely secluded, yet fully
liberated, atoms of sense data. To say that a word means a

thing is the same as to say that one sense-
ﬁar:,yeﬂlﬁgfnstho‘ﬂd datum means another, but then why should
anything there be any bar to saying that my percept of

the ink-pot on the table means your percept of
of the Pole-star in the heavens ?

We may try to obviate this difficulty by suggesting that
the sense-data ave found in different definite groups. The
relation between any two sense-data is nothing but a certain
way of this grouping. And so, there is such a particular
Theory of Wa}f of grouping two sense-data that we feel
grouping not ap eVbitled to say that the sound ‘red’ means the
escape red-colour. Apart from all other complications

involved in this escapist suggestion, there is
one fundamental question : Is there a fact which may be
called “grouping of sense-data’ 7 If the answer be in the
aﬁ%rmative, since there is no fact beyond the sense-datum,
this grouping must he a third sense-datum over and above
the sense-data which are supposed to be grouped. And again
we slip into all the old difficulties that we met before.

We may say in fine that in a sense-datum theory it is

senseless to say that a fact is known. A fact simply happens.



DHARMAKIRTI AND MODERN POSITIVISM 89

Knowing is nothing different from this happening, and
happening is not other than knowing. There is neither a
subject nor an object, but only a self-revealing occurrence.

_ The universe is stuffed with nothing but such
Egﬁza?gga:i isolated ‘verbal nouns’, each of which you
the same may call a knowing or a happening as you
please. If it is not metaphysics, it is not so because it is
mysticism at its worst.

Indeed it is difficult to say what the modern positivists
mean by metaphysies. Russell has the following comment to
offer in respect of thescambitious eliminators of metaphysics :—

“The accusation of metaphysics has become in philosophy
something like the accusation of being a security risk in the
public service. I donot for my part know what is meant by
the word ‘metaphysics.” The only definition I have found
that fits all cases is : ‘philosophical opinion not held by the
present author.’”*°®  To the modern positivists we may
fittingly apply a very clever observation of Bradley. Speaking
of a philosopher who is out to liguidate metaphysics Bradley
remarks : “He is a brother metaphysician with a rival theory
of first principles,”’»27

With this short critique of sense-datum-positivism the
ground is now prepared for our transition to Dharmakirti.
As a thorough going subjective pluralist he has thrown
overboard the reality of all relations, internal or external.

He accepts relations only as fictitious bonds of a make-believe
world.

SEcTION—2

Demolition of the Structure

Dharmakirti is a pluralist. Basically he is a subjective
pluralist, belonging to the Vijhanavada School of Buddhism.
But his refutation of the reality of relation proceeds not so
much from his ultimate subjectivism as from his remarkably
consistent pluralism. His arguments are such that, if one is
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a consistent pluralist, whether subjective or objective, idealist
or realist, one is bound to admit that a relation has no room
in the domain of reals. That may be a bleak prospect for
those who are pleased to call themselves realists, but
Dharmakirti is not ready to please them. He is not prepared
to admit that reality of relation is a logical corollary of
realism, and that relation and its terms can comfortably go
together as the stuff of a real world within or without.

In his Sambandha-Pariksa ( A Critique of Relation )*°®
Dharmakirti has made a powerful drive mainly against the
reality of causal relation in particular, and against the
structure of relation in general. Once this structure is
demolished the meaning relation too is bound to quit the
realm of reality. Hence before entering into Dharmakirti’s
treatment of relation between language and reality it would
be paying to probe into his refutation of relation in general.
His arguments against the reality of relation may be briefly
summed up as follows :—

Relation entails some sort of dependence of one term on
another, of both the terms on the relation itself, and of the

relation on the terms themselves. But if the
A three-storey
dependence. terms are not already ecstablizshed in them-

selves how can they be related to ecach
other ?  Relation implies that there must be two terms
at least, otherwise what should it relate ? But if the terms
are self-established, they are born independent, and have no
need of accepting a bond of dependence. It does not carry
any sense to say that it is the relation which establishes the
terms. In that case the relation itselfl turns to be a pre-
established self-sufficient term, and that is absurd. Nor can
it be said that the terms and the relation are born together,
live together and die together. Tet it be said that the objects
are born independent, and afterwards enter into relation
with each other and become ‘terms’ of the relation. Primarily,

that is not possible if we accept the theory of momentariness.

But there is something more than that. Even when the



DHARMAKIRTI AND MODERN POSITIVISM 91

relation persists between two terms, the terms themselves
must remain completely distinct from each other, that is, in
themselves they must remain as independent objects, otherwise
they would have become one thing negsting the relation
itself. Thus a relation is cursed with a burden of contradic-
tion. It must grant an intrinsic independence to the terms
at the time of holding them in mutual dependence. Hence
a relation not only relates, it also does just
Relation, a self- . . . .
contradiction the opposite, it also alienates its terms. Once
you grant this independence to the terms the
chain of dependence is broken, and relation, losing the job
it is expected to do, becomes only a logical appendix to the
reals, only a way of looking at the things and speaking about
them. Thus relation conceived as a real contains an irrecon-
cilable contradiction between dependence and independence,
alienation and rapprocehment.

Again when we say a relation is real what do we really
mean ? Do we mean that the relation is some how a real
over and above the relata ¢ Suppose the two
related terms are reals nos. 1 and 2; then
do we assert that the relation itself is a real no. 3? In that
case an infinite regress in inescapable, and there is no way
to find a relation before running the full course of infinity.
None can run it without making the finite of an infinite.

1t does not improve the position by suggesting that the
relation is real in ‘this semse’ and not in ‘that semse.” A
real is a simple real, and has no ‘this’ or ‘that’ sense in it.
The expressions ‘this sense’ or ‘that sense’ speaks nothing.
about the reality as such, but at best expresses a psychological
attitude or a logical conjecture. Hence if a relation is held
to be real a consistent realist must say :—1It is a real, that
is, the terms and the relation are three distinct reals. Then
it is only a logical fiction that mixes the three in a proposition.
A proposition only proposes, does not stand for a rcality,
and is far from being a picture of the fact. A proposition is a
fiction.*®*

Infinite regress.
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The reader may profitably compare Dharmakirti’s rejection

of the reality of relation with what Sankara and Bradley have
done in this respect.*'°° Bradley’s weakness

Dharmakirti, lies in his main concern being concentrated
%’fﬂ{;‘;“ and on showing up the infinite regress involved
in the reality of relation, and has evoked a

sharp rejoinder from Professor Cook-Wilson.#1°1 As regards
Sankara, it may be safely said that, so far as the problem of
relation is concerned, he hardly added anything new to what
Dharmakirti had already done in this respect. We may
not agree with the Buddhist idealists, but eannot help being
impressed by the unrivalled excellence of analysis and
penetration which Dharmakirti and Prajiiakara have brought
to bear upon the problems they have chosen to handle. IEven
an opponent who is too cautious to be convinced will not
fail to admire the profound insight and the exquisite skill
with which Prajizkara has dissected and dismantled the whole

structure of causal relation.#*°?

Dharmakirti, Sankara and Bradley undoubtedly differ in
their method of trcatment. This difference is determined by
three distinct purposes which these three
Three different  philosophers are out to serve. By uprooting
purposes unite . — .
against relation  the reality of relation Dharmakirti wants to
show that the real is the pure and unmixed
particular of the moment. Sankara wants to establish the
Absolute One as the only Reality which cannot allow any
scheme of relation either within or outside itself. Bradley’s
concern is to prove that only the whole 4s the Real which
cannot be dissected into terms and relations.*1°3
Thus, be it pure pluralism or pure monism, relation is a
miserable misfit in either way. The Buddhist Dharmakirti
and the Hegelian Bradley perhaps constitute a partial confir-
_ . mation of the Hegelian Dialectics that two
zeéeg;f;ig?ty opposites pass into each other. For DBradley

the whole is the only reality and the consti-

tuents as such are not worthy of existence. For Dharmakirti
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on the other hand only the constituents are reals, verily
because they do not constitute anything other than them-
selves. If the parts do not make a whole, no relation need
relate them at all. Again if the parts do make a whole, they
need not be real themselves, but may rest content with the
reflected reality of the whole. In either case a relation as a
real is an unwanted and dismissible intruder.

SecTioN—3

A Critique of Naive Realism—Alexander on Relation.

To the naive realists Dharmakirti’s account of relation
at a first glance would appear to be a much accustomed so-
phisticated abstraction. Hence the full implication of
Dharmakirti’s drive and direction may be better brought
out by an examination of waive realism in respect of the
problem of relation.

Among the British philosophers of the recent period
Alexander is perhaps the most faithful follower of naive
realism. For him it is not enough to say that
Alexander on . .
Relation a relation is as much real as the terms. He

quotes William James approvingly to the
effect that relations are as elementary features of the universe
as the substantive things.*!°* He goes to the farthest extreme:
asserbing in full faith that all possible relational words in a
language have definite meaning-counterparts in an objective
world of physical space-time. Thus, according to him, even
such purely logical words as ‘and’, ‘but’, ‘or’, ‘still’ and

‘however’, have some objective counter-
‘}i\cf)ery relational  parts in the external world.#'°® But the

rd means an

objective reality. more he tries to explain his faith the more

he reveals a rich fund of confusion and
contradiction. Take the following, for example :—

“The relations and the things they rclate are equally
elements in one reality and so far are separate realities” (our
emphasis ).**°® But again, *“‘conceived in this concrete fashion
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o relation may be described as the whole situation which itis
terms enter in virtue of that relation.” ( Emphasis ours ). k107
In the first observation it is plainly asscrted that the
constituents of the one reality are separate realitics. The
contradiction may be resolved by taking Alexander to mean
that the whole and the parts are equally real, as it has been
asserted also by many schools of Indian Realism. Yet,
when he asserts that a relation is as good an clement of
reality as the terms, that “The terms and the relations are
distinguishable elements in one and the same empirical fact
which is spatio-temporal,”#1°8 he inevitably
“Good infinity’  jpyites an infinite regress. While going to
and a citation . . ] .
form Russell. criticize Bradley he admits this infinite

regress, but holds it to be a case of good
infinity. and cities Ruscell to his rescue.

But what Russecll exactly says in this :—

“When a relation holds between two terms, the relations
of the relation to the terms, and of these relations to the
relation and the terms, and so on ad infinitum, though all are

implied by the proposition affirming the
‘What Russell . . . .
really says, original relation, form no part of the meaning

of the proposition.”**9% In other words an
infinite regress is harmless so long it belongs only to the
analytical implication of a proposition, but not to the primary
meaning of a proposition. The meaning is that which is
directly asserted by the proposition, while the implication
may be a many-storeyed logical abstraction.
debar the fact that meaning itself m
tion ).

B.ut Alexander is here dealing not with the logic of
relation, but with the ontology of relation.

( This does not
ay be a logical construc-

j ! e According to
his thesis the infinite hierarchy of relations that we logically

construct must have solid counter-parts in the physical world
itself. But Russell nowhere asserts such a thing. So Russell
cannot come to his rescue.

What is more damaging is the dreadful contradiction
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between the first and the second observations of Alexander
that we have quoted above. To say in the same breath that
the terms and the relation are equally real
A dreadful cpe .
contradiction clements or separale realities which together
constitute the one reality, and also that the
relation itself is the echole situation in which the terms enter
to constitute that situation, should take one’s breath away.
The second observation would mean that the terms are the
clements of the relation which is itself the whole reality.

Now again, since space-time continuum is the ultimate
stuff of the universe, and since according to Alexaunder this
continuum ig ready to suffer an infinite series of fragmenta-
tion, “'it is clear that in the end all relation is reducible to
spatio-temporal terms.”’*!1°  Ultimately a spatio-temporal
term is a point-instant ; and if all relations are reducible to
terminal point-instants, how is a relation to be distinguished
from a term cexcept as one term from another 7 Yet, against
such an adventure into abstraction Alexander does not forget
to issue a note of warning. Perhaps he forgets the fact that
he is warning himself against what he says bimself.

We conclude this section on Alexander after showing up
another crying contradiction to his credit. Alexander thinks
that—*“A is the mother of B,” and “B is the child of A” are
two distinet propsitions which stand for two really different

relational situations, but describe the same
ionntewcoorrnerf;??ofgclt fact.*1'* Now, we have heard before that
situations the relational situation is the one reality. Is

it not then a very awkward situation that
the two relational situations are two distinct realities in
addition to the fact which is a different reality, but is yet
common between the two ? What is the reality of the either of
the relational situations except that it is the fact itself. Here
the two relations, if distinct from the common fact, may at
best be logical abstractions which do not touch the fringe of
factual reality. This uncomfortable position of the naive
realist resonably suggests that yperhaps Bhartrhari and
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Dharmakirti are more consistent in their opinion that terms
and propositions repersent only logical fictions, that Language
and Reality have no real bridge between them.

1t is here important to note that even the Nydya-Vaidesika

school of Indian Philosophy has not thought
Indian Realists it wise to have such an adventurous faith
are not as bold
as Alexander. in ‘realism.” Professor Stcherbatsky’s interes-

ting remark that ‘“‘whosoever resolves to
remain a realist to the end, must unavoidably people the
universe with such a wealth of objective realities that life
in such a realistic home must become quite uncomfor-
table,”’#112 should better befit Alexander than the Indian
realists like the Nyaya-Vaisesikas and the Mimamsakas.

Even the Nyaya-Vaidesikas, the greatest enthusiasts
among the Indian realists, sometimes get tired of too many
reals, and find it necessary to usher in the concept of Svarnpa-
Sambandha, which, they admit, are nothing but logical
abstractions. They are not as much good realists as to posit
some external objective counter-parts of such relational words
as ‘or’, ‘still’ ‘and’ and ‘however.’

SEcTION—4

Profossor Moore onn External Relation

Professor Moore is highly acclaimed for his remarkable
clarity and brilliant power of analysis. In his ‘Philosophical
Studies’ he has presented an important study on the problem
of external relations, e has selected for his criticism some
representative remarks of Bradley and Joachim, remarks
which attempt to show that all relations are internal and
intrinsic, and that none is external, We shall try to examine
if Professor Moore’s answer to Bradley and Joachim is also a
sufficient answer to Dharmakirti and Bhartrhari.

According to Moore, the most eloquent evidence of an
external relation is the fact that in some cases we have a
certain feeling that a case might not have been so, though
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in fact it is so. ‘It seems quite obvious,” he says, “‘that
in the case of many relational properties which things have,
the fact that they have them is a mere matter of fact : that
the things in question might have existed without having
them.”***3  ““The proposition that Edward VII was father
of George V is a mere matter of fact.”’»*1+

“To maintain external relations you have to maintain such
things as that though Edward VII was in fact father of
George V, he might have existed without being father of
George V.77%115

Thus there are two propositions—one is false and the other
true, which are so confused that the false proposition scems
to follow from the truc one.

For example, the true proposition =

(I)*“If A has P and X has not, it does follow that X
is other than A.”

And the false proposition =

( IL) “If ‘A has P, then from the propositson with regard
to any term X that it has not got P, it follows that X is
other than A.”

The difference between these two propositions have been
shown by Moore in the following manner :—

The first proposition asserts that if A has P, then any
term which has not, must be other than A, and the seccond
proposition asserts that if A has P, then any term which
has not, would necessarily be other than A. It is in fact
the case that any person who was not father of George V
must have been other than Edward VII. But from it it does
not follow that any person who was not father of George V
would necessarily have been other than Edward VIL*!'®
The second proposition would imply that, had not George
been a son of idward, necessarily Edward would not -have
existed as IEdward. This second proposition is definitely
wrong because the factual sense of “‘must” is different from
the logical sense of ““would necessarily be.”

In other wordsthe propositions like “Edward VII was

7
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father of George V’’ are different in type from such proposi-
tions as “A red thing is coloured” or ‘‘A right angle is an
angle.”’” Thus “Edward VII was father of George V'’ is
an example of external relation, while the other two proposi-
tions give us instances of internal relation.

In our examination of Moore’s theory of external relation,
to make the matter simple, we shall replace his example by
some other example such as ‘“The book is on the table.”
Moore’s example is unfortunate since it conceals a difficulty
which is dangerous to his own thesis. According to Moore,
a proposition like "“A is father of B’ means—A has the
relational property of “being father of B.” But what does
tl?is phrase stand for ? ‘‘Being father of B’ stands for a
blo'_l’ll}’SiOlOgiCal process involving both the parents and
ending with the birth of B. A was once a partner in the
process that is past for ever. How is it that A still carries
that property with him ? Take another example, A went

to London.” Will A bear the ‘property’ of ‘“‘having once

gone to London” for all his life. By virtue of a series of

even'ts that are long past, a ‘person’, who is believed to be a
continuum that has out-lived that series, still carries the
apellation—"“father of B.”” This apellation is not a ‘property’,
:((i;ezllilat the Indian logicians call a wiesana ( a present
tiVe),,,vle1 3, but.: f)nly an ‘upa.laksax_la’ (an absentee adjec-
happe’nedt bSlmllarly_, by virtue o.f a pa%t, event which
the percon 1 fa a gonstltuent of a flowing co-ntmuum called A,
propert f“ls S.t ill supposed to be carrying with him the
he i On)io hax_nng once gone 'to London,” though in fact
of “haVi};ézarrymg an appellation. Just as the past ecvent
property in Eone to London” cannot constitute a present
;father_hOOdQOSsessmn of present A, so the past process of
o cannot continue to be a present property of
being a father’ a4 belonging to A.

Moreover when ap event was actually happening it was
then not a past, but a “now present.”’ 1t s past only in the
present context. If the past is present in this sense it is clear
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that what is past can only be a logical property of the present,
but never a factual property.

Now, you may say,—‘But, it ¢sa fact that A went to
London.”

But a bit of thinking will assure you that, ¢t ¢s 20t a fact,
only that was a fact. When we say, a fact is a fact, that is,
when we say,—‘The proposition “A went to London” is true
for past, present and future’ we are speaking of ‘fact’ and
‘truth’ only ag logical abstractions.

We say that it 4s a fact that Alexander invaded india ; and
we really mean that such an event happened in the past, not
that the same is still happening in our days, But the unfortu-
nate “4s”’ in the expression ‘it is a fact’ endows the fact with
a perennial sanctity by virtue of which it somehow seems to
outlive the long past event, as if it is destined to reign over
eternity.

The philosopher who thinks himself free from superstition,
but likes to stuff the world with such solid facts, should pause
a little to think over this small question :—If the fact of
Alexander’s invasion of India could have objectively survived
the event of invasion itself, and somehow were still here to
this day, it might have equally survived that event in the
reverse order also, that is, might have had been there even
before the event took place. If the fact may be now here in
the present absence of the event, it might have had been then
there in the past absence of the event, that is, before the event
took place.

Truth or falsity of a “past-referring’ proposition does not
extend beyond the domain of logic. Such a proposition itself
must stand for an abstraction, because in fact it does not
correspond to a fact. A present proposition can correspond
to a past fact only iu Logic, but never in reality. 1f you say
that a proposition is timeless, and so also is a fact, that will
only go the way of turning both into logical abstractions.
That is why traditional logic teaches us that in the proposit-
ion, “‘All men are mortal”, ‘‘all men” stands for all men
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past, present and future, and ‘‘are” siguifies a tiweless present
which should not be taken as an interval between past and
future.

Mr. Russell is annoyed by “occurrence of tense in verbs
which is an exceedingly annoying vulgarity dne to our pre-

occupation with practical affairs.” So he conti-
ng:slleilésy:giling nues, “when Isay, ‘the so-and-so exists’, 1 am
not going to mean that it exists in the

present, in the past, or in the future, but simply it exists with-
out implying anything involving tense.” #'18

But this is the way how Logic escapes into the realm of
fiction after trying to flirt with reality and then condemning it
as the annoying vulgarity of practical affairs, If “Socrates
exists’’, “‘without any implication of tense*,”'*? it may only
mean some thing like this—the proposition *‘Socrates exists’
is equivalent to the proposition, ‘It isa fact that Socrates once
existed*’ Again we come to the same old contusing distinction
between the event and the fact, namely, the event is a flecting
moment or a bundle of moments, while the fact is somehow o
permanent member of the world. 1t is needless to show again
that such a permanent fact is not a point of reality, but a
packet of logical abstraction.

. This fact-event confusion flows from =
—fg.‘:éec?_e:‘igﬁ self-forgetful moment of emph"ical philosophy.
confusion, Even an empiricist would like to build a

“world” out of the momentary events ( or
sense-data ? ) of the past, present and future. Even an atomic

pluralist would like to think of a world constituted by

such streaming events. DBut can something be constituted if

the constituents are not there ? Hence the fleeting events
must, in some way or other, be caught and kept in the total
stream. Yet, the event as such does not persist beyond
the moment or moments of happening. So the only way open
for the empiricist who believes in a ‘““world of sense-data’
ig to elevate the momentary empirical event into a permanent
fact. The event may be lost for good, but once it happens,
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its membership of the empirical world is fixed for ever.

Thus one comes to the conclusion that, that Alexander in-
vaded India 2was an event, but ¢s n fact. But an empiricist,
who Dbelieves in all seriousness that there is an empirical
“acorld”’, may do o only forgetting the fundamental tenet of
empiricism, namely, nothing is real beyond the sense-datum
of the moment. The totality of the sense-data past, present
and future, does not exist and cannot be a matter of experi-
ence It follows hence that such a total world is only a
construct of logical imagination.

In this imaginative collection of all possible empirical
events, that we call the world, the fact of Alexander’s invasion
of India has a permanent place fixed and assigned by our
logical sense of order and scquence. Ixcept in this sense it is
senseless to talk about anything existing in a tenseless time.
Very often we use the word ‘‘fact’”” in such a way that the
event somehow seems to have outlived itself and have come
down to an endless posterity as an undying member of the
world. Thus Alexanders and Caesars have gone for good, but
the “‘fact’’ that they once lived seems to live even to-day and
will seem so for all time to come. Any student of Bhartrhari
and Dharmakirti will tell you that such a fact is not more
honourable than a fiction, that it is necessary to have it as a
Vikalpa, a logical abstraction, as the intelligible meaning of a
usable language.

The Buddhists are more consistent than most of the modern
empiricists. They declare that the stream of evanescent events
is itsclf not a reality. An event cannot outlive its life to
become a fact for the future. So there cannot be a real
world stuffed with such facts. A modern student may benefit
himself by a very stimulating suggestion from Bhar-
trhari’s definition of the grammatical verb. ‘A verb is the
name for an imaginative collection of eveuts which flow in a
series of succession and which ( in response to the demands of
a pragmatic world ) submerge their individualities in an in-
tellectually  constructed oneness (1ie., appear as one



102 PHILOSOPHY OF LOGICAL CONSTRUCTION

action. #’1%°

Bhartrhari is not a Buddbist. But his definition of f-he
verb may be appropriately extended to cover the construction
of our entire empirical world quite in line with the DBuddhists
and in conformity with those modern empiricists who take
the world as a series of fast-flowing sense-data or empirical
events. So a consistent empiricist may get good help from
an ancient philosopher who himself was miles apart from
empiricism.

Once you concede that the world is a plurality of discrcte
fleeting events, which are conceptually caught in a number
of series flowing in cross-currents, such that a series of similars
is logically taken to be a unity, you will have better reason
to see why, according to the Buddhists, language cannot be
moulded on reality. Dharmakirti observes :—

Words are said to have meanings by virtue of a convention
which is necessary as a matter of practical convenience. ¥ hen

L you go to apply a word in practice, the ori-
E}E:;?ﬁé‘;‘;{a‘zﬁm ginal object which was intended to be the

meaning of a word is already past, and that
word is also no longer there. Itisa new word and a new

referent, and between these two fresh particulars no meaning
relation was ever sanctioned by any convention. So you

cannot say—"this word means this thing,” or, “the same word
means the same thing as before.” Hence, since the instan-
taneous particulars are the only reality, no word can mean
a real.x???

Let us take another observation of Dharmakirti which

should always be remembered as furnishing the back-ground
of his theory of meaning.

“A particular in one space-time cannot be repeated in
another space-time, since two point-instants cannot be the
same. The sense of sameness is born out of a logical cons-
truction that is called the universal. The universal imparts
o fictitious unity to diversity. Apart from this fiction there
is no objective unity of evanescent moments,”* 12?2
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The cardinal points of Prajiakara’s brilli-
Prajliakara’s . .
exposition ant exposition of the above may be summari-
sed as follows :(—

The thing that eas cannot be the thing that ¢s. The real
is the particular determined by the point-instant. Derceptual
cognition grasps the percept that is present and cannot expand
itself into the past and the future. Otherwise a person should
have been omniscient. Every cognition including the verbal
cognition is a psychic event of the moment and as such
cannot stretch out to an object that is outside the moment.
Language is fixed by convention in order to compress into its
meaning an object past, present and future, far, near and
everywhere, But what is not present cannot be made present
by language. So language does not touch the real, but only
manufactures a fiction. The real is the discrete and unrelated
particular of the point-instant and language has no power to
grasp it.»**3

Karnakagomin reiterates the same thing when he observes
that two properties of “had been known’’ and ‘‘is being
known,” cannot belong to the same point of reality. But
exactly that is sought to be done by a recognitive proposition
like “That is this”, which fictitiously indentifies the past “that”
with the present ‘‘this.”” Moreover here the past is also distor-
ted. In that very moment itself which we now seek to refer to
as being past, the thing was not a “past that” but a “present
this.””  The “this present”’ character of the thing is now lost
beyond recovery and is replaced by a fictitious property of
“thatness”, through which a non-existent “this-of-the-past”’
is sought to be identified with an existent this-of-the
present,”’ 1% 4

Prajfizkara and Karnakagomin have made these observa-
tions while refuting recognition as a proof of identity and
continuity. But what they have said throws a flood of light
on the nature of such propositions as “A is father of B”’, and
the allied problem of external relation. Seen in this light it
is clear that Edward VII could not carry the relational pro-
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perty "of “‘being father of George V7’ unto his death. f‘\n

event cannot create a relational property that is to be carried

by a person or thing. That real ceages with that event. A

relational property is a linguistic fiction just like 2a p‘ers(.)nal

continuant, a fiction, that is necessary for logical thinking,
but is not itself substantiated by any logic of reality.

Let us now return to our examination of Moore’s doctrine

of external relation, and let us also replace

Iﬁ;g;;’.g%xtemal his unfortunately complicated example, ‘Edward

Relation. VIL was father of George V’’, by a morc

simple example, such as, “The book is on the

table.” Moore would argue that, that the book is on the

table is a mere matter of fact but not of necessity. It would

not necessarily follow from this fact that book would not have

existed without being on the table. Hence this proposition

expresses an external relation. The book might not have heen
on the table and yet have remained what it is. To common-
sense realisim this argument undoubtedly has an irresistible
appeal. The difference of the above proposition from such a
proposition as “A right angleis an aungle” is very obvious.
A right angle has no way to be there without being an angle.
Logic compels it to be an angle, but cannot compel the book
to be on the table. But let us pause and think :—

When we say that the book might not have becn on the
table and still would be what it is,—do we mean that the
book has a relational property called ‘‘might not have been on
the table’’, or “might have been elsewhere now as well 2 Just
as the book is held to be a solid piece of reality of the external
world, is there also a real quality in the book corresponding
to the subjunctive expression—"‘might not have been there ?”
Even the boldest realist would hesitate to reply in the affiema-
tive. But suppose there is such a bold realist. Then he
should say that the book at the same time holds two properties
which may be described by two phrases, “is on the table” and
““might not have been on the table’”’, and that these two
properties are not mutually contradictory. Let us call the
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first property a positive property, and the second a subjunctive
property. The book’s being on the table submits to perceptual
evidence, but the subjunctive property is too elusive to
submit. Then how and wherefrom do you hope to catch this
ctherial damsel in the subjunctive mood. The book is on the
table at this moment as a matter of fact. A subjunctive
property to be a real property must be derived from a fact
and be a part of the fact as well.

But, that the book was <n fact on the floor in the last
moment, cannot impart to the book, which ¢s <12 fect on the
table in this moment, a factual quality called “‘might not have
been on the table” at this same moment. In other words the
subjunctive property cannot be a real property of the book.
It 1s only a logical property which does not lie in the object
itsclf. That is why the “‘positive property’ does not seem to
be in contradiction with the “subjunctive property” of the
book. The first is a fact while the second is a mere logical
attitude, and so the one need not contradict the other.

Now the reality of the external relation has been sought
to be derived from the logical feeling of “‘might not have
been’’. If you seriously believe in such a derivation you are
driven to the awkward position of deriving a fact from a
fiction. There is such a word as “‘rabbit-horn”’ (éaéa-visﬁnﬂ)
which serves a very useful purpose in Indian Philosophy.
It has a definite meaning with a high logical significance.
But nobody goes to derive a real rabbit-horn from the logically
abstracted meaning-fiction furnished by the word.

In the same way it may be shown that in case of two
mental events also there cannot be a relation over and above
the terms which it seecks to relate. Here also a relation, to
be external to the terms, say, a percept and its memory-image,
should be an additional mental reality involving a relational
property that would correspond to the logical feeling, ‘‘the
percept might not have produced the image.”’ But one does
not get such a mental object beyond that logical attitude itself,
Any way there is no evidence of the percept having such a
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subjunctive property attached to itself.

Let us again look at the matter in the converse order, i.e,
let us take the relational proposition—‘"This memory-image
is the product of that percept.”” Can we say here that the
memory-image might have been there without being the pro-
duct of the percept 2 Obviously not. Then, i¢ it a case of
internal relation ? If so, we have got to admit that there arc
two relational propositions—(i) ‘“That percept produces this
memory-image’’ and (ii) ‘“This memory-image is the product
of that percept,” and that the first is a case of external rela-
tion, while the second is a case of internal relation. This
would give rise to serious complications in the form that one
relational fact is being expressed through two relations,
external and internal, of which the former is an additional
reality over and above the terms, and the latter is an abstrac-
tion in the structure as a whole. Reverting to Professor Moore’s
example we may make the matter more clear by asking the
following question :—

When you say that Edward VII might not have been
father of George V and remained what he was, can you say
In the same way that George V might not have been a son
of Edward VII and remained what he was ? Does it carry
any sense to say that George V might have been any body else’s
son and remained that George whom you knew to be so 7 An
answer to this question will make it clear that Moore’s advocacy
of external relation proceeds from a confusing definition.

Now we shall come to a more fundamental objection
A more funda- against Moore’s theory of external relation.
mental objection, We shall try to show that once an event

] happens it is logically senseless to presume
that it might not have happened.

In modern days under the impact of the theory of Relati-
The “event-ful" vity distinguished philogsophers have found it
universe necessary to replace the old notion of subs-

tance by the new notion of event, because in
the domain of science space and time bave been replaced
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by a four-dimensional space-time continuum. In his “present
view of the world” Russell contents himself ‘‘by treating as
fundemental the notion of event.”*'?® He is at the same
time conscious that “‘there is a possibility of a further stage
of analysis in which the events are no longer the ultimate
raw-materialg,”#128

In course of this further stage of analysis he ushers in the
notion of a “‘complete complex of compresence’”’ as a funda-

mental principle of individuation, and thus
i‘;i;ellcl;socfmplete philosophically reforms the notion of event
compresence by interpreting it in terms of such a “complete

compresence’’ which as an ultimate raw-
material of the world takes the place of “‘a pin-point parti-
cular.”#'?7  But despite this novel attempt at reformation,
the former notion of event has managed to maintain its
position by creeping into the composition of relational facts,
which according to Russell, are stubborn stuff of reality,
and not mere work of the mind.**28

Now whatever may be the fate of Russell’s theory, and in
whichever way we may try to interpret it, it is evident that
as yet an event stands as an ultimate constituent of the
world of facts. It does not matter much to our present
discussion whether Russell’s new theory of complex particular
is a better substitute for the Buddhist theory of pin-point
particular. For the present it will serve our purpose if an
event 1s accepted as a constituent of the world.

