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FOREWORD 

It is a pleasure and privilege that I have been 
ask~d 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. I 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 
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ought to be thankful to the author for this com­
parative study of the philosophy of mo::lern posi­
tivism along with the philosophy of Bhartrihari 
and Dharmakirti. His treatment is arresting and 
occasionally provoking. His mastery of the English 
language and epigrammatic style will not fail to 
rouse the interest of unbiassed thinkers. It is 
neither desirable nor necessary, and is too mucl1 to 
expect that the readers will chime in with his 
views or with the school of thought represented by 
him. But I am definite that competent scholars will 
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. But I am 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 a language which 
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is not his own. Nobodywill frel that the work 1s 

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 intellectual 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 
laid 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 p::i.ys dividends 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. 

Dhakuria, 
Calcutta 
26-6-63 

Satkari Mukerjee 

Director, N:1v1t-Nal:1ndi~ 

Mahaviharu. 
N:1lauc1a, Bihar, Indin, 



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 
is 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 c:1.nnot help having a strong feeling 
that, while Logic has moved miles ahead of Aristotle 
and Mill, Philosophy has only moved round and 
round, unavov:edly seeking refuge in some well­
known thoughts of the past, though avowedly claim­
ing to have taken a revolutionary turn resulting in a 
complete break with the time-honoured tradition. The 
present book is an unres-2rved expression of this feel­
ing vvhich I have sought to fortify with arguments to 
show that the positivist's claim to have performed 
a revolution is too in-flat~d 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 pos1t1v1sm m the 
light of some Indian thoughts of the past. But if 
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 claimant5 
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 treatment are 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 I 
must take occasion to express my sense of gratitude 
to those who made it possible for me to write this 
work, press it into print and present it before the 
readers. I 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 t~acher, Professor Asutosh Sastri, M.A., 
P.R.S , Ph. D., Head of the Deparment of Sanskrit, 
Calcutt:i University. to Dr. Janakiballabh Bhatta­
char~a, 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 young friend, Sri Sushi! 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 
aml)unt 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 tu 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 
Sukmnar 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, Sn 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, s::ime 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 s1ved me from fait,sue of spirit. 

To my wife I am more than grateful for her 
earnest 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 111 

her teens, I owe some words of thanks for not teJsinl5 . ~ 

. me too much with her pranks, but often silently 
sitting in watch over my work and eagerly hoping 
for the clay when she would underst:md what I 
write. 

Rahara 
24 Parganas. 
West Bengal 
July, 1963. 

Hemanta Kumar Ganguli 
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INTRODUCTION 

SECTION I 

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 is '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-it~elf'. 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 Profes~or 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,-"! 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 is 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-



iv ] INTRODUCTION 

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 not to 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 
Dharmakfrti, the most formidable figure of Yogacara 
Buddhism, along with his most competent commen­
tator Prajfiakaragupta, was perhaps more 
enthusiastic about the status of the 'pure given' than 
many among the modern pos1t1v1sts. Without 
entertaining any mission for murdering metaphysics, 
but with an unsurpassed zeal for hair-splitting 
analy~is, 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 respective 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. 

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 
creat~s 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 tr2atise 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 \Ve 
left at least thirteen centuries behind. By turning 
two ancient lights upon a movement of contem­
porary t_houghts 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 Bhart:rhari'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 
some thoughts which seem too distant are also 
too near to be ignored, and which seem too new 
may be too old to ju!;tify a claim of 'revolution'. 

I have not the least desire to play down the 
Philosophical contributions of the modern positi­
vists. Writings of the modern po.sitivists have given 
me a pleasant surprise to find how the present can 
-~ommunicate with the past across centuries. If I am 
in the habit of sharply expressing my thoughts and 
feelings let not this be construed by any sensitive 
reader as a 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 is 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 Bhart:rhari, 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 Bhart:rhari. 
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One may entertajn an impression that according to 
Bhartrhari sounds as symbols (not as sounds) are 
eterna.l. Anybody who has carefully gone through 
the text of Va.kyapadiya and its commentaries cannot 
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""abda­
Brahman is eternal he does not mean that a syrnbol 
is eternal. Bhart:rhari's S"abda-Brahman is the in­
effable, incommunicable metaphysical spirit of 
language which itself cannot he captured in langu­
age. This spirit of language is beyond speech 

' beyond mind-

evaiica Brahmakbyari:l sabda-tattvam avan-manasa-gocaram 
-(Hariv:rl)abba's commentary on Vakyapadiya, Vkp l/87) 

A symbol is meant for use in communication 
but S"'abda-Brahman is not a usable entity- ' 

yattu l)aramari:l rupari:1 tannaiva vyavahara.spadam 

-(Helaraja's commentary on Vkp lII/3/59) 
Sphota in its metaphysical aspect is not a symbol. 
It is a symbol only in its logical aspect, and as such 
it 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-

pare punar vyavabaranacltvena el)am nityatvarh svatah 
anityatvaril ceti manyante. sambandhopi nityal;t. "·svabhava­
siddha}:t anadili praptavicchedab . . . op. cit 1/23 
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That one Reality of sabda does not differ along with 
the dift~rences in symbols,-in alp ha bets, words 
and sentences. In the sense of metaphysical 
eternity one is not entitled to use sphot;.a in the 
plural number though the word 'symbol' may be 
freely used in such a way. It is clear from the 
commentary that Bhart:rhari in his Vakyadadiya 
presents several ancient views about sphot;.a 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 :-

bhedn.nukn.ro jii.n.nasya vn.cascopi.1plavo dhruval:i I 

kra,mopa-sr~tarupii.yii. jii.u.naril jii.eya-Yyapasrayam 'i"i 
Vkp I/87 

In Bhart:rhari's philosophy one may come across 
such terms as, VarQ.a-sphot;.a, Pada-sphot;.a and 
Va.kya-sphot;.a, but one will not get such expressions 
as VarQ.a-Brahman., Pada-Brahman and Vakya­
Brahman. So when sphot;.a1 as the one Perennial 
Reality is identified 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. Now, 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''abdatrna) 
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which is then identified with Absolute Conscious­
ness. This indentification also logically proceeds 
from Bhart:rhari's theory that even in the purely 
empirical or phenomenal world there is no cogni­
tion without being contained in a form of meaning­
£ ul language. 

Again, it may be argued that in a bid t1J 
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 Bhart:rhari. 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 I 
have stated. The credit of discovering this law 
entirely belongs to Bhart:rhari. But it lies dispersed 
in various verses and commentaries. I have only 
tried to clearly state it in one place in. a condensed 
and comprehensive form. I am fully conscious that 
this law is not unrelated to Bart:rhari'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
na list, 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 
1neta-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-e pistemic 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 f 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
€nce 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 'joy now'. One may argue that a11 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 
reference to the metaphysical position of Bhart:rhari, 
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 
felt 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 a way from declaring 
the same in a clear-cut manner. In that case, I have 
argued, the positivist-nominalists should appreciate 
what Bhart:rhari did for them many centuries ago, 
though he was miles apart from positivism. 

When I used such expressions as hour 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 ~Y 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 Bhart:rhari, Dharmakirti and 
Prajfiakara something which they themselves have 
not said. In the pen.ultimate chapter of the book 
where I have examined Moritz Schlick's claim to 
realism I have dropped some hints about my belie:£ 
in some sort of realism, and in the concluding 
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 Bhart:rhari I have looked 
more to the teachers of Advaita Vedanta than to 
.l\1uni-traya. The reason is not far to seek. I have 
<lealt with only one aspect of Bhart:rhari'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 he 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 Ad vaita 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 idealistic 
theories of knowledge as they are given in Y ogacara 
empiricism and Advaita idealism, and have presented 
the same in a manner that may make explicit the 
logical steps of tr:msition to the epistemic position 
of Bharq:hari. So I have had to deal with the 
problem of subject-object relation from the stand­
point of Indian Idealism. Thus Madhusudana bas 
come in, along with scme other important te 1chers 
of the Advaita, as a way to facilitate the explana­
tion of this epistemic relation. 

A~tadhyayI of PaQ.ini or the Va.rtikas of Katya­
yana deal with the formation of Sanskrit words 
without bothering about any theory 8f knov.rledge. 
Patafi.jali in his elaborate Bha~ya sometimes has 
touched some points of philosophy without dilating 
on them, but has nowhere presented a theory of 
knowledge. Bhartrhari no doubt refers to Patafi.jali 
as the great teacher. But he has developed an 
independent system of philosophy utilising the gram -
matical concepts given in the Bha~ya. One can easily 
compare the concept of the grammatical verb treated 
in the Bha~ya under the aphorism "Bhuvadayo 
DhatavalJ.'' with the spectacular definitions of the 
same concept given by Bhartrhari and explained 
by the commentator. Again Patafi.jali has made 
many interesting observations while dealing with 
the concept of the grammatical t.ense of a verb. 
But Bhartrhari's elaborate discussion and meticulous 
dissection of the concept of time has gone far 
beyond Patafi.jali 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 apalapanab, prataraI).ah-says He1a­
raja ). Has he developed an epistemic philosophy 
of Vikalpa to which Bhart:rhari turns again and 
again. It is not the fact that Patafi.jali has some 
gaps which Bhart:rhari has tried to fill in. The fact 
is that they have two different approaches to the 
science of grammar. Their purposes and perspec­
tives too are different. Patafi.jali is pre-eminently a 
grammarian, perhaps the greatest grammarian the 
world has ever produced, whereas Bhart:rhari is 
fundamentally a philosopher, the greatest pro­
pounder of the S,,, abdadavita school of Vedanta. He 
is undoubtedly a maha-vaiyakaraI).a because he is 
the profoundest exponent 0£ the philosophy of 
grammar. He has seized upon the concepts of the 
grammatical science of Panini, Katyayana and 
Patafi.jali to build a system of Nominalistic Idealism 
as an independent branch of Idealistic Monism. 
Since in rny book I an concerned only with a parti­
cular aspect of Bhart:rhari'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 Bhart:rhari'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 I 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 fling 
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," is 
considered sufficient for disposing of the question, 
"how are you sure that you are seeing a red 
patch?", the mystic way equally say, '·well, I feel 
it,'' in reply to the question, ''how can you know 
that there is God f' 
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SECTION-3 

Some Preliminary conz.ments on Modern Positivism 

What is the status of the given? Is it a purely 
1,:,ychic phenomenon? Is there any difference 
between sensation and the datum of sensation ? 
How much is logical, how much empirical1 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. Our 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. Thig 
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 pu.rva-pak~a, puts a ques­
tion. The other party, called uttara·pakf?a, 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. It is consi­
dered at best to be a display of debating skill and 
a way of winning a temporary deb::1te. 

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 mode 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' is a 
'thing-word' and 'red' is a 'quality-word'. and that 
there is a syntactical combintion between these two 
words. Thus the ordinary-languge sentence, 
·'yesterday's lecture treated of Baby Ion'·, is 
translated by Carnap into the following philoso­
pher'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', I am saying that I was in 
America and no more", we quite understand what 
he means. But when 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 
trans1t10n to semantic pos1t1v1sm. 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. N eurath 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. One 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 is 
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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 a 
remedy against such a possibility he almost suggests 
a Buddhistic notion of 'inter-subjective' com1nuni­
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 Robin­
son Crusoe and any other person. Thus every p2rson 
is as much other than himself as than some other 
person. Hence any two statements of the 'sarne 
person' are as much related or unrelated as two 
statements of two persons. In this sense it is 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, i.e, statements needing no 
justification and serving as foundation of the 
remaining statements of science. Protocol state­
ments are of the same kind as : 'joy 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 Bhart:rhari) 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 
dass 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 comm u-
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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 Pis 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-yonayal} 
sabda. vikalpa.lJ sabda-yonaya]J. ). 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
lak~aJ).a 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, confirmatiun takes the character 
of pure convention. It cannot be said on the basis 
of 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 ] ndian philosoply, 
and have develop2d the arguments in the light of 
what the Indian philosophers have said in relation 
to similar problems. I 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, b2cause there cannot be a 
picture of what is common between the picture 
and the original I have shown how Bhart:rhari 
and Dharmakirti have put the same thesis in a 
different but better logical manner which baffles the 
solution sugg_ested 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 propos1 t1on ( sambandhopi 
sambandhi-rrrpata.ya.a1 poryavas:rati ). 

The readers may also be referred to my cntl­
cism of the modern concept and definition of propo­
sition, the positivist principle of verification and 
the theory of basic proposition. When I have 
attempted to bring out the spirit of Prajfiakara's 
philosophy I 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 
empir1c1sm. 

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 is th.is th.at 
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. 1t 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 Bharq.·hari even the 'given' is 
a linguistic fiction. There is no such •given' as the 
emp1nc1sts 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 Jinguistic 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 as '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 universal. There is 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. Helaraja, 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 ninipyamar:io hi abha.vo bhava-ruper:ia 
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-satta or aupaca.rika-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 '.a 
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flavour of Plato and Meinong, while Bhartrhari's 
abhidhe:ra.-satta is a logical abstraction not related 
to any third realm of existence. Abhidhe:ya-satta. 
is a linguistic construction which is not nonsense, 
but has a definite logical sense. Only in this sense 
Bhart:rhari might have agreed with the following 
statement of Russell :-

"For if A were nothing it could not be said not 
to be ; • A is 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-samuddesa in the Third Book of 
Bhart:rhari's Vakyapadiya. But he adds something 
more which is important. It may be put in this 
way-

The fate of the proposition, "A is,'' is no brighter 
than that of the proposition "A is not," because 
A itself suffers no internal division between A and 
existence, or between A and non-existence. 
There is no existence or non-existence over and 
above A. The division is only logical, hut not 
existential. Existence and non-existence are equally 
fictive predicates. From this he comes to a 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,­
y es, the question is meaningless, but only in the 
sense that it deals with a meaning and nothing 
beyond the meaning. 

He1araja's remark that we have quoted above is 
an echo of similar observations made by Dharma­
kirti. In the chapter of Sva.rtha.numa.na in his 
Prama.I)..a-Va.rtika 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 Bhart:rhari ( and aho Dharmakirti ) showed 
in the distant past. But when Bhart:rhari uses 
the expression Maha-satta. ( universal existence) 
he clearly indentifies it with his One Metaphysical 
Reality apart from which an existence is considered 
to be 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 that 
Dharmakirti is the last person to stand a maha­
satta:. 

That this 'old' 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 1nay 
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 readers to excuse me for what I 
have not done, and to judge me for what I have 
-done It is for them to say if this book justifies 
my labour being worthy of their patience. 
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CHAPTER I 

WHAT IS THE PROBLEM? 

Know 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 a name ?", says a heroine of 
Shakef'pcare, "that we call a rose by any other name 
would sml'll as sweet." The Shakespearean maiden may 

ha Ye uttered a practical truth e\'en in her romantic mood. 
Bnt, despite these sweet words of wisdom put into her 
month by her great creator, there is perhaps more in a name 
tha.11 what is readily conceded by common sense. 

A 11:ti\'e realist may even fortify himself by modifyi11g the 

meaning of a well-known verse of Bhartrhari, the Prince of 
linguistic philosophy, who does not shy at g;iying the devil 

his due, when he seemingly rnmmarises the spirit of common 
se11:c:e philo;.;ophy in the following words :-''A man feels 
what a burn is like when he is burnt by fire, bnt the menni11g 
that he gathers from the word 'bnru' is quite different 
from his bnr11ful fceling."* 1 Obviously the word 'burn' will 
not burn him, ju~t as the word 'cool' will not cool him. 