We shall show how the acceptance of an “eventful’’
reality militates against Moore’s notion of external relation.
An event that happens is logically unshakeable in the sense

that it at once becomes a real element of our
An event islogi- world, without which the world can-
cally fixed in a
constructed world not be what it is. The World is a logical cons-

truction, but not so are the elements out of
which it is constructed. The events belong to the past, the
preseunt and the future, and cannot be gathered together in a
bundle ; and hence the bundling of events into the world as
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a whole is done by logical imagination. Thus it follows that

an event is logically fixed as a definite member of a series to
which it belongs.

The event of Alexander’s invasion of India is an insepa-
rable constituent of our constructed world. If you drop this

event (which you cannot really do), the world
How the world

would have be.  Obviously cannot be what it is, becausc it 1s
come an n minus  then hound to he always an » minus one. In
one :

the same way if Edward’s being father of
George was an cevent that really happened, it has become
logically fixed as a constituent of the ‘‘biographical series’
which we designate by the proper name “Edward”. So if you
somehow knock out this event (which you cannot really do),
the “‘personal series”’, called Edward, must be less by one.
Hence without being father of George Edward would not
have been what he was even in the logical sense. Thus

Edward’s being and not being father of
An event cannot .
be banished George, both really and logically, make a
either logically or

ohysically difference, not only to Edward and George,

but also to the constructed world from which
happens cannot even be logically exiled. S0,
in a theory of consistent pluralism which seeks to construct
an ‘eventful’ universe gathering together all the discrete

and dispersed events, an expression like “‘might not have
happened,” used in

an event that

respect of an event that has rveally

happened, does not carry any sense except as a matter of pure
imagiuation.

' In other words, any attempt to deduce an
objective external rvelation from the subjunctive feceling of

“might-not-have-been’” is bound to fail as a faulty step of
logic.



CHAPTER XI

PRAJNAKARAGUPTA ON CONTRADICTION
AND VERIFICATION

This deeper implication of an unmixed pluralism underlies
some important observations of Dharmakirti and some specta-
cular deductions of Prajiidkaragupta. In course of a detailed
refutation of the reality of universals Dharmakirti siguoi-
ficantly remarks :—

“All existents are self-complete and self-exhaustive, and
as such do not reach out of themselves to get mixed with
anything other than themselves. If a real could pass into a
being beyond itself it would have lost its being and become
the other thereby (and that is an impossibility).”’***®

This remark of Dharmakirti not only directly demolishes
the reality of relation, but also entails some important impli-
cations which cut at the root of Moore’s main argument in
favour of external relation. The event that hasreally happened
cannot be that which might not have happened, since which
would not have happened is not an event at all. The real of

the instant does not mix its being with
A fissure, not a . . .
fusion another being or with a non-being. Between

two reals there is always a fissure and never
a fusion. Falling apart is the very nature of reality. The
instantaneous real is what it positively is, and so it cannot
exist in anything other than itself, nor in the negation of
itsclf. Negation does not confer any relation on the real,
but is only an interpretative abstraction by which logical
intellect tries to analyse the unanalysable.

Prajiiakara has brought this thesis to its logical conclusion
and has worked out a spectacular deduction for which even

L ) the modern positivist is not fully prepared,
gi‘g{ﬂfi‘i‘fj“s and yet from which he has no way of escape.

Prajiiakara’s remarkable corollary to a consis
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tent empiricism may be thus put in an epigram :—“Nothing
-, ~ can be contradicted, nothing can be verified.”
izynaorsisiéiﬁft-t-as The same conclusion has been reached by
Jayariéibhatta from the stand point of absolute
agnosticism.#12°
But Prajfigkara’s deduction follows from pluralism and
empiricism. These two philosophers no doubt stand far apart
in their fundamental premises. But the very fact that the.
same conclusion may be deduced from two different premises
should make us pause and think and suspeet that an un-
o compromising pluralistic empiricism is perhaps
Pure empiricism, . ..
the nearest neig- the nearest neighbour of absolute agnosticism.
?c?;;r of agnost-  That our suspicion is not unfounded has been
shown in a previous chapter on Wittgenstein.
In this section it is not our purpose to show how Prajfiakara’s

philosophy, pushed a little further, would precariously perch

on the brink of agnosticism. Here is an encyclopaedic

philosopher with a great farsight, who anticipated the modern
predicament more than eleven centuries ago, and declared from
the house-top that, in a philosophy of pure empiricism and
‘ pluralism, contradiction, verificatiou, and
Truth-function
is a logical fiction COTTespondence, all these oft-repeated fav-
ourite terms of contemporary thought, should
bear no reference to the land of reality, but should belong
to the nebular field of logical fiction.

:Fn course of a long and stubborn battle against the sturdy
realism of Kumarila Pl‘ajﬁﬁ,kara poses a very signiﬁcant
Fundamental ((lll-lestlou —What is contradicted by a contra-
question letor, an experience, or an object of

€Xperience 7181 Tt j3 generally accepted
that a dream-experience ig contradicted by the experience of
the wakeful stage. But what ig the meaning of contradiction

_ in this case ¢ Does it mean that your wakeful
at 15 contra- 1 H

dictad—the cogni- experience removes the fact and object of your
tion, or its object dreamlng ? That is absured, since as a cogni-

tive eventin itself a dream has as much claim



PRAJNACARAGUPTA ON CONTRADICTION & VERIFICATION 111

to reality as a wakeful cognition. No subsequent event
can unhappen the happening of the previous event.*'®®
Moreover a dream has also an object whose presence is undo-
ubtedly felt at the time of dreaming. Nothing can happen in
the post-dream situation which can unhappen the object of a
' dream. No subsequent cognition can grab
ﬁgﬁﬁgn‘gir its the object of a previous cogunition and bundle
g‘;;eglteéagult’e it out of the cognitive field to which it once
belonged as its birth right. ‘‘To grab and
remove other’s property is the grand virtue of a king, but not
of a cognition’’, so says Prajfiikara,*?33

An experience does not come in with a festoon on its
forehead declaring to the world :—“Hereby 1 contradict my
predecessor.”” Suppose there are two successive perceptual
judgments expressed in two propositions, viz. (i) “Thisis a
snake’’ and (ii) “This is a piece of rope.” So far as the pure
cognitive event is concerned the predicate of the second propo-
sition is simply the “piece of rope,” and not “a piece of rope
which contradicts my previous experience”’. In other words
An experiene the percept rope is the form and figure of a
Joos ot boara  self-absorbed perceptual fact, and as such
?fl‘;l; of contradi- qoes not carry a mark of contradiction on its

face. Contradiction does not belong to the
field of perception. The preceding snake-percept of that
instantaneous perceptual event is lost beyond recovery with
the instant itself. The succeeding rope-percept cannot project
a hand unto the past, grab its predecessor by the neck, make
it stand beside itself in its own cognitive field, and thus
announce to the world—*'see you all, here I am contradicting
my companion who preceded me.”

The logical feeling of contradiction is whipped up by a
psychological process of contrast and comparison,—a process
which involves a complicated interlude of memory, recoguition
and introspection. This psychological process itself is only
a historical cross-section of the psychic series which consti-
tutes the biography of an Ego. So, as such it is a group of
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events coming after the two original successive events which

it is supposed to compare and contrast.
lcvéfli‘r‘;g%cgfon Of these two contrasted events the nearer one

is declared to be valid and the farther one
invalid. This is what is meant by the over-simplified express-
ion - ““The experience of rope countradicts the experience of
anake.” Now since one fact cannot contradict another fact.
my “‘ropish cognition’’ as an event in my biography cannot
contradict my “serpentine cognition” as such. The subse-
quent process of contrast and comparison, as a separate group
of events, has no means to drag the preceding events into

_ its field of operation and subject them to an
Contradiction is

Saly a logical exccution of truth-function. Thus contradi-
concept, not a

. . ction is ¢ i i is ics
R ality a denizen in the paradise of logical

abstraction, but not an accredited citizen of
the pluralistic state of pure empiricism.

In this context Prajnikara defies the whole world of

philosophers by flinging in a Dbaffling and embarrassing

question which turns overboard the entire problem of contra-

diction and verification. This is the question which he poses

A unanswerable before the phf.losophers—“Well, you say, the
challenge dream world is unreal, because the experience

- of awakened stage contradicts the dream
experience. Then why do you not look the other way round,
and S?-\Y—“The wakeful world is unreal, because the dream
experience contradicts - the wakeful experience 7’ Contradi-
ction is a reciprocal operation and should not be the special
prerogative of the wakeful stage. You may say that a wakeful

experi i rali ;
Between dreaming _XDCTiENCE 15 alidated by  subsequent
and awakening

g : :
no decision and operations and verified by social testimouny.
an
choice in truth- But the dream-world has too its own society.
valu : )
alue It is not uncommon that in a dream also many

. people gather together round
shared object of experience.

dream-thirst by dream-water.

a commonly
A drecam-man quenches his

Hence if you ingist on contra-
diction, dreaming is as much a contradiction of awakening as -
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awakening is of dreaming. So nothing can logically decide
the truth between dreaming and awakening.

The logic of contradiction teaches us that there is no logic
in contradiction. There is a series of similar percepts which
we call a snake, and another series of similar percepts which
we call a rope. The two series are mutually dissimilar. The
fact is that very often, one series of similars is crossed by
another dissimilar series of similars. The snake-series is

) crossed by the rope-series, and thus there is
E;ftigg;gt?én a break in the former. Contradiction is
nothing but a breach in such a series of
similars. But we forget that in this inter-crosssing of two
series the breach is not one-sided, but common to both. Yet,
when the rope-percept in the rope-series appears subsequent to
the snake-percept in the snake-series, we at once jump to the
conclusion that the former contradicts the latter and not vice-
versa. Therc is no logical guarantee behind this dogmatic
assertion which is nevertheless undoubtedly backed by a time-
honoured convention.

In a similar way there is no logical difference, that is,
difference in truth-value, between the dream-tiger and the
‘real tiger.” The contradiction between a dream-percept
and ‘a real percept’ is no more eloquent than that between
the table and the chair, or between any two percepts
whatsoever.»*3*

In pure empiricism verification is as good a casualty as
contradiction. The so-called verifying experience is only
another experiential event in the history of the psychic

series which one 1is pleased to call an ego,
;C)%réﬁ:‘z;‘;’uzli; and as s‘uch it is r.mot .born with a bannerful
as contradiction  declaration to verify its predecessor. Moreover

the object of verification, that is, the previous
experience, is past and lost for good in the rush of history.
So the verifying experience shall have to face all the insuper-
able difficulties that have baffled the contradicting ability of
the so-called contradictory experience.

8
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That is how Prajiiakara anderstands the spirit of Dharma-
kirti’s famous defiinition of pramana ( the
Dharmakirti's =~ means of valid Knowledge ). Dharmalkirti
?irgx%néfa%iaif‘aﬁnnah defines pramana in the following words :—
“Pramana is uncontradicted knowledge itself,
and uncontradictedness is verification in practice” ( t111'f)11g11
the subsequent experience of the commonly expected behavmm:-
pattern of the object in question—arthakriya-sthitir avisambi-
danam )**33
In his long and penetrating interpretation of this definition
Prajnuikara observes that this definition has come forth in
deference to the conventional common-sense conception —of
validity. In the subsequent experience there is no cognition
of a verification. When o flame burns your finger the burnfal
experience itself does not give you anything else than a percepb
or sense-datum. Your perceptual proposition is simply— "1t
is a burn,” and not that, “so what I touched before was a
flame of fire.” The feeling of burn is not the fecling of
verification,*138
1f one incorrigibly insists on verification a brother logician
may resonably exclaim—'‘Physician, heal thyself”. The
verifying experience itself should be verified before one can
confer on it the certificate of power to verify its predecessor.
Thus merrily you may dance unto eternity chasing the golden
deer.  In Indian Philosophy the Advaitins and the Mimam-
sakas hold out this uneasy prospect of a wild-goose chase to
the realists of the Nyaya-Vaidesika school, according to

which a subsequent experience should validate a preceding
experience.

A wrong impression has persisted among the Brahminical
A wrong impre-  philosophers to the effect that, according to
ssion about

Buddhist theory  the Buddhists, validity

of a cognition 1is
of validation

vindicated by a subsequent verifying experi-
ence (paratah priminya). This is due to their misun-
derstanding of the Buddhist position vis-a-vis the

pragmatic verification of cognition. As for the Yogacara
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Buddhists the only reality is the self-cognizing moment
Svasamvedana is of cognition. Dharmak-irti and Prajﬁi!&z_\ra
self-evident and  leave no doubt about this that a cognitive
self-validated event of the instant is self-evident and
self-validated.** 37

Prajiizkara is thus more consistent in his profession than
most of the modern empiricists. On pure epistemic questions
he is a pure empiricist-pluralist, and is ready for the remotest
consequences of his uncompromising philosophy. He elo-
gquently declares and owns up the logical consequences of his
epistemic position :—

In ultimate analysis nothing is contradicted, nothing is
verified, nothing is negated, nothing is affirmed. Contradie-
tion, verification, affirmation and negation, all belong to the
logical abstracts of meaningful statements. They do not
tell anything about the reality which cannot be captured in
the meaning of language. The real is the cognitive event of
the moment, that is self-valid and self-evident.*138

A modern positivist also should have said this, but it
seems he is ashamed of the consequences of his conviction.

A perception has its own percept which is its limit. So
it cannot overstep its own content and pronounce judgment
upon another perception. The process of wvalidation is nob
the process of reality, but o process of logical interpretation

which is necessary for guiding the behaviour

Veriﬁc.“dti"f“r of the people in respect of an object of future.
1s a uide 1o B .
futuri. He who feels the burn will not need this

feeling for verifying a past proposition,—
“it is fire,”” but for withdrawing his finger from the flame
when he sees a fire in future. The present burning sensation
i imaginatively transferred to the past or the future fire.
This unity of past, present and future, though impossible
in reality, is nevertheless made possible through a comprehen-
sive abstraction which is logically called a universal.
So I get two propositions with two subordinate clauses
attached to the predicate :—
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(1) “It is a burn which I got froma fire just now’’ (i)
“Tt is a burn which I shall get from a fire in future.”” Thus
the problem of validation is a problem of pragmatic logic.
In the so-called verifying experience itself one will not finct

the least trace of the two subordinate clauses
Validation is shown above. No percept in itself isever
ic?nrgeg;ﬁmc plagued with a problem. Fireand burn are two

distinet percepts having nothing in common
by virtue of which they may be bound up in a relation of
verification, or mnothing antagonistic by virtue of which they
may stand in mutual contradiction. A cognitive cvent as
such is indifferent to verification or contradiction, since it
is indifferent by nature to anything else than itself. But

we, in response to the demands of pragmatic
A real has no logi . . . e
problem. ogic, or even of a higher logic, always 1mpos
a problem on reality and at once begin to
¢t »
see

that the reality itself is infested with problems. DBut
a problem is unintelligible without being formulated in an
intelligible language. We make statements and form propo-
sitions making the real a relative term of the same. We are
then so much carried away by our zeal for abstractions that
we do not pause to think that the reality stands in cold

isolation far out of the net-work of problems and statements,
propositions and relations.

Ultimately it turns out that we
have been

moving endlessly in a circle of meaning and
language which cannot contain the reality as such.



CHAPTER XII
THE PROPOSITIONAL PREDICAMENT

After an acquaintance with Prajiakara’s position as
regards the problem of verification and contradiction, it is
necessary to turn our attention to the modern predicament.

The modern predicament may be roughly
Modern predi-

cament is the defined as the propositional predicament,
propositional since the relation between a proposition and
predicoment.

a fact is still the sore point of philosophy.
Moving round and round every philosophy in one way or
other, comes down to the problem of relation between fact
and proposition, and fecls the impact of a ship-wreck.

It is now generally accepted that truth-value is the
property of a proposition and not of a fact. In other words

_ a fact is that which makes a proposition
:Xllzﬁr_i;{ﬁzlthe true or false and it is senseless to say that

: a fact is true or false. It follows hence that
a proposition as the bearer of truth-value is not a fact. Bub
what is then a proposition 2 That is a thing which, we think,
contemporary pnilosophy has not yet been able to say. For
the time being we shall postpone the consideration of the
problem as to what a proposition is, and begin our examina-
tion from the other end, that is from the end of ‘fact’ which
is supposed to make a proposition true or false.

A ‘Fact’ too is a very complicated affair and is not at all
casy to define. Let us take the proposition
“Tt is a building.”” What sort of fact is
represented by this proposition ?

The building is an objective thing, but is the fact some-
thing more than the thing 2 The proposition has two terms
“1t” and “building” ; but it cannot be said that the fact is
constituted by an ‘it’ and ‘building’. On the objective side

What is a fact ?
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you will not find an ‘it’ which is over and above the building
itself, nor you will find a building which is over and nc.love
the “it’ that is present before you. If that is so, the subject-
predicate form of the proposition is not at all a truc re-
presentation of the fact in question, which 1s nething but
the thing present as the percept. But Wittgenstein has
taught us that the proposition and the fact should have a
common structure. Obviously the common structure is
missing here.

Then let us replace the proposition, “It is a building,”” by
the proposition, “The building is”. Does the second propo-

sition serve the purpose of the first 7 Suppose a person

e .. . entertains a doubt about the existence of an
aizli?&ugsillrﬁng old building which he happened to sce many
is” are not the years ago. He inspects the spot and finds
same proposition, .

the building, and reports back to his friend—
“The building is.”” This proposition is not at all the same
as “It is a building”. In the latter case the predicate
“building” is nothing but an interpretation of the subject,
1. e, the sense-datum demonstrated by the “‘it”.

The present
Percept is interpreted as a member

of the class called
‘building.” The statement expressing the proposition is a

response to the question—"“What is it 7”7 As we have seen

before, this has already been demonstrated by Nageda in his
Interpretation of Bhartrhari’s nominalism.

Then should we say that the proposition, “The building
1s,”” properly represents the fact. In common logical parlance
it is said that such a proposition asserts the existence of the
building. Now will it be proper to say that the fact is

Au existential constituted by two elfament.s, the building and
proposition does  its existence ? 'T'hat is plainly absurd, since
?ot ‘show’ the

act

the building does not show its existence as
it shows its redness or tallness. The building
standing there in front of me is the cxistence itself. Hence
the verb “is” in the proposition is an irrelevant adjunct so far
as the pure fact is concerned. So the proposition, ‘“‘The
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building is,” cannot ‘show’ the structure of the fact. Now
if you drop the verb the proposition melts away, because the
proposition here is nothing if it is not an assertion, and one
) does not assert a building but asserts its
Er‘;)ep‘:)grt‘ig;omlc existence. So the proposition in question
gcr’ln;ei;sc: fiction  analyses something, which is factually un-
analysable, into two elements, the thing and
its existence, and then fictitiously asserts one element of the
other. Thus the so-called atomic proposition, supposed to
stand for an atomic fact, finally rests in a fiction.
Bhartrhari has elaborately shown how existence and non-
existence both are merely logical categories, how language,
knowledge and object, everything moves in
f:iisstt:rf:cc:' ‘;‘e::ﬁ’e‘; a realm of fiction, so that the diffe1:enc<?
is a real predicate between existence and non-existence is itself
a fictional abstraction.**3? From this Bharty-
hari has made the remarkable deduction that the issue between
) Realism and Idealism is ultimately a fictitious
I];Ieir\lffeﬂlf{f;fm issue. The philosophers who assert that the
?ifé?igi‘éiilgsgg isa world exists and the philosophers who assert
that the world does not exist do not go for
making any material difference between themselves, since both
of them are dealing with fictions, because non-existence is as
much a logieal existent as existence itself.*!*°
We remember how Carnap aud Ayer have dismissed the
issue between realism and idealism as a senseless question.
They have “solved’’ the problem by denying it and have
refused to be dragged into it. But Bhartrhari in his penetra-
ting dissertation on existence and non-existence has not
dismissed the problem, but has convincingly demonstrated
why and how the problem is fictitious.
Let us now take up a pure atomic proposition such as
_ “It is red.” Does it fare any better than the
f}rfélcffifiéﬁnélges earlier ones ? Again it can be shown that the
not reflect the  hroceptual fact “‘red”” is not composed of
pure atomic fact. .
two elements “‘it”” and ‘‘red”’ together with
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a relation between the two. As a unique fact it does
not suffer any logical surgery. The sense-datum is simply
a red, but not “It is red.”’ In the perceptual fact itself one
will not find a subject and a predicate, and a “‘red’’ predicated
of an “it.”” The action of predication belongs only to the
logician’s brain which dissects the sentence ‘It is red.”
Helaraja has shown that the same is the case with any
proposition wherein the subject and the predicate appear as
a substantive and an adjective, such as, ‘“The lotus is blue.”
The sense-datum itself is a wunique fact which cannot be
divided into a blue and a lotus and then again bound up
into a whole. But yet these division and reunion are done
by logic. Hence the adjective-substantive relation is 2ot @
matter of fact, but a logical abstraction imposed upon «
monolithic fact %141

This is enough to show that a so-called atomic proposition
has. flO power to represent an ‘atomic fact.” Yet modern
positivism began with Wittgenstein with a declaration of the
power and possibility of such a representation.

When it is found that a fact cannot be mirrored in a
l’f'ODOSition, some philosophers with positivist sympathy have
discovered that the best way to safeguard the representative
power of propositions is to derive a fact from a proposition,
a.nd _t‘o stuff the world with such manufactured facts as may
fit into the forms of propositions. So Russell in hig latest

view of the world has discovered what he calls “Clear Rela-
tional Facts.”



CHAPTER XIII
RUSSELL’S ““CLEAR RELATIONAL FACTS”

Talke the following from Russell :(—

“It is relational words that are the most stubborn of
words of which the meaning is in some sense universal:::«--

“It is quite clear that there are relational facts:: - for
my part, I think it as certain as anything can be that there
are relational facts such as ‘A is earlier than B.7%1%°
Russell asserts that “‘relational facts are complex wholes
which have a structure,” and the obvious conclusion follows
that a relational proposition is a representative of the rela-
tional {act. The fact and the proposition must have a
common structure by virtue of which the latter can stand as
tho representative of the former.

The first difficulty that one encounters emanates from

. ) the theory of asymmetrical relation which
gc;i?n?eggéa?f Russell himself has done so much to define
gtt:ﬁ?(cl’sfléioi?i)air and develop. Let us take a pair of asymmetri-
of “asymmetrical cal propositions, ‘A is earlier than B,”” and
faces™ ? “B is later than A.” By definition these
two are quite distinet propositions, yet the one is translatable
into the other.

Now the question is whether there are two asymmetrical
facts corresponding to two asymmetrical propositions. Russell
himself has spoken against such an absurdity even in cases
other than asymmetrical propositions. Thus he says ‘It
would be a mistake to think that, corresponding to every

i true judgment of perception, there is a

ggfjggnsecr’wn separate fact---There is not, outside language,

a fact, ‘that there is a square in a circle,’

and another fact ‘that there is a red figure in a blue
figure. *1*°
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Now, if it is assumed that a fact and a propositi.on must
participate in a common structure, how is it possible that
quite distinet propositions should correspond to the same
fact ? In cases of the square in a circle and the red ffglu‘e
in a blue figure, the difficulty may be reasonably obw'lzltfzcl
by pointing out that the two propositions are only partial
representations of the same fact. But the same cannot be
said of the two asymmetrical propositions, “A is earlier tl.mn
B” and “B islater than A.”’ The proposition, ‘“Thereis a
square in a circle,” cannot be translated into the proposition,
“There is ared figure in a blue figure,” since they refer to
two different aspects of the same fact.

But an asymmetrical proposition is completely transla-
table into its counterpart. Hence it cannot be said that two
asymmetrical propositions represent two different aspects of
the same fact. Then it shonld be said that two such asymme=

trical propositions are only two ways of speaking about the
same fact. But in that case the two cannot be said to be

two proposition, but-one proposition expressed in two ways,
Just as “It is a cat’ expresses the same proposition as “Ayamn
marjarah.”  Yet, that is not possible without violating the
definition of asymmetry and its concomitant implications.

us : 'y of truth comes
Theory of corres. L U8 the correspondence theory o
rondence and

to grief, together with the implied theory of
common structure .
comes to grief common structure between fact and propo

sition. To save the situation two courses

are open for us: ecither the notion of relational fact is to be
abolished, or the theory of asymmetrical proposition is to

be suitably ammended. Let us choose to retain the relational
fact and examine the consequences of this choice.

Here we shall face a difficulty with is intimately counected

with Russell’s philosophy of Logical Atomism. Take the

proposition, “Alexander preceded Caesar.” According to

Russell this proposition stands for a relational fact which

belongs to the stuff of the objective world. If this fact is
a complex whole having a complex structure, it is evident
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that the corresponding proposition also is not atomic but
complex. In view of the method of analysis ardently advocated
by Russecll in response to the demand of his logical atomism,
this proposition may be analysed in the following manner :—
There are two ‘“biographical series’’ such that one is termed
‘Alexander’ and the other ‘Cacsar,” and such that the former
) precedes the latter. In this way we may
f;?:?:gi;i;lzgd avoid the grammatical complication raised by
by the proposition the past tense in the expression “preceded.”
“Alexander prece-
ded Caesar We assume that the present tense forms of
“are” and “precedes’”’ do not indicate any
grammatical time or tense, but stand as the mark of a tense-
less fact. It would mean that the fact has becomes tenseless
and timeless the moment it has happened, and has become a
permanent member of the world timelessly continuing into an
endless future. But the verb ‘““to precede’ is itself meaningless
without any definite reference to a temporal relation which
confers on the fact in question the title of relational fact.
A fact which is free from any grammatical tense is also logi-
cally free from time.

But the fact itself is constituted by a temporal relation.
We are then dragged down to a very odd consequence of
tenselessness, namely, that which is itsclf constituted by a

relation of time is at the same time a timeless

A timeless and s
renseless fact,.a member of an objective world. If the gramma-

type of mystic

3 tical tense is an annoying vulgarity, a
realism

tenseless fact constituted by a temporal
relation is a metaphysical absurdity. It almost smacks of a
mystic realism.

Yet, this mysticism is not in conformity with Russell’s
usual way of looking at things. Let us have a look into a
few observations in his “Philosophy of Logical Atomism.*!**

“What I know is that there are a certain series of appea-
rances linked together, and the series of those appearances I
shall define as being a desk. In that way the desk is reduced
to being, a logical fiction, because a series is a logical fiction.”
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It is a beautiful vindication of the Buddhist view Wll.lch

unequivocally asserts that a series ( Santana’ ) is only a logical

abstraction ( Vikalpa ). .
Russell is more emphatic when he says— ‘A table or ch.mr

will be a series of classes of particulars and therefore a logical

fiction. Those particulars will be on the same level of reality
as a hallucination or a phantom.x145

In his latest phase of
-development Russell is not perhaps ready to go so far. I.But
we shall have reason to sec that his shift from this position
1s not so fundamental as it may look in his latest development.

Russell recognizes the difficulty which you face when you
€0 to buy a chair, since you cannot buy a phantom.‘ Tl}c
solution that he gives in his philosophy of Logical Atomism is
not only surprisingly simple, but also simply surprising. When
you buy a chair you do not buy any particular appearance or
Difficulty of appearances, but a whole co-related systcx‘n
'buyixcuz aycct)lair of appearances, which includes also the future
appearances that the chair

YOu go home#2*®  Thys the real is a co-ordinated system of
unreals, Nothing is more surpr

ising than such a queer solution
of the age-long problem of appearance and reality, It is very
difficult to see why Russell should find any difficulty in buying
a chaiy.

According to his philosophy of logical atomism, the act

buying 4 chair is also uo more than a presentable series of
of APpearances. The buyer and the seller are likewise two
series of appearances, Then we arrive at this beautiful
conclusion —

will present when

.“One series of APPearances appears as ‘buying’ a second
serles of appearance from a third series of appearances.’’

The Buddhist idealists, true to their logie, reached this
0 thousang years ago and declared their
acceptance of thig temarkable consequence without any

hesitation. But Russell’s hesitation to own up such a
consequence of hig philosophy comes from an irresistible call
of common senge,

conclusion tw
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Iis latest development consists in a strong affirmation of
{aith in the existence of a real and objective external world
independent of its presentation to a percipient mind. But he

‘ has not forgotten his gratitude to Berkley and

gfj;f;;fnlgisc Hume, since he is conscious that the affir-

mation of lhis f{faith lacks the necessary

confirmation of his logieal analysis. So he concludes his
“‘present view of the world’’ with the following words :—

"The whole of what we perceive without inference belongs
to our private world. In this respect I agree with Berkley.
The starry heaven that we know in visual

The external . ... .
world is inferred Sensation is inside us. The external starry

heaven that we believe in is inferred...... The
causal lines which enable us to be aware of a diversity of
objects...... are apb to peter out like rivers in the sand.*'*7

That the external world is never perceived but inferred
is not a new thesis. The Sautrintika Buddhists of India
advanced this proposition twenty centuries
A vindication ago, and the ecriticisms unleashed against
of Sautrantika
Buddhism them may be cqually applied to Russell. If
that which is perceived cannot exist beyond
the process of preception, one cannot make out how that
which is inferred can exist outside the process of inference.
if perception presents the percept alone, an inference on
the same ground presents only the inferent. In either case
what one knows is inside oneself. Prajfakara has brought.
forth this thesis with devastating effect. As objects of
thought both the percept and the inferent are
Pr_aj.ﬁ_?lkaraf' 5 the end-products of two processes of thoughs
E;Lttfi:ﬁia view and as such are contents contained in
consciousness. Heuce as a content of thought.
an inferent is as much immediate as a percept. So if you
stick to the premiss that you never can perceive the external
world, you never can hope to distinguish between perception
and inference as processes of knowledge. The whole distinc-
tion becomes a matter of pragmatic convention, and cannot
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be substantiated by logical and epistemic analysis.

An inference of anything external and unperceived might
have been possible if at least something at sometime were
conceded to be externally perceived. If pure deduction were
not possible in such a case, some sort of analogical deduction
might have furnished some ground, however clumsy, of such
an inference. We take it for granted that we perceive one
side of the wall, and infer that it has an unperceived other
side, because we fecl sure that if we go round it just now,
the other side may be easily perceived. Drawing upon this

analogy it is mnot jreational to imagine that
ﬁ);;efiitﬂ?r; ;‘;’;{: the moon has an invisible s%de, because one
ceived fact is of her sides is open to our view and the othey
required too might have been visible if we could only
¢o round her for once. We feel certain that we perceived
a thing yesterday and perceive it to-day, and make sure that
it must have persisted during the interval between two
perceptions. We extend this analogy to the formulation of
a general belief :—An object can exist externally, unperceiveq
by a percipient mind. How far such inferences are logically
justified is a separte question. We are here primarily interesteq
in showing that the very possibility of inference, whether
right or wrong, of an unperceived external object must fulfil 5
minimal requirement such that something must be granted ¢o
be externally perceived somewhere at sometime by somebody
at least. This in short, is the spirit of Prajfiskara’s irresitibly
forceful argument against the Sautrantika view that the exte-
rnal world, undoubtedly real, is never perceived, bug always
inferred %148
In our formulation of the minimal requirement for the
possibility of inference we have been less unsparing and more

liberal than Prajigkara. We have not been so rigid as to
The minimal
requirement of ap . ) .

inference to the deduction must presuppose a previous percep-

external world tion of the two terms of the same premiss
standing together once at least. We have conceded much

demand like him that the general premiss of a
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elbow-room to the operation of analogy. What we have
virtually said is this : “Grant us the right of perception of
any cxternal object at anytime by anybody at any spot on
the carth, and we shall grant you the right of inference
to any unperceived external object at any point of the
universe. But you choose to remain hide-bound by your
thesis of a never perceivable but ever-inferable external reality.
We have shown how such an inferability is an absolute
impossibility. So only two courses are opeun for you :—
Fither be a thorough-going empiricist and go all the way with
Prajhilara to boldly face all the consequences of empiricism,
or, go with the common man to afirm your faith that it is an
external world that you normally perceive in your act of
perception. A midway compromise in this case is not the
golden mean, but is the banner of logical insincerity.