01: com·se, this verse has a deep-seated contextual import 
which is fo1· from being congenial to the seeming concession 

granted to common seu;;e. 
Almo:ot all the philoso1)hers comiug after Bhartrhari, 

who have quoted this couplet, have taken it as providing a 
prop to the remarkable Buddhist view to the effect that 
the name and the thing haye not the least relation between 
thtm, that a real cannot be named.* 2 The common m:111 
linr<lly rrnspects that a fact, that is too obvious to be affirmed, 
wonl<l at last sharply come up against his COl11lllon sense, and 
unleash a series of unpleasant surprises culmiuatiug iu such 

an u11wa11ted conclusion as that langunge 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 sense 
too is not :w exception in this respect. Though an upholder of 
common sem;e, he is cautious, since he is co11scio11s of his 
philosophical responsibility. ·while the common nrn.11 feels that 
sometl1iug is not so 1wofound as to be philosophised, the philo­
sopher of common sense does not feel satisfied before lending 
profundity to the obvious. So, as a philo"opher of lan~nnge, 
he thinks he has scored his point by vroYi11g 11p to the 
hilt that the name i~ not the thing. He cc,mcs down 
npon nomina1ism as an ontlandish frame of thought acconli.11g; 
to which the world \1as no life and bci11g beyo11d the 
fringe 0£ intelligible language. H the t\1ing were absorbed 
and exhausted in the name, the word 'r:w,or' would l1:1Vt! 
split your face.* 3 It is dished up as a telling proof against 
the epistemic nominalism oE Bhartrhari. Hut in doing '.-'O 

the coin is turned presenting its other side that bears the 
stamp of Bnddhistic nominalism, which says,-Yes, tl1c 
name is 11ot the thing, and hence it is that the real, 
the pin-point particular of the moment, cannot be meant 

by a name, that Ia11gm1ge has no WllY to express the 
reality. Tlius common sense i-; clr:1gge<l on to the pit-lt(iad 
of an uncommon danger. 

It is now clear that commo11-se11se pliilowphy dom; not 
command as much clarity and possess as mnch security as it 
claims to have. 

The relation between langnage and reality is one of the 
knottiest problems both in ancient and co11tempora1:y philoso­

phy. Had the problem been so simple as to deserve such an 
easy disposal, the great Bhart:rhari might have been left to 

rot in the dust-bin of history, the giant Dlrnrmakirti wonld 
ha_ve slumbered for good in the gloomy mist of Tibetan man n s­

cripts, a galaxy of contemporary western philosophers, 

including that indefatigable Bertrand Russell, should have 

better started grocer's shops than talked and taught philosophy, 

and a serious student of philosophy might have been spared 



\\"HAT IS THE PROBLEM? 3 

the pains of a confusing uncertainty with which he pays the 
price of intellectual honesty. Our naive realist, as the 
following pages will show, has not placed the problem in its 
proper perspective. His is the fonlt of a misplaced finger 
which has tnrnecl on wrong lights in a dense trafi1c of 
thoughts. So let ns pose 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 
tH'oblem. The mo;;t profitable 110ser should be,-can we speak 
nbout a reality which, we believe, lives and moves beyond 
the domain of intelligible speech ? Can we know something 
about which we cannot spc:ik in a sen;;ible manner? If the 
an:-:wet· be i11 the aflh-mativc, how much of that self-sustained 
reality is c:-iptnrccl in our language, :rnd how does it find its 
way into our speech ? If the answer be in the negative, 
tlo we then talk sense when we seem to talk about something ? 
\\'hat is that which we :-:peak about and which makes our 
:-:pt)ech meaningful ? 

lf this poser of the problem is accepted we at once come 

From thought nnd 
thing to langungc 
nnd meaning 

up to au interesting consequence, viz., the 
whole problem of epistemology, that is, the 
problem of relation between knowledge and 
reality, is at once t1·ansformcd into the 

prnblcm of relatio11 between langnnge and mcauiug. The 
gravity of tho problem lies in this transformation which has 
now invaded the whole range of logic, philosophy and 
metaphysics ( or, want of metaphysic:1 ). 

Oue must not stint praises that are due to a great thinker; 
a11d Bharti;hari mnst be credited with having effected this 
spectacular epistemic trnnsformation and anticipated the 
contempornry logical positivists about thirteen centuries ago, 
though he was miles a part from being a logical positivist 
himself. He is perhaps the first philosopher of C'Onsequence 
who clearly feels and formulates the principle that the key to 
epistemology, the major problem of philosovhy, lies in the 
logical analysis of language. 
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Dharmakirti, the formidable figure of Buddhist philosopliy, 
perhaps a junior contemporary of Bhartrhari, is more s11 btlc•, 
exacting and intricate. That the mea11ing of l:rngnagc i:-; 

nothing more thall logical fictioll (Vik:dpa), that the rl'al a,-; 
such has no place in the realm of meaning, provides n 
conspicuous meeting ground for Bnddhi~m aml Uhartrliari. 
The Buddhist would like to say,-therc cannot be a statement 
of fact, because a fact can never be stated. But wh:,t is 
there beyond the field of mea11ingful lallgnngc '?-"The p11n•,t 
particular of the moment", replies tl1e lfotldhist, "Tlic 
m1iversal principle 0£ eternity, called Sphota, the fo1111tai 11-hcad 
of language a11d mca11ing", answers Bhnrtrha ri. ''t lie· 
metaphysical spirit of language itself. cannot be captlln!tl by 
language." Language furnishes an c•xperie11cc with a 
logical appendage. ls there then a11y pure empirical knowledg-_c• 
completely stripped of this nppencbge? ''Y cs", re11lies tlH· 
Bnddhi~t, "that is the most primitive sensation of a pin-poi 11 t; 

particular of the moment, trnadorned by co11ccptual fictiou.",;.•1 
"No", answers Dhartrhari, ''even the most i11cleten11i 11 atc 
point in a fielcl of experience is 11ot free from language a 11 d 
logical construction, and whatever is touched by la11guagc i 8 

ultimately absorbed and exhausted by la11guage." But tltc•,c 
two seemingly opposite epistemic views arc only two ,,;itlP.-; 

of the same coin, that is, the com1110J1ly hdd fumlamcllt: 1\ 

postulate to the effect that reality cn.lll1ot be t\1c term o[ a 
relation of which language is the other term. That which 

can be namecl a11d meant ca1111ot be more tha11 a logieal 
construction. From the structure of a statemeut to tltc 

structure of a reality there is 110 passage, but only a bli11cl all(•y. 

A peep into the intractable problems, which commandetl 
thr. reapectfol attention of Dhartrhari a11cl Dltarmal•6rti, will 
rejuvenate a critical interest in the philosophical s1icculatio 118 

of t,he contemporary west. The philornphy of laugungc is tit<~ 
reigni□ g fashion with the contemporary philosophers. l\Iuch 
of the muddle, in which the logical positivists, or the schools 

of semantics, find themselves today, may be cleared up by an 
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f!arnc~t introduction into the logico·epi~ternic principles of 
Bhartrhnri a ncl Dlrnrnrnk1rti. This will at least exercise a 
sobering influc11ce on the cwer-cxnbcrant students of modern 
pnsitivism, who will realise "·ith profit that the problems 
r:1iscd by the contemporary philosophers of langunge were 
tackl<'cl in a more consistent nnd thoro11gh going fashion by 
the two philosophical f::talwnrt,; of nncient Inllin, with results 
perhaps not as much unfbttering ns the philosophical chaos 
of the contemporary west. 

The major pnrpoc:c 0f onr pre,:cnt discourse is to nttempt 
n modest assc>sc:me11t of mnclcrn positivism in the light of the 
thoughts which guided th<' philosophies of Bhartrlrnri nnd 
\)\iarrnakfrti mon• than thirteen centuries ago. Hence it 
i-; quite rc>lcvant here tc, ha\'e n look into the postulates of 
logical po,c;it.ivism n11d :"rmanticism which h:we set a reignin~ 

patt<•r11 to the philosnphy of the modern period. 
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THE MODERN ATTITUDE 

The birth and survival of contemporary \Vestern philo­
sophy cannot be separated from a revival of interest in tlll' 
logic of language. This logic has lecl the logical po~itivi,cts 
to reject all excursions into metaphysics as seBseless endea­
vours and hence to compress the whole business of philosophy 
into the analysis of propositions. ''The philosopher as a 11 

analyst", says Professor Ayer, ''is not directly concer11C"d with 
physical properties of things. He is concerned only with tlw 
way in which we s1)eak about them.• 5 

Rudolf Carnap, the leader of the Vienne,:c School of 
modern positivism, in his 'Unity of Science' has \H'o1101111dcd 

the view that '' A philosophical, i e. logical, i nvestigat io 11 

must be an analysis of langnnge." His colleague and co-tlii. 11 k<•r­
late lamented Von Neurath, pushed this thesis to the extreme 
and interpreted its implication in the followi11g manner:-

"Statements are to be c0mparecl with statements, not with 
'experiences', not with the 'world' or anything chc. A II 

Neurath's 
Philosophy of 
Language 

these sen:c;elcss duplicntio11s belong to a more 
or less retinrcl meta physics, n11cl are to bi! 

reiected. Each new f'tntement is cornpn.rcd 
with the totality of existing statements preyi­

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

" ......... The definition of 'correct' and 'incorrect' proposed 

here departs from that customary nmougthe 'Viennese Circle' 
which appeals to 'meaning' and 'verificatio11 '. In onr 
presentation we confine ourselves always to the sphere of 
linguistic thought''.* 6 The last sentence has been more 

forcefully translated by Weinberg in his Examination of 
Logical Positivism as follows :-''In the prernnt theory we 

always remain within the realm of speech-thinking" .* 7 
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That we live within the realm of speech-thinking is not 

Bhartrhari and 
Beha_;iourists 

by it5elf a very startling proposition. The 
initial shock of surprise spent itself long 
ago, at least in Indian Philosophy, afteL· 

I3hartrhari had proponnclecl this theory with a burden of clear 
emphasis-"There is 110 thought ,vithont a form of speech. 
H the nntn.iling p:1.Uern of speech hall been lo;;t to the pattern 
of thonght, thought it;;clt would have lost it,-elf in darlrnes;;. 
Thought has a form because it is formed in bnguage "* 13 

~vcn in modern cln.y3 before the advent of logil'.al positivism 
the Behaviourist;; reached ont. to thi,; theory from the stand­
point of php,iological psychology. According to them thought 
is nothing bnt :-11b-vocal speech,"' 0 and 'memory' is a 11nnw 
for the retention of verbal habits . .,.' 0 Bnt the Behaviourists 
are not concerneLl with the logic of language :rnd :1re not 
expected to throw mnch lig;ht on the problem that is poSl'll 
before us. 

In their initial crusading: zeal the modern positivists once 
tried to totally dispense with the factor llf meaning or referent 

of a sentence. They though that the lrgic:il 

.!\'leaning is 
meaningless. 

structure of a sentence might be discerned 
without any refert:ntinl ·function, and thus a 
coherent system of scnh-nccs might be built 

without auy excursion into the realm of reality in which 
the meanings or referents are supro~ed to rest. Ncurath is the 
most staunch advocate 0£ this view. He clearly states: 
"Logic and mathematics show us what linguistic trans­
formations are pos,::ible without :rny extension of meaning, 
independently of the way in which we choose to formulate 

the facts ..... . 
''Nor may langnage as a wl10le be set against 'experience 

as a whole', 'the world', or 'the gi\'en'. Tims every staternent 
of the kind, 'The very possibility of science depends on the 
fact of order in the univcr;;c', is mca11ingless.''* 11 Thus the 
existence of an external worhl apart from the system of 
sc'tentinc propositions is an unwarranted a~sumption. The 
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scientist, who thinks that his sci en ti fie proposi tio11 s den 1 with 
a world f'Xisting beyond the body of propositions, at o: C'<) 

degrades him5elf int0 ~he position of a metaphysician. 
The traditional mode of deductive syllogism may be 

provisio11ally taken as a fitting instance of this thesis. One 
can grasp the form of reasoning-"lf all S iR P al-l(l X is :1 n 
S, then X is a P", withont bothering about the 'cxt0rn:1l 
valnes' of S, P and X. The point will seem more forcc•fu I 
if we translate the above reasoni11g into the pattern of "·hat 
Rnssell calls a propositio11al function-If Xis an S, Xis a 
P for all valnes of X. Your external world either is, or 
is not, but there is no room for 'if' in it. Yet, 'lf so, then so' 
constitutes the very being and essence of science. The 
Aristotelkn syllogism, despite any possible disclaimer of 
Aristotle and his cli~ciples, is at its bottom nothing but a 11 

extension and clncidation of the formal notion of clas:'\­
inclnsion. If all membC'rs ·of cla,:s Sare members of clas,i 
P and if Xis a member of class S, Xis a membe1· of class P. 
Thus the Aristotelian Major is not 'a matter of fnct', but 
an epitomis0cl system of co-ordinated sbtements, a ntl the 
l\Iinor and the conclu,-ion are simply shown as fitting into the 
system as a whole. The underlying: spirit of the syRtem is 
just the same-'if so, then so'. St>ell in this light, the 
meaning of Mill's objection ::igainst deductive reasoning, 
whether it is valid or not, will be more clear. Yon cannot 
expect from a system what it cannot giye, and there is no 
truth beyond the Rystern taken as a totality. Any co11clnsion 

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 science ancl 
mathematics can be thus brought into a system of mutually 
consistent sentences without a metaphysical discourse on 
the states and properties of an objective reality which 

these sentences are wrongly suppo~ed to deal with. A 



THE ?-IO DERN A TTIT"CDE 9 

system of i::cientific hws is n committee or comity of 
coherent stntcments. A men ning:fol objc>ctivity is not the 
precondition of a. mcanillgfnl sentence. The meaning: 
,~mH,i,ts in logical consistency. Hence mnthematics, ns the 
, 2neen of sciences, may express the nniYcrsc ( theoretically 
at least ) in a system of symbols and equations without 
:lsstnning the existence of such a universe being external to 
the cqnational expressions. This has led Sit· Eddington, the 
physicist, to posit an infinitely great l\fothematical l\Iind 
absorbing and exhausting the whole pa.nornma of the pheno­
menal world. Profcs~or Ncurath wonld 11erhaps differ and 
f"ay ,-there is mathemntics, bnt no mathematical mind. Snch 
a mind is the mctaphysicnl hypostat.ization of the mathenrnti­
cal system. 

Thus a sentence need not speak about a reality beyond 
itsc-lf. It is enough for a sentence to be significant, i. e., to 

A new coherence 
theory of truth 
rcpbcc:; the 
corrc!~pondcncc 
theory. 

m:1ke :is n.nch sense as to fit itself into 
a total system nf mutually consistent 
sentences. Hence the correspondence theory 
of trnth is again replaced by the Hegcli:i n 
theory of coherence, only the method of 

analy~is makes a diffPre11cc from the Hegelian version. Russell 
11nrlcdi11cs this :igrcemcnt ancl difference with the Hegelian 

theory in the following words-

"Therc view is tlrnt 'trnth' is a. syntactical, not a 'seman-
tic' concept ...... the world of words is a close self-contained 
world and the philosopher need not concern himself with 
11 nything outside it . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . The Hegelian theory however differs from that 
of Neura.th, since it holds that only one body of mntnally 
coherent propositions is possible, :;o that every proposition 
remains definitely trnc or false. Neurath, 011 the contrary, 
takes the view of Pirandello : '1,0 it is, if yon think so.'"* 1 2 

If this view of truth is accepted the logical positivists 
of the coherence-school will find it difficult to explain 
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the full bearing of a sentence which registers an elementary 
What about the experience or Eensc-clatum, i. e., to explain 
truth of a ~e!cep- the truth of a pure perceptual proposition. 
tual propos1uon ? • l · l · l t Such a sentence, or its og1ca eqn1va en , 
is called an atomic proposition by Wittgcn,;tei11, a basic 
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 othn· 
sentence. To compa1;e it with any othC'r sentence yon are to 
go beyond it to something you speak about. Suppose I say,­
The sentence, ''Otto sees a dog" is trne ( and sig1iifica11t ) 
if it is consistent with some other sentence such a,;, "Otto 
hears a bark". \Ve choose here to omit the fact that seeing 
a dog may be valid eYen without hearing it b~uk. Even 
then, because barkiug as a physical eve11t iH som thi11g­
'rnetaph ysicul', and of no concern to the logical positivi,;;t, 
it is not possible for him to tell ns why the sentence, ''Ott.,i 
sees a dog", is consisteut with the sentence, "Otto hear::; a 
bark'', and 11ot with the sentence, "Otto hcarH a mew." 
He caunot reply,-''becanse in ex1ieriencc a dog is co-rclatf'll 
with a bark and uot with a mew", verily uecau,;c he firmly 
holds the view that a senteuce is compared neither with an 
experience, nor with a thing, but 011ly with another sentence. 
Let us decide not to put rnch an embarrnssing question a,; 
whether there are such physical events as a series of sonll(l:-, 
or linear prints on a piece of paper which constitute :1 

sentence in its purely physical aspect. Then as a last leg of 
support the coherence-positivist has to fall back upon soc;nl 
testimony and the matter is made worse. How can you 
know that there is anybody else to give you a testimony ? 
There is a world of sentence;;, but nowhere a world of 

A social system 
or a solipsist's 
r,oliloquy 

persons uttering such sentences, because 
that would be too metaphysical for the 
positivist to believe in. Thus a positivist is 

debar1·ccl 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., Nenrath himself, 
however, mnch against his 'anti-metaphysical' convictio11, 
who is busy about building a society of sentences, or a 
'nnifiecl science' to pnt it in a mo·re dig11ifiecl way. The social 
system of knowledge is then rcdncecl to :1 perfect system of 
solipsism which would look somewhat like this :-

Nenrath'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 mh limit. 

The brackets may be closed only with Ncnrnth ceasing to 
think, since the world of sentences is compressed into his 
thoughts. Now, i.f tlie existence of Ncurnth as a l1crson and 
of the rnrics of sounds as constituting sentences is <liscnrded 
as a metaphysical assumption, there remains somehow only a 
system of non-mental non-physical sentences floating in nn 
infinite void. Snch a system may be cnllccl llOW!lll'taphysicnl 

only in the sense of being s11per-nwtn\ll1ysic:1l, :111cl there is 
no one to decide allll no ,my to decide what is a system 
and what is not. No escape from this blatant absurdity i,: 
provided by the denial or a primary protocol. But when 
he denies the exhtencc of a primary protocol Neurath must 
be credited with ns mnch clarity of vision as to sec that in 
the final stage of the positivist':, paradise there cw1H',t he any 

difference between a primary protoc0l and non-primary one. 
Russell's chapter on ''Basic Propositions" in his .l\re:1ni11g 

and Truth is an excellent critique of the p0sitivist's attitude 
towards trnth a11cl reality,-''I seem to hcnr them saying, 'in 
the beginning was the \Vorel', not, 'in the beginning ther(• wns 
what the word means'. It is remarkable that this reversion 
to ancient metaphysics should have occurred in the attempt 
to be ultni-empirical."* 1 3 The hope 0f building a social 
system of 'Unified Science' has been rednced to the solipsist 
game of boxing bmckets within brackets, and this is not a 11 

achievement worth recounting. 
Hence reversion to the quest for a meaning was badly 

needed. 



CHAPTER Ill 

CHANGE OVER TO SEMANTICS 

So Carnap looked for a channel oE change from Syntax to 
Semantics. In his Introduction To Semantics Carnap fee\:-; 
the deficiency of a purely formnl analysis oE la1Jgnage, i c., of 
the logical syntax, and recognizes the paramount ncPtl of 
philosophy for a theory of meaning a11tl interpretation, for a 
study of the signifying function of language.* 1 •1 The realisa­
tion of the fact that the question of truth or folsity oE a 
statement cannot arise apart from the referential fm1ctio11, 
or the communicative basis of langnage, is no donbt a stPp 
forward from a self-closed system of 'meaningless' syntax. 

But we shall presently sec that this step forward has not 
carried the positivist much forward indeed. Carnap has now 

peopled his worlc1 with such designnta as 
Carnap's World • l' • 1 • l • d 
of Dc;ignata In( 1vul11n s, properties, re atlons an pl'O\)osi-

tion s wllich he is pleased to enll 'entities.' ,i; 1 ~. 

He is conscious that the term 'entity' smacks of meta1)hysics, 
and feels embarrassed c11011gh to offer an cxpln.1intio11,­
'

1The term 'entity' is freqnently nsed in thi,; book. I nm 
aware of the metaphysical connotat10ns associated with 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."• 16 

This 'simple sense' is far from the simplicity oE the common 
man. What Carnap probably means is this that these 
'entities' do not exist out there in the external world which 
the common man takes for granted, but stand as the fi1rnlly 
reduced residue of a world which is 11cithcr within nor 
without, but s.:imehow 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 
langllage. 111 that case he would have clearly said something 
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which llhartrhnri, the grent lndinn philosopher, hncl attempted 
to proye more thn11 thirteen centuries ago. 

Now, the;;c individuals, properties and relations 1:,tn11d in 
a certain combination conespondi11g to which there is a 

combinntion of signs hayiug the structure 
Truth of an 
atomic ~cntencc of n sentence. The simplest combinntion of 

signs is nn 'atomic !:'entence' to which is 
co-related a primary prnposition. This proposition is :igain 
an 'entity' the log;ical po!iition of which is c•xtremely dubious. 
It is pcrhap;; imngined as a go-between bl•twcen the linguistic 
signs 011 the one hand a11cl the actnal clcsignnta 011 the other. 
An atomic :-;entence is trne if the signs involved in it and 
t.hc corresponding 'entities' :we combined in similar wnys in 
their rcspcdiYe fields. Shorn of verbinge it simply means.­
the sentence ''.John is bald-headed" is true if John is baltl­
hcaded. Apparc11tly, ''Bahl-hC'atiC'd is John'' will not be a 
true :ccntcncc. It does not seem to be a g;:eat discovery 
worthy of laborious pursuit aml c,f Hf'hcring in a "Bevolntion 
rn Philosophy". Perhaps the RcYolution belo11g::; to the 
unsaid which always wnited to be ~aid :-The designated 
entities arc not the deuizens of nn external world, nor 
of a mental world, but of a logical uuiyersc. But the 
positivists haYc not the courage to sny tl1i::; in dear terms. 
Supposing this to be the secret mc:rning of their revolution, 
this revolution wns done in India with a formidable force of 
demonstration long before the mcdim·al days. Accordi11g to 
the 1)0sitivists, theiL· revolution rests in their tall claim of 
doing away with mataphysics. In place of metaphysics they 
have given us the 'given', the series o1: scm,e-clata, which no 
Ocam's Razor can eliminate, and which alone, they think, can 
logically be spoken about. lint the Buddhists have incontro­
vertibly proved that the 'gi\·en' cnu 1:evcr be spoken of, that 
the logically speakable is a logical fiction. Y ct the positivists 
too in deference to their much-paraded premir;s of yerificatio11 
should have clearly stated that the entire universe staudiug 
beyond the 'just given' is just a fond of fiction. 
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Bnt, perhaps the po3itivists them~elves are not clear if thPy 
should clearly mean this. Let us see what Carnap has d'1nc 
about the notion of truth in his system of semantics Yon 
may collect in imagination all possible atomic sentences and 

combine them in various ways on the basis oE 
Thcoryd of 1:"ru~ logical consistency and yon will thus get diffc-
state- escnpuon • -

rent groups or s8ts of atomic sentence,;. Each 
of these set,; will be called a 'state-cle;,cription'. Each statc­
deseri11tion then obviously gives a complete de:~cription nf a 
possible state of the universe of individuals \\'ith rc;-11cct to 
all properties and relations wl1ich arc comprcf'f'cd into the 
system. Tlrns the state-descriptions reprc~ent "Lcib11itz's 
possible worlds or \Vittgenstcin 's possible ~tntes oE 
affairs.''* 17 But, "There is one and only one state-cle,-;cription 
which describes the actnal ~tate of the universe; it is that 
which contains a\l true at()mic stc11tc11ces ... A "en ten cc of any 
form is true if and only if it lwlds in the true state-clcscript­
ion.'' Again "A Eentencc is lc,gically true if it holds in all 

state-dc~criptions." It is akin to 'Leib11i7.'s conception that 
a necessary truth must h0ld in nll pos"ible worlc.h".* 1 s 

After the breath-taking solipsist soliloquy of Nenrnth 
one feels rclicnd by tbc a;;!--urancc that, after all, of all 
possible states of the nniYerse there is only one nctnal state 
to which a system 0£ true statements must con form. The 
natural a11tecetle11t of snch a declaration shonld be a. true 

A critique of 
Carnap 

belief that such a umverse must exist 

inde11cndc11tly of what we speak about a.nd 
think about it. Bnt the reader's expectation 

is bound to be belied and his feeling of relief short-lived, for 

in cbangit1g over to ,:emantics Carnap has 11ot changed his 
fundamental position about the 11ature of the physical world 

Solving the ques­
tion by rejec:ting 
the question 

from what he upheld in his days of 'Logical 
Syntax.' "We reject the thesis of the 

reality of physical world: bnt we do not reject 

it as false, b1.1t as having no sense, audits 
idealist antithesis is subject to exactly the same rejection. 
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,v e neither a;:,;ert nor deny these theses ; we reject the 
whole que;:tion."• 19 This wonderful way of solvit1g n. 
question by rejecting it lws been benntifully demonstrated by 
Professor Ayer, the English disciple of Carnap. Modern 
po:'-itivist;.; nre alwnys cnr<'fnl nbout not being taken to be 
subjecti\·e ideali,,ts. 

ln his Ln11g11agc, Trnt h nnd Logic and Foundations 
of E111piril·:d K nowlnlg:l~ Profr;:sor Ayer scmet.imcs uses n. 
langn:ige which 1s ,:nt11ratl'cl with a ,;nbjectivist flaYom· thnt is 
too pronounced h) be mistaken So, in his Problem of 
Knowledge he pnts II p a scmbl:rncc of fight ngninst the 
phc11ome11nli,.:ts who do 11,)t lind any justificatio11 behind the 
belief in a11 extPri1al "·oriel. Profosi'Or .Ayer labtrnrs lrnrd to 
show that the bPlief is justifiCLl. ls he thl'n ,1 realist? No, 
hi.., c11dc:1 \·our is to be ;:trictly impartial, and hence to steer 
clear lwt we<'n idt1nlism nnd realism. So he go0s 011 to El10w 
that that a belief is j11,.:titled does not make it true. Exist­
ence or 11011-pxi,;tence of the pliysical world is only concerned 
with our wnys of speakillg about our ~ensc-data. ''Accordi­
ngly, it does not greatly matter whether we say that the 
objects which figure in it are theoretical constructions, or 
whctht'r, ill line with common sense, we prefrr to say that 
they arc indepcndc11tly renl. .. The sentences which are taken 
as referring to physical objects are used in such a way that 
our having the appropriate expt'riences 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 !:tatement's 
being false•·· ···He is wrong only in inferring from this that 
we cannot have :rny justification for it."• 20 

So on the question of the existence of the physical world 
the logical positivist is as slippery as an eel. But it is not 
difficult to cntch n. subjective idealist however he may try to 
wriggle out. One thing is clear that the logical positivist 
is clear only about the sen~e-datn.. It is no use searching 
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about anything beyond the sense-data. Hence the existence 
or non·existeuce of the physical world is a met:q,hy;;i.cal 
question. Simply you decide not to raise the que,,tio11 a11d 
the ::ige-old question is solved. It is the wor:-:t form of 
subjective idealism in the sense that here the problem is 
solved by shutting the eyes. 

Those who are conver;,ant about the hi:itory ol l11<li:111 
Philosophy know ,\·ell how the Advaita Vecb11ti11s of the 
S~li1karite school look II pon the problem at hau<l. Neither 
existence nor no11-exi:,tence of the external worl<l can Le 

logically defined. Sinl.'.e the world is logically 
The Advaita view 1 bl d • <l Ii Ll ( 11 ·,.,. c· 111 • '-"'\ ) of indelinability unspeatta e an lll e 11a e a 1 • a ,1 .i. 

it is false and unreal. llut, yet Logic 
demands a real back.ground of our experience. Thi:-; unck­
grnu11d is metaphysical, the supreme lkal1111a11, the 011e 

Principle of Universal Co11scious11ess, i11 which all qul~:-itio1uf 
are laid at rest. Whether the metaphysical Brahman 1:-:; a 
logical necessity or not is certainly a matter of debate. But, 
that our experience requires a real back-grou11d which gives 
us 'the given', is not a metaphysical, but a logical ncces:-;ity. 
So the Advaitins <lo 11ot dismis-; the problem as a mca11i11gle:;s 
question. • 

So when Carnap takes the phy8ical world neither as real 
nor as false, but as the subject-matter of a ruea11inglcss l!IIe:;tio11 

he only tries to escape from facing the question Shame-faco::d 
idealism squarely and saying iu a straight 111:w ner 

that the world is false, antl tl111,; vi11dicntes 
a remarkable remark of Eagels to the effect that a sce1itic 
is ouly a shame-faced idealist or a shame-faced nmtcrialist. 

Now let us return to Carnap's trne state-<lcscriptio11 and 
the actual t;tate of the universe. We are debarred by the 
positivist\; decree from positing an actual world lying out­

side onr experience. Thus the actual world is reduced to 
the universe of sense-data. Then how can one speak about 

a11y corrcspondeuce 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 to decide the dark and hears a mew in the same 
the truth of a 
state-description direction, ( obviously he does not see the cat 

crouching there too ), and decides,-It is a 
dog and it is mewing. How can you decide that it is a false 
statement ? As sense-data both the dog and the mew are 
solid pieces of actual empirical world, and anything beyond 
the sense-data is meaningless metaphysics. In the child's 
experience 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 cau you then decree 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 fntnre if the child decides on 
the basis of a new experience that ''the dog barks and does 
not mew", it will not 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 acttrnl 
state of the empirical universe. Once an experience happens, 
its memberehip of the empirical world is accepted for good. 
As a constituent of the empirical universe it c1nnot 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 normal experience, and no future experience 
can undo the fact and datum of a previous experience. \Ve 
shall see more of this problem in a later chapter presenting 
the view of Prajii.u.lrnragupta on the theory of empirical 
contradiction and verifi.catio11. Hence, unless positivism is 
detached from empiricism there is no way to decide the truth 
of a state-dcscri11tion, and this detachment is impossible 
because empiricism is the corner-stone of positivism. 