With all that is involved in this intervening discussion let
us go back to the proposition ‘‘Alexander preceded Caesar.”
The two terms here arc two series of biographical events, and
so are logical fictions. Thus a fiction vpreceding a fiction
becomes a relational fact.

Let us then drop the expression ‘logical fiction’ in cases of

Alexander and Caesar, Let us only say this much that some

cvents hppened earlier and some later, and those which happ-

ened earlier preceded the rest.  The events are individually

real, and in the successive flow of events we choose two cross-
sections such that there is an interval between the two. We
agree to ignore the rush of events during the interval and fix
our mind on the two chosen cross-sections alone. Whether
those cross-sections are called Alexander and Caesar is a
choice in nomenclature, Thus a rationale may be found for
proposing that the proposition, ‘“Alexander preceded Caesar”
represents a stubborn fact of the world, since in a stream of
events one gection may completely precede the other, provided
that the sections are so chosen that there may not be any

overlapping, that is, there is no event which is a common
member of both the sections.
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To avoid all these cumbersome manipulations, let us take
a simpler proposition, “An event A precedes an event B.”
Here the problem is not about the reality of the evente, but
whether there is a fact of preceding over and above the
events.

The external objectivity of spatio-temporal relational
facts is not a new proposition asserted by some western phil-
osophers. The Nyaya-Vaidesika school of Indian Philosophy
proposed such a type of reality many centuries ago. "They

designate the objective qualitics of such facts
Nyiya-Vaisesika by the terms “Paratva” and ‘‘dparatva’
izgcjsésjéapf;ﬁa which are supposed to cover such “external,”

relations as, “farther and nearer’” ( Daigika
paratva-aparatva ), and “Older and younger” (Kalika paratva
aparatva). Vallabhacirya, the famous author of the Nyaya-
lilavati, asserts that these spatio-temporal relations are not
only objective qualities of reality, but are also direct objects
of perception. Paratva and Aparatva, according to him are
more comprehensive than the relation of “earlier and later,”
and so he rejects the view of Bhasarvajiia to the effect that
these two relations are only a variation of, or a deduction
from, the relation of “earlier and later.”’***° It is interesting
to note that Raghunatha Sivomani, the father of the Bengal
School of Neo Logic, has rejected Paratva avd Aparaiva as
additional objective qualities of reality, of course, for reasons
other than those which may be consistently advanced by a
thorough going empiricist.»15°

An empiricist, true to his profession, cannot accept the
reality of spatio-temporal relations like ““farther and nearer”
and “earlier and later’” as being .independent of the corres-
ponding concepts. An event simply happens. When the event

] A comes to be, it is not born with a birth-mark

An event in itself . . . . ¢
does not carry the declaring to a percipient observer,— Here
?;T‘?élgiiiﬁmp"' I am, the forcrunner of B that will follow
me in future.” The event B is not born ag yet.
So the event A cannot Dbear any objective relational pro-
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perty of preceding B. The unborn B cannot be the constituent
of a property which is presently borne by A. When you look
at A you do not see any act or fact of precedence. You may
try to infer a future B from a present A. In that case B is
a constituent of your logical imagination, but not of the prop-
erty of the percept presented by A. You may decide to wait
for B to be born ( provided you can infer B from A ). But
then your previous proposition, ‘“A precedes B,”’ should be
replaced by its asymmetrical co-ordinate, *'B follows A.” You
may say, now that B has happened I observe B following A.
But that is quite impossible, because A is lost beyond recovery
when B is born. For you A aud B are two percepts of two
instants, one following the other. Verily because one percept
) follows the other you have no means to
lsjzcsgzzxecise;annot perceive the one following the other. That
would then require a third percept which
would cover both A and B. Itisan absurdity and a denial
of pure empiricism. The third percept can only come in the
third instant when both A and B are gone for good.
We know that Russell is not ready to accept pure empiri-
cism. His remarks are bold and significant in this respect :—
‘“ Absorption in language sometimes leads to the neglect of
the connexion of language with non-linguistic facts, although
it is this connexion which gives meanings to words and signi-
ficance to sentences...The conclusion is, that wncompromisng
empiricism is untenable. From a finite number of observations
no general proposition can be inferred to be even probable
unless we postulate some general principle of inference which
cannot be established empirically.””*151
But the question is how far we should go in accepting this
connexion between language and non.linguistic facts. Should
we rush to the extreme like Alexander and accept the thesis
that, whenever there is a linguistic fact there is also a non-
linguistic fact corresponding to the statement and conferring
meaning and significance on it. That is indeed far from
Russell’s intention. Yet, in asserting the ‘relational facts’

9
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as the stubborn stuff of the world, Russell seems to have set
his unsure foot on the road to the extreme.

So let us proceed to examine our proposition on its merit.
What we have said in respect of the proposition, ““A precedes
B,”’ may be applied mutatis mutandis, to the proposition “‘B
follows A.”> B cannot bear any relational property of follo-
wing A. Since A is gone for good when B is born, the past
A cannot be the constituent of any property presently
belonging to B. As an event B simply bhappens; it has
nothing in itself which looks like ‘following A.” You may
conjure up a picture of A and B in your memory or imagina-
tive expectation, and may relate a manufactured percept to
such a picture in your logical imagination. That is the way
of interpreting, but not of perceiving, a reality. You ecanunot
turn a logically imagined relation into the stubborn stuff of g
world of facts. What is only logically conccived cannot he
logically guaranteed to have an existence apart from logie.

When Russell advances his illustrative proposition,
“Alexander preceded Caesar,” the matter becomes inextri-
cably complicated. Tt stirs up a whole hornet’s nest of
historical testimony. Perception is here out of the question,

and inference, if ever possible, will be stretched along so long
a line that it would snap at a thousand undetected points.

Morcover, if relational facts are asserted to be real
constituents of the objective world, it is not only wuseless but
wrong to affirm events op “complexes of compresence’’ ag
reals over and above the relational wholes. Let ns take three
proposmoni i—"A precedes B’ “B precedes C” and “A
precedes C. According to the theory of reality under review
Events and these three propositions represent three
relational facts,  StParate relational facts, in which the events

A, B ana C are each repeated twice. Now
it the three facts ape three completely different sets of
realities, pluralistic conception demands that each of the three
events must undergo a pegl process of duplication, Again,
an event is supposed to he spatio-temporally related with an
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infinite number of events, even with events wnich are yet to
be born, thus producing an infinite number of relational
facts. Since every fact is totally different from others, every
event must be multiplied infinite times corres-
ch ;’aer:‘(’u;l;emy of ponding to the position of its duplicates in
universe every other fact. Thus perhaps you get at a
new theory of expanding universe which you
may logically extend in any spatio-temporal direction as you
like. Yet, it is quite understandable that no half-hearted
empiricist (and no half-hearted realist for that) can be so
much swayed by his zeal for “‘relational facts’ as to assert
that the infinite number of copies, which may thus be
miraculously manufactured out of a single event, are also as
much real as the original. Yet the logic of relational facts
exactly leads to this unsolicited absurdity.
If onc asserts that an accumulation of facts does not
necessarily involve an  accumulated reduplication of the
constituent events, that the same event may
Or, better be the terminus of a net-work of relational
embrace the . .
Hegelian whole  facts, one should leave off the path of plura-
lism and embrace the reality of a unitary
system, in which no events or facts are real by themselves,
but are real only in so far as they participate in the structure
and behaviour of the system as a whole. In such an over-all
system it is not permitted to say that an event or a fact might
have been other than what it is. where it is, and when it is,
since that would have altered the system itself.



CHAPTER X1V

PRAJNAKARA AND KARNAKAGOMIN
ON PRECEDENCE AND SUCCESSION

An evident corollary of a thorough going empirical plura-
lism is the self-definability of an event. That a real is self-
definable means that it is not definable by
EZ:.:Zﬁizzg’niile anything other ¢than its?elf.“ Hence th’e
—a corollary of  Buddhist term for a realis Sva-laksana,”
;?Esﬁf:nr;t that of which it itself is the definition
(Svarapan laksanam asya iti—Prajiikara).
In a philosophy of consistent pluralism this corollary of self-
definability cuts straight across the admittance of relational
facts. Once it is admitted that an event is the real terminus
of an infinite net-work of real relations expanding into past,
present and future, it inevitably follows that an event cannot
be defined or fixed in its logical position until and unless
you can exhaust the entire network in which the same event
is enmeshed. Thus every single event is t0 be defined by the
totality of all other events, a totality that is ever un-formed,
for the future is always unborn. Surely epough, that is not
the way of Logical Atomism. The moment you get prepared
to embrace a total system, all events and relations are bound
to shake off their individuality and externality, in as much
as every event and relation derive their reality and definability
. . from an ever receding total which is always

An inconsistent .
pluralist pushed busy about completing itself, but never can
i‘sﬁgl‘é}}e Hegeliah complote. That is how the admittance of
relational facts would finally drive a pluralist
into the fold of a Hegelinn whole, verily against which
Russell has turned a good deal of witty sarcasm in his History

of Western Philosophy.

To hear the voice of a consistent pluralist let us once
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more turn our ears to Prajiiakara, When two things are
completely different, Prajiakara justifiably holds that the one
cannot define the other. DBut when you affirm the reality of
relation the two terms enter into each other’s definition,
L and each in turn becomes the constituent of
Poelgzx‘;{'a;?&n the other. It is then difficult to maintain
any logical gap bet ween the terms of a relation,
Pluralism as a result is dispersed into the structure of a
monistic whole. DBut exactly speaking, there cannot be any
definition without relating the definable term to some other
term or terms, for definition is the location of logical position
of a term ; and you can locate it only in virtue of its relation
to other terms. Moreover, if it is true that two terms cannot
be totally different when they are commonly
;l;lfst?g;iﬁicct}sf ?  held in a relational structure, it is also equally
true that they cannot either be completely
identical as terms of a real relation. Thus it is the fate of
relation to be caught in an inescapable paradox, namely, the
very possibility of definition depends on a self-contradiction.
Hence if one is a confirmed pluralist and accepts a real to be
a discrete individual totally distinet from others, the only
way to save pluralism is to assert that relation is a logical
abstraction, that definition is a superimposition of this inter-
pretative fiction on the veal which by itself defies all relations
and definitions, Strictly speaking, the real
i‘}i;i}fﬁaﬂgable is neither self-definable nor definable by any
other terms, it is simply indefinable. That
is cxactly what Prajfdkara asserts, Ie is fully conscious
that self-definability is another name of indefinability.*!%2
One should not miss Prajfiakara’s special emphasis on the
unreality of temporal relation, specially the relation of succes-
sion, A special attempt for refuting the relation between the
carlier and the later is necessary for establishing the sole
reality of the discrete, discontinuous and instantaneous parti-
cular. If the words ‘‘earlier’” and ‘““later’’ could represent
something more than mere logical construction, and if the
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terms were really held together in an objective bond of
relational fact, they should have shed off their pure and
igolated particularity and lost their dignified discreteness in
a flowing continuity.

"The proposition, ‘“Alexander preceded Caesar,” cannot be
the picture of a reality for the simple fact that the terms of
this relation cannot be really brought together except in a
logical imagination. Pictorical representation of reality may
be an artist’s endeavour, but should not be a logician’s pursuit.
So Wittgenstein utters the most illogical thing when he says
that a proposition is the picture of a fact. We cannot cven

logically think of a proposition, not to speak
There cannot be  of stating it, without somehow bringing
a picture of . e
precedence together its constituents 1in thought. But if

the supposed real counterparts of the terms
could be really brought together in a real relation of prece-
dence, ( which is impossible by the meaning and definition
of precedence ), our proposition in question would have
directly contradicted the reality it claims to represent. The
relation of precedence or succession is just the opposite of
being together, but a proposition is imposslble without getting
the terms at least logically together. Hence no proposition
can faithfully picture a fact of precedence. You cannot grasp

the relation without getting the terms together,
g&iﬁ:ﬁggﬁﬁé but if you get them together you lose the
succession relation. It is the paradox of the relation

of precedence or succession which is reflected
in a paradox of proposition.

Praifiakara’s way of demolishi ¢ relation of succession
ng

ig derived from his theory of perception. An instantaneous

perception grasps an instantaneous percept.
A vpercept or sense-datum is only present and never
stamped with a mark of being earlier of later. A single unit

of perception has no means to cover two successive perceptions.
Heunce succession is never an object of perception, since it is

never a part of the percept. As a last resort you are to fall
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back on memory and inference. The matter becomes more
complicated thereby. Memory is supposed to be the retained
impression of a percept. But when the percept happened to
be, it was presented as ‘“‘something present’’ and not as some-
thing past or being earlier. Yet memory seems to give you
a sense of being past or happening earlier, and so it constructs
something new that did not belong to the percept as such.

For the same reason inference has no right and scope of
operation in this case. Tirst, “being earlier” could not be
the property of the percept when it was present. It is
senscless to say that it has now become the property of the
percept which is no longer present. Secondly, aun object to
boe inferred must have at least the logical likelihood of being
perceived, and there must be some perceivable indications
providing a basis for inference. Thus on the basis of some
perceivable indications present on this earth it is possible
to infer the existence of life on a distant planet, since there
is at least the logical likelihood that if a person could go
there he could have perceived the existence of life. But it
has already been shown that it is not even logically possible
for the so-called fact of succession to become an object of
perception. No perceivable indication of such a fact is ever
present before a percipient observer. Hence inference has
no chance to grasp the relation of succession. For Prajiakara
the demolition of this temporal relation; has been specially
necessary as a sure method of showing up the constructional
nature of causal relation and the fictitious nature of identity
and continuity involved in recognition.* 33
But one can hear the halting steps of a

Karnakagomin's s e
half hearted shyfaced empiricist in the half-learted efforts
support to the of Karnakagomin to impart reality to the

fact of succession K )
relation of succession. He does not feel at

ease with Prajiakara’s demolition of causal relation. Evi-
dently he has Prajidkara in mind when he puts the point to
be refuted in the following manner :—

“Somebody else says that a single perception cannot
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grasp the causal relation since the cause and the effect belong
to two different instants. So nobody does perceive that
something is produced by something else. Hence memory too
is ineffective in this respect, for it is not backed by an
appropriate previous perception.”’#15*

Then he goes on to meet this objection and explain his
own understanding of the causal relation. He is certainly
conscious of Dharmakirti’s critique of relation ( Sambandha-
pariksa ), and so is not bold enough to directly espouse the
cause of causality. He declares that there is no reality of
causal relation between two successive events. When we say
that something is the cause or effect of something else we
simply impoge a logical abstraction on reality.*°°

But the next moment he starts saying something which
is clumsy and confusing. The effect, he goes ony is nothing
but deriving its existence from the cause, and the cause is

nothing but happening prior to the effect.
Some confusing . . .
observations. Now, the consequent coming 1nto existence

is not different from the instant that we call
the effect, and the fact of happening earlier is not different
from the instant that we call the cause. Since both these
instants are objects of perception, how can you say that the
causal relation cannot be grasped by perception ? It is of
course true that we use the terms ‘cause’ and ‘effect’ after
the succeeding event comes to be.

It 'is evident that this line of argument involves both
confusion and contradiction. To say in the same breath that
a crving the causal relation is a logical construction,
contradiction and also, that the effect derives its becoming

. from the cause ( hetoh sakadat svar@ipalibha
eva kz},ryatvam ) has an accent of contradiction too pronounced
to be ignored. The confusion starts from the fact that what
has been posed ag the problem is itself being paraded as the
answer. How do you perceive that the effect derives its
existence from the cause ? Ixactly this is the problem of
causation. But Karnakagomin asserts the same Wwithout
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the note of interrogation, as if, the question itself is the
answer to itself.

Again, the manner of his argument seems to suggest that
there is some sort of relational reality such that the effect
comes from the cause, only that we call it a relation between
cause and effect is a matter of nomenclature. Thus the logical
abstraction, involved in this case, consists in naming alone,
and not in the absence of a reality waich somehow seems
to gain a presence through receiving a name. Yet the

_ ) essence of Vikalpa or logical construction
Vikalpa 1s more

than a mere 13 more than merely having a name. It is

matter of : . .
an .

nomenclature object of pure logical understanding

passing for an extra-logical reality by virtue
of being the referent of a name.

Karnakagomin scems to have realised the weakness of his
interpretation of causality that he has advanced so far. So
he procecds to the coneclusion that the causal relation is
nothing but a relation between the antecedent and the

consequent. The suggestion is apparent that

ll:k)tcnulsatiom other factors, such as mnecessity and act of
ut only . .
succession ? causation, are mere logical appendages added

to the rclation of succession, and that the
perceivable relational reality is nothing but the process of
succession,

Now the cardinal problem remains to be answered :—
how do you perceive succession ? Karnakagomin has a very
clever way of circumventing the difficulty. Suppose the
antecedent is really the antecedent, and the consequent really
the consequent. So we perceive the antecedent when we
perceive the preceding instant, and perceive the consequent
when we perceive the following instant. We may go a step

further and say that perceiving the antecedent
Karnakagomin and the consequent is the same as perceiving
e“fé’lgérr‘se‘i"l,‘:w antecedence and conscquence. In Karnaka-
gomin’s language, since the earlier instant
is the cause and the later instant is the effect, perceiving the
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two instants is the same as perceiving the cause and the
effect. Now the causal relation, that is, succession, is not
Something different from the terms themselves. Hence two
Perceptions of the two successive instants are together equal
to the Perception of causal relation or succession. Ounce you
Erant the perceivability of succession such that ‘“this fol.lows
that,” you easily explain why and how memory retains a
eorreet impression of succession.*15°

One can easily discern the fallacy in this train of argu-
ments if one pauses to consider the following case. Suppose
A ig father B. Now, it would follow from

Talxlrilfzicli?;n?ﬁ Karnakagomin’s line of thought that secing
. A and B is the same as seeing father and
Such is the illusion engineered by common usage of

language.  Qup linguistic convention very often leads us,
quite

sSon.

unsuspectingly, to such an erroneous belief as,—“]
have juget seen B’s father in the shop.” A little thinking
would make it clear that I cannot see a father or a son,
since father-hood or son-hood forms no part of my visual
Pereept of A or B. Take a man who does not know that A

s father of B, and another man who knows it all right.
The fOl‘mer

will not say—*I have seen father and son,”
Wwhile the latt

er will freely use such an expression.
) Bug the pure percepts of A and B belonging to two perci-
Plent persong will not differ in the least on account of this
diff'el'ence In their knowledge. The perceptual image of the
second Percipient does not contain an introductory tablet
bearipg sUch an inscription as “father of B” or “‘son of A.”
When bette, With all the advantage of his k.)e.tter knc?wledgc
t;Z“élizg(gie turns bhan the first, the second perm.plent w111. a.lso
vantage. have the disadvantage of easily entertaining
an illusion to the effect that he is really seeing
father of B or son of A.
It is clear from the example that we have just considered
b the Proposition, “The man whom I see is father of B’ is
not the same 5 the proposition, “I see father of B.” The

tha
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second proposition is worse than wrong, it is absurd, while the

first proposition may be true. The matter
An important
distinction among . . . g
three propositions second proposition with a third proposition,

“I sce the man who is father of B.” The
adjective clause in this third proposition is not a part of the
pereeptual object, though it is a property of the grammatical
object. We can tolerate the proposition “I see father of B”
only in so far as it serves as a clumsy contraction of the
proposition “The man whom 1 see is father of B, knowing
fully well that the two are not logically equivalent. But, if
it is taken to be a significant proposition in its own right it
is bound to expose a colossal absurdity covered by a time-
honoured linguistic convention.

will not improve if you cven try to equate the

Karnakagomin’s fallacy is exactly of the type that we have
shown above. Because two perceivable events are asscried
to be cause and cffect, it is argued that we perceive ‘the cause
and the effect.” Because two perceivable events are asserted
to be antecedent and consequent, it is argued, we perceive
“‘the antecedent and the consequent,”—just as, because two
perccivable persons are asserted to be father and son, it is
argued, we perceive “ihe father and the son.”  After this
critique of Karnakagomin’s position vis-a-vie causality and
succession, it is perhaps clear that, within the domain of pure
empiricism, Prajhikara’s arguments against the reality of
relational facts stand solid and unshaken, A modern disciple
of Prajfitkara may easily throw overboard the whole lot of
relational facts entertained by Russell. It is once more a
demonstration of the unbridgeable gap between language and
reality, so far as it is proved that a propositional statement,
supposed to stand for a non-linguistic relational fact, has no
means to communicate such a fact, since that “fact’” itself is
nothing more than an interpretative abstraction.

With this much for a fact that is supposed to be pictured
by a proposition, we shall begin to examine the more compli-
cated problem, :—what is a proposition ?



CHAPTER XV
WHAT 1S A PROPOSITION ?
SectioN 1
Professor Moore’s Earlier View.

Indian Philosophy, significantly enough has no such term
as corresponds to ‘'proposition’ in its modern sense. The

theory of proposition in contempoary philosophy has

an
interesting career.

The interest is excited by the fact that
the history of proposition is a passage from clear beginning to
progressive confusion,

Professor Moore in his essay on ‘‘Propositions” began in
the right way when he equated the meaning of the term “‘pro-
position” with the apprehensible meaning of a sentence.

“It is quite plain, I think,” says Professor Moore, “that
when we understand the meaning of a sentence, something
else does happen in our minds besides the mere hearing of the
word of which the sentence is composed...And it is no less
plain that the apprehension of the meaning of one sentence
with one meaning differs in some respect from the apprchension
of another sentence with a different meaning...There certainly
are such things as two different meanings apprehended.  And
each of these two meanings is what I call a proposition---
When we hear certain spoken words and understand their
meaning, we may do three different things, we may beclieve
the proposition which they express, we may disbelieve it, or
we may simply understand what the words mean, without
either believing or dishelieving it...This sense in which we
apprehend a proposition, in all these three cases equally, is
obviously one sense of the word apprehension.*57

It is here clear that according to Moore a proposition is
the apprehensible meaning of a sigonificant sentence. That
this meaning is quite different from the fact is also evident
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from the fact that one clearly grasps the meaning of a sentence

.. even when there is no fact to back it up.
Proposition as the

apprehensible Hence there is such a thing as a false proposi-
meaning of a . . .
sentence tion, but no such thing as a false fact. Again

different sentences in different languages
are often found to be equivalents by virtue of bearing the same
meaning. So sentences may differ without any difference in
the proposition they express. Even in the same language
there may be different sentences having the same meaning,
for example, “Brutus killed Caesar’” and ““Caesar was killed
by Brutus’” express the same proposition.

If a proposition is thus taken to be equivalent toan
intelligible meaning of a sentence, it is quite understanable
why Indian philosophers have not felt it necessary to coin
a special term corresponding to ‘“proposition.”’ The coinage
Why Indian of a special term does not .confer any parti-
Philosophy does ~ cular dignity on the intelligible meaning of a
33;;;;3%?;?1?. & sentence. Apprehensiop of a sentential mean-

ing is commonly called Sabda-bodha or verbal
cognition in Indian Philosophy.

Bhartrhari has brought forth with a force of counviction
that meaning, properly speaking, should belong to a complete
sentence, and not to the isolated word-constituents of a
sentence. The sentence and 1ts meaning are both monolithic
wholes which camnot be dissected and dispersed into paits
( akhanda-vakya-sphota.and akhanda vakyartha ). As to the
status of an intelligible meaning, the Buddhists and Bhartrhari
are equally agreed that it is a Vikalpa or logical construction.
It is a confizuration of logical understanding and has the
status of anideational existence superimposed on consciousness.
So Bhartrhari uses various terms which are desigued to convey
this logical character of meaning, such as, bauddhartha
( ideational meaning-content ), abhidheya-satta ( meaning-
existence) and ‘adhyaropita’ or ‘upacarita-satta’ (super-imposed
secondary existence ).

Thus what Moore calls a proposition is the monolithic
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ideational meaning-content of a sentence (akhando bauddho
vakyartha ). It is then very difficult to see that special
advantage one should get from the term ‘‘proposition’’ except
as providing a fertile ground for confusion. When a propo-
sition is defined as the apprehensible meaning of a sentence,
and such a meaning is defined as a proposition, one does not
feel particularly enlightened except as satisfying a fad for
profundity.

If you cannot explain the term ‘‘proposition’ without
using the expression “meaning of a sentence’’, it 18 nccessary
that you should be able to explain the expression ‘‘meaning of
a sentence” without using the term proposition. Otherwise
reciprocal definitions will lead to indefinability. It is signi-
ficant that every system of Indian Philosophy contains a long
disconrse on the logic of meaning, without coining a speecial
term like “‘proposition’ to mean the meaning.

Fondness for a term may unwarily lead us astray.
Professor Moore is sometimes a champion of commonsense
and is entrapped by the term he is fond of. When he goes
on to explain the nature of a proposition he avowedly explaing

b

the nature of a logical fiction. But his fondness for a time-
honoured term has wrapped up a fiction in the mantle of an
ontological entity. Professor Moore boldly asserts—“I'he
fact 1s that absolutely all the contents of the universe,
Proposition as gps.ohlte-ly everything that is at all, m.{\}.' be
an entity ivided into two classes, namely propositions
on the one hand, and into things which are
not proposibions on the othe hand . the sort of thing that I mean
by a proposition is certainly one of the things that is:--cer-
tainly absolutely everything in the universe either isa proposi-
tion or is not.”’*'°® When the hearer hears a sentence, he, apart
from hearing, performs a second act of consciousness, that ig
apprehends the meaning of the sentence. This meaning, “then,
is the sort of thing that I mean by a proposition---There
certainly are things which are propositions in this sense.”’#139
Thus the meaning-content of a sentential apprehension ig
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for Moore not a logical abstraction, but something like a
substantive entity over and above the sentence and the
objective fact it refers to. Accordingly, if you follow Moore’s
view to its logical climax, there should be as many entities as
there may be sentences in the past, the present and the future.
This way every logical fiction may be hypostatized into a
"metaphysical entity. This is only a reiteration of Alexander’s
view to the effect that there are at least as many things as
there are words in the world.

Secrion 2

Moore’s Revision of His Former View

But in this context it would be quite unfair on our part
if we forget to acelaim the refreshing open-mindedness which
Professor Moore has commendably displayed in the revision of
his former view in a subsequent essay on ‘‘Beliefs and Propo-
sitions.”#1%% As an example of clarity of understanding about
the problem of proposition this essay of Professor Moore stands
still unsurpassed. As regards his former view that there are

such things as propositions, Moore observes—
Eroposétions.all‘e “But yet I donot now believe that it is true
esfitei?;wmm though I did formerly.”s'%*  “It is an

objection to the supposition that there are
such things as propositions at all, and that belief consists
merely in an attitude of mind towards these supposed
7162 ““The whole expression, ‘I am believing in the
existence of lions’ is of course a name for a fact. But we

entities.

cannot analyse this fact into a relation between me on the one
hand and a proposition called the cxistence of lions on the
other. This is the theory as to the analysis of belief which I
wish to recommend. 1t may be expressed by saying that there
simply are no such things as propositions.”’#*°%3

Latter on we shall make full use of Moore’s reasons for
revising his opinion. The term proposition has come to stay
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in philosophical use, and there is no harm in using it,
provided we are conscious of the meaning we attach to it.

Whether a proposition is true or false, there is alwaysa
conceptual content in understanding a sentence. This

conceptual content in its logical nature is an abstraction and
not an entity, and this abstraction is the meaning of a
sentence. There is no crying need for calling it a proposition,.
and there is also no particular harm in ealling it so, provided
it is not turned into a substantive entity, and no barricade
is raised against the customary use of the term ‘‘proposition’’

as a synonym for a sentence in its logical aspect. Hence it

should be admitted in all fairness that the Indian philosophers
were rather wiser in not inventing any special term such ag

‘proposition’ to stand for the intelligible meaning of a

sentence. For them such expressions as Vikalpa, Bauddhzar-

tha, Abhidheya-satta, Upacarita-sattd and Akhanda valyartha,

are cnough and more significant, since they directly convey

the logical value and status of this sentential meaning ang

save it from the false dignity of a coufusing hypostatization,



CHAPTER—XVI
THE MODERN DEFINITION OF PROPOSITION
SectioN 1

Russell’s Definition

IEvidence of confusion about the nature of proposition
starts with the attempts to redefine it, and, as a result of these
new modes of treatment, it is not perhaps too much metaphor-
ical to say that proposition has become the ‘sick child” of
contemporary philosophy. Let us take a text book definition
of proposition. Tollowing the lead of Russell and others
Professor Stebbing observes,—‘‘Thus the unit of logical think-
ing is the proposition. This must be precisely defined :—

A proposition is anything that is believed disbelieved,
doubted or supposed.’’*1°%*

To understand full implications of this definition one
should turn to Russell’s important treatise, ‘‘An Inquiry into
Meaning and Truth’’ wherein he has raised and discussed the
problem of proposition in two chapters— Analysis of
Problems Concerning Proposition ( Ch. XII ), and ““The
Significance of Sentences ( Ch. XIII ). Let us hear Russell’s
own words :—

“It is obvious that, if beliefs have objects, what I believe
when I believe that snow is white is the same as what I

doubt when I ask ‘Is snow white.” This,
zltlﬁ)iaﬁsypézpo- whatever it is, is, on this hypothesis the signi-
expressed by an  ficance of the sentence, ‘Snow is white’. 1If
assertion and an
interrogation we can decide what is meant by ‘significance’

of a sentence, we shall say that it is the
significance that is to be called a proposition, and that is
either true ov false.”’*1%5 Again, further on, “If this sentence
beging with ‘I believe that’, what follows the word ‘that’ is a
sentence signifying a  proposition, and the proposition is

10
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said to be what I am believing. Ixactly similar remarks
apply to doubt, desire.”%°%8
from this long discussion, that it is nceessary

“L conclude,

Proposition as the
significance of a L. . .y .
sentence to distinguish propositions from sentences,

but that propositions need not be indefinable.
They are to be defined as psychological occurrences of certain
sorts, comlex images, expectations ete...... the only thing
essential to our enquiry is that sentences signify something

other than themselves which can be the same
Proposition as a
psychological . i .
occurrence must be psychological (or physiological )

when seutences differ. That this something

is made evident by the fact that the proposi-
tion can be false.”’%1°7

This is a theory of proposition, which in one way or other,
has remained as the sovereign in contemporary theory of
knowledge. DBut it is exactly this theory which, under a
network of analytical subtleties, has covered a decp-seated
confusion, which should be exposed and cleared up, in order
fo save much that is right and throw out much that is wrong
in the notion of proposition.

First, it should be considered whether a proposition, what-

] ever it is in itself, should necessarily be
Two crucial . . . .
Questions believed, disbelieved or doubted. Secondly, it
should be examined whether it is the propo-
sition iteelf that is believed, dishelieved or doubted.

When Russell deals with the proposition “It is raining”
in his lecture on “Logical Atomism,” does he believe, dis-
believe or doubt it 7 He does nothing of the sort, He
gimply considers the logical meaning of the sentence. Neither
it is a case of suspended belief, because it is not at all an
occasion of belief or disbelief. It may be argued that what

Russell deals with here is not a real proposition,

Russell but only an
1mitation-proposition.

” The real proposition you get only when
and where 2 man utters the sentence, “It is a raining”, with
a definite belief that it i raining, or with a purpose to make
the hearer believe so though it may not be raining outside.
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In a speculative dissertation we cannot directly get the
original proposition, but only use an imitative model of the
original,

But the question arises—achich original 2 Thousands of
people might have seen it raining at thousands of places and
articulated their percepts on thousands of occasions separated
by centuries. The crucial question is whether all the people
uttering different instances of the sentence, ‘It is raining,”” in
different perceptual situations believe and express the same

proposition. According to one part of Russell’s
5:;5;;}]?’“95212 dissertation the answer should be a definite
contradiction “Yes’, while according to the other part it

should be a definite ‘no.” If the proposition
would have differed with every utterance of the sentence, “‘It
is raining,” communication would have been impossible in a
community, and the purpose of language would have been lost.
So it is quite understandable why Russell goes so far as to
suggest that the assertive sentence “Snow is white’” means the
same proposition as the interrogative sentence “‘Is snow
white ?”’ Otherwise, ‘‘Yes, Snow is white”” cannot be an answer
to the question “Is snow white 7”

Hence you cannot help feeling bewildered when Russell
asserts in the same breath that propositions are to be defined
as psychological occurrences like images, expectations ete.
Evidently the same proposition cannot be a psychological
occurrence, simply because a psychological occurrence cannot
be the same with two persons or even with the same person on
The same propo- two occasions. The sameness of a proposition
sition cannot be  presupposes participation by different members
a psychological oy e
oceurrence. of the community in a common fund of mean-

ing which is abstracted out of socially deve-
loped linguistic expressions. Russell deserves credit for
emphasising the importance of an obvious fact that the word
‘dog’ is as much a universal as dog itself. In the same way,
for the purpose of saving the very possibility of a proposition,
a sentence too must be taken in its universal aspect. Other-
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wise the speaker and the hearer, the writer and the reader,
could not have meant the same thing by the ‘same’ =entence.
The sentence in order to mean the same thing on many
occassions should be as much depersonalised as the meaning
itself. The sentence too must figure in the meaning asa
universal.

Hence the apprehension of meaning is a telescoping

process in which language, meaning and
iggﬁ&g?i‘ﬁegf thought pass into one another being univer-
coping process. salised into a single whole. This much of

Hegelianism must be admitted in order to
ensure the very possibility of a commonly shared meaning,
Herein also lies the sccret of Bhartrhari’s theory of Svaripa-
Vicyata, or the self-meaning operation of language.

You cannot define a proposition without understanding
this telescoping process of a triple universalisation. Henece
the definition of a proposition as a psychological occurrence of
image or expectation is a self-defeating proposal.

A psychological occurrence is an atomic fact in which no
gsecond person has any means to participate. Proposition
as the commonly understood meaning of g commonly
accepted sentence is totally incompatible with such an
atomistic definition as Russell has proposed. This neaning

18 logically neutral, i.e., is not necessarily

A sentential : . . R
meaning is logi- the Ob.]e‘ct of a belief, disbelicf, doubt or
cally neutral supposition. I can easily entertain the mean-

ing of a statement without necessarily enter-
taining @ belief or disbelief in it. This is just so because the
meaning is & depersonalised universal, a neutralised logical
construction. This is further evident from the fact that the
. Same proposition may be simultancously an

The meaning of object of - beliof . _ .
neutrality X your belief, my disbelicf and a third
man's consideration.  When you say and

i it 1s raini . . . .
believe, 16 'S TaiDIng, T may equally disbelieve it, and a third
man may simply apprehend the meaning of your

. . . . statement
without entertaining either helief op dishelief.



SEcTION 2

d Fallacy of Modern Positivism.

Modern Positivists are very fond of saying that a metaphy-
sical proposition is meaningless ; but perhaps they do not
know what they mean. Strictly speaking there cannot be a
metaphysical proposition, since whatever may be proposed
belongs to logic. What the positivists might have said is
this :— A proposition which affirms or implies the existence

of a metaphysical object is metaphysically
i)\r;‘;";‘;i‘:gg?iﬁﬂl meaningless, but not logically so. The phrase
not meaningless, ' metaphysically meaningless’’ is a tautologous

expression. It means that meaning and
metaphysics are terms of mutual exclusion. Thus the propo-
sition, ‘‘God is good,” is not at all a meaningless or nonse-
nsical expression. It has a definite understandable meaning
without grasping which you could not have even deciphered
it as “meaningless”.

What the positivists mean to say is this :—‘God’ does not
belong to the ‘given’, the immediate datum of experience, and
as such the proposition “God is good’ is not verifiable; so
it is meaningless. They do not realise that the ‘given’ can
never be spoken of.  In their zeal to do away with God and
metaphysice they have raised the ‘given’ to the esoteric glory
of a metaphysical God. The Buddhists have shown a greater
and more consistent zeal for the “given’’. They have the
penetrating insight to see that the “given’ and the “‘spoken”
live leagues apart. As soon as you try to push the ‘given’
into the framework of a significant sentence you strip it of
its giveuness and make it a configured constituent of a logical
construction.  This is so because the ‘given’ cannot be
comminicated. Your ‘given is totally distinct from mine,
and the sentence that you utter is physically different from
the sentence I hear, Heuce, my auditory perception, and the
meauning that I may attach to it on the basis of what may be
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given to me, cannot enable me to get at what is given to you.
What is communicated is ‘‘the universally given,” which is
neither yours, nor mine, but common between us, and which,
accordingly is not the datwin given to you. The “universally
given’ is only a logical abstraction which alone can be meant
and spoken of. The delicate datum of your particnlar moment
is a far cry from the comprehensive universal of the intercom-
municating community as a whole.

SecrioN 3

The Difference Between Bhartrhari and the Buddhists.

1t is necessary here to bring out in short the points of
agreement and difference between Bhrtrhari and the Buddhists,
We have very often used the expressions “emvirical world”
and “phenomenal world” as synonymons terms.
Thelgh.enome"al But, strictly speaking, according to Bharty.
world is not an 1ty
;:(r)zgiai;ilci}éﬁgt 2 hari and the Buddhists, the phenomenal is
not the empirical, but the logical. The
phenomenal world is a logical construction, a world of intell-
igible meanings sustained in significant langnage. According
to the Buddhists, the empirieally real is the only reality. It
is the given sensible, the pure, unrelated, unadorned particular
of the moment that cannot be captured and
oFglrytS]ee I:éfpdll;llcsatls communicated in language. Language has no
is real power to violate its self-enclosed privacy and
make it stand in public exposure. Hence it
is Sva-lakzana, the self-definable. The Yogacara Buddhists
add that it is also Sra-samvedana, the self-sensible moment of
cognition. The ineffable is not logical, and what is logical is
communicable. The real ig beyond logic aud langunge.
Bhartrbari quite agrees that logic and 1
touch the fringe of reality.

anguage cannot

But he is in clear disagreement

with the Buddhist view that the real is empirical. According
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to him the real is both metempirical and metatogical. The
empirical is also a logical construction, since
For Bhartrhari the there is no cognition whatsoever that is not
;fsrl)ilrsiclgcl’_“:mglet' formed and shaped in an intelligible language.
metalogical Because the phenomenal world as a logical
construction is equated to the world of meanings, it is not
necessary to create a third realm, as it hasbeen done by Plato,
. Husserl and Meinong, in order to find a
ﬁzaﬁ‘i‘n‘;{ Realm 1 abitation for meanings, concepts and
propositions. A logical construction is an
interpretative fiction, and as such it is senseless to ask
whether it exists or not. In an ultimate sense, the interpreter
and the interpreted, the constructor and the constructed,
everything is a fiction. So it is ncedless, senseless and
pointless to ask whether this universal fiction has a habitat
where it can rest its weary limbs.

This sceming digression into some important findings of
Bhartrhari and the Buddhists will clear up much of the
confusion which haunts the contemporary notion of proposition.
The very possibility of meaning, apprehension and communi-
cation depends on the fact that both the significant sentence
and the proposition that is signified are to be universalized,
depersonalised and converted into abstractions. Our pheno-
menal world is the apprehensible meaning of intelligible
language, and as such is nothing more than a body of propos-
itions. The proposition as the communicable meaning cannot
be defined as a psychological occurrence belonging to a personal
biography. The term ‘“proposition” is an unfortunate coinage
creating a fertile ground for confusion. But, since it is a time-
honoured term, we may accept it in use provided we are
conscious of the meaning we attach to it.

—




CHAPTER—XVII
BELIEF, DISBELIEF, ASSERTION AND DENIAL

SectIoN 1
Do We Belicve In A Proposition ?

Let us now turn to the sccond question, namely, whether it
is the proposition itself that is believed, dishelieved or doubted.
The problem may be presented in another way—whether the
two sentences, “One’s belief Las a content” and “Onc believes
in a content,”’ convey the same meaning, or express the same
proposition. That there is some sort of feeling or attitude
that goes by the name of “‘belief” is undeniable. This unigue
feeling must have a content. But the question that we arc

posing is this :—whether a person’s belicf having a content

is the same as his believing in that content. To understand

the full implication of this question we shall take two other
sentences, ‘It is raining’” and “‘I believe it is raining.”

Is the first sentence translatable into the second ¢  ILvide-
ntly not. The first sentence; though it may be prompted by a
believing attitude, is not a statement about my belief. The

belief is here not a constituent of the meaning-content.

Belief in the sense of a believing attitude belongs, in this case;
to the inciting subjective context, but not to the objective
content. 1t stands as a prompter in the background. DBut
the second sentence is a statement about my belief itsclf, and

the objective clause defines the belief by making cxplicit its
form and content

Here the belief itself is the pronounced principal part of
the total meaning-content of the sentence. The sub-ordinate
content, i.e., the object-content of belief, is not by itself the
meaning-content of the total sentence.

Without a content a
belief is unbelievable.

But it is not self-contradictory to

have a belief without this particular content. Whether it is
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raining or snowing, anything like this might have been an
object-content of my belief without imposing any burden of
self-contradiction.

One may think that the sentence ‘I believe it 1s raining”
may be restated in the form ““That it is raining is the object
of my belief’” or “My belicf has as its object,—it is raining.”
But this restatement is definitely not an equivalent of the
original. The new statement is undoubtedly also a statement
about my belicf, but only in a new sense. It is an introsp-
ective analysis of the form and content of my belief on ihe
subjective side, but does not bear an immediate concrete
reference to the oljective side as a happening in the external
world, which is inherent in the original statement. When

somebody says ‘I believe it is raining’ he

A belief has a . ) . . .
reference external d‘oes not intend to convey simply the 1nf(.nmf1
to itself. tion that he entertains such a sort of belief in

his mind, whether it is raining there or not.
He does something more than that. He also wants to inform
that something s happening outside corresponding to his
belief. Whether the second information is right or wrong, he
believes it all right. His belief has unmistakably this externral
veference beyond the fact of believing, or the psychological
content of belief. Otherwise the act of believing itself would
become a self-contradictory attitude, a self-negating fecling,
a self-condemning mental fact, an impossible phenomenon.

A believer is not a neutral analyst who simply says—
“Well, T entertain such a belief and do not bother about
whether there is anything beyond this fact of entertaining.”
Hence the speaker of the sentence—‘‘My belief has for its

_ object—it is raining’’ is not a believer, but a
?liilésgle;;f{?gf logically meulral introspective analyst, who,
trospective at least at the moment of his utferance, is not
analyst . .

concerned if there is an external factual
content corresponding to the psychological or logical content

of his belief.
Here you get a logical analysis of a factually unanalysable
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psychological unit into an act of believing on the one hand,
and an object-content of belief on the other. When you force
this analysis to figure in the sentence, ‘I believe it is raining””
you disfigure it beyond recognition.
This want of equivalence between two sentences,
“I believe it is raining” and “My belief has for its
object,—it is raining’’ has a very important consequence,
namely, it is not the proposition that one helieves. A proposi-
tion, as we have seen before, is the meaning-

It is not the pro- eontent of a sentential expression. When
position that one . . . .
believes this meaning-content is the same as the object-

content of a belief, the fact that one’s belief
has a content is not the same as that one belicves in the
content. A belief is not a belief without the inevitable sense
of feeling about something beyond the content. The content
is not the referent of a belief. The referent is the target of
the sense of the beyond. "This target is legically there, though
it may not be factually so. It is this confusion between the
content and the referent of a belief that is
Confusion be- . . . .
tween the content Primarily responsible for the confused defini-
2?%:11;::;8{“6“: tion of the proposition as the object of belief,
disbelief or doubt. The absurdity of such 2
definition becomes particularly pronounced when a proposition
is looked upon as a mental fact. When a person says, ‘1
believe it is raining,” evidently he does not mean to say that
o he believes in a mental fact of raining. Even
A proposition . . ..
cannot be a when it is not really raining, he who believes
mental fact falsely so does not believe it to be a mental
fact. That would be the very negation of his avowed belict.
Since the mental fact is there whether it is raining or not,
his belief in that case could not be called false at all. Hence
if the proposition were the mental fact, and if a believing
man would have always believed in such a proposition, tliere
could have been no false belief and false proposition.
The matter cannot be better explained than by showing up
an eloquent contradiction in the statements of Russell, who
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hits upon a right point a few pages earlier, and recoils back to
a wrong notion a few pages later. When, according to

Russell, a proposition is a mental fact, there
f;’;f::c‘lli‘;ct’i’;n in is such a fact as an image which he calls an
Russell “image-proposition”’. Suppose a boy believes

in a winged horse, and expresses his belief by
the sentence, “There are winged horses.” The boy conjures
up an image of the winged horse in his mind. Then Russell
correctly observes :—*The belief is not in the image, but in
something else that is indicated (or, in logical language,
described ) by the image. This is specially obvious in such a
case a8 memory. When we remember an event by means of
present images, we are not believing in the present existence
of images, but in the past existence of something resembling
them. It is almost impossible to translate what is occurring
into words without great distortion.”#%8  But only a few
pages later we come to the penultimate paragraph of his eseay
—“We call a belief true when it is belief in a true proposition
and a disbelief true when it is a disbelief in a false
proposition....”*1¢°  How can you talk of belief or disbelief
in a proposilion when you have already concluded that the
proposition is @ mental fact, or image, and that the boy belic-
ving in a winged horse does not believe in the image, but in
something else indicated by the image ?

SecTION 2

Can We Assert A Proposition ?

We are now in a position to finally distinguish hetween
the sentences, “It is raining” and *“‘I believe it is raining.”
The first sentence may have at its back-ground an wnasserled
belicf, but what is asserted is beyond the act or fact of
belief. The second proposition is a case of asserted belief,
but the sub-ordinate objective clause is really not a sub-
assertion, but an obiective definition which lends a concrete
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-content to the belief. Yet, since, in case of the belief in
question, it cannot be formed without a sense of external
reference, the form and content of the belief cannot assert the
belief itself, but must show a sense of reaching out to some-
thing other than itself. In Dboth the sentences an external
reference does not necessarily depend on flaving an external
referent in the world of facts, for one can sincerely entertain
either of the propositions, or simply consider the case, whether
or not it is really raining as a matter of fact,
Not necessarily  Tn other words, what is involved is 20t an
an external fact,
but a concrete external referent as such, but a concrele sense
Ziizir?:my. of externality. In case of all empirical
propositions the meaning-concept is imbued
with this sense of externality.

By “externality” we are not necessarily referring to an
external world as distinet from the mental world. We aye

here speaking of a world of facts, be it menta]
;E:S“;f:talr;e};‘;re or material. QOur observations will hold
“non~-mental” equally true of such propositions as “I feq]
Whether I really feel it o
not the hearer of the sentence will take it as meaning sopje-
thing beyond its pure conceptual meaning.

Thus the meaning over-reaching itself is a Drocess  of
completing and concretising a logical construction,
there must be a referential process whether there
referent or not, the process itself is bound to wor
the bounds of legical construction.

»

a toothache.

Since
1s a real
k within

Lven when I utter a lic you cannot catch me lying
without projecting the meaning of my utterance beyond
itself. You must feel that my sentence to be true shonld
have had a referent outside the referential function, and that
A lie presupposes ;1:'1 sentence is .false because th‘ere 18 a referen-
a truth, process without any target of refey

existing in reality. Thus even in
proposition externalisation

the abstraction

ence
a false
must be an unfailing adjunct of

which is the meaning-content of a sentence.
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Logical construction has this unique virtue of externalising
a target of reference which may not exist as a matter of
external reality. It seems to bifurcate itself and present
unto itself an objective counterpart which is a part of itself,
yet seems to be something apart, an internal destination to
be reached by an act of seemingly external reference.

An important consequence that follows from this analysis
is that, 220 speaker can really assert a proposition.

In the sentence ‘It is raining’’ what is asserted is neither
the belief, nor the logical construction (i. e. the proposition),

. nor the external fact of raining. He who
Neither the

belief, not the utters the sentence does not assert that he
fact, nor the o . . . ape s
poopositional entertains a belief. Again, the proposition s
fiction is the constructed meaning of the sentence.
asserted.

Evidently then the speaker does not assert.
the proposition, since he does not mean that he entertains a
unitary logical idea expressed by the sentence. The hearer
too does not take him as meaning such an abstraction.
Neither it is the external fact that is asserted. Firstly,
because, the assertion may be there quite in its own right,
though it may not be raining at all. If there is no raining
in fact how can one assert or believe a fact of raining ¢
Secondly, because, a fact, or event is not o matter of
belief or assertion, but simply a matter of being or happening,
which no belief or assertion can touch, re-touch or alter.
Belief or assertion is a psychological fact, while a shower
is an external material fact. The two do not meet. You may
insert the word “‘about’” between the words, “belief”’ (or
“aesertion’) and “‘shower’, but that will not give a beliet
or assertion about shower in the sense which you like to
extract from it. The Buddhists and Wittgenstein have
taught us that no fact can be “about’’ some other fact.
Two facts are two independent happenings, rigid, golid and
cold in their unbreakable isolation. Your insertion of the
word “‘about’” will not make them turn about and kiss each
other’s face. You may entertain a belief about a shower, and
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utter a phrase or sentence to express your bhelicf, but this
shower will at any rate, remain a part and content of your
belief, no matter whether there is, or not, a fact of shower
outside your belief. In other words, you can only entertain
a ‘‘belief-about-shower,” but not ‘‘belief’’ about a shower.

Thus to find a proposition you are to move in a mazc of
fiction, since you can assert neither a fiction nor a fact. It
may be assumed that, though a proposition cannot be asserted
by itself, it can be asserted by another wider proposition on
a higher plane of hierarchy. Thus the proposition, It is
raining’, is asserted by the second-order proposition, ‘I
assert that it is raining.”” Here too it can be easily shown
that the proposition of the second order does not assert the
proposition of the first order. When a person says, ‘I assert
that it is raining,”” he does not assert that there is a poposition
called ‘It is raining.”” The matter has already been discussed
in connection with the allied proposition—"I believe it ig
raining.”” So it is more reasouable to admit that g proposition
cannot be asserted or believed, but can only be brought out
by a logical analysis.

Just as a person who suffers from an illusion, cannot a
the same time assert his illusion, so a person moving in g
logical fiction cannot at the same time assert his realm of
fiction. When the illusion is past, an introspective analysis
way inspire a person to observe that he laboured under an
jl‘lllslon.. .In a similar way when a person is already past his
sufficient power ,of analysi o v o ibped with

‘ analysis.) One need not
realise that one entertained an illusion.
case with a proposition.
asserted only by g logical an
E;t' _k‘mt _b}’ A worldly

arksakanam iyam pratip
—80 says Dharmakirti,

be a logician to
But not so is the
A proposition can be belieyed or
alyst in his professional parlour,
man in his common parlance,—
attih, na tu samvyavaharikinim,”



SecTION—3.
Can We Deny a Proposition ?

We arc then led to the conclusion that a proposition, as
it has been sought to be defined by the modern logicians,
cannot come up to the demands of their definition. The
definition also envisages the possibility of a proposition being

denied or disbelieved. In ordinary usage of
Ei‘f\vdeigffg-:siil language there is certainly an important
and disbelief. difference between denial and disbelief. A

disbelief is a denial but the converse is not
necessarily true. A real thief may deny having committed a
theft. IHis denial is not a disbelief at all. But when an
innocent man, caught by mistake, denies the same, his denial
is certainly a disbelief. He does not believe that he has
committed the crime. So a disbelief may be defined as an
honest denial.  But for the logical purpose, what we shall
say here about denial may be equally applied to disbelief.

We shall now go to show that it is not possible to deny a
proposition, and that the propositional predicament, is best
reflected in the paradox of denial. When a person denies
that it is raining he certainly does not deny what the modern
logicians are pleased to call a proposition. If the proposition
is admitted to be the expressed meaning of a sentence, it is
apparent that none does deny that the sentence, ‘1t is
raining” has an apprehensible meaning. The meaning is
equally entertained whether it is really raining or not. The
same is the case if, following Russell, we equate the proposi-
tion to some psychological feeling. We cannot say that the
person denies the psychological occurrence, since that would
mean denying the denial itself.

Again the object of denial must be somehow a part of the

denial itself. A denial is inconceivable with-
The object of . . . .
denial is a consti- out that which is denied being a component of
tuent of denial. 1 o0t of denial. The grammatical object
of denial must be at the same time a logical object.
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Denial implies a certain relation in which the object
must stand as a term. In denying that it is raining
what is denied must be at the same time entertained
at least as a logical abstraction. Oune cannot deny this
abstraction without denying the denial itself. Thus we fall
in a paradox—to make any denial possible
g?:igfradox of or conceivable at all one must entertain the
very thing which is sought to be denied. So

it is clear that it is not the proposition that can be denied.
Do we then deny the fact of raining? Either there is a
fact of raining or not. If the fact is there, denial would

have nothing to do with it. A fact that is present cannot

in itself be related to its denial. As we have seen hefore the

The fact cannot object of denial must some how be a D«"‘l:t' ) of
be denied. the fact of denial. But the fact of raining

cannot be a constituent of the fact of denial,
s.aince that would negate the denial itself. Again, if the fact
1s not there at all, how can it stand there as the object of
denial 7 If you insist that what you deny is the fact itself,
and if the fact is not there at all, your denial loses its object
and itself gets lost. Hence it is neither the fact nor the
propositional fiction that is denied.

.One possible way of escaping this paradox is to turn cvery
demal. into an affirmation, and every object of denial into 2
negative expression ( in case where the object is an affirmative
clause ).

Thus the sentence, “I deny that it is raining,” should be
changed into, “I affirm that it is not raining.” If the object
Should we change :f denia} s a negative clause, it should. be
a denial into an urned into an affirmative one. IFor example,
affirmation ? the sentence, “I deny that it is not raining”

should be changed into, ‘I affirm that it is
Such a transformation may seem logically impecc-
able. But apart from the reasons which we have already
advanced to show in the previous section that neither a fact
nor a propositional fiction can be asserted or believed, there

raining.”
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are more fundamental objections to such a course of transfor-
mation,

First, in the psychic field, the feeling of negation cannot
be equated to the feeling of affirmation. The very fact that,
in the process of transformation, we are also compelled to
transform the sub-ordinate clause from the affirmative to the
negative and vice-versa, points to the impossibility of equating
a ncgative attitude to an affirmative attitude. Otherwise
merely replacing the word, “deny’’, by the word “affirm’’,
should have done the job. Hence the attempted equation
between denial and affirmation is logically contradicted by
the psychological difference between the two.

Secondly, the complex sentence, “I affirm that it is not
raining,” is psychologically inverted and logically absurd.
Suppose you like to go out, and so ask your servant to see
if it is raining or not. The servant goes out, and coming
back makes the statement, “It is not raining.”” Here the
principal feeling that he wants to convey is a feeling of nega-
tion, and not one of affirmation. You too take it that way.
Hence to do justice to the most pronounced feeling of your
servant you should logically translate his sentence into, ‘It
is not a fact that it is raining.”’ Negation here gets the
upperhand and affirmation lies low in a sub-ordinate position.

) Again it is logically outrageous to suggest
glrl)edcdg?sngoat fact that your servant means to say that there ¢s
Eflgltfm a “negative 4 fact of not-raining. He who says, “I have

not seen any book on the table,” does not
mean to say, “I have seen some ‘not-book’ on the table.” He
only denies having seen any book on the table.

1t is thus clear that the paradox of denying a proposition
cannot be resolved by way of transforming a denial into an
affirmation.

The paradox can be stated in the following manner :—
There is no way of defining what one secks to deny and no
way of denying what one cannot define.

'This paradox of denial is fundamentally the same as what

11
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Dharmakirti has presented as the paradox of negation.

Dharmakirti observes in an epigrammatic
Dharmakirti manner :— “There cannot be a negation of the
g?rf:gealt’fngiox thing that s, nor of the thing that ¢s not.

Caught in this paradox the meaning of nega-
tion is lost in the world.”*17° Prajiidkara explains :—1f it
is held that pure non-existence is the meaning of negation,
the use of the negative particle is useless and incongruous.
The negative particle cannot be related to pure non-cxistence
[ Since non-existence is inconceivable without &olding on to
that very something which is held to be not existing ; and
again, it is not the non-existence itself that is negated by the
negative particle. ] Again, if it is assumed that the negative
particle negates that which does not exist, that too is impo-
ssible, because, that, which ¢s nof cannot be the object of
negation.** "  (How can it be said that something, which s
the object of negation, is not at the same time ?)

The only way out of this paradox is to realise that, by
virtue of a Vikalpa or logical abstraction, a psychological
feeling or attitude of denial is fictitiously split into two parts
which appear as an act on the one hand and an object of the
act on the other.

The fictional construct is not something external to the
feeling. or attitude itself ; Yet it seems so, as if, it were
sor.nethlng towards which an attitude is entertained. A
Vikalpa by its peculiar virtue of externalisation configures a
c.onstructed meaning into an objective target. The gramma-
tical form of a sentence has a long arm in helping this
configuration so much so that which is psychologically one gets

logically doubled. The act and the object, and the relation
between the two, all are logical fictions.*! 72



CHAPTER XVIII
RUSSELL ON THE “DINNER-PROBLEM”’

( And How: Bhartrhari Would Have Looked At It )

If our discussions above have generally proceeded on the
correct rail, or even if ib is conceded that we are building up
a case that is at least worth consideration, we should do well
not to take the following observation of Russell without some
nceessary  modification. While criticising Neurath Russell
observes with his characteristic clarity and sharpness—

“If T go into a restaurant and order my dinner, I donot
want my words to fit into a system with other words, but to
bring about the presence of food.”#*'7%® Bhartrhari too
exactly raises this logical *‘problem of food.”s*"* It will
be paying to know what he thinks about it.
A person utters the sentence, ‘I eat rice.”
On the objective side there is a fact characte-
rized by a relation between a person and a thing, and this
relation is expressed by the verb. Now if the meaning of a
word is a conceptual construction (Vikalpa) does it follow that
a person eats a logical abstraction ? That is plainly absurd.

Bhartrhari raises
a similar problem

Such a confusing question arises from a misunderstanding
of the problem at hand.

In the sentence as such the abstraction does not belong
to the word ‘‘rice”’ alone, independently of the other cons=
tituents of the sentence. A person does not eat a logical
construction, verily because, in the total sentential meaniog,
the person and his eating too are not self-sustained realities
outside the fold of construction. Those who fling the question
at Bhartrhari ( or the Buddhists ), in a bid to show up the
absurdity of his position, conveniently splits the meaning of
the sentence in such a way as that one portion of it is taken
as a construction and the other as an unconstructed reality ;
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and then the absurdity is brought out by playing off the real
against the unreal. This is impermissible because the meaning

of a sentence is not a picce-meal construction.
Take the senten= The sentence as a whole has the meaning as
3&;}0112;2amng s a whole. The logical construction 1is the

sentential meaning-concept, and not a collec-
tive structure of separate word-councepts acting as Drick and

mortar. Hence the meaning of the sentence, ‘1 cat rice,”’
is not that ‘“‘a construction constructsa construction,’”” not
to speak of a person ecating a construction. You cannot
abstract away a word from the sentence and take it asan
abstraction, and keep the rest sparkling in the realm of reality.
Nor can you build separate constructions corresponding t0
separate words, and then join them together in a string of
meanings. Hence Heliraja aptly remarks :—**\We, who take
the meaning as a total abstraction out of the total scntence,
do not find it possible to have an understanding of the mean-
ing by taking o word piece-meal out of the sentence as 2
whole,””#173

The sentence is intelligible and the meaning is entertainable
whether the fact happens or not. The supposed fact must
The realist and pass into the domain of construction, before
the idealist muse 1t can be meant. You must accept this truth
gfagg g?fnzzrgfn . about the meaning-gituation whether you are

a realist or an idealist, whether you posit a
fact beyond your construction or not.

Helaraja is very
emphatic on this point.

The epiztemological battle between
the realist and the idealist will then be fought on the plane

of problematic relation between this constructed meaning on
the one hand and the fact supposed to stand beyond that
meaning on the other.

Whatever may be the outcome of this struggle, it must
be admitted that a linguistic expression has no way to reach
out to a reality standing away from the meaning-concept. The
secluded glory of a reality standing by itself does not shine
upoun the face of language. The world may be real or unreal,
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a fact may pass in or prss out, language is invariably linked
with a constructed meaning, which is permanent in the
sense that it stands there intact amidst the fleeting stages
of a psychic life, or the fast moving facts of an external

world. This permanent fund of meanimg is
E)‘éiecgffyﬂgieﬂré_i s ablidheya-saits or aupacirike-satty, which
manent is but another name for the meaning asa

Vikalpa or logical fiction. It has only a
logical reality, nothing more or nothing less.*'7% It is needless
to repeat that the phrase “logical reality’’ is a metaphorical
expression, and is not intended to convey the implication of a
¢hird realm of existence as it is suggested by Plato, Husserl,
or Meinong.

Let us now rveturn to Russell’s problem of ordering for
his dinner. Suppose the hotel boy is ordered thus—
“Bring my dinner” and suppose he replies, ‘‘Dinner is
not yet ready, Sir.” The fact of bringing dinner to the
table is evidently delayed in happening. The fact is not there,
Yet the boy understands his customer well enough, otherwise
he could not have given an appropriate. reply. Thus whether
the food is brought to the dinner table or not, the host and
the guest must participate in a common pool of meaning, which
is not an external fact, but a conceptual construct. More-
over even when there is a fact of bringing one’s dinner, there
is no external fact called, “‘Bring my dinner.”” The realist
or a half-hearted positivist will still persist in saying that
he has not ordered the boy to bring a logical construction to
the dinner table. Certainly not, and the reply to this con-
tention we have already given, following Bhartrhari and
Helaraja, in the preceding paragraphs. Take the total sentence
in its total meaning. The food and its ‘‘being brought to the
table,” all these belong together to an indivisible total meaning-
concept, so that, you cannot bifurcate the meaning, and take
“bringing” as a fact and “food” as a construction.