Let us gt·ant a possibility that our objection does not 
touch the theory of state-description. Let nll possible 

2 



18 PHILOSOPHY OF LOGIC.AL CONSTRUC'fIO:S-

empirical facts, illusions, hallucinations and normal ex1~erieu­
ces, be the bonaficle members of the actual state or the n 11_1vcr~c, 
and let there be an atomic <;entencc corresponclrng to 
every piece of possible experience. A combination ol' _all 
snch atomic sentences will then constitute a true state-<lescn p­
tion corresponding to a combination of empirical facts con­
stituting an actual world. There is no theoretical impossibility 
in such a bol<l imagination. 

Bnt there are two inconvenient questions which lkl'y 
any solution. Is the correspondence between such a total 

state-description and a total world of cxpe­
Two i_nconvenient rience itself. a matter of ex11erience? Obvinnsly 
questions . . . 

not, nnlcs,; yon posit an Om111sc1ent Bcrng 
encompassing the l)ast, present and fntnre in a single sweep 
of experience. Then it follows that this correspondence is 
only a theoretical constrnet ion, a logical fiction. A gai 11, 

granted that correspondence itself is a matter of experience, 
we shall require another atomic sentence to co-relate this new 
€Xperience and an infinite regress is unavoidable. Hence this 
co-relation or correspondence itself must be taken as a logic:-i.l 
:fiction. Only one step more, and one can equally show tlrnt 
the totality of atomic sentences and the totality of expcricuces 
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 only numerical constructions. Thus a fictitious state­
description is :fictitiously co-related to a fictitious state of the 
universe-that is the net result of this novel attempt at 
building up a true state-description and an actual world. 

Secondly, granted that there is such a system of true state­
<lescription, one cannot help raising the question whether this 
state-dscription itself is not a part of the actual state of the 
universe. If it is so, a super state-description will be 
necessary to 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 reprC'scnt the reality, and the reality in its turn will be· 
tnrnecl into a. representative fiction. 

:\..11 actn:il st'.tte of the nni\•erse nny be called 'actual' by 
conrtscy alone, since such a state cn.n never be actualised, ; 
the p:1st, present ,ancl fntnre cannot be collected together 
C'xcept in a logical imagination. In such a. case the 'actual' 
world tnrns ont to be a part of the ~tatc-clcscription, for its 
c,;f'ence and being co11si;.:ts in the logical meaning of the 
state-description it:-:elf. The representative and the represen­
ted merge into n. comprehensive meaning. There is then HO 

way to decide the doubt if the actual world is not a 
t·epre"entntivc fiction. This is certainly not an encournging 
pro,-pcct for a mnch promising philosophy. 

Carnap has at last sncceetlecl in presenting the semblance 
of a 11011-committecl philosophy which seems ashamed to 
Evasive Carnap declare its commitment, to pronounce in clear 
anll pl:iinspenking terms that language ancl meaning, everything 
Bhartrhan 

• is after all n. logical construction. Bhartrhari, 
on the otherhancl, is verfcctly straight-forward in making a 
foll-throated declaration of his conviction-"All that a 
philosophy cn.11 give yon is nothing but a fiction. Truth 
comes to lighh when philosophical fiction ceases to operate. 
We are hnbitnatecl to \iye in a world of eternal linguistic 
convention l so that the language that means and the world 
that is meant arc but two facets of a running fiction ) ... Yet, 
just as children are sometimes treated to fairy tn.les in order 
to pnt them on the track of truth, so one steps into truth 
moving along the way of philosophical untruth".* 21 The 
following observation of Wittgenstein is illuminating in this 
respect-"i\'ly 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 2 The s"aukarite school of Advaita and 
Nii.gti.riuna's School of Madhyamika Buddhism also hold a 



20 PHILOSOPHY OF LOGICAL CONSTRUCTIO:-: 

similar view about the value of their philosophical propositions. 
The difference lies in the positivists' claim to have <lispcnf'cd 
with metaphysics, a performance which the I11<lia11 
philosophers cannot be credited with, excepting verhaps 
Jayarii.sibba\ta, the prince of Indian agnosticism, a11d the 
various schools of Carvakitematerialism. Even then, accordi11g 
to the new conception of metaphysics entertained by the 
modern positivists, Ca.rvaka too must be a clie-hnrd mctaphy­
sician since he has declared his faith in the reality of the 
physical world. 

What is then the hall-mark of a non-metaphysical vhiloso­
phy? Possibly something like this,-there is neither nrntter, 
nor mind, nor any principle encompassing or tra11sce11di11g 
these two, but there is only an ever accumulating totality of 
disconnected sense-data floating in a void. Or, let us avoill 
the sense data.-There is then a totality of atomic se11te11ccs 
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 reality, an absurdity 
crowned with the cap of truth. 

It is not for nothing that Carnnp lends some consideration 
to the assumption that "there is cnly one foct, the totality 

of the actual world, past, present and 
A worse type of 
metaphysics future."* 2 a ,vhether he accepts this position 

or not, if his 'actual world' is blessed with 
any meaning it must be this. In that case the borderline 
between fiction and reality is totally erased. Snch a totality 

can only be a construct of logical imagination. In that case 
you can call it an actual world only as a matter of courtsey. 
If such a totality is seriously accepted as 'one fact', tho one 
reality,- one shudders to think if there is a worse metaphysics. 
A never-ending total of disjointed items cannot reach itself 
even in a numerical sense, and 110 totality can be extracted 
out of such a total. The Hegelian Absolute is a self­
expanding whole, but not an accumulating total. The 
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S~ui.knrite Brahman is nn nll-abicling infinite substratum in 
which nothing: else subsists. You may not agree with these 
nssumptions, but yon cannot either prove or disproye them; 
so yon can not logically debar the faithful from having a faith 
in them. Even the position of an avowed agnostic is logically 
nnclerstandnble. Bnt here is a form of shame-faced agnos­
ticism which, in an attempt to conceal its colour, hypostatizes 
a fiction into actuality, ancl thus claims to have dispensed 
with metaphysics for goocl, while replacing it with a new 
type of obscurantist absurclity. 

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 achievements in the field of 
semantics and logicn l analysis. Any possible prejudice of a 
modern render against a yery important branch of Indian 
Philo~ophy may be sufficiently relaxed, when he will find that, 
while the modern positivists, cle$pite their anti-metaphysical 
professions, have slipped into a more queer fashion of metaphy­
sics, the I nclian philosophers of language, despite their 
declared faith in metaphysics, have not failed the expectant 
reader;; in the domain of semantics and logical analysis of 
language. 

So let ns have a look at Bhat·trhad, the Prince of the 
Indian philosophy of language. 



CHAPTER IV 

A PREAMBLE TO LOGICAL AND EPISTEMIC BASIS 

OF BHARTRHARI'S PHILOSOPHY 

SEc·no~-1. 

Idealist Theory Of Knoa:lcclge : The lJ1U1l11tist And 'Ilw 
.Acl1:aitist 

As a metaphysiciau Bhartrhari l)Osits a First Principle, 
the One Reality, which he calls S,,abda-llral11mw, the mc-tnph­
sical basis of the phenomenal world that- moye,; in an <'tcrnnl 

• convention of linguistic meaning. This ruc·taphysical principle 
is undoubetedly an abstraction out of a logico-l'pi:-ifrmic 
analysis of language. Even without adhcri11g: to his first 
principle one may profitably look for the rationale of his 
passage from logic to metaphysics. To follow thi;; tr:H"k it 
is necessary to remember the fundamentals of the Id(•a\h;t 
Theory of Knowledge. 

Bhartrbari is a monist and idealist, and :is such is actuated 
-by an attitude which is basically in accord with tlHi Advaita 
theory of knowledge. His exceptionnl originality lic·s in 
the transformation of Atlvaita eph:tcmology into the problem 
of relation between language a1:d reality, or ratlicL· between 
language and meaning. 

The essence of an Idealist - theory of knowledge may be 
stated in short as follows. It will not make much clifferencc 
if we begin with a presentation that is more akin to the 

Y - - Id 1. Buddhist idealism of Yogacu.ra. scliool. One ogacara ea ism 
cannot know what an object iK ,vhen it is 

not being known. That is, an object-in-itself, independent of 
our knowing it, cannot be an object of k11owlctlgc. ,n1nt is 
assumed to be an object of knowledge is really a11 object in 
knowledge. The 'beyond.' of knowledge is beyoncl proof . 
.An 'independent' reality can only be logically constructed. 
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and so its independence cannot be logicn.lly guaranteed. The 
real is the immediate sense-content which can only be sensed, 
but cannot be defined in langnnge. An external world, beyond 
the sense-content, is only a matter of definition. You define 
it only to demolish it. ,vhatever is caught in language exists 
only as a linguistic meaning ( Vikalpo na.masa1i1srnynh ). 
,v c are so much embedded in a time-honoured l)n.ttern 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 shn pe appears as the cause external to it.*~ -1a 

The subject-object relation is a logical fiction born out of 
onr habit of langnnge. That it is a fiction fo\lows from the 
law of contradiction. IE you say, "I know an object-in-itself", 
yon utter a senseless and self-condemned sentence, since nn 
object that is being known is no longer an object 'in-itself'. 
'In-it,,eH' is supposed to be a. thing which sta.nds out there 
in its own right whether yon know it or not. But the moment 
yon say yon know such a thing it is no longer in a stute of 
being unknown. So yon cannot sny 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 conte11t 
of knowledge iR always a content in knowledge. Thus 
knowledge cannot have an object beyond its orbit. An object 
0£ per~eption must be an appearance in percc11tion. So snys 
Prajuakara.* 25 

The situation may be put in the following manner. Let :r 
be any object-content of knowledge at any time, and let n be 
the snpposed object-in-itself. Then the reality should be 
represented in the form x+n. Now, since whatever is being 

known at any time is an x, n is bound to remain an unknown 
quantity for ever, nnless it 11nsses into x ( and thnt is impos­
sible on our definition of n ). If yon never know the exnct 
value of n you cannot legitimately Sl:_\Y 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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since n cannot be valued in terms of a real. Therefore 
the residual term x is the only reality as it 

Epistemic 3q~at­
bn of Yogacara 
Buddhism 

always represents a concrete valne. In terms 
of reality x is a psychical fact. Bnt there 
is such, a queer and inexplicable univer!':al 

convention with the epistemic situation as a whole that the 
:fiction 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 it"clf, is taken to be a 
thing beyond itself so that the fact appears as the fiction aml 
the :fiction as the fact. Thus we get the following false 
equation : x = x+n, which represents onr analysis of the 
epistemic situation. Translated into Dharmakirti's termi110-
logy this equation may be explained in the following way :­
xis 'buddhyatma.' ( the psychic event ) which is 'avibhitga' 
( a partless single unit), but which appears as two, i.e., x+ n, 
the subject and the object ( 'grahya-gra.hakn. -smiwitti­
bhetlava.n iva lak!'n-ate') before the reople who suffer from a 
primeval inverted attituJe ( Viparyasita-darsanaih ).*'2 ° 

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 
silver". But it is doubtful iE such an expression does jn,:tice 

to the situation as such. If we remember the 
The nacre-silver f d 1 
illusion analysed in un amental epistemic fact t 1at 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 
manner. 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 ta.ken 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-'lt is a silver-percept', but 'It is a silver­

piece.' The first proposition is valid whether there is a 
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silver-piece or not. The second proposition is invalid, 
because here the psychical silver-percept projects itself into a 
non-existing physical duplicate. Hence, again we face the 
same false equation, x = x+ n, the mistaken identity between 
a fact and a fiction·* 2 7 

The nacre-silver analogy analysed in this way may be 
easily extended by a Buddhist idealist to any epistemic 
relation which is conventionally accepted as a valid case 
of perception. Yet to bring out the fictitious nature of 
the subject-object relation in general a Yogacara Buddhist 
would prcfor the analogy of dream to the Advaita analogy 
of nacre-silver. The reason is not for to seek. The nacre­
silver analogy involves an unnecessary complication in the 

Buddhist prefer­
ence for the anal· 
ogy of dream 

fact that in common parlance one thing is 
said to appear as another. In the example of 
the Advaitin the nacre is nssnmed to be exter-
11nlly real, tentntively 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-aseumed 
external reality of the piece of nacre. So the Buddhist 
idealists try to avoid this complication, as for 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 
eloquent as the piece of naere. The dream-situation is more 
or less a convincing case of externalisation of thought about 
which it ca11not be said, at the first breath at least, that here 
too one external thing appears as another. The Buddhists 
perhaps feel that, since the purpose of the idealists is to show 
that consciousness appears as an external world, it is better 

Externalisation 
and Superimposi­
tion 

to choose an aualogy in which an internal 
percept is admittedly externalised into a 
physical thing. The Buddhist idealist explains 
the unreality of the empirical universe by 

extenwlisation of thoughts into things, while the Advaita 
Vedantist does the same by supe1'irnposition of the unreal on 
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the real. The difference between externalisation ( Vahir­
vadavabhasab) and superimposition ( atlhyitsal; ) 1s the 
measure of difference between the Buddhist idcali;..t and the 
Advaita Vedantist in their respective attitudes towards the 
unreality of the phenomenal worlcl. 

As long as we confine ourselves to the pure realm of 
epistemology, iu which we are co11ccrnccl with the relation 

between the psychic event and its objective 
Yug-;;cara Idealism duplicate, our analysis would rcprc•~cn t t lrn 
i~~aI~a~karite epistemic view of iluddhistic ide:ilism. It 

is well-known that the Bncldhist idc:1\ist,; dn 
not recognize such a metaphysical entity as the permanent 
universal consciousness, but feels satisfied "·ith the f\r•cti11g 
reality of the psychic fact of the moment Sn i11 till\ ficltl of 
pure epistemic analysis, where we do not as yet bring in a 
perennial super-epistemic pl'inciplc, the Advaita account ()\' 
the empirical relation • shoulcl not differ much from tht1 
Buddhist account. 

There is dcfii1ite evidence that the interpreters of the\ 
Advaita are well alert that they run the ri:-;k of being 
bracketed with the Buddhists by the reali,;ts d 11c to this 
commonness of basic approach to the qiistcn1ological 
question. Hence they are eager to add thnt their 
provision for a permanent metaphysical back-ground consti­
tutes the most distinctive departure from the BtHldhist 
view.* 28 This projection of metaphysics into the 
domain oE epistemology is designed by the Advaitinfl to 
emphasize their view that there is 110 illusion without n 
relatively permanent back-grou11d, no fiction without some 
continuing fact, no logic withont a stable. reality and no 
cosmic epistemic relation without a Perennial First Principle. 