Suppose the client is informed that the dinner time is
over for the day. Then how does your language mean (or
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indicate) a fact that never happens. You will say that your
linguistic expression still bears a relation to a “might-have-
been-fact.” Exactly so, because a ‘‘might-have-been-fact’
is not a member of the world of facts, but of a constructed
] world of logical concepts. The same problem
I:ﬁ::;:eréofact" crops up again :—There 1s nothing in the
‘i)fflft::t:"ﬂd world ecalled an abseniee-fact. How can
you “‘indicate’’ the fact that is not there at
all ? If you say that, in ordering for your dinner, you order
for the presence of an absentee fact, the matter is irretrie-
vably complicated thereby. There is no susch fact in the
world as the presence of an absentee fact, since the quali-,
fying phrase “of an absentee fact”” does not indicate a real
property which really and properly belongs to the prescice.
Such a real property would have at once negatived the
presence itself. Again, if “‘the presence’ were there on the
table, your order for the dinner would have been senscless :
and if, ‘“‘the presence’” ¢s mnot there as a fact, your order
cannot touch or reach out to a fact that has not yet come to
be. A fact that is not yef a fact 4s not a fact.
When you utter the sentence “Bring my dinner’”, you
expect some familiar response, a certain well-known pattern
of behaviour on the part of the hotel-boy. The response is

not yet a fact at the time you expect it, and hence your

uttering the sentence is justified. Yet this response is an

objective part of your expectation which
The paradox

‘ may
of expectation be fulfilled or not. An expectation

miust
have an object, otherwise you cannot expect

at all. But again, if the object is already t}

: . here as a fuct,
there is nothing to expect at all. Thus you get a queer case

—an object of expectation must be present and absent at the
same time. That is only another way of admitting the
case that an expected ohject is a fiction. But you do not expect
a fiction when you expect your dinner to be served. That
means,—the object of expectation is a Vikalpa, i. e., an
externalised fiction, not taken as a fiction but as a coning
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fact. Plainly speaking, one cannot define what one expects
except ¢n ferms of an abstraction, since one expects neither a
fact nor an abstraction.

The boy who has been ordered to bring the dinner does
not take your language as referring to a “settled fact,” but
to a fact that is yet to come about. Now, there is no such
thing as a “fact that is yet to come about.” Again, had it
been a settled fact it would have passed the stage of being
an object of expectation, and your order for dinner then would
have been senseless and pointless. The boy understands
you all right without participating in your private expecting
attitude. But yet he participtes in a fund of meaning common
between you and him. This meaning is a ‘“‘public fund”
not yet backed by a fact. Even if the boy does not make
the expected response, that is, if the fact fails to happen, the
meaning stands intact. Fact or no fact, nothing is added

to or substracted from the meaning. Other-
Fact or nofact, yige the boy cannot belie your expectation
there is a common . “Tye
pool of meaning, by an appropriate negative answer— Dinner

time is over for the day, Sir.”” This common
pool of meaning, which stards unimpaired and unaltered, can
only be a logical construction. Language can reach only upto
this and has no logical means to go beyond and indicate a fact.
The fact that does not happen, but still somehow becomes an
indicated object of a linguistic expression, can only belong
to this domain of abstraction.

If you forget this peculiar character of the meaning-
situation, you may fall in difficulty. Once you are confirmed
in your faith that your sentence must anyway indicate a fact,
you must have a fact to honour the indicative power of your
sentence. So you may refuse to accept the boy’s reply that the
dinner is not ready, and claim that the dinner must be there.
You will create a row in the hotel, and, in obedience to your
“logic of fact-finding,” you may slip from the softer fiction of
a “coming fact’’ into the sterner fact of a police lock-up.
Hence, acceptance of the meaning as a Vikalpa is the meeting
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ground, not only of the hotel boy and his customer, but also
of the realist and the idealist who cross swords with each
other. This is the deeper implication of Helaraja’s profound
commentary on the verse of Bhartrhari quoted before
(fn. 174).

Neurath’s Neo-Hegelianism no doubt should share the
portion of blame that it deserves, but Russell’s casy way of
disposing of the matter by simply saying, “I want to bring
about the presence of food,” is too carefree to be permissible.
To ride slip-shod over the role of logical construction in
conferring meaning on language, and to insist that language
indicates facts through the meaning, may bring one dange-
rously near to speaking non-sense, since there is no senge
outside an intelligible speech.

With so much for the relation, or want of vrelation,
between fact and proposition, and for wisdom, or lack of
wisdom, in defining proposition in the modern way, we shall
go for what they call the “basic proposition,” the “incorri-
gible’’ proposition, as Professor Price has called it. Tt is
assumed to be an irreducible atomic proposition having

a
position nearest to the fact.



CHAPTER XIX
BASIC PROPOSITION WITHOUT A BASE

SectioNn—1.

Professor Ayer On Basic Proposition

A basic proposition is the irreducible minimum which
refers to the “‘just given’’, the immediate datum of experience.
We take the following from Professor Ayer's essay on “Verifi-
cation and Experience’” :—

“A piece of gold is a material thing ; and to test the
validity of propositions referring to material things we must

ascertain the truth and false-hood of proposi-
g;?iffiisigrn%?cg:sic tions referring to sense-data...Now at last we
proposition. have reached propositions which need not

wait upon other propositions for the deter-
mination of their truth and falsehood, but are such that they
can be directly confronted with given facts. These proposi-
tions 1 propose to call basic propositions.”

Again, towards the end of the article. “If the words ‘I
am angry’ are used to say that I am angry, then it does not
seem in anyway mysterious that my being angry should verify
the propostion that they express. But how do I know that
I am angry ? I feelit. How do I know that there is a loud
sound ? I hear it. How do I know that this is a red patch ?
I see it. If the answer is not regarded as satiefactory, I do
not know what other can be given.”#*77

But these are not the questions to which answers are due.
We ask the positivist :—W here does lie the basic proposi-

tion” which is supposed to be verified by
:ﬁ’:‘ebfa";l‘s‘% you get oxperience. When I sense a black patcl'l,.do
basic proposition ? I simultaneously entertain a proposition
expressible in the sentence ‘I see a black
patch’? Do I simultaneously compare the meaning of the
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statement with my experience and simultaneously feel a
satisfying wverification ¢ Ask any common man with a
sufficient power of introspection, but not of enough logieal
sophistication. He will say—I sec black something, but do
not see or feel a “proposition’ alongside my experience, and
do not also feel like comparing the two and verifying the
proposition. Of course, when you ask me the question if I see
something black, I understand the meaning of your interro-
gative sentence, look at the object again, and reply, “Yes,
I see black something.”

By definition, a basic proposition directly involves an
immediate expericnce, nothing more, nothing less. Now it
seems that an experience involves a basic proposition. Tf
this proposition is what the elders called judgment, is there
then an act of judgment simultaneous with, and over and
above the fact of experience ? No positivist will ever think
so. TIs the proposition that which we have called the total
meaning of a sentence ? Then, follow the guidance of
Bhartrhari and admit that every piece of immediate experi-
ence is thoroughly mixed up with an inarticulate speech go
much so that language, meaning, experience, and the object
of experience are one indivisible unit. In that case it ig
senseless to say that a proposition is compared with experi-
ence and thus verified.

Tf it is said that accepting the given is the same gag
accepting the proposition, no question of verifying a proposi-
tion does arise, except in the sense of comparing it with aQ
further experience. That would lead to an infinite regress,
and that also is not in line with the positivist’s way of
verification, We should specially note the following observa.

tion of Professor Ayer, “what 1is subge-
ﬁozaﬁicnigipgzi- quently doubted or denied is always a different
doubted or proposition. What I accept now is the propo-
denied. sition, "This is red’. What T may doubt or

deny in thirty seconds’ time is the proposi-
tion—°I was seeing something thirty seconds ago.”’**"®
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In the same way it should be said that the proposition,
which was accepted thirty seconds before
Eispiirience and the moment of the given, is also not “It
belongrﬁ;"i’ﬁ‘;“’“ is red,” but “it will be red thirty seconds
same moment. after.’”’ The proposition, ‘It is red’’, and
the experience of the red must then belong to

the same moment.

Does that moment give us two things together, the
“‘given’’ and the proposition, the red and ‘It is red”, and a
feeling of comparison and verification at the same time 7 We
do not think that a positivist will give an affirmative answer,
since he would not like to be placed in the unique position
of enjoying a unique experience the like of which none clse

in the world is ever fortunate to feel. If

Zlgglrl‘ol;f;;?(ffbe the answer be negative, the sense-impression

Bhartrhari and the proposition become the same, and

’ the positivist has got to accept the view

of Bhartrhari to the effect that every cognition, mediate or

immediate, is sustained in an intelligible speech, articulate

or inarticulate. That too is a position not congenial to the

positivist, since in that case comparison and verification are

mere meaningless misnomers, Hence the positivist cannot
show where and when he has his *‘basic proposition’’.

It may pliausibly be argued against our criticism that it is
not necessary that the “‘given’ should always be an instan-
taneous flash. IEven then, it should follow from Professor
Ayer’s explanation that an instantaneous flash of a red signal

cannot be translated into a basic proposition,

If the event of since the proposition can only come at least
€xXperience 1s not - : ‘

a riomenmry flash, an instant after the flash in the form, “There
what then 7 was a red flash just before’’, and not in the

form, ‘“‘There is a red flash.”” But leave
aside the ‘given’ of the instant and take a “‘continuons’ sense-
impression. We take the word sense-impression not in the
literal and narrow sense of an experience born out of the
operation of five sense organs, but in the sense of an imme-
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diate expericnce which may be “internal” too, like pain,
pleasure, anger and sorrow.
A patient suffering from a continuous pain goes to the

doctor and says “‘I am in pain”.

We suppose that his pain
has not subsided when he utters the sentence.

A likely example Here we get hold of a basic proposition af

of a continuous . . .

experience, last. “My being in pain’’, says Profssor
Avyer, “will verify the proposition, ‘I am in

pain’--How do I know that I am really in pain ¢ Again the

answer can only be ‘I feel it %179

If the patient is not a liar, there is a causal connexion
between his feeling the pain and expressing the proposition,
But the cause precedes the effect. My beginning of the
utterance of the sentence such as, ‘“I-a-m...”", is not referern.
tially related to that stretch of my painful feeling which iy

_ conterminous with the utterance itself, bug
fr‘:s:al:l‘zr;'rz;gi{_" only to that portion of the feeling whicl
:i)o?hios;g;belong was there just before my utterance. When
moment. a cause partially overlaps the effect in time,

the beginning of the effect is not causally
related to the overlapping portion of the cause, but
to the portion that goes just before the beginning of the
effect.

This is apparent also in the case of our patient. A feeling
of pain generally undergoes changes in degrees of intensity.
The doctor asks the patient, “Do you still feel the pain.”
The patient often feels his feeling at least for an instant
:‘md answers, ‘Yes, I do feel even now.’ Evidently this answer
is related to the feeling of the preceding instant. But then
113 Wo.uld not be the basic proposition propounded by Ayer,
since 1‘r‘1 this case the proposition 7really should be of the
form “I was in pain an instant before” and that is not
strictly a  “basic’”  proposition. Yet Professor Ayer
\Ygllld maintain that the feeling of pain verifies the propo=
sition.

But, by assumption, an ‘incorrigible’ basic proposition
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can be verified only by a conterminous experience. Since no
such proposition can be found, should we
Docs a preceding  then modify the definition in this way : an
experience verity . . .
a following antecedent or preceding experience verifies
proposition ? a consequent or following basic proposition ?
The matter would then become inextricably
complicated ; you are then to define how much gap between
the antecedent and the consequent may be allowed to make a

proposition basic.

SecTION 2

Some Serious Implications

Granted that there may be basic propositions as the
positivists like to have, their definition entails some implica-
tions which many positivists may fecl diffident to accept.

Trirst, it follows by implication that a basic proposition
cannot be false. It does not need any correction, and so is

‘incorrigible.” That is another way of saying,
fi‘olr’laicnggipgzi' though Professor Ayer may protest, that
false. it does not need any verification ; it is self-

evident. If our patient lies to the doctor,
Lig sentence does not eXpress any basic proposition, for it
has no basis in his immediate experience. The immediate
experience is the basic stuff of the empirical world ( the
act or fact of experience is not something different from the
datum itself ). We have seen how Prajiiakara has vigorously
pushed through the thesis that verification and contradiction
have no room in pure empiricism.

An experience qua experience is an undeniable fact, and
the object of experience is an indubitable and indisputable
datum in itself. A false pain is as much ‘real’ as the real
pain, The objects of illusion and hallucination are there
intact in their own right, There is nothing basically wrong
in them. If that is so, no question of wverification does arise
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at all, because verification involves an assumed possibility of
falsification. A false basic proposition is impossible, since
there cannot be a false fact of experience.

A basic propo- There is no false fact as the basis of a liar’s
position is beyon .
truth-value., statement, so he cannot express a basic propo-

sition that is false. Properly speaking, o
basic proposition has no truth-value, it is beyond the logical
categories of truth and falschood.

Secondly, obedicnce to empiricist logic will confront the
theory of basic proposition with a fatal possibility, namely,
on the strength of the definition, there is nothing to distin-
guish between the basic and the non-basic (with the possible

' exception of a liar’s proposition ). Either,
g;’ttil:;ui;o there is no basic proposition, or every Propo-
between the basic gjtion, except that which is expressed by
and the non-basic . . . I

liar, is a basic proposition. This follows o4
an implication from the notion of an immediate datum, An
anger that is felt is as much an immediate datum as the
flagsh of red. Hence no positivist should put any premium
on the prefix “‘sense” in sense-datum. It can be equally
shown that every object of every type of cognition is as much
immediate to that cognition as the sense-datum is to experi-
ence. We remember how Prajiidkara has made the profoungd
observation that, as an object of cognition, an inferentia]
object is no less immediate than an object of Perception,
Once we admit that ( and there is no reason for not admitt-
ing ), remembrance, introspection, inference, intuition,
feeling. volition, abstract thinkivg, every sort of psychic
event is as good an immediate fact as what they are pleased
to call a sense-experience.

You do not see that your sight comes from the sense of
sight. You feel so or infer it. Similarly, T feel like logically
thinking. Since I feel it you cannot question my fact of
feeling unless you take me to be a liar. My feeling, along
with what I feel, is as solid and basic a fact to me as the
red patch is to you, After some hard thinking a mathe-
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matician solves a problem and feels a decp sense of satisfac-
Al cognitions tion. ' His fshought is a fact just as his feeling
are valid, since  Of satisfaction ; and the ‘‘abstract’” conclu-
COOLZ{jl?;:ttioonfs ars sion, that figures in his thought, is no less
always there as  immediate to his thought than the red patch
5’;‘;‘2;“;‘;35;}3{; is to your so-called sense-experience. A child

just beginning his lessons in arithmetic may
count with easy complacence that 5+7=13, and may feel
quite sure about his conclusion. You cannot question his
conclusion which figures as a fixed and definite datum of his
smug certitude any more than you can question the yellow
datum of a jaundiced vision. Similar is the case with aesthetic,
moral and religious feelings. Show me a single reason on pure
empirical basis why your favourite red patch is more basically
immediate to your cognition than a mystic’s God is to his
feeling of communion.

That is why Dharmakirti and Prajiikara have the
brilliant insight to see that, in the light of Sva-samrvedana,
Important or self-cognizing cognition, even a vikalpa,
observations or logical fiction, is not a fiction in itself,
of Dhar."jikifti but a definite datum in so far as it is enter-
and Prajjigkara. tained in thought.*'8° It is a fiction only
when we abstract it away from its mooring, wilfully or
unwarily manage to forget that it is also an objective datum
of thought, and consider it only in its aspect of referential
function and externalisation. A fiction is also a fact just
a8 the datum of an illusion or a dream is a fact in itself. In
final analysis, as a Svae-samvedana there is no difference
between sense-experience and other types of cognition, or
between concrete thought and ‘“abstract’”” thought. The
prefix “sense’’ in sense-experience is an unwarranted preamble
permitting an unwanted limitation. The modern positivists
have no courage to face this consequence of their theory,
though they fail to show on what right, the word ‘‘sense’’
should intrude as a prefix to ‘“‘experience.” Since there is
no possibility of baving a sense-experience of the fact that
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these cognitions are derived from sense and those are not,
none has any logical right to say that this i3 a sense-experience
and that is not, IEvery object of every cognition 18 a datum
here and now. Self-evidence of a cognition follows directly from
the theory of sva-samuvedana. As a datum of sense-experience
cannot be questioned as a fact, so no object of cognition can
be doubted as an objective datum of the cognitive fact.

Among the Indian Philosophers the Prabhakara School of
Puarva-Mimainsa is the neavest approach to this extreme

Yogacara theory of self-evident cognitive
A concurrent

view of the event. They do not accept the idealistic
P;“;_hak“a School position of Yogicira Buddhism, but conecur
o urva . - oy .

Mimamsi with the view that every coguition is self-

evident and self-validated in the sense that ag
a fact in itself the question of its invalidity (or validity fq,
that ) does not arize at all. Thus Salikanatha the disciple of
Prabhakara, boldly declares that no future contradiction can
remove the fact and object of a previous cognition and make it
unhappen as such. Iivery cognition is valid in this sense,
since the object of cognition is that alone which is evident ip
cognition. 81

SeEcrioN—3
The Positivist Sense of Verification

It is to be noted that the question of verification, as it
has been sought to be applied in the case of o so-called basic
An unueaal sence proposition, is not the same as with which we
of verification are normally concerned. We do not gencrally
- . look upon the problem of verification in a way
in which every cognitive proposition is valid ag standing
tor a cognitive fact. We take the problem in the way in
which 16 can be reasonably asked whether the cognitive fact
itself is warranted by another fact standing outside the pale
of cognition. The theory of basic proposition very ecleverly
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evades this normal conception of verification but makes a
loud fuss about wverification in respect of a situation which
does not demand it in any way.

It may be objected that we are distorting the letter and
spirit of positivism. Has not Professor Ayer made his position
amply clear in the first excerpt that we have quoted from him
at the beginning of the chapter 2 There it is clearly implied
that a proposition about a material thing is to be first tran-
slated into a proposition about the sense-data. Then we get
the basic proposition. This proposition directly confronts
The final confis. .the datum o-f experience, and is verified by
mation it. An experience cannot 4tself be verified,

it is the final confirmation. Thusa “physical”
proposition is verified by a “sense-datum proposition” which
in its turn is verified by experience, but not by any other
proposition. This looks very innocent on the surface, but
our reply to it will contain much that we have already said
before. “Gold is yellow” is a “physical proposition.” What
will be the confirmatory proposition ? Something like this :—
“I see a yellow patch.

But, as we have shown, such a proposition may come in
only after the ecxperience happens or begins to happen. But
then, according to Ayer, our assumed proposition should be
replaced by a different proposition, “I saw a yellow patch
just before.” Ayer has not stated this much. But he has stated
that the proposition that I doubt and deny thirty seconds
after the experience is not the basic proposition, but a

. completely different proposition such as “‘I
ﬁt}’oaj‘fs‘;ﬁ‘;‘ig saw a yellow patch thirty seconds before.”
zlhuossl;/e than a 1f it is true for doubt and denial, it should

be equally true for au affirmative assertion.
What I assert thirty seconds after must be the proposition
“T saw a yellow patch thirty seconds before’’ and not “I see a
yellow patch.”” Thus the basic proposition is more elusive
than a ghost. This is only a reiteration of what has been
said before.

12
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But a very grave and fundamental objection may be raised

against the assumption that a ‘‘physical
A more funda-
mental objection

“emperi-

proposition’” may be verified by an
cal” proposition. Suppose, somehow there
is a basic proposition like ‘I see a yellow patch’ or “this 1s
a yellow patch’”’ How can you know that it is ¢hie propo-
sition, “Gold is yellow’’, that is being verified by the second
proposition ? Until and unless it can be proved that the sence-
datum referred to by the term “yellow patch’ in the second
proposition, and the term “oold”’ in the first proposition
How can sou together refer to the same physical thing
know what is beyond the sense-datum, how is it possible
':g;ng‘ec’[?ﬁ:gta"‘r’lzm f.or you to say that the physical proposition
the verifier ? is verified by the empirical proposition (or

by the experience involved in it ) ? If my
yellow patch refers to a piece of yellow cloth, will it verify
your proposition ? Does my sense-datum possess anything in
itself by virtue of which it may be said that your proposition
and my proposition are speaking about the same thing ?
Evidently not. Gold is something more than yellow. 1fI
cannot attach my yellow pateh to this something which is
more than yellow, and cannot know whether you are attaching
?'our yellow patch to this very thing or very sort of thing,
it 1is preposterous to assume that my basic proposition has
any right to verify your non-basic proposition. But on
definition a basic proposition is debarred from attaching
the sense-datum to anything more than the “given sensible”
itself, not to speak of sensing the meaning of anybody else’s
genge-datum,

. Then _1<.3t us come to a new position :—My basic propo-
sition verifies only my non-basic proposition ; and the posi-
tivists finally do take this position. It is to be noted how
Do I verify my the- '5_h<f0ry of basic proposition pushes the
own proposition 9 POSitivists into solipsism, that extreme brand
of subjective ideulism. Even then the si-

tuation does not improve a whit. It is non-sense to say that
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my non-basic proposition, “Gold is yellow,” is verified by my
basic proposition, “I sce a yellow patch,” verily because, my veri-
fiable proposition in this case can only come after my verifying
proposition. I must see a yellow patch, learn to fix it to
something which is more than mere yellow, know that this
something with all the constituents of its definition is called
‘gold’ by other people, and then come fo my non-basic propo-
sition “Gold is yellow.” It is to be noted that long before
coming to the conclusive proposition I began to cross the
bounds of wmy basic proposition. The most important thing
here is not to see a yellow patch, but to learn to refer this
patch to something which is definitely taken to be more than
@ mere yellow patch. The positivists may reply that “gold”
is a bundle of inter-connected sense-data. Be it so, but my
‘yellow’ is always less than the bundle, then how do I refer
this less to the more 7 When I see the yellow patch, I do not
get the whole bundle as my data. Thus “The bundle of data”
proves to be the thing beyond your datum, but the basic
proposition is debarred by definition from referring its datum
to anything beyond.

Let us then evade such a complicated general proposition
as “Gold is yellow” which it is a hopeless task to try to
verify on the basis of a “purely” basic proposition. Let us

consider this easy situation : You see a flash
An easierexample of ]ight in the clouded sky and come to the
of possible veri-
fication non-basic proposition ‘I shall soon hear a

thunderous sound.” Of course, no basic propo-
sition can answer why and how you do come to such a non-
basic proposition. Anyway, let you come to it somehow.
You hear a thunderous sound and entertain a basic proposition
such as “‘I hear a thunderous sound,” and at last feel the
grand satisfaction of confirmation, as Moritz Schlick has put
it.

If this is paraded as the profound vision of sense-datum
philosophy, let us tell you why we find many a fly in the
ointment. How do you know that it is your verifiable propo-
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sition, ‘I shall soon hear a thunderous sound,” that is exactly
verified by your basic proposition, ‘I hear a thunderous
sound ?” How do you know that (lhcse two are connecled
by way of verification 7 Remember that light and sound
as physical events, causality as a real relation, and the ‘17 as
No relation a continuant ego, do not figure anywhere in
between expec- the sensory field. The question is, whether
Eﬁg‘;ﬁ:"d ful- the conneaion between the two propositions
' is itself a datum of experience. If you rely
on memory, the matter does not improve. 7The object of
memory is only another datum of another experience. How
do you know that this intermediate datum is really connected
with the expectative attitude of the previous proposition and
the confirmatory feeling of the subsequent proposition ¥ The
only answer that you can give at last is:—\Well I fecl it
80.

B.ut a -mau believing in a ghost expects a ghost and often
sees it. It is there all right as a datwm. His visua] experience
No rationale of confirms his expectaf,ion. He too feels so.
truth-value How do the two situations differ in truth-

N value ? The sense-datum philosophy of posi-
tivism has no answer to it.



CHAPTER XX
POSITIVISM AND SOLIPSISM
Moritz Schiick’s ** Faith>’ In The External World.

That the sense-datnm philosophy of Positivism directly
leads to solipsism is emphatically denied by Moritz Schlick,
one of the most respectable founder-members of the Viennese
Circle. In his essay on “‘Positivism and Realism,” he emphati-
cally denies the charge of solipsism and idealism levelled
against the positivists : ‘T must confess-that I should re-
pudiate and consider absurd any philosophical system that

involved the assertion that clouds and stars,
Schlick affirms his yhountaing and seas were unreal, that the
faith in the
external world.  chair by the wall ceased to exist whenever 1

turned my back.”*'$% He assures us that a
positivist is not so unfortunate as ‘““not to feel the sublimity of
the starry heavens.” None should nourish such a strange belief
that the ‘‘positivist cannot be a good parent because according
to his theory his children are merely complexes of his own
sense-impressions and it ie therefore senseless to take measures
for their welfare after his death. No, the world of the non-
metaphysician is the same world as that of all other men.”**8?

But these strong affirmations seem to loose much of their
strength when it is asserted that Berkley has so long been
gravely misunderstood in being taken as a champion of idea-
lism. Schlick observes : ‘It would surely be quite a perverse
interpretation of Berkley’s philosophy to see in it such a
system. He too did not deny the reality of the world of

bodies, but merely tried to explain what we

Berkley re- . . .
ere ey mean when we ascribe reality to it. He who

discovered ?
says that unperceived ideas exist in God’s

mind does not thereby deny their existence, but seeks to
understand 1t.”%18%  Similarly also, ‘‘John Stuart Mill himself
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did not wish to deny the reality of physical bodies, but to
clarify it, when he declared them to be ‘“‘permancnt 1ossi-
bilities of sensation.”*1!8%

There is no philosopher, not even a hard-boiled subjective
idealist, who does not nourish a faith in the physical world
in his practical life. Bhartrhari, the prince of nominalistic

idealism, has stated with clearmost emphasis
Declarationofa  that the child and the philosopher are alike
faith isnot enough | . B . "
in philosophy. in this respect. ( ‘“‘sadréau bila-panditau ).

Even the Buddhist idealists including Nagar-
juna, the leader of universal nihilism, have not forgotten to
affirm their practical faith in a practical world.*18° DBut the
question is one of *‘philosophical faith.”

Even that is not the exact question. Mere protestation
of one’s philosophical faith, however strong, is not enough.
The question is how you do arrive at your faith, whether
the faith logically follows from the way you ecxplain the
reality of the world, whether the manner in which you under-

stand the reality of the world justifies one in
Whether your believing you to be a realist., It cannot be
philosophy . R
logically Jeads to  5aid that the manner in which Berkley has
the faith. understood and explained the reality can

reasonably make any one claim or acclaim
him to be a realist. Moritz Schlick seems to dismiss the
charge of denying the physical world levelled against the
positivists by a simple affirmation of faith. But Carnap
refuses to entertain the question at all and attempts to
banish it from consideration as a senseless enquiry. Again,
Professor Ayer, as we have seen him even in his “Problem
of Knowledge,” does not clearly comit himself to the
acceptance of a physical existence of the external world.
Hence it is more profitable to see how far the declared faith
of Moritz Schlick follows from his way of looking at the
reality.

Schlick has the following statements to his credit in his
article, “The Foundation of Kuowledge,” ( which appeared
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after his “‘Positivism and Realism’ in which he declared
hig faith in the physical world ) :—

“I start by assigning a special place to those ( statements )
that I make myself ( original emphasis ). Again, ‘one’s own
statements in the end play the only decisive role” ( the first
emphasis original ).

Further on, ‘‘my own observation-statements would
always be the ultimate criterion. I should, so to speak,
exclaim ‘what I see, I sce’.”’*87

If these statements are not considered as bearing enough
evidence of solipsism, we shall presently probe into his view
of “confirmation”. The choice of his examples is also signifi-
cant. I expect some fact to happen. The fact happens, that
is, I experience the fact. The fact is now my experience.
This is a confirmation of my earlier proposition that expressed
my expectation, such as, “I expect X’’. The description
of the confirmatory experience is the ‘“observation-statement’’.
The confirmation is final if there is an accompanying feeling
of ¢ fulfilment” and “satisfaction”. The importance of this
confirmation lies in the immediate present. A confirmation
“has no duration”. What follows a moment after is not a
continuity of the confirmation, but only a memory-trace that
has only a “hypothetical value.” It may sound strange,
but it is a fact that Schlick (and Carnap too ) wants to

reduce all scientific propositions to such a

The feeling of triumphant stage of confirmation. It is
f‘ﬁleh}i‘?liﬁfya’;? to be noted that if you have a feeling of
confirmation. fulfilment, the confirmation 1is final.

Any second confirmation is out of the
question.

This is then the implication of the famous positivist
statement that the meaning of a proposition is its method of
verification—*The meaning of every proposition is completcly
contained within its verification in the given,”’—thus says
Schlick in his earlier essay on ‘“‘Positivism and Realism.”
A believer in ghost, a victim of hallucination, a dreamer
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and a somnumbulist, all of them may have such indubitable
feelings of fulfilment in their confirmations of respective
expectations. Tor them too the confirmations are final in
their fields of experience. Not only that, somectimes these
abnormal visions come upon us with a greater vividness and
a keener feeling of fulfilment. Then why should it not be
sald that these abnormal confirmations hazve at least an equal,
if not greater, force of finality in comparison with the normal
or scientific confirmations 7 It is evident that such a theory
of verification and confirmation cannot provide any basis
for a decisive choice between illusion and reality.#'%®

Such a theory should have stated in a straightforward
manner :— ‘The illusion is the reality, when you feel s0,”
which is only another way of expressing the same thing, —
“the reality is the illusion, if you think so0.”’

In this earlier article Schlick left much elbow room fop
realistic manoeuvres. There he talked not only of verifi.
Verification and catiox.l, but f\lco (.>f. verifiability ; not only of
verifiability practical verifiability, but also of logical

verifiability. That the castle existed unper-
ceived during the interval between two perceptions is logically
verifiable, and so is the existence of the trees before our birth.
Of course finally it is reduced to the Berkleyan hypothesis :—
Had there been a percipient he would have perceived it
It may be easily stretched to an absurd length—Had T beey
born before I was born, I would have seen the trees existing
b.efo’re my birth. One may widen this “possibility of percep-
tion” and say—Had there been & man before man was born
on earth he would have noticed the flora and fauna of pre-
human days. We know how Bertrand Russell has beautifully
brought out this humorous absurdity in his “Human Know-
ledge.”

This notion of logical verifiability is an effective weapon
which may be cleverly employed both by a realist and an
idealist. We know how Berkley has pressed this weapon
into service of idealism and come to the conclusion :—To be
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18 to be perccived. If anyone logically infers the existence
of an unperceived thing, it would only mean

Verifiability that it would have been perceived by a logi-
turned into . L.
perceivability cally possible percipient. Thus the unper-

ceived too cannot step out of the orbit of
perception, since it is ineonceivable without being perceivable.
Thus Berkley has turned logical verifiability into the
category of perceivability. Sehlick too has done the same,
for he unwaveringly declares that every existential proposition
{ and every scientific proposition too ) must be finally reduced
to a proposition involving the “‘given’’, that is, what is
given to me as my ‘sensible’. In that case, in the normal
sense of idealism, Schlick and Berkley are both idealists,
despite the former’s protestation of realism in favour of
evkley and himself. This attempt to show Berkley (and
Hume too ) in a new light is also remarkably evident in
Avyer’s “Langunage, Lruth and Logic.”’#'8°
Schlick no doubt observes that it is a mistake to suppose
that, for a positivist, only the given is real. But that is not
enough.  The path of realism is certainly not to explain the
passage from the given to the non-given as a passage from
the percept to perceivability, from the sensum to “sensibility”.
A physical existence beyond the percept does
“Perceivability gt possess any real property of percetvability.
1s not a property .
or reality. It is self-contradictory to assume that a vast
part of the universe, both the microverse and
the macroverse, will remain ever unperceived, but ever
perccivable at the same time. A star lost before the birth
of the earth is unsensed and unsensible by man, and so are
the flora and fauna before the birth of man. To say that,
being ‘‘sensible’’ means that it might have been sensed had
there been a man before the birth of mankind, is logically
absurd. Schlick remarks that Mill’s expression, *“‘permanent
possibility of sensations,”” is correct in spirit, though “ill-
chosen” in letter.1®® Indeed what he himself has tried to
bring out as the meaning of his notion of logical verifiability
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is not something different from the notion of Dill. Tt is
logically fallacious to attach sensul verifiability to a thing
which has no chance of being directly verified by sensation.
The spirit of realiem demands a logically plausible faith in
the existence of physical things, even when we do not perceive
them, where we do not preceive them, and if we have no

chance of preceiving them.
So 1t is not insignificant that at the end of his essay on
“Positivism and Realism’, while he summarises his conclu-
sions, he easily omits the notion of ‘‘verifi-

Verifiability ability,” and speaks only of “verification’’.

dropped in favour . _
of verification But some curious things have happencd

there as a result of this omission. He
observes :—*“T'his principle ( of verification ) does not mean
and does not imply that ouly the given is real ...consistont
empiricism does nof deny the existence of the external wor]d ;
it merely points out the empirical meaning of this existential
propositions....what is  correct is only that proposi-
tions concerning hodies are transformable into

concerning occurrence of sensations in
laws.”’

Propositiong
accordance with

The expression, ‘“‘the empirical meaning of this existential
proposition,” should be specially noted. That means that the
positivist is interested in an existential proposition only in

Realim demands 80 fnr. f\s it can .be reduced to an empirical
existential mean- proposition, that is, the “basic proposition”
;rzgzgsfi&x;;tseﬂﬂal in positivist nomenclature. But a faith in

the physical world demands an existential
meaning of an existential proposition, and not merely an
empirical meaning. The belief, that it is a snake, is not the
belief that it is a sensation, Otherwise a physical existence
would only mean : “Tt exists in the sense of my seeing it,”
and not, “It exists in the sense of an external cause that
causes my seeing.”  The principle of empirical reduction gives
the former proposition, and not the latter. Positivists like

Schlick, in the name of bringing out the empirical meaning,
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really entertain the former proposition af the cost of the latter,

despite their loud protestation of faith in the external world.
Then the expression, “Occurrence of sensations in accor-
dance with laws,” should also be specially marked, for it
conceals a queer contradiction. Schlick observes, in agreement
with Carnap and others, that “the subject-

How do you matter of physies is not sensations, but laws.”
derive the laws o . R . .
sensation ? The question of questions is :—Is the know-

ledge of these laws “‘sensational” too ; or is it
fully derived from sensation 2 A negative answer would
definitely imply that there is a more fundamental means of
knowledge than sensation. An affirmative answer would
involve a circular argument which may be stated thus :—
“I know by means of sensation alone that there is a law which
really connects a mnon-sensational external object with my
internal sensation.”
The pure sensum as such does not bear any inscription of
2 law such that there must be an object outside my sensation
which causes my sensation. To have a rational faith in the
existence of external objects would mean that such a law must
be the unquestioned presupposition of the very possibility of
sensations. It is no use saying that the sensation comes first
in the historical order. When we pass from an effect to the
cause, the effect appears first in the historical order. Bnt
that does not mean that my inferential passage to the cause
is derived from the effect itself. It must be dervied from the
presupposition of a higher principle which regulates the
relation between cause and effect. In other words, you cannot
~ accept the position that your sensations give
?fsszl?sr:;icc?r?iiﬁ? you correct informations, without accepting
must be non the pre-supposed validity of some ‘‘non-
sensible . . .
sensible” laws by which the sensations are
regulated and connected with physical things. If you accept
the laws you must admit that there are means of knowledge
more fundamental and more trustworthy than sensations. An
admission of such a possibility will pull down the whole theory
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of ““final confirmation” by sense-impression, and a non-admission
will tie down a positivist to sense-impressions, with no possible
way out to that which impresses his senses from outside. Hence
a concgistent empiricist, even if he feels shy of denying the
existence of the external world, has no rational right to affirin
it at all. At best or worst, he can be a sceptic who is ashamed
and afraid of owning up the consequences of his conviction.
A rational realist should be a Sautrantika Buddhist, or
some one like Russell in his latest development

%al:ﬂgglnttﬂlcsaa who affirms a firm faith in existence of the
u S N .
rational realist external world on the basis of ¢nference from

sense-impressions, but who at the same time
has enongh insight too see that this inference itself gy -
not be grounded or logically based on sense-impressions, byt
on a higher principle of non-demonstrative inference thgt
cannot be grasped by senses. The commoy
No inference charge against the Sautrantika Buddhist may
without previous ., .
perception be formulated in this way :—You say you
infer the external world, but when did you
perceive it ? To infer it now you should have at least
perceived it once before. 1f you could have perceived it once
before you can perceive it now too all right.
The Sautrintika may retort, “You say there is no in-
ference without previous perception. But show me a perceyp-
tion without previous inference. If you are a pure empiricist

do unot speak of seeing red, or feeling hot. A pure sensation

cannot bave a name. You can fix something as red or hot

only because you liken it 5 i
Sautrantike's y y to something that

possible retort,— You already knew to be red or hot before.
: ore
no perception 3 . 4 1 3 3 3

without, This concealed process of assimilation is also

inference. a submerged pattern of inference. You sce
a four-legged table, but do not expect it to
be hopping and barking a minute after.

Whenee do you get
your confidence ?

It comes from an assimilation of the
present with the past experience. So you cannot move from

pure sensation to perception without some form of inference
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1t between the two. As a pure sensum your datum is neither
red, nor white, not even an “it’’. If you feel it f{o &e red,
you must know it as having a name and fix it so in likeness
of a previous knowledge. We the Buddhists, who believe
in pure non-descript sensations, recognize this requirement
for the passage from sensation to perception. If you are a
naive realist, as a corrective to your thought, it is morc
necessary for you to realize this impossibility of even a
primary perception without the help of a more primary in-
ference.

Indeed, Dharmakirti, while championing the pragmatic
validity of inference, seems to have suggested this mode of
defence to Sautrantikas :—‘“You say, there is no guarantee
for the wvalidity of inference. Well, what is the guarantee
for the validity of perception. It must be uncontradictedness
in experience (and that involves inference ). Such also should
be the case with inference.*!°?!

Our reference to Dharmakirti in this context is not
prompted by any purpose to show any particular aspect of
his own philosophy. IHis observation has a very important
implication which we may develop to our purpose. The
suggestion that perception itself involves an inference should
get us rethinking about the relation between perception and
inference. It shows that there must be some fundamental

and congenital principle of inference which
A possible cannot be demonstrated by grounding it in
;?&gégfﬁaéf any other source of knowledge. This 1is
inference. neither a deduction nor an induction as it is

understood in a developed stage of conscious-
ness. It has no syllogistic structure, nor any conscious
form of applied analogy. It is perhaps finally grounded in
the physiological structure of the brain and the nervous
system. It is the ground of all knowledge by virtue of which
the child naturally begins to belive in the existence of the
external world, and learns to concretize his pure and non-
descript sensation by an instantaneous reference to a thing
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outside. This reference is so automatic that it is not possible
to discern the gap between sensation and a rudimentary belief
in “something’’ that causcs the sensation.

Russell, Rylex!'?? and Bhartrhari are perhaps correct
in denying the status of knowledge to pure, non-descript
sensation. Xuvowledge proper should begin with an accepted
difference between knowledge and the thing that is known.
That means that sensation must out-strip its non-descript
character and bear a believing reference to an external eause,
and thercby pass into the stage of primary perception. This
passage is impossible without some principle of congenital
inference the operation of which is excited by a few repeated
contacts with the external world.

That is why our real belief in the existence of the external
world appears to be the presupposed precondition of our
possible behaviour and knowledge learnt and gathered in this
world. That is the reason why even the most uncompromising
idealist, who proclaims from his philosophical tower that he

Intellectual faith does not belicve in the existence of the
and real faith. external world, cannot move an inch in his

earthly life without such a real belief. His
practical life contradicts his philosophical profession at every
step. It may be stated as an epigram that :—His “belief”

in his professed philosophy is intellectual but his faith in

the external reality is real. Only in this sense his practice

doe-s no.t contradict his profession, since a consciously created
fiction is beyond the pale of contradiction or confirmation.



CHAPTER—XXI
CONCLUSION

To develop this suggestion of a fundamental principle of
congenital inference, on the strength of which a 7eal belief in
the existence of the external world becomes a precondition
of our possible existence in the world, is not within the scope
of our present dissertation. It only gives an inkling of what
the author of this dissertation thinks about the world.

It has been our primary purpose to examine some funda-
mental tenets of modern positivism in the light of the thoughts
of some great Indian philosophers, principally, of Bhartrhari
and Dharmakirti.

The modern positivists, despite their important contribu-
tions to the method of logical analysis of philosophical
problems, show an eloquent inconsistency in not accepting
the logical conclusions of their philosophical professions,
Contemporary philosophy is primarily a philosophy of
language. It is a beautiful blend of nominalism and empiri-
cism with various shades of difference. The basic findings
of this philosophy got some remarkable retrospective confir-
mations in anticipations of the Indian philosophers who
flourished thirteen or fourteen centuries ago. They brought
into play an astonishing power of analysis in dissecting the
epistemic problems which are still plaguing the minds of
philosophers.

Bhartrhari by a thorough philosophical analysis of the
entire structure of Sanskrit grammar has convincingly
showed the way how the problem of relation between know-
ledge and its object is finally transformed into the problem
of relation between language and meaning. On the basis of
au unsparing examination of all the concepts of grammatical
science he comes to the startling conclusion that the pheno-
menal world is a logical construction constitued by apprehen-
sible meanings of intelligible language.
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Positivists like Neurath who replace the Hegelian
system of coherent ideas by a new system of coherent
statements, should have stated that all this talk of
coherence and comparison is also just a fiction like the
logical construct of a meaningful statement, and that the
statement itself is as good a fiction as its meaning. When
experience and object of experience arc equally banished from
the ficld of language there is no way to decide why some
statements are mutually coherent and some are not, why my
two statements, *‘1 shall go to the shop,” and I shall buy
a shirt” are coherent, and my other two sentences, ‘“‘She is
my wife’’ and “She is now a widow’’ are incoherent. Any
such coherence is logically unwarranted except as an inexpli-
cable and immemorial convention. A system of conventions
is no less unreal than the conventions themselves. Thus the
phenomenal world is a pan-fictional system of logical abstrac-
tions in respect of which all talks of truth and untruth,
coherence and incoherence are finally irrelevant. As an
epistemic conclusion Bhartrhari has no hesitation to declare
this, once he feels that this follows from his premiss. The
epistemic conclusion of Neurath on the strength of the
nominalistic premiss which he zealously entertains, should
have nearly coincided with the non-hesitant decision and
declaration of Bhartrhari.

Bhartrhari has a further realisation that language turns
even a cognition into a fiction, though nobody doubts the
reality of his cognition in itself, The structure of our
language imposes on our cognition a fictitious division into
subject and predicate, knowledge and object, substantive
and adjective ; yet this shapeless cognition is itself uncogni-
zable without the shape and form it borrows from language.
Whether there is an external object or not, the meaning of
language has always an external projection ; and it splits an
object into termsand relations which are not there.x!?® A nomi-
nalism, faithful to its profession, cannot bub observe this pectt”
liar linguistic transformation of the world of ideasand objects:
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Again, positivists like Wittgenstein, Schlick, Carnap and
Ayer, with any concern for consistency of their empiricism,
should have unhesitatingly lined up behind the conclusion
of Dharmakirti and Prajiakara and declared to the ‘' metaphy-
sically minded” man of the world :—

:There is neither an ‘I’ nor a ‘he’, nor a ‘you’, nor even
an 'it’ ; neither the thing, nor the not-thing ; neither a law,
nor a system ; neither the terms, nor the relations. But there
are only the cognitive events of colourless sensations which
have forms but no names. They arec caught for a moment
in a stream and then rush to naught. Iven the stream is a
fiction, That sensum of the moment, the purest particular,
that “advaya,” the indivisible unit of cognition, that is the
sole reality, the rest are all fictions, stirred up by time-
honoured convention of language which is itself a grand
fiction, ”#19+4

We have not the least desire to play down the merits of
contemporary contributions to philosophy. But we think it
to be a matter of enormous interest to point out how almost
all the fond tenets of modern positivism found an unusually
busy home in the analytical thoughts of some ancient stal-
warts of Indian Philosophy. Without a power of deep
insight even a skilful analyst may be carried away by his
zeal for analysis. But these ancient philosophers had the
insight to see that the elements brought out by hair-splitting’
analysis might not be real adjuncts of the reality itself.
Rays of light may reveal the unrevealed, but also may confuse
the credulous. A cup of golden tea often looks green under
a mercury lamp. A correct seer is not he who does not see
it green, but it is he who sees it green but knows it golden at
the same time. To achieve this power of distinction is not
easy in science and philosophy. Knowing well that I am
labouring under an illusion is not the same as entertaining
the illusion. In the world of common sense an illusion is.
very often known when it is past. But the task of an
analytical philosopher is made doubly difficult by the fact.

13
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that he is to know the illusion when it persists. An unwary
philosopher may impose his own intellectual children on the
reality which he is busy scanning about.

It seems that Alexander, and Russell in some aspects
of his latest development, and also the Navya Nyaya of
Indian Philosophy are victims of their own creations. But
Bhartrhari and Dharmakirti, and the modern positivists are
conscious, rather over-conscious, that their powerful analytical
apparatus may always bring to light newer concepts and
categories which do 1ot belong to the real as such, but to
the world of logical analysis itself. It is not unlikely that
they have erred on the side of over-caution, being too much
obsessed with the idea of keeping the reality at a safe distance
from the stainful touch of their intellectual children. To
strike a balance is not an easy art in gpeculative philosophy.

Whe have now come to the end of our dissertation. Our
qi.ab.oul‘ will bear some fruits and find some joy of fulfilment,
if it can excite a judicious interest among the critical readers
for a careful study of the modern movements of philosophy,
blea.‘xlc(.ad by an unbiassed consideration of the philosophical
disciplines of Ancient Tndia, with the modern scientific out-
look acting as a sufficient guarantee against any unecritical
adulation of the bast or the present.

Il . - 1 i
? our dissertation we have turned two ancient lights,
coming across thirteen o

enturies, upon some contemporary
thoughts. ’

What the lights have revealed is more for others to see
than for the operator himgelf.

(.;ha.t is either too near or too far,
18 depends on where it is in rel
perhaps more so in the field of sp

locus of Truth ang ghe focus of o
definition,

tion so long
speculation.

Our eyes do not see a thing
In a sense what the thing
ation to our sight. It is
eculative philosophy. The
ar vision enter into mutual
There is no escape from this primordial limita-
a3 we choose to live in the realm of pure



APPENDIX—I

THEORY OF LOGICAL CONSTRUCTION AND SOLUTION
OF SOME LOGICAL PARADOXES

Students of modern philosophy are aware of some typical
logical paradoxes which have been suggested and sought to
be solved by Russell and others. Among these paradoxes the
two most wellknown ones are “the paradox of the liar” and
the paradox of “the class of all classes which is not a member
of itself.”

We think, it would be a matter of absorbing interest to
note some important paradoxes which face the Indian philo-
sophers, particularly the idealists, who have attempted to
solve them in their own ways. We shall try to show how the
theory of logical construction can solve them in an easier, and
perhaps more conclusive way.

1. Nigarjuna and the Paradox of ' Void.”s

The earliest record of such a paradox in a purely philo-
sophical treatise and the earliest attempt to solve it in a
convincing manner are found in Nagarjuna’s Vigraha-
Vyivartani.»!®5

Nagarjuna, the leader of Pan-Nihilism, presents the propo-
gition :—*‘All is void.”

The opponent now places a clever trap : —“Tell me whether
your proposition itself is void or not.” The intention is clear.
An affirmative answer will give the following new propo-
gition :—

““The proposition that ‘All is void’ is void,” and that
easily invalidates the original proposition.

Again, a negative answer will mean the following new
proposition :—

“All is void except the proposition ‘All is void’,” and that
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clearly defeats the meaning and purpose of the original
proposition.

Nagarjuna’s answer is remarkable for its clear-sighted-
ness :—The situation here is not like that in which a class-
teacher himself makes a noise by shouting out to the students
‘do not make a noise.” It is not my proposition that creates
the void. Whether everything is void or not docs 20t depend
on my entertaining a proposition in either way. I do not
accept my proposition to be « real existent, and this non-
acceptance does not make the world a real existent.

This reply of Nagarjuna has deep logical implications.
Let the first proposition, ‘““All is void” be called P, and let
the second proposition, ““The proposition that, ‘All is void,” is
void,” be called Q. Now Q docs not assert the logical falsity
of P, but denies its ontological reality. The word ““void” i,
both P and Q is used in the same sense of uunreality, But
the opponent takes the word ‘void’ in Q in the sense of
logical falsity, and then shows that the contradictory of P ig
true. This is logically impermissible. Let us take the propo-
sition, ‘A nymph is unreal.” Now suppose, in past, present
and future, there is no man to make such a statement or
entertain such a proposition. Does that mean that there is
a nymph ? Evidently not. Similarly, that all propositions
about the world are logical fictions cannot lead to the con-
clusion that the world is not u fiction.

1f the opponent seriously believes in his argument, he is
then an extreme type of nominalist idealist with his concealed
pre-supposition that it is some statements that make and
unmalke the world. The proposition Q asserts that the propo-
sition I’ is as good a fiction as the world to which it belongs,
and thus Q cannot turn the world into a fact,



2. Madhusudana and the Paradox of Idealism.

Madhusudana’s solution of the paradox is intimately
connected with the concept of hierarchy of existence. There
are three planes of existence, namely, (1) The primary or
basic, i. e., the Absolute Brabman (2) The secondary or conven-
tional i. e, the pragmatic and phenomenal world (8) The
tertiary or purely empirical, such as the objects of illusion,
dream and hallucination. Remembering this hierarchy of
existence we shall go to examine the paradox presented by
the realists in accordance with the method of Madhustudana.

The idealist proposes the proposition :—“The world is
unreal.”  Now he must admit that this unreality of the world
is itself unreal, otherwise something over and above the
Brahman turns out to be real, and the basic tenet of Advaita
comes to grief. DBut again if the unreality of the world is
unreal the world becomes real by the law of contradiction.
Let the unreality of the world be represented by the propo-
sition :—'S is not-P.” Then the unreality of unreality will
be represented by the second proposition, ‘S is not-( not-P ),
which is equivalent to, ‘Sis P,” i e., the world is real.

Now Madhustidana goes on to show that such a pure Law
of Contradiction is incompatible with the notion of the hier-
archy of existance that we have shown before. The same
thing may be simultaneously existent and non-existent on two
different planes of existence. In the nacre-silver illusion the
silver is existent on the tertiary plane as a purely empirical
object, but at the same time non-existent on the secondary
and the primary planes. Similarly the world is existent on
the sccondary plane but non-existent on the primary plane.
It is clear then that the law of contradiction cannot operate
in this case on the basis of the traditionally accepted equation,
not-(not-P)=1P, Dbecause existence and non-existence are no
longer a pair of contradictories.
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A new law of contradiction is to be introduced as a
logical corollary to the metaphysical postulate of Advaita.
Once it is admitted that there is a primary plane of existence,
the final realisation of which will finally negate the sccondary
and tertiary planes, it can be shown that the traditional law
of contradiction cannot encompass this final negation.

When the world is finally negated, it is negated along
with the realm of logic. The world with all its propositions
of logic and philosophy are lost beyond recovery in that one
primary Existent. Then my proposition denying the reality
of the world is also gone for good along with the world
itself. This is exactly what the Advaitin means by the
unreality of unreality of the world. In such a case there
is no logical possibility for the world to stage a come-back
through the negation of negation of its reality. Hence the
equation, not-(not-P)=P, does not hold in such =a case.
To facilitate an intellectual appreciation of this ultimate
stage which means the cessation of all logic and philosophy,
a new type of equation, representing the final contradiction
of the world as a whole, is called for. Let S stand for the
world, ‘not-P’ for its unreality and Q for the Absolute. Then
the logical representation of this metaphysical law of contra-
diction will take the following form of equation :—

not-{ S(not-P of 8)}=Q, that is, only the Absolute Q
remaing as the irreducible residuc of existence when the
world is negated along with the proposition that asserts its
negation.

The non-equational statement of the law is given by
Madhustdana in the following way :—

“When a thing and its denial both are on the same plane
of existence, it is possible to deny the denial along with the
thing denied, in respect of a more primary plane of existence.”
(eka-badhaka-badhyatvarm sama-sattakatve prayojakam).

The proposition denying the reality of the world belongs
to the total world existing on the same secondary plane of

existence. So the world and its denial are equally negated
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by the realisation of the One Existence on the primary
plane. In such a case negation of negation does nobt lead to
the affirmation of the world, but to the affirmation of the
Absolute which is logicaly equivalent to the negation of both
the world and its negation.

When the Advaitins assert that the world is unreal,
iieduce it from the more fundamental premiss that whatever
13 an object of cognition is unreal (yat kificic-cidvisayatvam
drsyatvam, yat kificid drdyarm tan mithya). The proposition
that denies the world is as much an object of cognition as
the world that is denied by it. The virtue of being an object
of cognition is the common factor which determines both the
negation of the world and the negation of the proposition
that denies the world (nisedhyati-vacchedakam ekam eva
dréyatvam). Hence the world and its unreality are equally
unreal in the fundamental sense. Thus the unreality of
unreality does not lead to the reality of the world.

Madhusidana’s method of solving the paradox ag it is
shown here, despite his profound insight into the nature of
the problem, is particularly complicated by linking its solu-
tion with the notion of a three-tier hierarchy of existence.
We think that the paradox may be more easily solved with
the help of the theory of logical construction and without the
notion of an existential hierarchy. How this can be done
has already been shown in our discussion about Nagarjuna’s
method of solution. We can develop the hint dropped by
Nagarjuna and apply it to the paradox of Advaita.

The world and all propositions about the world are logical
abstractions. Let the first-order proposition of the idealist,
“S is not-P,”’” be represented by X. Then X itself entails the
second order-proposition, “X is not-P,” since X itself is
an S. Now the realist very cleverly turns “X is not-P”
into ‘S is not-(not-P).”’

The trick of the realist is easily seen though, if we place
the following two propositions side by side :—

(i) (S is not-P) is not-P/ (ii) S is not-(not-P). The realist’s

they
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contention would mean that these two propositions are logi-
cally equivalent, thus:—(8 is not-P) is not-P = Sis not-
(not-P) = Sis P

It is quite evident that the first two propositions arc not
logical egnivalents since both the subjeets and the predicates
of the two propositions are quite different

We can show up the absurdity of the realist’s contention
by bringing in a humorous hypothetical case. If the realist
ig serious in his contention he should admit that,—the world
before the advent of man either was crowded with things like
horse-eggs and rabbit-horns, or, did not exist at all.

Before man was born there was none to male the state-
ment and entertain the proposition, such as ‘“‘IHorse-cggs and
rabbit-horns are wunreal.”” Hence the very proposition was
then wunreal. Thus it would follow from the realist’s logic
that horse-eggs and rabbit-horns were then real. Other-
wise how can the unreality of the proposition “The world is
unreal” can lead to the reality of the world.

Again before man was born there was none to entertain
the realist’s proposition, “The world is real.” Thus the pro-
position was then unreal. Hence the world was unreal
before man was born to grace it. If the unreality of a propo-
sition asserting the unreality of the world can lead to the
reality of the world, on the same line of argument, the unrea-
lity of a proposition asserting the reality of the world should
lead to the unveality of the world.

We can now sum up our solution of the paradox with the
reiteration of an observation that we made before. The
ontological value of g proposition in iteelf is not equivalent
to its logical truth-value. That & proposition is ontologically
unreal does not entail its logical falsity. So the proposition,
“The world is unreal’”” is a logical fiction in-itself, but is
not logically false. That is, “(Sis not-P)is not P’ is not
logically equivalent to S is not-(not-P).”’

That the realist is really perpetrating a trick has been
shown by Gau@a-BrahmZnanda, the famous commentator of
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Advaita-Siddhi, The realists themselves have made a rule
of debate to the effect that such a trickery is not to be applied
against an opponent. The rule is this :—

“When somebody entertaine a subject-predicate propo-
sition, it is not permitted to ask whether the predicate is
predicable of itself or not, and then to show that in either
case the predicate cannot be predicated of the subject. Thus
the realist Nyaiyayika states his proposition :—‘Sound ig
impermanent.”” Now you ask whether impermanence 1is
impermanent or not. Tn the first case sound becomes perma-
nent by the law of contradiction. In the second case too
sound become permanent, otherwise how can the property of
impermanence permanently belong to sound. A property
cannot be permanent without the ‘“propertied” being
permanent.

This trick is technically called ‘“Nityasama.”’#1°% 1t is
apparent that the rvealist applies the same trick against the
Advaitin as he does not like to be applied against himself.
The trickery of the argument which the Nyaiyayika himeeclf
faces may be easily exposed by our method of analysis.



3. 7The Paradox That Faces Anandabodha*®?

As we have seen before, Avidya or Nescience is the Law of
Indefinability such that the world is indefinable ecither as
existent or non-existent. Now the law itself is indefinable
too in the ense that it is senseless to speak of a law itself
as existent or not. The Advaitins believe that the final
emancipation is the ‘“‘negation” of the law of Nescience itself.
( Avidyanivrttih Moksah ). The paradox is this :—'Tell me
if this negation of Avidyi is itself indefinable or not. An
affirmative answer will make Avidyi definable by the law of
contradiction in the sense that something whose negation
cannot be defined should itself be accepted as definable. Again
a negative answer would invalidate the law of Avidya, since
at least something at last is found, namely, the negation of
Avidya, which is definable.

The easiest way of solving this paradox in this: The
negation of Avidya is not a negative fact; but a logical
fiction, and that too, only so long as it belongs to our universe
of discourse. When we speak of this negation of Avidya
We do not posit it even as such a fiction. We thereby envisage
such a stage in which this very universe of discourse ceases
for good. Then therc is neither a problem nor its solution;
everything is set at rest. In such a situation negation,
affirmation, negation of negation, definability, indefinability,
contradiction, confirmation, truth and falsity-—all these

logical categories vanish into nothing. It is then senseless

to ask if this final cessation itself is a fact or fiction.
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When the whole universe of discourse is lost it does not
logically follow that the logical fictions of thab universe
somehow drop back and keep standing as fictions, or are turned
into facts. In this final sense negation is no longer # logical
category having any truth-value. It is the final halt of all
logic and facts. Hence this seeming paradox results from

taking this ultimate negation to be either a fact, OF &

category of truth-value, while it is neither of the two,
Whether such a stage is possible or not, is not a problem of
logic, but a matter of mystic faith. But assuming thab such

a stage is possible, the paradox does not hold.



4. A_nandapﬁﬂ_la’s Handling of the Paradox of Idealism.%°8

Anandaptrpa in his Nyaya-candriki refutes the realist
by turning the table against him :—

You the realists too make a pre-statement of your
conclusion, ““The world is real’”’, as a matter to be proved.
When you consider this statement, i.e. go to establish its
truth, you do not in the same breath consider whether the
very statement, “The world is real’’, is real or not. {Vhile
making a statement in which a predicate is predicated of a
subject one does not at the same time think of predicating
the predicate of the statement itself ( Just as, when somebody
makes the statement, “‘the boy is running’ he does not
consider whether this statement itself is running ).

Similar should be the case of my statement ““The world
is unreal”.  You may reply, to say that a statemwent is

ranning 1s patently absurd, but not so is the case when some
body asks whether the statement is real or not.

In other words, it is possible to make further statements
of the second order such as, “The statement that, “TChe world
is renl (or unreal)’, is real ( or unreal ).”> DBut in that casc
I shall push you into an infinite regress; since in such a

case a statement of the third order, the fourth order...an
infinite order, is theoretically possible.

If you think that the truth of an existential statement
of the first order depends on the truth or falsity of an
existential statement of the second order, I shall demand from

you statements of an infinite order. For example the first

statement of the realist is “The world is real.” His second-

order statement is, “The statement, ‘the world is real’, is
b4 . . - .

real”’, and so on...,.. to an infinite order. Until and unless

you can exhaust this infinity I shall not accept your state-

ment ““The world is real”’ to be established. Hence you
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should not force me too to make a statement of the second-
order such that—‘The statement, ‘the world is unreal’

is unreal.”

We may further develop the implicattons of Anandaptirna’s
reply in the following manner :—

If you ingist that this second-order statement makes my
first-order statement false, I may, in consistency with the
logic into which you push me, make a third-order statement
such as,—““The statement that [ the statement that (the
world is unreal ) is unreal ] is unreal.” This statement will
negate ( according to your logic ) the second-order statement
and establish my original statement. If you now go to a
fourth-order statement, I shall go to a fifth-order one. In
this way neither the unreality nor the reality of the world
will Dbe established, and that exactly will serve my purpose,
because I am ready to accept the position that the world
cannot be defined either as real or unreal ( i. e. as existent
or non-existent ). My concept of unreality is exactly this

indecfinability as real or unreal.



5. Bhartrhari’s Paradox of the Liar.#°°

As to the Paradox of the Liar, Bhartrhari suggests a
solution that is almost similar to what Russell shows in his
Meaning and Truth. The proposition ‘‘All that I now say
i1s a lie” ( Sarvam mithyd bravimi ), neither affirms nor denies
itself, since no proposition does speak about itself. Its
referential function is related to some other proposition of
the first order. This solution may be easily developed in the
manner of Russell,**°°® with the following as an additional
note :—

—If the speaker is a habitual liar and does not make any
other statement just before or after this statement, the propo-
sition is false, and he is an unmitigated liar. If he really
makes some other false statements referred to by this state-
ment, then at least this statement is true being a confession
of his sin. If he makes some other true statements, then
this statement is false, but he is not a habitual liar.