Advaita's stress 
on Nacre-silver 
analogy • 

Hence, even at the risk of being misunder­
stood by the realists the Advaitins, in order 
to explain the cosmic illusion, would prefer 
the analogy of nacre-silver to that of drcam­

expcrience, because in the hierarchy of existence the nacre 
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occupies a higher plane than the illusory silver. It is the 
law of illusion that an existent of the lower plane should be 
superimposed on that of the higher plane. So an indefirrnblc 
silver of a pure illnsion is su11erimposed on the clouded 
back-ground prnvided by nacre which has a higher existence 
being a member of the pragmatic world.• 2 0 

The llnddhist idealists, feeling no need for a perennial 
consciousness as the permanent substratum of the phenomeunl 
world, would perhaps advise the Ach-aitins iu the follov,,ing 
manner:-

"In final analysis, you too agree that it is always cons­
ciornrness which appears as the external world. So yon should 
not give a handle to the realists to confuse the isrne by 
bringing in the unfortunate analogy of 11acre-sih-er and 
thus drawing an injudicious distinction between the prag­
matic existence l V y:i.vahttrilrn.-sattu.) of nacre and the illusive 
existence ( prtttibhasilrn-satta. ) of sih-er. Yon know fully 
well that this te11tative distinction between two typei:; of 
existeuce is itself unreal in respect of yom· fnn<lameutnl 
Reality ( Parmii.rtha-sattii. )'' 

The Advaitius would find it difficult to accept this 
friendly advice. They would say-''Our very adherence to­
one :Metaphysical Principle of perennial consciousness compels 
us to reject your advice. On onr view, the fleeting vsychi_c 
instants, which nre the only realities for you, are basically 
as much unreal as their fictitious c:x:ternnl duplicates. So~ 
eyen at the risk of being misunderstood for the time being, 
we avoid confounding common sense at the first instnnce~ 
and thus bring in a homely analogy in order to suggest nt 
the next step that the external world is as much indefiiJable, 
either as existent or as non-existent, as the illusive silver in 
the nacre-;;il ver situation. 

Now, keeping in mind this difference between the res­
pective epistemic positions of lluddhist Idealism and s:'lnk­
arite Advaitism, we may try to show how the epistemic 
equation of Y ogu.cu.ra Buddhism may be transformed into an 
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equation representing the cosmic illusion of S\u1karitc Idea -
lism. If x be an inst:rntaneons psychic eyent, 

Epistemic equation let x,, stand for the S~'l.iikarite Absolute. The 
of S'a~karite d bl ] l" t 
Idealism Absolute here appears as a on e cup 1ca c 

over and above itself, i.e., as the psychic eve 11 t 
on the one hand and the external object on the other. Hence 
the original equation is transformed in the following way :­
x,, = x,, +(x + n). If one feels that this equation docs not 
show the place of an individual self (J"iva.tman) which is also 
basically unreal, the gap may be filled in by adding one more 
variable on the right hand side. Let x'' rcpre~cnt and indivi­
dual soul. Then the equation will take the following form : -

,, , .l,1 11 
x =x +{n +(x+n)}. This false equation will then fina Y 
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. 

'l'hns the epistemic difference between Advaitism and 
Buddhist Idealism is measured by the difference between tlw 
two equations :-x=x+n and x,, =x,, + \x" + (x+n)}. lt is 
needless to repeat that this difference is cletermined not so 
much by purely epistemic consiclcrations as by the meta­
physical considcratione of the Advaitins. 

Keeping in mind this basic approach to the idealist theo1·y 
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 fi1;dings about the .Advaita theory of 
knowledge :-Brahman, the Absolute, is neither the subject 
u~r the object, but only seemingly subjects itself to a relation 
with the total subject-object complex which we call the 
empirical world. Thus Brahman enters into relation with 
a system of relations. But a system of subject-object relations 
is a logical construction, for it is necessary as a matter of 
logical imagination, but not as a pattern of reality outside 
the supposition. Heuce in an ultimate sense the relation 
between the Absolute and the phenomenal world is an all-
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abiding fictitious identity bet"·een the Reality and the 
Fiction. 

SECTI0~-2 

Logical Transition To Bhartrhari's Theory Of Kno1l'lcdge. 

The careEnl readel' mnst have noted the fact that we 
reached the c0nclusion of an idealistic theory of knowledge 
not on the strength of a syllogistic pattel'n of argument, but 
on the basis of the law of contradiction, as it is evident in 
the analysis of a, pet'ceptual proposition. \Ye lrnve 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 l\Iadhusudana Sarasvat1 
to save the epistemic syllogism of Advaita from the 
relentless attack of the dualist-realists, have tended to 
confil'm an erroneous view among the students of the 
Advaita to the effect that this philosophy stands or 
falls with a particular pet syllogism.• 3 0 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. 

\Ve can call l\fadhusudana himself to stand witness in 
favour of our contention. "' e would like to refer the reader 
to a very remarkable but unfortunately neglected chapter of 
Advaita.-siddhi, namely, the chapter on Drg-drsya-,,ambandha­
bhai1ga ( refutation of the subject-object relation ). It is 
this chapter which presents the fn11damental principle of 
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Advaita theory of knowledge. As such it is the key to the 
understanding of the whole philosophy that has been pre 0 entecl 
in Advaita-siddhi. This chapter is a confirmation and 
elaboration of the short treatment done to the snme topic 
by Citsukha in a snb-Eection of Tattva-prncEpikit. * 3 1 

Citsnkha and l\Iadhnsudana arc here concerned to f'l1ow 
that knowledge cannot have a rl'al relation with :rn object 
which stands independently outside the fold oE knowledge. 
Hence the subject-object relation is an abstraction within 

the orbit of knowledge itself. What i:=; a 
Importance of a unitv in fact assumes an appearance of 
neglected chapter J • 
-0f Advaita-siddhi duality in response to the logical dcm:111d 

of phenomenalism. As long as we arc bonu<.l 
to move in an empirical world the nature of thi11ki11g lr.gically 
demands that knowledge must have an object. But au object 
outside knowledge cannot itself be logically defined. The 
authors of Tattva-prad1piku. and .Advaita-siddhi exa111i11e all 
11ossible realistic definitions of objectivity ( Vi 0;ayab.) and 
show that none of them can explain the nature of an object. 
But the main thing is that an epistemic relation is not 
logically possible without accepting an object within the fokl 
of knowledge itself, vet phenomenal logic is itseH impossible 
without a~stracting. the object away from knowletlge. This 
seH-imposed self-violation is the logic of pheuomenalism. The 
incompatibility of the realist's proposition, which seeks to 
posit a real relation between knowledge and an object outside 

Refutation of 
Subject-object 
relation 

knowledge, is a reflection of the internal 
incompatibility of phenomenal knowledge 

. itself. It is the law of phenomenal thought 
which makes the realist's position untenable. 

Madlrnsudana has not said this much in clear terms, but 
could not have saicl much less about the significance of 
what he has said. At the veL·y beginning of the chapter on 
D:rg-drsya-sambandha-bhaL1ga he has to reckon with the 
realist's objection that the .Advaitin's inference about the 
unreality of the empirical world falls through, since the 
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gencrnl major of the syllogism, namely, ''\Vhatcvcr is an object 
of knowledge is unrcn.l'', cannot be established, because, being 
an obi1•cl: of knowledge i,; quite compatible with the reality 
oE the obj0ct independent of knowledge. Hence in this 
cha pb)r lie feels it ncecss:uy to clemonstrnte that the indepen­
dent r1,ality of an object is incompatible ,,ith the subject­
object rP.lation, and thns the reality of the epistemic relation 
i.tsclf i,-, ne~at0d along with the reality of the object. 

He 1'.1rncl11LlPs the ch:ipter with the remark, "The epistemic 
r0latio11 j,, only a snperimposed fiction, became if the object 
iR l"l':11 the relation i.s irnpo~siblc." ( And if the object is 
unreal the relation is iuclcfinably fictitious ):.11~ 2 

ThnR it is clear that :i\Iadhn~udana recognizes the need 
0£ establiHhing the major premiss of his syllogism thr011gh a 
non-~yl10gi::'tic deduction, i.e., from the law of contradiction. 

Too much love 
for syllogism 

OE conrse, anybody who has cleveloped a 
nostalgia for sy llogb;m may force a syllogistic 
pattern even uvon such a non-syllogistic 

argnmcnt as-H A is father of ll, 13 is a son of A, or I£ A 
is a brother of D, ll is a brother of A. 

Now, once the general premiss, "\Vhatever is an object 
of knowledge i,; unreal," is established, the pursuit of the 
syllogistic conclusion snch as, ''Therefore, the phenomenal 

world is unreal", is redundant except as a 
Weakness of a t g £ t l • 'Tl t t d'ffi It syllogistic attempt pc ame O cc imque. 1e grea es 1 cu Y 

with snch a syllogism is the tautologous 
natnrc of the minor premiss-''The phenomenal world is an 
object of knowledge." The minor term and the middle term 
are inter-convertible expressions, for the phenomenal world 
is nothing but "whatever is an object of knowledge." Hence 
the mn jor 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 
is 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.e., 'this 
pitcher', 'this piece of cloth' etc., we shall ha vc to ta kc 
another step to reach our intended conclusion. ''The whole 

Inadequacy of a 
piece-meal infer­
ence 

phenomennl world is unreal.'' "re cannot 
rest satisfied simply with such a piece-meal 
conclusion as "This pitcher is unreal", ot· 
"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 rc::ich a 
conclusion which is only a duplicate expression of the major 
premiss. Now the circle is complete and we begin anew 
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 be an illusion by virtue 

Utility and non­
utility of a tradit­
ional illustration 

of its being contradicted by a snb;;;eqncnt 
experience expressed in such a proposition as 
"It is nacre", whose validity we do not 
doubt. But our purpose is to prove the 

fundamental invalidity of the entire fund 0£ phenomenal 
experience which includes in its field the contradictory valid 
experience itself. In other words, the contradicting proposi­
tion, "It is nacre'', held to be valid, must itself belong to the 
cosmic fund of false propositions. Otherwise our pmposc is 

negated. So a very pertinent and emban-assing question 
crops up in this way :-When the invalidity of an illusive 
experience is proved by the validity of a contradictory exper­
ience, how docs this illusive experience itself go to prove the 
basic invalidity of that contradictory ext1erie11cc ? Eyc11 the 

Utility in 
suggestiveness 

most skilful acrobat cannot climb liis ow11 
shoulders. Thus our general proposition 
asserting the unreality 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 
jnst:rnce tloes not lie in its being the illustratiYe part 
( <lr~titnta ) of a syllogistic structure. Its utility lies in its 
simple s11ggcstiveness. We have the experience of au 
illusion proving false in future, and who knows, likewise our 
whole empirical world may not be a wider cosmic illusion 
including everything which we now take to be valid. l\Iay 
be, the total worlcl-expericnce will one day be contradicted 
by a Reality which we are yet to realise. This is at best n. 
suggestion, but never a part of proof. Evidently our general 
m,dor prcmis,, can not be established on induction. 

That is perhaps the reason why Dharrnak"irti and 
Pmj t"i.i,karn have tried to deduce the general epistemic propo­
sition of iclealif;m from the laws of thought, specially from 
the law of contradictio11. Dharmakirti ob:;erves.-"The 
subject-object relation is inconceivable if the object is a 

duplicate entity external to knowledge.''i11 3 3 

Dl1<:: 1~akir;i and Prajiiiik:wa interprets-'The ob'iects 'blue' 
Prniuakara s dedu- ' • 
ctiun of the . and the like. do not appear in knowledge 
general propos1- . £ . 
tion of Idt.!alism except as obJects o knowledge. H you 

:;ay,-"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 )'OU say, ''A thing not 
perceived is known by inference'', that too is a bad proposi­
tion. Inference is also knowledge, and at the time of 
inference the object cannot be inferred as standing independ­
ent ol: being inferred. Moreover you mean to say that an 
object need not always be perceptible. But an object of 
inference does not rndically differ from a percept, since any 
object-content of knowledge is always a direct appearance 
in knowledge. The object is invariably immediate to knowl­
eclge.* 34 • Yet a few pages later Prajiiakara 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.* 35 

3 



34 PHILOSOPHY OF LOGICAL CONSTRGCTION 

Now, analyse any empirical proposition such as ''This is 
a pitcher." The subject-predicate relation is a 1rnre logical 
construction. Ask any common man to narrate his simple 
pitcher-experience. He will never say that i11 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 is a relation of identity between the 
analysis we do not 
get in experience two. The philosopher of course can silence 

the common man by saying, "vVell, you clo 
not know what you know. So hear it from me." A philos­
-0pher 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 
percept. Thus the proposition is an identity of fact and 
fiction. The realist will retort, "Does the common man mean 
it by his proposition ?'' No, of course not, but that is the fun 
•Of logical fiction. You and I, all of us, say what we do not 
mean, and mean what we do not say. 

Two things are now gradually emerging from our 
discussion-

(!) The problem of epistemology can be correctly under­
stood only by a correct analysis of empirical propositions. 
Hence what we say and what we mean, i.e., a semantic 
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 construction 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 a spectacular transformation of the epistemic 
problem into a problem of relation between language and 
meaning. 



CHAPTER V 

NOMINALlSM AS A THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE 

Now, granted that knowledge cannot have an object 
-external to itself, what is it that imparts a structure to 
knowledge, or imprints a form and shape on it ? "It is 
intelligible language" ,-replies llhartrhari. 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. Au 
object belongs to thought in virtue of being named. If pure 
-sensation is ruled out of the domain of knowledge, thought 
prnper 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 
Percept, percep- k l d f 'l f "f th tion and language now e ge a1 s to get a orm 1 e name 

'tree' does not give a pattern to the percept. 
Now, gt·anted 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 struc­
ture. But 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 sou 11d­
waves, or of some black marks in a certain spatial pm;itiC'11. 
You may conjure up such an image with somo efforts. 

'What we are driving at may be better understood if W<' 

take up a propositional judgment representing a fact of action. 
I· see a boy run. l\Iy knowledge of this event is wrn ppcd 1111 
in a form re1)resented by the sentence, "A boy is n111ni11g:." 
1'Iy knowledge is not clear and definite even to me withn111 
being passed and sieved through by such a ~ilc11t lang:11ng1!. 
But that does not mean that my perception of the e\·e11t would 
take such a long shape as "a-b-o-y-i-s-r-u-11-11-i-n-g", which 
would be the image of a sound-sericH. Neither is my percep­

Cognition is 
neither an image 
of language nor 
a picture of fact 

tion the simple rnentn l picture of the ph y~ica l 
event which does not rec1uirc the help of auy 
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 rnn ni11g is. This 
picture is not knowledge because it has not yet taken the 
1hape of a perceptu!ll judgment. It is at be,;t au indc-fi11itc• 
'psychic mass.' This indeterminate mass takes the sh:-, pc 
of knowledge only when judgment comes in ns a mnttc1· 
of interpretation in the form of meaningful la11gnagc. 111 

other words, to cognize the event as a boy's rnnuing we must 
eognize the meaning of 'a. running boy.' But the li11gnistic 
expression does-not enter the cognitiYe judgment either as n11 

image or as physical acoustic events, but as a monolithic 
logical u-nit 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. This cognitive unit is a logical unit, i.e., a 

meaning-unit, which one may call a gestalt, Meaning is the 
object in thought in which the elements do not come up as some 

sort of subjective brick and mortar that go 
to build an imposing edifice of knowledge W"lien I take 
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a tree to be a tree in my perceptual judgment, the class name 
'tree' enters the scene only in its logical aspect. There it 
is a 'u11icellnlnr' unit which forms and holds the pattern of 
the thought-percept tree. Thus the tree as n.n object 
of knowledge is unthinkn.ble except as the name in its logical 
transformation. Now, n.ccording to the idealistic theory 
of knowledge au object of thought must be an object in 
thought, ancl 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 in thought. 
( bamldhu.rthasya eva vu.cyatvam ). 