APPENDIX _1II

THE BUDDHIST THEORY OF
““ANYAPOHA”

( The Concept of Meaning as Negation of Negation )

Indian Philosophy has witnessed a great battle between
the Buddhists and the rest on the theory of apoka. The
Buddhist conception of meaning as a negation of negation
has met with a stiff and relentless opposition mainly from the
Brahminical schools of realism, specially, the Mimamsakas
and the Naiyayikas. Kumarila must be credited with leading
the attack in a powerful manner and he has been followed by
Vacaspati, Jayanta and Udayana. The last great battle on this
score had been fought between the Yogicara Buddhist
Jiianaérimitra and the Naiyayika realist Udayanacarya. As
in other spheres of philosophical speculation, here too it
cannot be said that the issue has been finally decided. Indeed
this permanent openness of philosophical questious consti-
tutes both the strength and weakness of philosophy. On
the one hand, thoughts are ceaselessly spurred on to a limitless
pursuit, on the other, in some cases at least, either a tired
feeling like giving up the task, or a premonitional feeling
like not beginning at all, displays a frustrated sense of profit-
less endeavour. Whatever may be the fate of philosophy,
for those who are concerned with the nature of logical
thinking, the Buddhist theory of apoha should provide a
matter of unsagging interest,

We shall, in this short compass, attempt to bring out
what lies at the basis of this interesting theory, so that an
interested reader may not find it very difficult to follow the
course of the philosophical battle which has been fought on
this score between the Buddhists and the rest. The Buddhists,
we have seen, do not think that language reflects the reality.
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The real is the pin-point particular of the moment, while the
linguistic meaning is always a fictional construct which is
called a universal. At one end there is the self-closed
privacy of a pure particular, at the other end there is the
communicative publicity of a pure universal, and there is
not even a common borderline between the two. Assum-
ing that this position 1is correct, the correctness of
defining meaning as a negation of negation will follow as =a
corollary.

The Buddhists think that the meaning of the word ‘‘cow’
is “‘not-not-cow,”’ i.e., a negation of anything which is other
than a cow. The moment you admit that a word or its
meaning has no way to reach the real which is always of a
positive value, there is no other way but to define meaning
in terms of a double negation, since whatever is real i3
necessarily positive.

Auything which is defined only as other than not-cow can
only be the cow in general, for a particular cow is not only
other than not-cow, but also other than other cows.

The greatest difficuly with such a purely negative defini-
tion of meaning is that it does not reflect the real process of
“meaning-attitude.” When we hear a word such as “cow”,
our understanding of its meaning does not begin with and
end in such a negation. We have a definite positive feeling
of a positive meaning. When any body says,—'‘Please take
away the cow’’, I do not mean that I have been asked to
take away a negation of negation. I mean that I have been
asked to make a positive approach to a positive object. Let
us take a more telling example. Somebody points his finger
to somebody else and says to me—‘He is Devadatta.”
Devadatta is grammatically a proper name and not a common
noun. Here the finger of the speaker and the word uttered
by him equally point to the same object standing before me:
and not to a not-not-Devadatta. The name and the person
become associated in my mind in such a way that henceforth
when I shall see the person I shall remember the name, and
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when I shall hear the name I shall recall a memory-image of
the person within myself.

It is thus clear that the psychological process of mea
does not follow the track of a double negation. At the same
time, I am sure that the person does not bear his name just
as he carries his head on his shoulders, or just as 2 brick is
supposed to bear its redness. The psychological law of
association or conditioned response only describes what

ning

actually happens in me when I hear the name and see the
object. It only describes a situation, but does not give 2
detinition. In final analysis the Buddhist position seems to
be that the meaning-situalion is not the meaning-definition.

I hear a word and recall the memory-image of the object,
but what I mean is not the memory-image itself. By the
sentence, ‘“A burglar broke into the house”, I certainly do
not mean that an image broke into another image. Suppose
now, the burglar is dead and the house is demolished. It is
certainly not “possible here to reach the physicul objects
which are supposed to be meaut by the terms, or the physical
event supposed to be meant by the sentence, Yet the realists
think that the words and the sentence really mean the objects
and the event. It is here difficult to see how even the image,
recalled by the word, can be really related to the particular
objects or the particular event. If I try I will only conjure
up more and more images, and go on relating one image to
another, but shall never find the ‘“‘thing’’ to which I can
relate the image and the word. Moreover, if I have neither
gseen that burglar nor that house, it is not possible for me to
have any particular image of the particular person or thing.
Again, I easily apprehend the meaning of the sentence, even
if no such fact of burglary did really happen, or even if I
know that the speaker is telling a lie.

In such a case the only rational suggestion about the
nature of meaning is that [ am really entertaining a logical
fiction. When I believe the speaker this fiction appears being
imbued with a pronounced sense of externality. In no case,

14
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however, apprehension of the meaning takes the form—“1 am
entertaining a fiction.”” The fiction is not accepted as a
fiction, but it stands unavowed and opcrates from an
unnoticed background. This fiction is a universal in the
sense that my logical imagination of the burglar, the house,
or the event of burglary is applicable to any burglar, any
house and any such event, the word ‘“any’” being a variable
without any concrete value.

Now take the meaning-situation in which the spealker
introduces Devadatta to me by announcing—“He is Deva-
datta.” The situation as a whole comprises the history of
how the word Devadatta acquires a meaning for me. But
the meaning that is acqnired is not the person that stands
before me at the time of his first introduction, when the word
ig -associated with g percept. Ior the meaning to be the
meaning it ie ncessary that the word will convey it when
Devadatta is not present. The word bears the meaning with-
out carrying the person on its back. ‘Thus the meaning must
be logically fixed as a universalised fiction which is equally
applicable not only to all possible appearances of Devadatta,
but also, and more so, to all cases which do not involve any
appearance of the person at all, but do involve an utterance
of the word all the same. Hence cven the proper name
Devadatta does not mean 2 particular ‘“personal” object, but
a universalised fiction,

When the word acquires a meaning for me 1 eliminate all
things other than Devadatta. The phrase ‘‘other than Deva-
datta” too, likewise means a logical fiction. It is not possible
to grasp the infinite number of objects which are not Deva-
datta and eliminate them one by one with the help of an
infinite series of negative judgments such that, ““This is not
Devadatta,” ““This is not Devadatta,” and =0 on:-:

Yet the expression, “other than Devadatta,” carries a
comprehensive logical meaning in the form of a single
negative valuation. Then, the elimination or negation of
this comprehensive negation is logically equivalent to the
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meaning of the word ‘“‘Devadatta’. This elimination is not
a real or psychological process of reaching the meaning. It
only expresses the nature of logical understanding of the
problem at hand. There is no other way to logically fix the
meaning except through this double negation. The meaning,
we have seen, is always a logical category. Its psychological
aspect does not figure in the definition. Psycholdgically.
even a fiction is a positive element of the psyche, just as an
iden of negation is not itself a negative factor, but a positive
element of cognition ( abhavopi bhavartpena avacchidyate ).
It is the confusion between these two aspects of meaning,
psychological and logical, that is responsible for the protrac-
ted battle on the problem of meaning. Prajfiakara in his
uncompromising adherence to the logical aspect alone, seems
to have totally ignored the psychological aspect. He strongly
asserts that since no language can ever define the object as
it is, the positive factor can never enter the structure of
meaning.*2°!  Tyen when a person comes to know the name
for the first time in presence of the corresponding object,
the meaning is acquired not in a positive manner, but in the
way of a doubly negative abstraction. He suggests that what
is directly involved in this meaning-situation is not the object
itself, but its perceptual image ( Prativimbaka ). Even then,
the image in itself as a psychic existent cannot be the direct
object of meaning. It is involved only as a causal factor
making possible the first aquisition of meaning as a negation.
The image as such does not figure in the meaning itself.#2°2
Later on, this extreme view underwent an important
modification in the hands of Karnakagomin and Jiana-
érimitra. Of course, the suggestion for this modification is
supplied by Dharmakirti himself in his own commentary on
the first chapter of Pramina-vartika. Hence Samkara Midra’s
observation (in his commentary on Udayana’s Atma-tattva-
viveka ) to the effect that Jnanasrimitra should be alone
credited with this innovative re-orientation in the Buddhist
theory of meaning, perhaps flows from the fact that he had
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not before him either the text of Dharmakirti’s own commen-
tary on his magnum opus, or the text of Karnakagomin’s sub-
commentary on it.*2%?

Karnakogomin observes that the meaning is undoubtedly
a universalised fiction, but it is definitely attended by a
positive feeling. The negation of negation follows as a
logical implication of this positive meaning. In other words,—
if you try to define it you can do it only as a negation of
negation. This double negation is not a real property of the
meaning-fiction, but only a definition of it.%2°%?

Jadnaéri clearly asserts that it is not possible to build a
theory denying what exists as a cognitive reality. So it is
not possible to suppress the positive feeling which we defini-
tel.y have as the leading aspect in the meaning-fiction. But
f‘hls positive aspect is logically inconceivable without defining
it as a negation of negation. In entertaining the meaning of
the word, ““cow,” we definitely make a positive approach, but
W“f can logically fix the meaning only by eliminating every-
thing that is not cow#2°%

But it seems that Jiianaérl opposes Karnakagomin’s
understanding to the effect that first we begin with meaning
a8 a positive factor, and then, as a next step, we #0 to
lrit_erpfe_t it through its logical implication of double negation.
i']sna';::f;mj:::, and correctly so, that the logical implication

equent process, but the logical counterpart of

t iti : .
he positive meaning-feeling. In other words when we

posiitively. entertain the meaning of the word, ‘“cow,” we
10gll3‘411210)’G vmply at the same time that it is other than not-
C.Ow.*f . “Fixation of a meaning somewhere is at the same
?‘;Hflff:riitivz:hiizwal fro'm elsewhere,” so says Dharmakirti,
12 negation of negation are not two separate
operations of a word, since the one is logically. equivalent to
the other by way of mutual implication.”#2°7
.But .all the Buddhist philosophers are equally uncomypro-
mising in their fundamental position, namely, language can
never mean the real object itself, and meaning as a logical
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category is always a negation of negation. Hence the oppon-
ents, who think that a word means the object itself, and that
the universal is as much real as the particular, are not satisfied
with the Buddhist theory of meaning even as it has been
modified later on making provision for a positive meaning-
feeling, It seems that the realistic opponents of Buddhist
philosophy have set a great store by the positive feeling of a
positive object that secemingly figures in the meaning-situation.
They think that the logical interpretation of reality should
grasp the reality itself, and that the elements brought forth
by an interpretative analysis are elemental properties with-
out which the real cannot be what it is.



APPENDIX Il
Notes and References

Explanation of Abbreviations

A.S. —Advaita-siddhi

B.S. —Brahma-sttras

B.S.B. ~—DBrahma-sttra-sankava-Bhasyu
P.V. —Pramana-vartika

P.V.B. —Pramana-vartika-Bhasya
P.V.8.V. —Pramana-vartika-svavrtti
P.V.8.V,T.—Pramana-vartika-svavrtti-t1ka
Siv. —Sloka-vartika

Tpk. —Tattva-pradipika (citsukh1)
T.S. —Tattva-samgraha

T.5.P. —Tattva-samgraha-Paiijika
Vkp. —Vakya-padiya

( The serial numbers in the notes correspond to the same ¢
the body of the text from Chapter I to Appendix II)

CHAPTER 1

*1 anyathaivi-gni-sambandhad daharm dagdho-bhimanyate I
anyatha daha-dabdena dahady-arthah prativato T
Vikyapadiys
Book 1I verse 425

*2  This verse has been quoted as giving support to the
the Buddhist view in the following works :—

Vyomavati on Pradastapida—p 584 ; Nyayamaiijari of
Jayanta—p 29 ( Benares ed. ) ; Prabhacandra’s Nyaya-Kuml‘l'
da-candra p553, and Prameya-kamala-martanda pl447 ; Hari'
bhadra’s Anekanta-jaya-pataksa p 396, and Sastra-varta-
samuceaya, verse 667 ; Sanmatitarka-Tika pp 177, 260.
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Kamalasila in his Pafjika quotes this verse of Bh?rt;hari

in order to substantiate the Buddhist position which Santara-

ksita presents in another verse with similar import. See

Tattva-samgraba ( Text p 280 v 879 ) and Paiijika thereon.

Punyarija in his. commentary does not expressly mention

that Bhartyhari in this verse is presenting the Buddhist view-

point, but no doubt is left when the connected verse preceding
it is gone through along with the commentary-

L

*3 S,ib(w'a—bh‘isya, Tarkapada p. 43 ( Anandasrama Edition ):
Syacced arthena sambandhah ksum—modaka-s’abdoccﬁra.t,le
mukhasya patana-plrane sydtim, yadi samélesa-laksanam
sambandham abhipretya uecyesta 1.

That the target of this attack is the Grammatical School
of Nominalism is expressly recognized by Prabhakara and
S'ziliknnﬁ.tlm( see Brhatl and Rjuvimala, pp 106-107, Benares
edition ), and is hinted at by Sucarita Migra in his Kasika
( See Slokavartika-Kasiki pp 222-224, Vol. 111, Trivandrum )-

Also sce Anekanta-jaya-patika of Haribhadra, Vol. I
(G.0.8.) pp 366-382

*4 tasmad videsa-visayd sarvaivendriyaja matilh I
na videsesu Sabd@ndm pravrtte-rasti sambhavalr II
ananvayad visesanam s ketasya-prvrttitah I
visayo yadca sabdinam samyojyate sa eva tail I
— Pramana-vartika ; Pratyaksa-pariccheda—v 127-128

One may be forgiven if one is tempted to say that the
major portion of Dharmakirti’s magnum opus, Pramana-
Vartika, is a dissertation on the role of logical construction
in philosophy, with the paramount purpose of proving that
renlity par excellence is not a construction, but and un-
speakable momentary particular untouched by language and
meaning. The purport of the above quoted verse from Pra-
mana-Virtika may be explained as follows :—

The pure particular is grasped by pure sensory kuowledge
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alone. The particulars are not connected with onc another.
They are reals of the moment existing and fleeting away in
a sequence. Thus a single particular has no continuity. Hence
it cannot be the meaning of a name. A name for its referent
requires a continuant or a pervasive concept. Such a concept
or a continuant is a logical construction, and as such is the

meaning of a name ( Vikalpo nama-camérayah ). Thus a real
cannot be named or meant.

See Prajniakara’s Bhisya on the above verses and a few
more that follow.

This logical construction or Vikalpa is called aupacarill
satta by Bhartrhari who also thinks that this constructional

existence is the direct and invariable meaning of a word or
a sentence.

The concept of Vikalpa is beautifully defined in Patafijali’s

Yogasttra— Sabda-jfiananupati vastusinyo vikalpah,—

“Vikalpa is that which is logically abstracted out of the under-
standing of a verbal expression, but which

) has no corres-
ponding counter-part in reality.

Our dissertation will show that the shadow of this defini-
tion pervades the whole field of speculative philosophy.

CHAPTER 1I

*5 A, J. Ayer—Language, Truth and Logic—yp. b7.

See. .further on the same page—“In other words the
propositions of philosophy are not factual, but linguistic in
character—that is, they do not describe the behaviour of

physical, or, even mental objects ; they express definitions, or
the formal consequences of definitions.”

*6 Neurath—Sociology and Physicalism,
p. 291 of Logical Positivism.

#7 An Examination of Logijcal Positivism—p 277.
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“8 mna sosti pratyayo loke yah dabdanugamid rte T
anuviddham iva jfianarm sarvarn sabdena bhasate II
vagrupatd ced utkramed avabodhasya sasvatl I
na prakasah prakaseta sa hi pratyavamarsinl I

Vip Bk I v 124-125

We have translated the spirit of these verses.

*0  See Watson—Behaviourism, Ch X. Talking and Thin-
king, and Ch. XI. Do We Always Think in Words ?

#*]0 That memory is a retention of verbal habits is
recognized by Harivrsabha in his commentary on the above-
quoted verses :—

ata eva kecid aciryah, suptasyapi jagradvrttya
sadrSo jhana-vrtti-pratibandhah, kevalam tu
sabdabhavana-vijani tada siksmarh vrttim bhajante...
smrtikalepi ea tadrsanam upalabdhi-vijanam
abhimukhve---buddhau viparivartate I

#*11 Neurath—Sociology and Physicalism, Logical Positi-
vism. pp. 284-285.

*12  Meaning and Truth. p. 140,
*13 Meaning and Truth. p. 149.

CHAPTER 1II

*14 See Carnap’s Preface to Introduction to Semantics.

#15 Introduction to Semantics p. 6

*16 Meaning and Necessity p. 22.

#*17 Meaning and Necessity pp 9-10

*18 Ibid.

*19  Philosophy and Logical Syntax p. 20.

*20  Problem of Knowledge pp. 132-13%.

*21  We have translated the spirit of the following verses
of Bhartrhari.
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satresu prakriya-bhedai ravidyaivo-pavarnyate I
anagama-vikalpa tu svayam vidyo-pavartate II
vathabhyasam hi vagarthe pratipattim samihate I
svabhava iva canadir mithyabhyiso vyavasthitalh 11
upayah  Siksamananam  balanim  apalapanalh T
asatye vartmani sthitva tatah satyam samihate II

—Vkp Bk 11 v 235, 237, 240.

The commentator explains the word

“apalapanih” in the last verse as “pratiaranih’’
(deception)—-—upﬁ,yih gastrani---apalapanah prataranah
eva boddhavyah (All philosophies are deceptions).

*22  Wittgenstein—Tractatus 6.54.
*23  Meaning and Necessity—p. 29.

CHAPTER 1V

"24  darfanopadhi-rahitasya-grahit, tadgrahe grahat I

darsanam nilanirbhdsam, ndrtho bahyosti kevalah II
Pramina-Virtika v 3/336

This verse of Dharmakirti carries the same import as is

implied by the more famous and more ancient verse—

“sahopa.la.mblm—niyamid abhedo nila-taddhiyoh T”

Again,

tasmad dviripam astyekam yadevam anubhfiyate I

smaryate cobhayakarasyasya samvedanam phalam IT
PV v 3/338

yada savisayam jiianam jhana:nsertha-vyavasthiteh I

tadd ya &atmanubhavah sa evartha-vinidcayah IIT

PV v 3/340

avibhagopi ' buddhyatma viparyasita-darsanaih II
grahya-grihaka-satvitti-bhedavaniva lakgyate 1T

PV v 3/354
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these verses—

*25 See Prajidkara’s commentary on
1)1)' 389-399'

Pramana-Vartika-bhasyam.
Specially,

“yadeva drsyate tadevabhyupagamyate I

tatha hi pratibhasat tadgatam eva nilam avabhasate,
naparan I

tataly pratibhasa-vyatirekena na pramanam I

vyatiriktasya sadbhive na  nilasyaparoksatd I
svaripenaparoksatvin na tasyanya aparoksata II
PVB p 389

*26 See PV v 3/354 quoted in note No. 24

*27 This mistaken identity between fact and ﬁctlo_n
hunikrtya adhyasal,

is
expressed by Sankara as, satyanrte mit
and by the Buddhist idealists as, dréya-vikalpau ekik)f'tya
mithyavabhasah. The difference between these two expressions
will be brought out a few pages later.

That this Buddhistic way of analysing the n T
situation is not totally foreign to the Advaita view is indi-
rectly admitted by Madhusiidana Sarasvati in his review of
drsti-srsti-bada in Advaita-siddhi.

*28 See S'ax':km‘a-Bhﬁ.sya on Brahma-Satra 2/2/28.

saksino-vagantuah svayam-siddbatam upalksipata svay

acre-silver

i
prathate vijfilnam ityesa eva mama palksas tvaya
vaco-yuktyantarena adrita iti cen, na, vijianasya

. - — . - ~ . at t
utpatti-pradhvamnsa-nekatvadi-videsavattva-bhy upagamatb

Also see Bhamat! on the same :(—
nanu siksisthine astu asmadabhimatam eva vijilanam,
tatha ca namni eva vipratipattir narthe iti dankate---
bhavata hi vijianasya utpadadayo dharma abhyupetah
tatha ca asya phalataya navagantrtvam, kartr-
phala-bhavasya ekatra virodhat I
—Bhamati-Kalpataru-Parimala
—p. 555 (N. S. Second Edition}
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#29 See Sankara-Bhisya on B. 8. 2/2/31 in which
Sankara’s contention also scems to imply that aninstantaneous

psychic event cannot serve as the background of an illusion.
Also see Bhamatl on the same :—

apica aropitam nisedhanlyam, avopasca tattvadhisthano
drsho vatha duktikadisu rajatadeh I
na cet lkificidasti tattvain kasya kasmin avopalr T

Here Vaicaspati’s argument is explicitly directed against
the Madhyamika Buddhists (Nihilists), but implicitly against
the Yogaciras also.

As regards the law of illusion and the hierarchy of
existence see Advaita Siddbi of Madhhstdana—the introduc-
tory portion upto mithyitva-mithyitva-nirukti-prakarna.

We think that an Advaitin, in order to demarcate the
Sank’lrlte stand-point from Boddhist Idealism, should set no
great store by the difference between pragmatic existence
{vyavaharika-sattq) and illusory existence (pratibhasika-satta).
The Buddhist idealists of both the schools (e.g. Nagarjuna,
Dharmakirti and Prajnakara ) have stated in no uncertain
terms that, as regards the pragmatic existence of the empiri-
cal world, they have no dispute with the realists and the
tommon man, and that their difference erops up only in
respect of the final or fundamental existence (parmartha-
satta),

It is not without reason that the great Advaita dialecti-
cian Sriharsa, while going to mark out the difference between
Advtitism and Madhyamika Buddhism, has not thought it
wise to bring in the question of difference between vyavaha.
rika-satt ( pragmatic existence) and pratibhasika-satta
{ illusive existenee ). He notes the difference between

Madhyamika Idealism and Upanisadic Idealism in the follow-
ing words—

¢ - . 3 !
‘Saugata- Brahmabadino rayam vifeso yad
adimah sarvam eva anirvacanlyarm varnayati-e
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vijliana-vyatiriktam  pupnaridam vidvam sad-
asadbhyam vilaksanam brahmabidinah sangirante’
(K/L(mda??a-I‘f/lvalil(:la-K/zﬁ,dymn, with — Vidyasagarl
Commentary—p. 125).

When it is asserted by the Advaitin that on the eve of
the final realisation of the Absolute the whole phenomenal
world ia totally negated, it follows hence that from this final
stand-point there is no substantial difference between pragmas
tic existence and illusive existence. Qur dream is 2a dream
within a wider cosmic illusion. With the final negation of
of the entire ecmpirical universe the difference between
vyavaharika-satti and pratibhasika-satta is also bound to
vanish, becaause this difference itself ultimately turns out
to be only relative and pragmatic. Hence in respect of the
basic unreality of the external world it is difficult to sce how
the Advaitins basically differ from the Buddhist Idealists.
The difference between the dream-world and the phenomenal
and empirical world as a whole is only this that the former
is a short-term dream within the orbit of the latter which ig
a long-term dream. It is logically senseless to say that a
long-term dream being longer, is less of a dream than a
short-term one. So it is the metaphysical difference, and
not the epistemic difference, which should finally mark out
Advaitism from Buddhist Idealism. The reader is again
referred to the chapter on drsti-srsti in Advaita-sidhi. There
Madhustdana accepts drsti-systi as a correct representation
of the Advaita theory of knowledge, and admits that on this
view there is no difference between vyavaharika-satti and
pratibhisika-satta. On this view it is the silver-percept, and
not the nacre, that appears as the external piece of silver.

See note No. 353

*30 We refer to such a syllogism as with which Madhu-
siidhana has opened his masterly debate in Advaita-siddhi ;—

“Whatever is an object of knowledge is unreal, as it 1is
the case with nacre-silver ; the phenomenal world is an object
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of knowledge; therefore it is unreal.”’—vimatam mithya,
drsyatvat, sukti-rupyavat.

#*31  Tattvapradipika—pp. 44-47 N. S, edition.
Advaita-siddhi—pp. 453-58 N. S. edition.
The reader may profitably compare the elaborate and
penetrative interpretation of Vijfiaptimatrati by Prajnakara.
PVB pp 349-404 ( Tibetan-Sanskrit Works series ).

“32 tasmat satyatve sambandh@nupapattch
adhyasika eva drg-dréyayoh sambandhah

"A.S. p. 458.

That the epistemic conclusion of Advaita is finally derived
from the law of contradiction is implicit in the following
observation of Citsuka,—

“tadevam  visaya-visayibhava-niripenat, atmani
adhyastataya  casidhau, prapaficasya sabyatve
dréyatvinupapattir hadhika” Tpk. p. 47,

(Thus when the unreality of the subject-object relation
is established in view of the indefinability of such a relation,
and of its consequent super-imposition on consciousness, the
reality of the phenomenal world is contradicted by the fact
that the very phenomenon of being an object of knowledge
is impossible on the assumption of such a reality ).

"33 tasya-écarthantare vedye durghatau vedya-vedakau I

P.V vy 3/331.

*34 samvedyatirekena na niladi pratiyate I
asamvedye pratitideet tudabhive kathan bhavet IT
asamvedyam  eva pratipannam iti vyahatam I
tatha cayam arthal syad apratitara pratitam iti I
atha  apratiyamanar pratyaksena  anumanena
pratiyate T tdapl asat I pratiyamanata-vyatirekena
narthah para iti paksah, na tu pratyaksa-pratitata eveti 1
anumana-pratitirapi  svaripe pratyakea-pratitireva
grahye I...
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svartipena pratitall cet saksitkaranam eva tat I

svarUpenapratitaii cet sarvathisyapratitatd I

pP. V. B. p. 854

s - . = = =
®co  ata  eva, sarve pratyaya analambanah,
pratyatvat, svapna-pratvavavat |

pP. V. B. p. 359.

The render may profitably compare the chapter on. drsti-
srsti in Advaita-siddhi, Madhustdana’s ungrudging support
to drsti-srstti is interesting. He is conscious how dangerously
he is close to the Buddhist position. He attempts an escape
at once by pointing out the metaphysical difference from the
Buddhists. The matter becomes more interesting when one
tinds Gauda-brahminanda clearly recognizing the fact that
drsti-srsti is a form of solipsism or subjective idealism—

“drsti-srsti-pakse purusantariva-

sukhadikam mna jfidyate, kintu purusanta-
- . . - ”
riyatvena asmin eva kalpyate iti bhaval

Madhustdana unequivocally observes that according to
drsti-srsti the identity of a pitcher as perceived by two
persons at the same time, or by the same person at different
times, is an illusion. He declares that dysti-srsti is quite in
consonance with the letter and spirit of Advaita Vedanota.
The nacre and the nacre-silver are equally false. When it is
stated by the teachers of Advaita that iu the nacre-silver
illusion a comparatively real nacre is needed as a background
on which the false silver is to be super-imposed, that is only
a provisional statement aimed at helping the understanding
of the people of sluggish intelligence. In the false proposition
—<1t is silver’’, no nacre is needed as the background of
illusion.  Consciousness circumscribed by ‘‘itness’” ( the
psychic-percept of the Buddhists ) is a fact with which the
fictitious silver 1is falsely identified. That is enough for
adhyasa. Madhustdana says this much in clear terms.
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A careful perusal of this chapter on drsti-srsti will go =
long way to convince a sectarian Advaitist that in the pure
epistemic position there is no fundamental differcnce between
Yogicara Buddhism and Advaita Idealism. 7The difference is
on the metaphyasical plane alone.

CHAPTER V
*36 Bradley—Logic Vol. I, Ch. L.

*37  Cook Wilson—Statement and Inference Vol. L
Ch. XII1.

*38  Nagesabhatta—TLaghumanjasa p. 353.

ata eva caksusd drdyaminam api ajiita-bodhakam
ey 141 . . P - = . - .
padartham “kimidam iti na janami” iti vyavaharanti.

4 T — e .
tadupadese ca jhatam it vyavaharanti”.

*39  Russell—Human Knowledge p. 74 —

“It is sometimes maintained that there can be no thought
without language, but to this view I cannot assent : 1 hold
that there can be thought, even true and false belief, without.
language.”’

But see again, (Ibid—p.440)—But although sensation
18 a source of knowledge, it is not itself, in any usual sense,
knowledge. When e speak of ‘knowledge’ we generally
imply a distinction between knowing and what is known, but.
in sensation there is no such distinction’’.

It obviously means that iy the stage of knowledge proper
the knower himself mugt pe able to distinguish between
knowing and what is known. 1t ig difficult to sce how such
a distinction can be made without the help of language. The
distinction between knowing and the known requires a higher

degree of abstraction than between black and white.
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*40  idam sabdanusandhana-matram abhyadhikam param r

visaye na tu bhedosti sa.vika.lpivika.lpa,yoh 11 L

—Jayanta’s Nyayamanjar!

Pt. I p. 92 ( Benares ed. )

Also $lokavartika of Kumarila—

samjiitvain kevalamh param
—Pratyaksa-Sttra
Verse 175.

#*41 Nilakantha on Dipika—

“nirvikalpakasya atindriyataya pratyaksa-pra-
!

76-77 (N.S}

mandsambhavad anumanam pramanayati’

—Tarka-sa ngraha — Bhaskarodaya——p

It is ecalled ‘atindriya’ ( extra-sensuous ) not in the sence
of not being begotten by sense, but in the sense that no trace
of it can be found in the perceptual introspection.

“indriya-janya-jiinivigayataya ityarthah
. vyavasayatmaka-jiianasya
anuvyavasayatmaka-pratyaksa-jiiana-vi gayatvatl
— Bhiskarodays or Nilakantht p 76

*492 yatha rupadayo bhinnah prak sabdat svatmanaiva tu I
gamyante tadvad evaitat samjfiitvam kevalam param I
—Sly—v 175— Pratyakga.,

*#43 See P.irthasirathi’s commentary on the following verse

of Kumarila—

na videso na samanyan tadanim anubhiyate I
tayor adharabhuta tu vyaltir evavadisyate II

Again,

nirvikalpaka-bodhepi dvyatmakasyapi vastunah I
grahanam laksanakhyeyam jhatra suddhata tu grhyate IT
Sly. v178 and 118, Pratyaksa.

15
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#44

#*45H

*46

*47

*48

*49
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avivikta-samanya-visesa-vibhagam
sammugdha-vastumatra-gocaram alocana-jlianam

——éistradim’kﬁ—plOQ (Chowkhamba ed.)

See SIv. Pratyaksa—vy 172-176 and Parthasarathi’s
commentary on the same,

kvacij jatih, kvacid dravyam, kvacit karma,

kvacid gunaly T
vadeva savikalpena tadevanena grhyate II
iha éabdanusandhana-matram abhyadhikawn param I
visaye na tu bhedosti savikalpavikalpayoh II

— Nyayamaijari—p 92 (Pt. I) Benares ed.

Viée53".13"Viéesya-sambandhénavagﬁhi jlidnam
—( Dipika of Annainbhatta )

videgyadi-vidhaya visesyadyanavagihi jianam
ityarthah I tatha ca jhidnatva-ghatitam viSesyata-

sunyatvam, viéesa-nati-éﬁnyatvam, samsargaba-

]

sunyatvarh ceti laksana-trayan paryavasitam it
bhavah 1

(Nilakanthi on the above )

tatha ca idar videgyam, jdam videsanam,
ayam sarnsarga ityevam  tattad-dharma-prakarena
gha'@a-Shat_atv&-tat-samsargﬁnim anavagahyatvat I

( Bhiskarodaya on the above)

—Tarkasas graha- Bhaskarodaya—p 76.

Ga;urltl visista-jianam videsana-jiana-janyam,
visista-jlianatvat, danditi jfanavat I
— Annanbhatta’s Dipikd.

atra  asmat-pitr-caranah :—prathamikarm gauriti
pratyaksam  janya-videsana-jnana-janyam, janya-
v e .-~ —

visigta-jhianatvat, anumstives I

— Vardhamana— Nygzyq- Lilavati-prakase—p 454
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It is not without reason that Viévanatha, in his Siddhanta=

muktavali, is avowedly not ready to accept pnirvikalpa within

the fold of perception, since it isa kind of pl‘e-pel‘ceptm’-1

knowledge which caunot be captured in any subsequent
perceptual introspection—

—See Siddhanta-muktavali on Karikavali—v 57

50 tasmat pratyaksam apyartharm
vidvan 7Tkseta yuktitah I
na darsanasya pramanyad
dréyamartharm prakalpayet II
Vkp. Bk. I1 v 143.

*51 siddh&nugama-rﬁﬁtrmh hi karturm yuktam pariksaka.ih I
na sarvaloka-siddhasya lakganena nivartanam 1T
SIv. Pratyaksa—v 133.
*52 asti hyalocana-jianarm prathamarn nirvikalpakam I
bala-mukadijitina-sadréamm suddha-vastujam 1I
—SIv.— Pratyaksa—v. 112.
‘53 itikartavyata loke sarva dabda-vyapasrays I

va’m purvahita-sarmskaro balopi pratipadyate 11

Vkp—Bk. I v 120.

CHAPTERS VI—VII
*54  Meaning and truth—p 24.

#bb  See Helaraja’s commentary on :—
tasmac chakti-vibhagena nityah sadasadatmakah I
ekorthah $abda-vicyatve bahurupah prakasate II
Vkp. Bk. 111/3/85.
Also on—1Ibid v 85, 70, b8
“vyattu paramarn ripain tannajva vyavaharaspadam’ I
Also see Haribhadrastri’s Anekanta-jaya-pataka (G.O.S)
Vol. I pp 368-369, 382-384.

#*56 Language, Liogic and Truth—p. 78,



*57
*58

CHAPTER VII!
Critique of Pure Reason—Introduction—1V-i

vopi prathama-nipatl bahyesvarthesu prakasah sa
viSesa-nimittaparigrahepl  vastu-matram 7dair tad
iti pratyavabhasayati—Comm. on Vkp. Bk I/125

#59  That the meaning as a concept may be equally admitted
by the realists and the idealists has been forcefully brought.
out by Helaraja

*60

“abhyupagama-badadcaiyam. bihya-nayopi sabdarthasya
buddhi-parivartinah pratiteh. kriya-kirakabhave
d;s'ya-vikalpayo-mbhedzirlhyavasiyﬁ,d vyavahara-siddhir
bhavatyeva - -+ vinapi tu

bahyarthain  sakyabe
vijianamatra-darsanepi

tannirbhiasa-vadena kriya-
karaka-sambandho melayitum itycva upanyastam I

Comm. on Vkp. Bk ITI/33.

The Epistemic Law of Logical Construction is the

abstracted essence of the following verses of Bhartrhari :(—

fabdesevaérita Saktir vidvasyasya nibandhani 1
yannetrah pratibhatmayam bhedarfpah pratiyate II
ne sosti pratyayo loke--- I
11
1

na prakasah pralddeta si bhi pratyavamardini IT
yo vartho buddhivisayo babyavastu-nibandhanah I
sa bahya-vastviti jhatah S$abdarthah kaideid isyate IT
anityégvapi nityatvam abhidheyatmana sthitam I
vikalpotthapitenaiva sarvo bhavena laukikah T
mukhyeneva padarthena vyavahsro vidhiyate IT
vyavaharaden lokasya padarthaih parikalpitaih I

Vkp Bk 1/119, 124, 125; Bk I1/134; Bk 111/3/343
Bk 11/3/80, Bl 111/3/86.
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See Helara/a on 111/3/80

evam anyopi yah kaseid vyavaharah sa sarvah

vastavatah abalir-vidyamanasya vastunah abhinnasya
tavad anadi-mithyabhyisa-vasana-vasopajata  ©vVa
saravrta  statha adhyavasayad  asanoréie V&

avidya-pravrtti-rupe jagati praridhah I

Note the unmistakable Buddhist flavour of the emphaslzed
exXpressions.
The printed edition of the text has some obvious mistakes

which have been corrected here,

These lines, taken in themselves, are concerned with the
pure epistemic aspect of the problem, and as such, cannot be
differentiated from the Yogacira position. Even the terfn
“Avidya” has been equated to Vasani by Nagesa 1In his
Liaghu-Maiijasi ( Laghu-Mafijasa—pp 283-319).

While elaborately vefuting “auirvacaniya‘khyati” of
Advaita-Vedinta, Nigesa is conscious that he is fast appr'oa'
ching the Buddhist position. So he demarcates his own VIew
from the Buddhist one in this way.

etena asato bhane bauddha-mata-pravesa
iti apastam, tena tatra aropita-satyasyapil
anangikarat, atmana stena anityatvangikaracca.

The first line of demarcation, intended to be an epistemic
distinction, is too weak to stand, because the Buddhist ide.a—
lists have mentioned times without number in no uncertain
terms that they recognize a “samvrti-sat” (a relative, prag-
matic, constructional existence ) as distinet from ‘‘parmartha-
sat” ( the fundamental existance ). The second line of
demarcation is metaphysical and as such stands valid.

Helaraja, in a few lines just next to those quoted above,
has brought the metaphysical aspect of $abdadvaita to bear
upon the epistemic problem at hand, in order to introduce the
next verse of Vakyapadiya.
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#61 ki sad-asatva-paksa-bahirbhava-bhyupagamaly ?
— Khandana- Khandakhiadyam
p 129 ( Benares ed. with
Vidyasagari )

#*62 yo hi sarvam anirvacaniya-sadasttvain bhrite
sa  katham anirvacaniyata-sattva-vyavasthitau
paryanuyujyeta I--parasya eva tu vyavasthaya
evamr  paryavasyati, nirvacaniya-pratiksepad
anirvacaniyatvam I---tatah parakiya-ritya idam
ueyate,—anirvacanivatvan vidvasya parym’ﬂ«syﬂiti
iti I vastutadca vayam prapafica-sabtva-
vyavasthapana-vinivrttah svatah siddhe cidatmant
brahma-tattve kevale bhiramn avalambya
caritarthah sukham Zsmahe.

Ibid—rp. 121.

*63  tat-sattvasattvayo raudasinyilambane
satya-nirvacaniyabvaim paridesa-siddham ityarthah 1
Ibid— Vidyasagari p. 133.
*64 Laghu Mafijusa—p. 273,
*65 Kbhandana—yp. 125.

*66 nirvakbuin asamarthye gurava upasyanta:i
yebhyo niruktayal  Siksyante -+ yastu
bad1 niruktyabhimanam dhatte sa tu nirvaktu
na tu Saksyati, vaktavya-dosas |

Khandana p. 117-118.
%67 Laghu-Maiijusa—pp 266-320,

%68 Vak-dakbireva va eitih - spryathi
vﬁgrﬁpédlﬁno ifieyabodha iti sarvagm
jlieyam vagripanvitam  gamyate iti
tad-vikaro vivarto va—

Brahma-siddhi—p 19-

*69 api ca santyarthd Vyavahirikah ; yesirn
na dabda-vivartad anyat tattvam ; tatsamanyad
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itarepi tatha avasatavyah, yatha...
Sasa-viganadayah I

Brahma-siddhi—p- 18.

Contrast an earlier remark of Mandana about the nature

of Avidya—

atyantasattve khapugpa-Sadrsi na vyavaharangam ;
tasmad anirvacaniva. [

But note that in the above quotation (note no. 69) he uses

the very example of $ada-visana to emphasize the fictitious
nature of the world.

*71  Vkp. 1/55

*72

*73

tatha <dabdopi viacakaly artham abhidhIya-
manataya prakiddayan atmanam api abhidheyataya
prakasayati iti ucitamy I na tu $rotrendriya-
visaya-bhavopagamszna---
evafica krtva sarva-ghata-dabda-sadharanai
samanya-rapam arthapaksa-niksiptam artha-
semanathikaranen svariGpam asys Vacyam,
arthavat-tatsamanadhikaranyat atrapi
tatha pratiteh I

—Comm. on Vkp. 11I/2 ( Sambandha-

Samuddesa)-

Also Vkp 1/50 :—

atma-ripam yatha jiane jleya-raparm ca drsyate

A
arthartipam tatha sabde svarlpath ca prakasate

bauddharthasya bawddheno Sabdeno avibhagat
tanmilabhedadhyavasayena $abdad arthakara-
vrttau jaAyamanayain svakarasyapi samarpanam
iti dabdasyapi visayatd, ata eva Sabde grahya-
grahakatva-ripa-$akti-dvaya-svikarah I

— Laghu-Maiijasa—p 352.
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#74 lolibhiitani sahdartha-jfianani
‘ghata’ ityevam avagamyante [
| Helaraja on Vkp 111/2
( Sambandha-Samnddesa ).

*75 Commentary on'Vkp T11/2 Sambandha-Samuddesa

CHAPTER 1X

*76  cf, Tractatus—>b.62, 5.63, 5.64.
*77  Vkp 11/134 and the comm. thereon.
See note no. 59—Yo virtho, ete.
*78 Laghu-Mafjusa—pp 344-345,
*19  Tattva-Samgraba ( Text and comm. G.0.S.
Vol. 1 v/801.)

*80 ayam hi buddhyikara-badi balye vastuni
abhrantan  savigayam  dravyadigy
paramarthikesuy adhyastain buddhyakiram
paramarthatah Sabdartham iechanti. I
—Comm. on T.8. v/891.

*81  vikalpa-yonayah $abda vikalpah dibda-yonayah I
—quoted by Helaraja under
Vip IT1/54 ( Sambandha-Samuddeéa )
The second half of the verse ig—
tesam anyonya-sambandho, narthin g$ahdah
sprsantyami 11
( The relation is between language and fiction ; the words
have nothing to do with real objects. )
*82  yatra drastd ca dréyailca darSanain va vikalpitam T
tasyaivarthasya satyatvam sritg stra.yya,nta,--vcdinah II
Ibid 70.
#83 1bid. v. 80. Read “mukhyeneya’ for “mukhyenaiva’
in the printed text of the verse. Similarly, in the commentary,
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read “abahir-vidyamanasya’ for ‘“‘bahir-vidyamanasya’’, and
“abbinnasya’ for ‘bhinnasya”. In both the cases ‘a’ is
to be considered dropped by sandhi in the commentary.

Sce note no. b9 where the verse is quoted—

“Vikalpotthapitenaiva .. etc.

*-4 Bertrand Russell—My Philosophical
Development—pp 216-217.:
*85  Tractatus—5.6, 5.61, 5.62,
*86 For all the above quotations and the simile see Tractatus
—b.631, 5.634 and 5.64,
*87 An Examination of Logical Positivism—Ch.VII.
*88 Tractatus 5.1361 and 2.062.
*89  Weinberg—Examination of Logical

Positivism—pp 41 and 47.
#*90 Introduction to Tractatus—pp 19-21.
*91  Ibid.—p. 21.

#92 nabhidhanain svadharmena sambandhasyasti vacalkam I
atyanta-paratantratvat rdpamy nasyapadidyate II

Vkp 111/34 (Sambandha. Samauddeda)

#*93 See Helaraja’s commentary on the just-quoted verse.
Also, Dharmakirti—

sambandhasyapi svaripena anabhidhanam uktam.
abbidhane hi sambandhitvena buddhyupasthanit
yathabhiprayam apratitah I
PVSYV ( Gnoli’s ed. p. 92 )
And, Karnakagomin too :—
sambandhastu svarupena grhyate, nabhidhiyate.
sambandhi-ripapannasya eva visyikaranat 1
Commentary on the above
p. 345.
*U4  Introduction to Tractatus—p. 23.



CHAPTER X

#95  Tor the Theory of Neutral Sense-data see Prof. Ayer—
Language, Logic and Truth—pyp. 122-124.

*96 My Philosophical Development. p. 221.

#*97  Appearance and Reality—1Introduction p. 1.

*08 22 verses of Sambandha-pariksi have been quoted by
Prabhicandra in his Prameya- Kamale-Mirtanda. These
verses fully tally with those that have been given by Rahul
Sankrtyiyana in his introduction to Prajnakare- Bhisya.

#39  tau ca bhavau tadanyadca sarve te syatmani sthitah T
ityamidrah svayam bhava stan midrayanti kalpanah TI

Sambandha-Pariksi, v.5,

. For an unbiassed explanation of this verse see Prabhi-
candra—Nyaya-kumuda-candre Vol. I. p. 306.

*100  Bradley—Appearance and Reality—Ch. II1 and
Appendix, Note B,

Logic—Vol. I Bk II Pt. 1, Ch. 11.
Saiikara—B.S.B. 2/2/13 and 2/2/17,

#101  Statement and Inference. Vol II, Pt. V, Ch.VL

*102  PVB pp 183-185.

#1038 Logic—Vol. I p 297 Note 3, also p. 113 Note 590.

*104 Space, Time and Deity—Vol. I, p, 238.

*105  Thid.—p. 246.

*106  Ihid. p. 249.

*107  Ibid. p. 240.

*108  Thiq, pp. 2568-59.

*109 Principles of Mathematics, p. 51.

*110  Space, Time and Deity—Vol. 1. p. 239.

*111  Ibid. pp. 242-43.

*112  Buddhist Logic—Vol. 1, pp. 48-49,

*113  Philosophical Studies—Dp. 289.

*114  TIbid. p. 307.
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*115 Ibid. p. 220.
«116  Ibid. pp 289-290.

*117 “vidyamanam sad vyavartakan  visesanam,
avidyamanam sad vyavartakam upalaksanam’
Gadadhara in Vyutpattibada

#1188 Logic and Knowledge—p. 249.
*119 Logic and Knowledge—yp. 245.

*120 gunabhitai-ravayavailh samihali krama-janmanam I
buddhya prakalpitabhedah kriyeti vyapadisyate II
—Vkp. Bk. 111 Kriya-samudde$a—v.4.

*121 sabdah sarmketitaxh prahur vyavahiraya sa smrbah I
tada svalaksanawn nasti saiiketa stena tatra na II
PV. 1/54.
See Dharmakirti’s own gloss on the above.
p. 194.
( Kitab-mahal ed. )

#1292 ekatra drstabhedo hi kvacin nanyatra dréyate I
na tasmad bhinnam astyanyat samanya-
buddhyabhedataly II
PV. 3/126.

123 PVDB pp 246-247.
/
*124 PVSVT pp 93-95.
anyohi drsta-svabhavah anyadca dréyamanah I
«= -+~ napi piArvakala-sambandhitvam
drsyamanasya, idannin purvabhavat
*125 My Philosophical Development—p. 20.
%126 Ibid. p. 21.

*127 Human Knowledge—Ch. VIII (Pt. IV)
““A complete complex of compresence counts as a space-
time point-instant” p. 322.

%128 My Philosophical Development. pp. 172-73.



CHAPTER XI

%129 garva eva hi bhavah svariipa-sthitayah I
te na @atmanam parena  misrayanti I
tasya paratva-prasangat ... tac ca atmani
vyavasthitam amisram eva...

—PVSV —~Gnoli’s edition—
pp. 24-25,

#130 Tattvopaplava-simha (G.0.8)
pp. 13-17.

#1381 PVB p. 376—

.badhako bidhya-pratyayasya abhavam
karoti, tadalambanasya va” ?

#132 PVB p. 374

yadi jatosau bhavah kena tasyabhavah kriyate ?

( once an event comes to be, its being cannot be blown
out of the instant in which it is)

*133 PVB-

“na tavaj jiidnantarena abhavah

svapna-jiidnasya anyasya va kenacit kriyate I
anyena nahi jflanena tasya

vigayapaharah asatta-laksano badhah:-:---

para-visayapaharanantu naradhipa-dharmah I

*134 PVB pp 259-387.

tasmad idam eva tasya badhaka:n yad anya-
rupa-grahakatvam I facea s&rva-pmtya.yapekf}&ya
sarva-pratyayanim I nanu jﬁsgrat-pmtyayﬁmbh&h
sambadi, tat katham tasya anyena agrahapam I
svapna-pratyayanam api tat-svapna-daréina tadanya-
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svapna-pratyaya-grahanad avisambadanam eva I
tat katha:mn  badhyatvam I jagrat-pratyayena
badhyatvad it icet I jagrat-pratyayop: tena iti
samanam etat. pp. 359-360.
katham badhya-
badhakabhavalh---dvayo-rapi badhya-badhaka-bhavah 1
na prapakatvad ckasya badhakatvam eva I p. 365.
katham  tarhi badhya-badhsalka-bhava-pratitih,
tatkalamadhye eva yada apara-svarlpa-nirapana-
parah pratyayo bhavati, tadd tena vicchinnam
purvakam alambanam---tena sa badhako vyavas-
thapyate I p. 375
kathawm tarhi badhya-badhaka-bhavah ?

na kathaficit---vyavahara-matram evedam

svapnasvapnabhedo nama [ tathd pramana-
pramana-bhedah---

paraspara-parihfirena avasthitayoh

p. 5,
%135 pramanam avisambadi jiianam, artha-kriya-sthitih I
avisambadanam... e« II
PV. 2/1.

136 PVDB-—p. 5.

na khalu svarfipa-samvedanad aparam atra artha-kriya-
jhdgnam kvacid upalabhyate I rupadayohi svarupa-
samvedana-parsa eva I na tadvisayah pratyayah
paratra - pramanam -« iti nal samvyavaharika-
pramanavatarah I .. adhyaropena hi tadekata
visayantarasyapi I tata staddvarena sambadanam
uktain jhane.

*137 +vatha nividate sortha statha hi sa prakasate I
arthasthite stadatmatvat sva-vid apyarthavin mata II
tasmad visayabhedopi na, sva-samvedanaiy phalam I
uktam svabhava-cintayam tadatmyad artha-samvidoh II

—PV v/350-51.

PV B—pp. 394-95.
Again—

pramapam sva-samvedanam I

—PV 3/367.
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*138

*139

*140

*141
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Also see the chapter on Sva-samredana-cinta
—PVDB pp. 425-448.

samvyavaharikamn pramanyain pratipadayata
paramarthata ekam eva sva-samvedanain
pratyaksam ityuktam bhavati I

PVB—p. 25.
sva-samvedanam eva ekam pratyaksam
pramanam naparam’’ I

PVBp 31.

CHAPTER XII

evam arthasya sabdasya jlianasya ca viparyaye I
bhavabhavav-abhedena vyavahara-nupatinau II
Vkp. Bk. TIL Sambandha-Samuddesa
—v. 59.
tatha ca bhavasyapl $abdena abhidhiyamanasya jhaya-
manasya va paropadhiripataya abhiva-sama-kaksata I
abhavopi hi ... paropadhir-eva $abda-pratyayav anu-
patatiti ... buddhyd nirlipyamino hi abhavo
bhava-rupena avacchidyate.
—Helarija on the above.

tasmat sarvam abavo va bhavo va sarvam isyate I
Da tvavasthantaram kificid ekasmiat satyatah sthitam TI
tasman nabhavam icchanti ye loke bhavabadinah I
abhavabadino vapi na bhavawm tattva-laksanam 1T
Vkp Ibid v 62-63

vatad-caivam sarvar samvrti-sat tatah pra.cz_hrit&-
dardéana-vikalpah tatra abhimana-matram I

—Helarzja on the above.

See Helaraju—
- _ s . _ .
nilotpaladau... visesana-visesya-bhiava-visaya-
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nilotpaladi $abdai rapi upasritam ityaha I
tatrapil pravibhajya melanam upacara-sattayamh
vujyate I anyatha samsakta-vastuni neyam
kalpana ghatate ityuktam I
Vkp. 111/3/pp. 121-122.
on v. 49-b1.

AISO,_’

visesanarh videsyamn ca sambandbam laukikim sthitim I

grhitva samkalayaitat

#1142
%143
*144
*145

%146
*147
*148

tatha pratyeti nanyatha II
— Dharmakirti—PV—3/145.

CHAPTER XIII

My Philosophical Development—p. 172.
Meaning and truth—p. 153.

Logic and Knowledge—pp. 273.

Logic and Knowledge—pp. 274—75
Ibid.—P. 275

My Philosophical Development—p. 27.
PVB—pp. 354-355.

A possible reply from the Sautrantika standpoint is given
in the penultimate chapter of the present dissertation.

%149 Nyayalilavati—pp 401-406 ( Chowkhamba edition )
*150 Padartha-Tattva-Nirdpana—

*151

Y152

pp 29-30 ( Benares Edition !
Logic and Knowledge—p. 381

CHAPTER XIV

natu, svaripena katham lakgya-laksana-bhavah ¥ T
na, lakgya-laksana-bhavasya

kalpanikatvat I...
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svaripam eva laksanam  yuktam, nanyat T
anyena anyasya paramivthato laksyayitum
asakyatvat I vpararupena hi laksanam
parartipatadhyaropa eva, na svartpa-laksanamn tat I

PVB. p. 211

Again,

*153

bhinno va bhavati abhinno vartha statra
buddhiparikalpita eva sarvatra sambandhah I
vastu vastuno yadi vyatiriktam, kah sambandhah ?
vyatireka eva iti cof, yadi nama vyatiriktalx
tasya kah sambandhah ?  vyatirekasya sarvatra
samanatvat asambandha ecva na syat I

Ibid. p. 242.

na khalu pratyaksatal purvapara-vastu-grahanam T
na ca smaranam ananubhite, na ca karanatvasya
anubhavah, katham samaranam 2---yadi tavad anuma-
nam, kathah pratyaksam  antarena I  na hi
pratyaksena prak-pirvatd-parigraho, varbamanata.-
grahi sakalam eva adhyksam I ... purvakam hj
pratyaksam svakalam parigrinat katham paroksam
atmanam vijaniyat I fatha param api pratyaksam T

PYB—p. 292

Again—

*154

atita-ripata anumanena katham pratiyate,
pratyaksa-pratipanne  anumanapravrtteh I
pratyaksail ca natitaripatayam pravrttam 1
na yadasau pratyaksena pratiyate tada atitaripata,
idanIm atitarupata iti ced anyad eva tarhi jatam I
tatra ca na pratyaksam iti lkatham anumanam ?

—TIbid. p. 182,

anyastu aha, bhavatu agni-dh@mayoh karya-

karana-bhavah, tathapi na tayo rekena jiianena
grahanam, bhinna-kalatvat I...tena idam asmad
utpanpam iti na kenacid grhitam, ata ova
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na  smaranenapi grhyate, anubhavabhavat I

PVSVT. p. 97.

For Prajiiakara’s view on causal relation see PVB pp.
180-185—

etat-sadbhave etad bhavati iti na evamprakara-
vyaparah pratyaksam.

p. 183.
Also see Manoratha’s commentary on PV 2/4.
*155 kevalam asya idam karyam karanafi ca iti
kalpitoyain vyapadesah
—PVSVT. p. 97.

*156 Both the strength and the weakness of Karnakagomin’s
position are reflected in the following. ( The reader may
discern the confusing contradiction which attends his obser-

vation }).—
PVSVT pp. 97-98. :—

atrocyate, karyasya tavad anutpannavasthayam
asattvad eva na karana-sambandhitvai, nispanna-
vasthayam api evam, nirupeksatvat I---kevalam
asya idam karyam karanwn ca iti kalpitoyarm
vyapadesalh I tena hetoh sakasat svartipalabha eva
karyatvam I  karyam  vprati pragbhava eva
karanatvam I sa ca &tmalabhah pragbavadca
bhavasya abhinnatvat pratsyaksa-grhita eva ceti
katham na pratyaksa-grahyah karya-karana-bhavah ?
kevalam karya-dardane sati idam asya karyam
karanafica iti vyavahriyate I---tena purvake
vastuni grhyamfne karyam prati anantaryam
karanatmakahn grhitam eva I tadanantaryasya
tadabhinna-svabhavatvat I ata eva asmad anantaram
idamm  bhavati iti smaranam api bhavati,
anantaryasya anubhdtatvat I

16



*157

*158
*159
*160
*161
*162
#163

#164
*165
*166
*167

“168

“189

:q:170

“171

CHAPTER XV

Some Main Problems of Philosophy
—pp 58-60 ( Emphasis is ours )
Ibid. pp. 5E-58.
Ibid. p. 58.
Ibid. pp. 252-269.
Ibid. p. 262.
Ibid. p. 263.
Ibid. p. 265.

CHAPTER XVI

A Modern 1ntroduction to Logic. p. 33.
Meaning and Truth—yp. 176,

Ibid. p. 180.

Ibid. p. 189.

CHAPTER XVII

Logic and Knowledge ( On Propositions )

—pp. 313-314
Ibid. p. 320

Satdfica na nisedhosti, sosatsu ca na vidyate T
Jagatyanena nyayena nafiarthah pralayam gatah IT
—Dpp. 4/226.

Prajiiakara on the above. —~PVB—p. 614.
vadyabhava-matratt vissyl-kriyate, vyarthaka eva
prayogo nafiah I anirlipita-vigayasya nafiah
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aprayogat I prayoge v& na prayojanam I
atha yasya abhiavah sa visayil-kartavyah I
tathi sati katharm pratiyamanasya eva abhavah ?

It is significant that this verse of Dharmakirti has been
qyuoted with approval by Helarija ( Vkp—II1I/3/42) and by
Nagega in Laghu-manjusiy ( P. 652 ).

Also see Vkp ITI/14/v 250-282, pp. 571-585,

T172  tasmad adritya $abddirthara bhiavabhava-
samadrayam I
abahyasrayam atresdtam
sarvam vidhi-nisedhanam 1I
PV 4/228°
—tato vikalpa-buddhi-niripyamano visayo
vidhi-nisedhayoh I vikalpana:h vastu-
vriti-niyamibhiavat
— Prajnakara on the above
—PVB. p. 614.

CHAPTER XVIII
#173 Meaning and Truth—P, 148.

174 bhojanady abhimanyante buddhyarthe yad asambhavi I
buddhyarthad eva buddhyarthe jate tadapi dgéyate II
Vkp—III/3/v 33.
175  vakyirtha-badinah padamitrat prabite rapari-samapteh I
—Helarija’s commentary on the verse quoted before.

176  anityesvapi nityatvam abhidheyatmana sthitam I

—-Vkp Bk. III p. 113 ( Benares Edition )

See Helaraja’s commentary on the above.

CHAPTER XIX

*177 Logical Positivism, p. 229, and p. 241-42.
*178 Logical Positivism. p. 242.
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%179 Logical Positivism. p. 242.

#*180 Dharmakirti and Prajhakara observe that the fiction
of a universal is not a fiction as a thought-content. There it
is a real. A fiction is a fiction as an external referent.

jhanardpatayad sva-laksanatd parigphutakarata ca
samanyasya vidyate eva

PVB p. 191 on PV 3/9-10.

Again—PVB—p. 248 :—

nahi pratiyamanam eva pratisedha-visayah,

vikalpika pratitir asatya iti cet, tadasat I

asatyatvamn kutah siddham, vikalpatvas,

pramatra k& I nirvikalpaka-bodhepi
tadasatyatvam ucyatam II

“181 atra bramo ya evirtho yasyim smividi bhasate T
vedyah sa ovw, nanyaddhi vedyavedyasya laksanam IT
jfidnasya vyabhicare hi vidvasah Lkim-nibandhanaly T
jidnasya vyabhicare pi jhianam yat satyam eva tat [T
vatnena nvisyamanepl ripam tac cen na drSyate [
tada purvaiva sanvittir nastitveno-padisyate IT

— Prakarana- Paicika, Naya-Vithi
vv.23, 69, 71.
CHAPTER XX

*182  Logical Positivism—p. 97.

*183  1hid. p. 105.

*184  Ipig. p. 97.

*185  TIhid. p. o7.

*186  SQee Nagarjuna’s Vigraha-vyavartani.

*187 Logical Positivism—pp- 218 and 219.

*188  cf, Russell—Human Knowledge : ““‘Or, to speak more

exactly, there is no evidence that there are illusions of the

senses’’, —P. 182

*189  pp. 53-54, 126, 141.
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#190 Positivism and Realism—p. 97.

*191 pratyaksasyapi hi arthivyabhicara eva pramanyam,

tadabhave bhiavinah tad-vipralambhat.
PV p. 3 ( Gnoli’s edition }

PVSVT p. 25 ( Rahul’s edition )

—We have interpreted the spitit of Dharmakirti’s obser-

vation.

*192.  Gilbert Ryle—Concept of Mind.

CHAPTER XVI

— , -
na tathad darsanam

*198 darsanasyipi yat satyam
gthitam I

vastu sarmsarga-riipena tad arupam nirGpyate II
bahyarthah  sannasan va

sampratyvayvarthad
vibhajyate I

bahyikrtya vibhagastu saktyapoddhara-laksanah II

Vkp II/vv 429, 449.

o — *
*194 Prajiakara very often uses the terms ‘‘advaya’ and
““advaita’” to mean the indivisible unit of an instantaneous

cognitive event.

Appendix [

*195 Vigraha-vyavartani—pp 24.29.

An edition of Vigraha-vyivartani with an excellent expla-
natory translation in English has been brought out by Pro-
fessor Satkari Mookerjee, Director, Nava-Nalanda Mahavihara

in Nalandi Research Publications—Vol. 1.
*196 dharmasya tadatad-rupa-vikalpanupapattitah I
dharmina stad-vidistatva-bhaiigo nityasamo bhavet II

— Tarkika-raksa quoted by Gauda- Brahmananda
—Advaita-siddhi ( N. S p. 223-225.



246

PHILOSOPHY OF LOGICAL CONSTRUCTION

Also, Nyaya-darsana—
Vatsyayana-Bhagya and Vidvanathavrtti

*197
*198
#*199
#200

:11201

#9202

#*203

#204

*205

pp. 501-508 ( Chowkhamba edition ).
Nyaya-Makaranda—vpp. 356-359 { Benares ed. )
Nyaya-candrika —pp. 444-445.
Vkp. Bk. 111/3/25, 27, 28.
Meaning and Truth —pp. 62-63.

Appendix II

tasman na kificit svena rGpena abhidheyai
Sabdasya, iti na vidhih éabdarthalh I

PVB. p 363.
vastu punall vyavaharat sanketarmn pratipannavan
tasya niyamena saiketa-kalartpadhyavasayah
prativimbariipah I - tasya ca prativimbasya
vyavrhti-pratipadanam eva phalam, na svaripa-
pratipattih I svardpasya arthe abhavat

Ibid. p 264

See Kalpalata on Atmatattva-viveka—p. 344

( Benares edition )
PVsSVT—

vidheh dabdarthasya, arthid anya-nisedhasya
abhyupagamat I tathd vrksa ityukte arthad
avrksa-nivartanam prativate I etavanmatrena
¢a anya-vyayrbti-viSistatvam uktam I na tu
Paramarthato visesya-videsana-bhiavah I

—p. 248-249.

Jhanadri—Apoha-prakarana :—
na khalu éastram anubhavarm paribhiya bhabitu
ksamam iti vidhiripam amukhayan eva vikalpa
upajayate iti tavan na sakyam apahnotuin
prathama-padarthah I
—p. 203 Collected works
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Jianaérimitra— A poha-prakarana—p. 206 of
the Collected Works.

“pivedanam ca yo yasmat bhidyate vinivartya tam I
—PYV 1/126 Rahul’s edition.
ata eva dabde tadanya-vyavrttih svarthabhidhanain
ca na vyapara-dvayam, svirthasya abhidhanad eva
tadanya-vyavrtti-gatih, svarthasya bheda-rapatvat I
na hi anvayah avyavrttimataly, napi ananvayino
vyavrttih I
P. V. S. V. p. 256.
( Rahul’s edition )
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