Students of \Vestcrn philosophy are well a ware of the 
clistiuction which Bradley has drawn between two senses of 
'idea!, the idea as the mental image and the idea as the 

Bradley on 
Logical Idea 

logical abstraction. The mental image is 
a psychic event or a part of the event caught 
in a fiecti n g series of psychic moments, while 

the iclca is the universal aspect abstracted out of the image. 
As such a logical idea 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.• 3 6 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-V{ilson in an 
interesting chapter of his 'Staternen t and Inference.'* 3 7 

Be that as it may, what we are concerned with is the 
grnat 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. Bhart:rhari has 
correctly shown that the logical idea is th'3 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 mental image of a tree does not 
require that one should know it to be a tree. But it is 
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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 is 
it?" 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 

In a sense know­
ing the name is 
knowing the 
thing 

to the child's store of knowledge. But he 
feels satisfied that he has now known the thing. 
In future when he will see the thing he will 
know it to be a motor-car. Niigcsa £hatta 

has made a pointed reference to this remarkable phenomenon 
of knowing a thing by knowing its name.* 3 8 

Now suppose the child is absolutely innocent of any use 
of language. He does not know any snch 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 1\ii:mamsakas and the Naiyayikas seems to be definite 
that there may be knowledge without language, has got to 
admit that sensation is not knowledge.~ 3 9 

The Indian realists are more clear in one respect. They 
agree that no determinate knowledge is possible without 

Indeterminate 
and Determinate 
perception 

language ; but there is always an indeter­
minate preamble to a determinate perception. 
This indeterminate knowledge ( nirvikalpaka 
jii.ana) 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.* 4 0 Needless 
to say that this indeterminate perception is the nearest 
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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 
is quite correct that knowledge 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 ofindeterminate perception. 

Indeterminate 
perception as an 
object of inference 

This feeling of discomfort led them to a queer 
formulation, namely ,-An indeterminate per­
ception is an 'extra-sensuous' fact which 
can be established only by an inference and 

never by any perceptual introspection.• 41 

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

contradictory remarks of Kumarila have 
Kumarila's view perhaps set in motion a long run of confusion 
on indeterminate 
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 iteelf. 
But the object itself is composed of both these aspects of 
particularity and universality, yet neither of these aspects 
is sensed in pure sensation. ,vhat 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. It 
seems that here Knma.rila 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 mcant.*'12 

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 apprcciati11g 
the difference between these two types of composition one 
may be misled into the belief that just as the buikliug may 
be perceived even without perceiving its physical components, 
so it may also be perceived without perceiving its logical 
components. The latter way of perceiving n thing is then 
defined as indeterminate perception. But define it as you 
please, it is very doubtful if a situation so defined does exist 
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 object which is 
grasped in an indeterminate 1Jerception, and that this 
perception still somehow misses these constituents, is a 
contradiction too eloquent to be ignored. Parthasu.rathi, 
the great commentator of Kumarila has noted this contra­
diction and tries to dismiss it as a mere seeming anomaly.*'1 3 

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' 
( suddharh vastu ).* 4 4 Again 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 class-name or any htnguuge enters the scenc.* 45 

This last declaration of Kumarila seems to have exerted 
a definite influence on Jayanta, the veteran Naiyayika of the 

Kumarila and 
Jayanta 

ancient school, and compelled him to make a 
thorough departure from what Knmu.rila 
observed on the nature of 'nirvikalpa' some 

sixty verses earlier than this. ,v e remember tlie earlier 
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observation of Knmri.riln. to the effect that a 'nirvilrnlpa' 
grasps neither the particular nor the universal, but tho pure 
i11cli\·idnal, whose distinction, either from other individuals, 
or from other classes of individuals, does not figure in this 
primitive stage 0£ perception. Now Jayanta appears to have 
rejected the significa nee of this earlier observation of Kuma.rila 
in the light of what he has observed lnter on, and states in 
the clearest possible language. :-

"A universal, a 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.*~ 6 

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

the l\Emari1saka Kuma.rila and the Naiyu.yika 
The Compromise Jayanta. But this compromise formula has 
formula of Navya-
Ny aya taken a surprising form. It is something 

like this-"ln an indeterminate perception 
we know the substantive particular and the adjective universal, 
and yet do not know them as such, and hence do not know the 
relation between the two."*·17 

,v c know tree-ness and know the tree, and yet do not 
know that tree-ness belongs to the tree. One may equally 
say-'I see whiteness alld see the horse, and yet do not see 
the white horEe. The only escape from such an absurdity 
ma,y be provided by a frank admission that, in 'nirvikalpa', 
,;eeing is not knowing. Bnt the l\fimu.rilsakas and the Naiyayi­
kas insist that 'nirvikalpa' is knowledge. The new school 
of N ya.ya does not feel satisfied in this respect before going 
to the farthest length of absurdity. Do you ever feel that 
yon possess snch a kind of iri"cleterminate knowledge as des­
cribed above ? "There is no hope of catching this knowledge 
even in a perceptual introspection", thus say the new Naiyayi-
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kas, "but you can know it only by way of a syllogistic 

You infer that 
you perceive 

inference". It is such a kind of perceptual 
knowledge in respect of which you can only 
infer that you perceive ( or have perceived ). 

Thus we stand before this imposing syllogism :-
Whatever is a cognition of a qualified substantive is 

always preceded by the cognition of a qualyfiing adiectivc,­
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 ( i.e. pitcher qualified by 
'pitcher-ness' ). 

Hence it is preceded by a cognition of the qualifying 
adjective ( i.e. pitcher-ness ).•u 

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 docs not 
know it as an adjective. Vardhamana, the illustrious son 
of great Gangesa, the father of Indian Neo-Logic, notices the 
weakness of the illustration, 'man with club', 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.•i O 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 

From 'pure table' 
to 'pure table­
ness' 

these really happen to our thoughts and that 
we do not know what we really know. Thus 
in the hands of the realistf:I the problem of 
indeterminate perce11tion has rn n a course 

of chequered history. \Vith Kumarila it began as sensing 
a 'pure individual', and with the Neo-Logicians it ended 
as apprehending a 'pure universal or a vure 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" .*60' 

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 elaborate 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 

Kumarila's 
attitude of 
Realism 

has been very excellently summed up by 
Kumiirila in the following words-''Philo­
sophical critics 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.• 51 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 contradiction. 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 

K _ .1 . that there is no cognition without expression 
uman as strong- . . 

est argument has been supplied by Kumanla, and has 
against Bhart~hari been 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. Yon can add the denf to 
the dumb to fortify the argument. Quite in consonance 
with common sense Kumarila points out that just before 
a determinate perception there is an indeterminate stage 
which may be likened to the experience of an infant or n. 
dumb man,w,52 U 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 
perceive or know anything. 

Bhartrhari anticipates this objection and remarks that 
the linguistic pre-dispositions of the previous birth silently 

An anticipatory 
reply by 
Bhartrhari 

work in the mind of an infant who has not 
yet learnt to speak (one may extend this 
assumption to the case of a. deaf and clnmb 
person).*53 Such an assumption mn.y n.ppear 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 SYl\'lBOLlSl\1 

Part 1 

For the time we may suspend the metaphysical context of 
the que~tion and concentrate 011 the logical principle worki11g 
behind the view of Bhart:rhari. This logical principle is the 
principle of symbolism operating in the emergence and 
suetenance of thought and knowledge. 

Sign And Symbol 

As long as an infant moves in a pure sig11-situntion bis 
reaction to a sign is not a matter of thought, but an instinc­
tive behaviour towards a sign-stimulus. When a 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,-''l\Iother 
has come with a bottle of milk to assuage my hunger, so I 
take it and drink it.'' In case of the infant it is a reflex 
action conditioned by the sign-stimulus. The sign is not yet 

a symbol for the child. A sign becomes a 
When a sign b 1 h d • b becomes a symbol sym o w en one not only respon s to 1t, ut 

can consciously use it to evoke respouses 
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 grnwn up boy who knows that the bottle 
of milk is 1neant 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 anc.1 
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 net 

accordingly. He cannot expect his gesticuln.­
What about the 
-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 sign 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 
-0f 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 carefully observes the growing behaviour 
of a child in order to trace the growth of bis 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, be it 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 Knmitrila which issued from an 
insufficient understanding of the Logic of Symbolism. 

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

A revolution in 
consciousness 

knowledge becomes more and more clear and 
defined in its outlines. \Vhen 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 bas 

meant. Thus an interpretation of a symbol, 
The common . b 
plane of meaning specinlly a verbal symbol, presupposes t e 

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 -equally obYions. 
A mental event is a fleeting fact, and my mental event has 
nothing to do with yours. It is completely a 'private a{foir.' 
Hence the meaning cannot be a mental event. The meaning 
cannot be a private reserve, since it is mcn11t for communi­
cation ; and communication is impossible without having onr 
meaning as a public property in which the spenk0r and the 
hearer, the writet· and the reader must have n. common shnre. 
So the only course open to us is to admit that thi;, common 
plane of meaning is nothing but a logical construction, nn 
indispensable fiction, an all-powerful 'vikalpa,' without which 
knowledge cannot begin, consciousness cannot grow, the society 
cannot exist, the world of communicating humanity c:rnnot 
move. 

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



CHAPTER VII 

LOGIC OF SYMBOLISM 

Part II 

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 

Word as a 
physical fact. 

would be,-a word is a series of sounds 
which are represented in 
lines that we call alphabets. 

writing by some 
But a sound as 

a physical existent is a fleeting phenomenon. Our ancient 
philosophers excepting the Mimii.tilsakas 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 similar.ity. 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 

Word as a 
universal 

eame 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."•64 

In this respect Russell might have nearly concurred 
with the Indian Naiyu.yikas except for one small but impor­
tant difference. The Naiyu.yikas too maintain that our 

Russell and 
Naiyayikas 

impression of hearing the same word twice 
proceeds from confusing the particular with 
the universal. As a universal the word, 

Gau (cow), 1s one, but as particulars there are as many 

4 
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instances of the word as there.arc 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 n reality as 
goocl as that of the individuals to which it comprehensively 
belongs. The 1\fimamsakas on the other hand would not 
recognize a 'universal word' either in the class-sense or in 
the ontological sense. For them a word is particular and 

Sound as a 
permanent 
real existent 

permanent ; this follows from their theory 
of permanence of sound. In two utterances 
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 utter-cd 
twice. A permanent sound is only revealed by the motion 
of air, but not created thereby (Vayuna nityab sabdah 
abhivyajyate, na tu nifipidyate). 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 

Buddhists, 
Idealists and 
Russell on 
universals 

construction, but not in the class-sense of 
Russell. A class is a summation of all the 
members comprehended under a class-name. 
A class-notion i!'! 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. Thus it is a non-class logical abstrac­
tion. In the last chapter of his 'Meaning and Truth' 
Russell concludes, not without some hesitation, that there 
a1'e universals apart from mere general words. He is ulti­
mately sure about only one universal, 1.e., 'similarity' 
which, he thinks, one cannot help admitting. 

Now let us demarcate the logical aspect of a 
its physical aspect. Some one utters the word 

word from 
'dog'. vVe 
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take it to be a single word, but why and how? The 

Word in its 
logical aspect 

the word is 
yii,yilrns would 

Nyaya view 

letter-sounds cl, o and g cannot be utter­
ed except in a succession, and they are three 
distinct sounds. Yet as a bearer of meaning 

accepted as a monolithic structure. The Nai­

explain that the memory-impressions of the 
earlier auditory percepts d and a, 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 Naiyii.yikas fail to 
note that it is a totally unwanted explanation which is quite 

Evading the 
question by 
a physical 
explanation 

wide of the mark. It is this very 'illusion' 
which is logically necessary for a word to 
bear a meaning. The Naiyii.yikas have only 
offered a physical cxpalnation 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 illusio·n in itself is no less stubborn a fact 
than what we call a reality. No explanation of an illusion 

From an illusion 
:to a logical 
.abstraction 

can obliterate the fact of an illusion. "Then 
an illusion of 'one-word' becomes necessary 
for bearing a meaning, it is no longer to be 
taken as a series of mental or physical events, 

but as a logical fiction. 
The Naiya.yikas would like us to believe that it is the 

particular succession of letter-sounds which is the word that 
means. Let capital G stand for the auditory percept g, and 

let small cl and o stand for the memory­
A critique of the 
Nyaya view impressions of two successive d and o sounds. 

Then according to the Naiyii.yikas, cl+o+G 
="dog"= the bearer of the meaning dog. Now that is 
impossible. A psychic series representing an aco11 stic series 
in itself bears no sign of meaning whatsoever. A time­
honoured convention seizes a factual series of sounds, or 
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their psychic counterparts, strips it of its 'foctive' character, 

Logical word, a 
monolithic unit 

elevates it into an illusion of 'one-word', 
sublimates this illusion into the logical fiction 
of a monolithic unit, only then and then alon~ 

we take the 1word, as meaning something. Ask any body, 
when he uses the word 'dog' to me·an the canine qnaclrn peel, 
whether he is using the 'serial togetherness' representnted by 
d+o+ G to mean what he means. He will look at you with 
an eye of suspicion which will be for from flattering to your 

Only a logical 
construct has a 
meaning 

mental health. Thus 'dog' has a meaning, 
but d-+o+ G has none of it. The latter is 
a sum of clements 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 events, and see the eflPct. Yon will never 

reach a meaning that way and form a thought. 
You will get only a sequence of noises. The reason why some 
noises have meaning and some have none is that some noises 
are not taken in themselves, but are nsetl. aH 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 
as a double 
ab_stra!=tion. 

is itself a fiction belongs to another fiction 
which we call 'a word' ( or 'a sentence' in 
the ultimate sense ). Hence we conclude that 
between 'dog' and cl+o+G there is no 

logical equivalence, became the former is a logical constr­
uction, while the latter is a physical or psychical analysis. 

Th I . 1 So as- a carrier of meaning language too is 
e og1ca secret 

of Sphota only a logical constt-uction. That is the 
secret behind Bhart:rhari's theory of Sphota 

understood in its logical aspect. If 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 

Towards 
metaphysics 

spiritual need into a metempirical substance, 
and thus reach the Reality of S .... abda-Brahman 
which is supposed to appear in a :6.ctit.ious 

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 
lnnguage.* 56 But here we are concerned with the logical 
basis of llhartrhari's theory of knowledge, and not with his 
metaphysicnl assumption as snch. \Ve shall see presently that 
the fact that language and meaning both are logical constructs 
hns a tremendous significance for the epistemic theory of 
Bhartrhnri. 

Before bringing out this significance we shall draw upon a 
Kantinn exnmple of 'synthetic apriori' in 

An example from • b h 
Kant order to help our nnderstandmg a out t e 

position of llhartrhari r<.>garding the logical 
nature of language. Knnt observes-''All mathematical 
judgments, without exception, nre synthetic", i.e., 7 +5 = 12 
is a synthetic proposition. Professor Ayer feels baffled at this, 
nnd says that here Knnt simply means that "the subjective 
intension of '7 + 5' does not comprise the subjective intension 
of '12'." Bnt, ''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.''*5 6 

llut Kant himself begins the elaboration of his point with 
a definite warning-"We might, indeed, at first suppose that 
the proposition, 7 + 5 = 12, is n merely analytic proposition, 
and follows by the principle of contradiction from the concept 
of the sum of 7 and 5" ...... ''But'', he continues, ''The concept 
of 12 is 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. "*5 7 

Apparently what Kant here takes to be a logical concept is 
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 matheruatica\ 
world which go to make 12, such as, 4+8, 2 + 10, 61 + 51 and 
so on ad infinitum. That is a sheer adsurdity. The logical 
concept is here the logical idea. Logically speaking, the idea 
of 12 is not at all equivalent to the idea of 7 + 5. Had it been 
so, an auditor examining a balance-sheet might have simply 
looked at the total and spin out of this 'total conci1et' 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" is a synthetic 
a priori proposition, since it can be denied without a 11 y self­

Kantian example • 
applied to Bhart­
rhari 

contradiction in thought. Now apply this 
Kantian principle, mutatis mutandis, to what 
constitutes a logical word, and you will find 
that the followers of Bhart:rhari are quite 

right in observing that the ioord 'dog' is not at all the logical 
equivalent of cl+o+G. The former is a logical unit carrying 

a meaning, while the latter is a meaningless 
Word and empty . . . 
noise senes of successive n01ses, ( 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 
i.e., as a logical construct, is a universal in a double sense. 

First, different persons on different occasions 
A universal in a 
double sense utter different instances of the same 'lCOrd 

as bearing the same meaning. Secondly, even 
in the single instance of au 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 'Sphot:l.' ( from J splmt-to manifest). 
The N:l.iyii.yikas would take a word to be a universal in the 
first sense, but not in the second. Even then, since they 
accept a universal to bP. 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 

A difficulty for 
the Naiy i,yika 

or mental events. Fot· this irrational insistence 
they invite a further difficulty. The physical 
acoustic events of articulated letters cannot 

be gathered together, because they always fleet fast in suc­
cession. To circumvent the difficulty they suggest that tl1e 
memory impressions of enrliel' articulations should be joined 
with the lust auditory percept. Now, if the memory 
impressions are held to be conterminous with the last auditory 

No pcrc:ept of 
'togetherness' 

percept our cognition of the word 'dog' should 
have retained the impression of togetherness as 
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 
Meaningful logical th t d •t tl d b f 
construction and an o a m1 1at a wor as a earer o 
meaningles~ physi- meaning is nothing but a logical abstraction. 
cal compos1t1on. . 

The bearer of meaning is never a physical 
composition of sound-waves. 



CHAPTER VIII 

LOGIC OF SYMBOLISM AND THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE 

SECTION-1 

A Recapitulating Smnrnary 

Let us now briefly state our findings. Pure sensation is 
not knowledge. Knowledge proper begins onwards from the 
r.tage of perception. Perception involves an interpretation 
of sensation or the 'just-given sen sum.' There is no interpre­
tation without an operation of a symbol. Thus perception 
is a process of representation through symbolic operntion. 
The pl'Ocess of transformation of a sensation into pcrceptnal 
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 lias a 
meaning while a sign has none. 

Primiti'\"e symbols are non-verbal, and tl1ereforc 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 11erceptual knowledge must bear the burden of 
a name. Thus Bhart:rhari should be accepted as generally 
correct when he says that all knowing is naming and meaning. 
Even in an elementary form of perception wl1ich is nearest 
to sensation the object strikes us as a 'this', 'that' or 'it' 
Try to take away even these dcmonst1·ative pronouns from 
the form of perception, you will find your cognition too 
diffuse to be discovered. Hariv:rr;iabha has made it beautifully 
clear in his commentary on Vakyapadiya.lli58 

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 a name even as a "this". Thus a propositional expression 

A double-decker 
abstraction. 

of a perceptual judgment represents a fictitious 
situation 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 perceptnal judgment is an expression of the identity of the 
name and the percept ( nii.mii.rthayoh ti'idiitmyam ). Curiously 
enough, 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 Viicaspati in his Tatparya-fika 
reminds ns-''The proposition, 'it is a cow' means that 'cow' 
is 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 is an aH round 
identity between one fiction and another. In other words, 
one grnnd abstraction fictitiously bifurcates itself into a 
subject-predicate relation. Thns the total perceptual situation 
is transformed into a total meaning-situn tion which is expressed 
in a statement that is taken in the logical sense of a cons­
truction, not in the physical sense of a sound-series. 

SEC'flON-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

Concept and 
Construction 

ted essencti of the reals existing apart from 
it. In this sense even the realists should 
not gmdge to admit a conceptual existence 

to be the direct meaning of a word. • 5 9 A logical construction 
is not abstracted out of reals. It is the_ most fundamental 
schema that pervades the very possibility of thought. It 
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 
Pataiijali, as it is understood by the Buddhists and as it is 
often used by Bhartrlrn.ri and his commentators, is quite 
distinct 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 Pataiiiali's definition a Vilrnlpa is a 
conscious abstracUon, i.e., in this case even the common man 
using a word knows its meaning to be an abstraction. For 
example, the mythological demon Rahn consists of a head 

Conscious and 
unconscious 
construction 

alone. Yet a man uses the expression 'Ru.hu's 
head', as if 'Ra.lm' stands for the whole 
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 so'. 
But in philosophy we mostly have got to deal with unco­

nscious abstractions, i.e., in snch 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 assumed 
reality. As the nominalist idealists would like to say, the 
phenomenal world exists only as the meaning of language, 
which is unconsciously hypostati~ed 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 
:\lld onr understanding of the logic of symbolism, we are now 
in a position to raise 'Vilrnlpa' 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 accoi:dance with the spirit of Bhartrhari we may formulate 
the Law in the following manner :-

"'l'he phenomenal 'll'Orld. exists only as the 
The Law of Lugi- , d a, • I f . t zz • cal Construction appre ten e meaning o a system o in e. i-

gible language." 
( The reader should be reminded that we are framing the 

Law without any reference to the Metaphysical Principle 
of Bhartrhari. It should be taken as a pur0 epistemic 
law). 

Let us remember the idealist theory of knowledge-"The 
world exists in thought". Bhart:rhari adds-"Thought exists 
in the cognized meaning of languDge." 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 
Bhart:rhari did for them more than thirteen centuries­
ago. *e o 

The doctrine of Sphota or S~bda-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 

The epistemic co­
-0rdina te of a 
metaphysical 
-principle 

is of course a matter of debate. But as 
the thing stands, the Law of Logical Cons­
truction encompasses the pure epistemic 
aspect of the doctrine of Sphota. As an 

epistemic co-ordinate the Law of Logical Construction is 
related to S~'lbda-Brahman in the same way as the Law of 
A vidya is related to S~'1.i1karite Absolute. 

In its meta physical aspect Sphota is a hypostatizcd First 

From logic and 
•epistemology to 
metaphysics 

Principle, a primordial entity which projects 
itself iuto the phenomenal world of cognitio11, 
meaning and language. The l\Ietaphysical 
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 cmpiricial world. 
Because the role of language reigns supreme in his logic and 
epiEtemology, and because his metaphysics is derived from 
the logical analysis of thought, as it is shaped ancl sustained 
in intelligible language, it is quite in the fitness of things 
that Bhartrhari, feeling the need for a metaphysics, should 
call his First Principle Sabda-Brahm::m or the Primordial 
,v ord. It is called Sphota because onr epistemic universe 
gets its expression and ema,;ation from it. 

In most of the writings of our ancient masters logic and 
metaphysics are welded together in a manner which makes 
it difficult to pursue the passage from one to the other. ·we 
thi 11 k we shall be failing in our duty to do justice to a great 
ancient thinker if, ignoring the need for a clear understanding 
which is likely to enlighten a modern mind, we do not make 
a painstaking attempt to diseutangle the logical from 
the metaphysical aspect of Bhart:rhari's theory. In the 
body of his work Bhartrhari does not tell us how much 
18 logical and how much. is metaphysical in his doctrine 
•Of Sphota. But 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. 

S/ankarite 
Avidya 

In a similar way the S~ui.karite principle 
of A vidyii or Nescience loses much of its 
mystery if it is taken as a comprehensive­

Law in the light of the Law of Logical Construction. There 
is reason to believe that A vidyii, in the sense of a mysterious 
Indefinable, quite other than existence and non-existence, 
yet 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 Sai1kara sef:m to have laid utmost emphasis 
on the metaphysical aspect even at the cost of the logical. 
When it is said that something cannot be defined either 

Two aspects of 
Indefinability, 
Logical and 
Metaphysical 

as an existent or as a non-existent, it logi­
cally follows that this indefinable 'something' 
is not a 'thing' other than existent and non­
existent, (that is, not 'something' sad-asad-

vilak!;\ai:i.a), but a mere logical, or conceptual construction 
in respect of which the question of existence or non-existence­
does not arise at all. 

llut 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 Y ogiiciira 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 iii is stated that 
the world is neither existent, nor non-existent, it should 

Metaphysical 
aspect of inde­
fi nabili ty. 

mean that the world is 'something' other 
than existent and non-existent (Sad-asad­
vilak1,1al).a ). Thus even A vidya, the principle 
of cosmic illusion, is thus an indefinable 

positive something, not in the sense of a logical concept, btit 



'62 PHILOSOPHY OF LOGICAL CONSTRlJCTION 

in a mysterious metaphysical sense. If you ask, "well the~1.: 
is your A vidyii. • something' over and above the Brahman • 
-at once a reply will be given :-No, Brahman is the only 
existent, the only Reality, but A vidyii. is something, though 
positive, yet unreal, since it is neither existent nor non­
-existent. Hence there is no question of du plicatinp; the 
reality of· Brahman. This A vidya. is neither mental nor 
physical, neither conceptual nor external, neither logical 
nor empirical (i.e., not a percept in 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 effort 
to demarcate the Advaita position from Buddhist idealism 
even in the epistemic field, of course, has to run its 'logical' 

Indefinable 
silver in nacre­
-silver illusion 

length. As a consequence the interpreters 
of Advaita have got to assume that, even in 
the case of nacre-silver-illusion, an indefinable 
silver is produced ( do 11ot 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 as 
-such, nor a physical piece of silver, which is out of the 
-question in a 'silvery' illusion, but yet somehow it is something 
being the corresponding co-ordinate of the silver-percept. 
This is the doctrine of "anirvacaniya-khyati" as distinct 
fro~ 'atma-khyii.ti' and 'asat-khyii.ti' of the Buddhist idealists. 

Sri Har~a is perhaps the one great interpreter of Advaita 
who Eeems to have a definite leaning towards the 'logical' 
-concept of 'lndefinability.' In reply to a possible query 
of the realist such as-''When you say, the phenomenal worlJ. 
is neither existent nor non-existent, do you mean it is 
'something' other than existent and non-existent ?''• 61 Sri 
Har~a observes,-"Well, I am defining 'Indefinability' just in 
yoin· line of logic. lndefinability follows from negation of 
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<lefinability by the Law of Excluded Middle. How can a 
person, who takes 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 is, nor is not), 
si11ce 'lnclefinability' itself belongs to the fold of 'indefinables?' 

".As for ourselvcEt, we, the Advaitins, simply desist from 
establishing the existence of the phenomenal world, and 
remain satisfied relying on only one self-evident existence, 
the Brahman, the Absolute consciousness."• 8 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 yon can not define it either in terms of non-existence. 
That docs not mean that ice 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 othe1· than the Absolute none 
can logically say anything. So basically we are indifferent 

to that.• 6 8 
I 

It is quite evident from this that S6-Har~a here takes 
'I ndefi.nability' 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 Sr1 Har~a towards the problem of 
indefinability, and so, while refuting the metaphysical sense 

of indefinability, he has quoted just the 
Nages"a cites S"ri ' 
Harsa in his portion from Sr'i Har~a that we have quoted 

support. above.• 64 It is in conformity with this 
attitude that we shall have to interpret the 

expression, ''sad-asadbhyari.1 vilakE}al}.am," which Sr'i Har~a 
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 
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term 'anirvacaniya' to express what the l\Iadhyamika. 
Buddhists think of the world and everything.• 65 

It goes without saying that the Buddhist idealists cun 
take the world to be 'anirvacaniya' ouly in the sense of 
logical construction, but never in the mysterious sense of 
'something', neither existent nor non-existent, us it is 
entertained by most of the Advaitins. So it is clear that 
S'r"i Har!'ja draws only a metaphysical distinction between 
Advaitism and Buddhist idealism and not any empirical or 
epistemic distinction whatsoever. It is to be Dote<l. that the 
portion quoted before in which Sri Har!'ja gives his explana­
tion of indefmability follows his metaphysical demarcation or 
the Advaita view from the Buddhist view only a few lines 
back. 

J nst after drawing this line of demarcation he faces a 
fling from the realists,-'' If yon lack the capacity to define the 
world, better learn the definitions from proper preceptors." 
Sri Harl'?a gives the rctort.-''Yon, 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.''* 00 

After that he goes on to show,-'' We say, the world is turned 
into an indefinable only followi1Jg your line of argument, 
from your f~ilure 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 S'ri Har'?a's conception of 
indefinability is distinct from the traditionally accepted 
meaning of 'sad-asad-vilakf_;al).atva.' It is 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 latter puts in a meaning too mysterious 
to be conceived. 



SECTION-3. 

A1:idya Converted- into the Law of Logical Construction 

Now, if in accordance with the sufficient hints dropped 
by Sr"i Harr;;a and the powerful support rendered by Niigesa,* 6 7 

we accept the "Indefinable" in its logical sense, it is possible 
to convert the principle of A vidyii. into the Law of Logical 
Construction. Whatever metaphysical considerations one may 
bring to bear on the nature of Nescience ( Avidyii. ), logically 
speaking, in an idealistic theory of knowledge Avidyii, must 
be accepted as the Sovereign Law of Thought. 'When an 
Idealist philosopher, on the basis of his line of investigations, 

discovers that the phenomenal world is funda­
Avidya as the 
Law of Thought 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 anothet· 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. 

,vhen a fundamental law is discovered it is meaningless. 
to ai:k 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 

A meaningless 
question. 

is meaningless to ask why light ehonld travel 
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 gcno·al 
is the law. The idealists' enquiry is about the nature of the 
world-appearance as a whole, so when its nature is discoycred, 
it is found to be the very nature of thought itself. Hence 
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 ''a Ila.di Avi<lya," 
or the Buddhists of ''anadi vasana.," 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 A vidya. should be called the 
Indefinable per-excellence, because a law is after-all a logical 

••Indefinability'' 
is more appro­
priate in respect 
of a comprehen­
·sive Law of 
thought. 

abstraction, a necessary interpretatiye fiction. 
A law as a logical construct cannot be valued 
in terms of existence or non-existence in 
reality. It is senseless to ask whether the 
Law of gravitation exists or not like a moun-
tain or a sea-nymph. So the Law of Avidya. 

.as 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 is beyond 
the question of existence or non-existence, since it is a 

-Conceived as a 
law Avidya is no 
longer a mystery 

construction out of the super-construct that 
is called the Law of Avidyo.. Interpreted 
as the supreme Law of thought and appear-
ance Avidya loses much of the mantle of 

mystery with which it is traditionally wrapped up. If the 
Aristotelian Laws of Identity, Contradiction and Excluded 
Middle have nothing mysterious about them, it is difficult 
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to sec why the Law of A vidyii., interpreted as the sovereign 
interpretative principle of thought, should strike the note of 
an esoteric music. 

Now it is easy to see how the Norninalistic theory of 
knowledge, pro110unded by Bhartrhari, can make a great 

, contribution towards reducing A vidyii to 
Bhar t rhari' s 

contribution 
towards framing 
the Law. 

the Law of Logical Construction. Avidyii. 
is said to be the principle by virtue of which 
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 hayc 
mentioned before. 

When we formulate this sovereign Law of Thought and 
reduce Avidyii. to this Law we do not do this without a hint 

Mandana Mis,.ra's 
pow~~ful support 

and direction from some ancient leaders of 
thought. It is well-known that l\fo:i;i.q.ana 
Misra, a staunch follower of Bhartrhari, is 

a leading thinker of the pre-Sankarite 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 coguized in so far as they are 
captu~·ecl in the form of speech. Thus they are either transfor­
mations or fictions sustained in language. ''* 6 8 

Only one page after this he unequivocally advocates the 
view that tha phenomenal world is nothing but a fiction in the 

Mandana virtu- form of an intelligible meaning. The illustra-
ally ·~ontradicts tions that he uses to suggest this view directly 
his earlier protest .e£' 
against fictio- cut across his earlier protestation to the euect 
nalism that Avidya cannot be a pnre fiction, since 
in that case the world, like a 'sky-flower,' could not have 
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been the object of our pragmatic behaviour. 
To demonstrate that the world is a conceptual construc­

tion out of a meningful language l\fol).q.ana observes :­
''There are certain objects which we all admittedly 1u,e 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."* 6 0 Then 
as an example of an object which is admitted on all hands to 
be nothing but lingnistic 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.• 70 

1\lal).q.ana is an ardent disciple of Bhartrhari, and so it is 
quite understandable that in this intel'pt·etation of Advaita 
he has rightly and clearly captured the spirit of his master. 

SECTION-4 

The lYierger of Language ancl jJ{eaning aud 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 Bhart:rhari's theory of knowledge and symbolism, 
namely, the merger of language and meaning into one logical 
unit. vVe have seen before how in the constitution of 
thought both language and meaning figure as logical cons­
tructs. w· e also remember the fact that a thought is Hot a 
brick-and-mortar structure which can be really broken into 

An important 
sub-law of 
symbolism. 

its elements. Hence it logically follows that 
the relation between language and meaning in 
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 worcl while meaning an object-content of thought also 
means -itself." 

Blrn.rtrhari 

Grahyatva and 
Granakatva in 
a name 

originally formulates this deduction in a 
technical way. He says that a word conveys 
meaning in a double capacity of ''grahya­
sakti'' and "gra.haka-sakti." It's capacity 
for self-meaning is "grii.hya·sakti," and the 

capacity for meaning an object-content of thought is "grahaka­
sakti.* 7 1 In cognition the two enter into an unbreakable 
coalescence. This is deduced from the fact that thought 
-can not gntsp 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. 
l\Icauing is nothing if it i, not the meaning of language. 
So it cannot enter into cognition leaving behind the term 
which means it. The total construct, ''meaning-of-term'' 

The self-'lleaning 
name and the 
rule of merger 

is both the form ancl object-content of thought. 
In other words, a name can convey a 
meaning, which is seemingly other than itself, 
only in so for as it itself is involved in the 

meaning, It may be put in an epigrammatic manner, :­
"A name while meaning a meaning must mean itself." 
It is needless to remind again that the name here is not 

an acoustic physical fact, bnt 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 merger of the two constitutes the object-content 
of eternal rela- of thought, the l)ercepts table, tree and the 
tion between 
name and like. It is in view of this law of the merger 
meaning h of name and meaning in thought t at 
Bhartrhari calls it an eternal 'fictive' relation between the 
two. This relation of mutual merger is technically called 
Siimii.nadhikarai:i.ya by Hela.raja.* 7 2 
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It is the secret of Bhart:rhari's theory of epistemic 
adhyasa. 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 Niigesa.* 7 3 

Now we recall the fundamental position of the Nomina­
listic Theory of Knowledge : -"The thing is basically in 
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.• 74 Thus our epistemic field is 
world is the game constituted by this fundamental form of 
of the Double 
Rule of Three adhyasa,-The Three as One, and One as 
and One- Three. As an epigram we may call our 
empiricial universe 'the game of the Double Rule of Three 
and One.' 

In Advaita theory thought is considered to be self-revealed. 
We may add on behalf of Bhartrhari that,-Thoitght reveals 

itself along with re-vealing its object in so 
Th~ Un!versal far as the name means itself along with 
Ep1stem1c Law of . . . 7 
Symbolism meaning its meaning. "e may call this 

the Universal Epistemic Law of Symbolism. 
It is easy to show that this Law is only a deduction from 

the Law of Logical Construction. In ultimate analysis an 
'ob1ect-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 i11to 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-5 

A Remarkable Comment Of Ileliirii.ja 

Helii.raja 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 
cognition, but themselves do not migrate into the content of 
11erception. 

''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 
retains 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 wa.y 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 fo1·m of the word, how is it that we do not cognize the 
articulated alphabets in the structure of the meaning­
referent ?' \Vell, you are too much of a block-head to grasp 
our philosophy. ,v e do not mean that the word as a series 
of sounds carries a meaning. The 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 



72 PHILOSOPHY OF LOGIC.AL CONSTRUCTION 

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 )."* 1n 

Now, provided that the Law of Logical Construction 
together with the Law of Universal Symbolism is a correct 
representation of the phenomenal behaviour as a whole, a11cl 

provided that, as a way of escape from a total universal 
fictionaliam and consequent solipsism, we feel the need of a 
substantial metaphysical principle to serve as the perennial 
back-ground of a universal ficti.on, it is then quite pertinent 
to posit a Primordial Reality, the Sabda-Brahman, which is 
then assumed to manifest itself in a supposed duality of 
thoughts and objects, names and mea11ings, that constitute the 
panoramic procession of the phenomenal world. 



CHAPTER IX 

BHARTRHARI AND WITTGENSTEIN 

SECTJON-1. 

Introc1 uction 

The critical reader is justified in assumi11g that, if the 
metaphysical reality is totally dispensed with, the above 
account of nominalistic idealism is bound to slip into an 
uncomprom1srng solipsism.* 7 0 It would not perhaps be 
uukind to thillk that Bhart:rlmri'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 oue 
with the Buddhist idealists of the Y og~carn School. 

In his second Book of Vakya-padiya Bhartrhari has 
advanced twelve different views about the 

A significant but 
controversial meaning of meaning. The tenth view-point is 
verse stated in a highly signficant verse which 

Puiijaraja explnins in a manner that has an 
unmistakable flavour of Y ogacara Buddhism. 
Bhartrhad says therein :-

" According to some thinkers the meaning of a word is the 
i11ternal thought-contenh which arises depending on an 
external object, and which itself at the same time is accepted 
as the object standing outside.* 7 7 

Nagcsa. takes this verse as representing the view of 
Bhartrhari himself.* 7 8 Santaralu;ita, 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,* 7 9 It is 

Kamalasila's 
interpretation of 
the verse 

certainly a matter of debate whether Bhartrhari 
prese1its his own view in this verse, and if so, 
whether the translation given above does 
proper justice to the great philosopher. The 

controversy centres round the expression "Vahyavastn• 
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oibandhanalt" which literally means 'depending on the external 
object.' 

Kamalas'ila in his commentary on Tattva·sari.1gralw. explains 
that the doctrine advocated in this verse presupposes the 
fundamental reality of external objects. *8 0 Puiijara.ja, while 
explaining this verse in his commentary on Vakyapad1ya, uses 
a language which, except in respect of the term -"Va.hyavaf:tu· 
nibandhanah," might as well have been an extract from a11Y 

philosophical text of Buddhist idealism. It is to be noted 
that Puiijaraja does not state that the verse in question reflects 
the opinion of Bhart:rhari himself. One thing is quite clear 
that, if Kamalas"ila's interpretation of the verse is correct it 
can never be accepted as reflecting the view of Bhart:rhari. 
The chapter on "Sambandha-samuddefa" ( dissertation on 

The importance 
of ''Sambandha­
samuddes'a" 

meaning-relation ) in the Third Book of 
Vakyapadi"ya, together with the penetrating 
commentary of Helara.ia, gives us the clearest 
and profoundest account of Bhartrlrnri's 

philosophy and theory of knowledge. Herein one shall 
unmistakably find a theory of knowledge which is a grall(l 
combination of Yogacara idealism and Advaita meta physics 
reclining on the background of an all-comprehensive Nomi· 
nalism which is Bhart:rhari's si1Jgular contribution to the 
world of philosophy. It is interesting to note that the 

commentator, Helu.raja, apart from his very 
Liberal use of l'b . . 
Buddhist termino- 1 eral employment of Buddlnst terminology. 
logy by Helaraja ( specially, the constant use of the term 

'Vikalpa' ), quite approvingly quotes the 
famous Buddhist epigram-"Langunge is born out of fiction 
and fiction out of language.''*s 1 

Bhart:rhari declares his definite metaphysical con vic­
tion in the following words :-

"The subject, the object and their mutual rclation,­

The definite view 
of Bhartrhari 
himself • 

every thing is a construction. The wise 
Vedic seers accept only That as the Real on 
which all these fictions are su per·im posed.* 8 2 
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As regards the na.tnre of the empirical world Bhartrhar~ 
never lea.ves us in any doubt about his own view of it :­

"The entire pragmatic behaviour of humanity is related to­
::rn 'existence' which, in fact, is born out of a Logical Fiction, 
and yet is accepted as if it were a reality.'' 

Hclii.rii.ja's interpretation of this verse 1s very libei·ally 
stuffed with the terminological ftwour of Yogii.cii.rn 
Buddhism.* 8 3 

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

SECTION-2 

TVWge11stcin's Positivism. 

If yon now apply the Occam's Razor to eliminate that One­
Real, which for Bhartrhari set"\•es as the metaphysical back­
g1·on ncl of a universal fiction, yon become a proud fellow­
traveller of Wittgenstein at his best. ,v e use the expression 
'a.t his best' with a definite purpose. After going through 
his latest 'Philosophical luvestigations' we are thoroughly 
couvinced of the correctness of Russell's observation to the 
effect that the latest Wittgenstein is a philosophical degenera­
tion of his former self.* 8 4' So here we take _the earlier 
\Vittgenstein 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 
a.re also its limits. ,v e cannot therefore say in Logic ; Thi& 

My language 
is the limit 
of my world, 

and this there is in the world, that there is not 
• • ···That the world is my world shows itself 
in the fact that the limits of the Iangunge­
( the language which I understand ) mean 

the limits of my world. "* 85 This is the essence of Wittgens-
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rtcin's linguistic solipsism. He proceeds further to show that 
.his ''solipsism strictly carried out coincides with pn re 
;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 continuous self, qua feeling, is just an empirical cveut 
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 ? We understand this 
to be the intended drive of Wittgenstein when he says :-"The 
thinking presenting subject, there is no such thing" or "The 
I in solipsism shrinks to an extensionless point." Just as 
from the field of sight one cannot conclude that there is an 
eye 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 
-does not experience such a subject in his empirical field. This 
simile has been put forth by Wittgenstein himself .* 8 6 

We are ready to admit that this depersonalisation of 
personality is undoubtedly an impressive achievement of 

Wittgenstein. We are here tem11ted to IJOint Depersonalisation 
-of the person. out that Y ogacara idealism, with its 'self-

less' doctrine of streaming moments of 
empirical events, should have found its logical culmination 
in this philosophy of Wittgenstein. llut when these empirical 

. . d events are arranged, stored and bundled in 
W1ttgenstem an d" 
the Yogacaras ifferent distinct streams ( santati ), primarily 

for explaining the cycles of birth and rebirth, 
:and secondarily for explaining the illusion of a continuant 
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self, we find the Yogitc:.i:rn Buddhists swayed by unwarranted; 
metaphysical predilections away from pure logical consider­
ations. 

As for the dectrine that the limits of language are the­
limits of the world, it strikes us as a distant 

A distant echo of . , 
Bhartrhari echo of llhartrhar1 s theory of knowledge 

( 1wovided we choose to forget the metaphysi­
cal aspect of his theory ). 

\Ye cannot help noting another interesting point of 
contrast and comparison. \Vittgenstein '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 empiricism, has­
To ways of deper-
sonalisation. effected just another kind of depersonalisation 

resulting in the reinstatement of Metaphysics. 
Thus you can depersorialise the 'person' in two opt1osite 
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 Wittgenstein 

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.* 8 7 The self is 
gone and the psychic events are nothing but atoms of experi­
ence. The physical world is a logical fiction. The world 
is not a system ( because a system, as an iuternally 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 

relation which depends on a community of 
Impossibility of · l 'I' 
.communication meaning. But there is ne1t 1er an nor 

a 'You', nor a 'He', but there is 011ly a 
plurality o-f 'Its', which are non-physical and non-men tn.l 
:atoms floating in a void. Every 'it' is a self-closed ''monacl'' 

of the moment. There is nothing to pierce 
An atomic fact, a its secluded privacy ·, and it now docs not monad of the 
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 to speak, and nothing to hear and notl1ing 
to speak ; there are only some totally disconnectccl atomic 
facts called hearing and speaking. You cannot say that n. 

preceding fact causes a following fact, because -Causal ralation 
a superstition. the causal relation has already been dismissed 

by Wittgenstein as a rank superstition, . and 
.rightly • th 

so, smce at is the inescapable consequence of an 
uncompromising empiricism ._ 

"Su t·t· · • 
_Pers 1 ion is the belief in the causal nexus" and "from 

.the existence or . · f t 
. f h . non-existence of an atomic act we canno 
-1n e~ ~he existence or non-existence of another."* 8 8 

"ffi 1 e ~eader may note that our account of Wittgenstein's 
di cu tyb is. not just the same as Professor W cin berg has 
-shown, ut is more .• . ) 

Th 1 serious 1n some respects . 
k e f0 ~1Y h way to escape this uncomfortable position is to 

~a ; at ; -t roated declaration like Bhartrhari that even 

(t rndhac O hcommbunication is an eternally superimposed fiction 
, a yasta. sam andhal). }. 

We shall here h • 
0 wever present another difficulty that 

A more serious 
.difficulty 

would strike at the very root of 'Wittgenstein's 
theory of meaning. We shall try to show 
that his empiricism and theory of meaning 

.cancel each other) 



JrnARTRHARI AND WITTGENSTEIN 79 

.According to ·wittgenstein 's theory of meaning a propo­
sition is the picture of a fact. Again, ''the picture is a fact'' 

The pictorial 
theory 

( op. cit. 2.141 ) ; "The propositional sign is 
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 l)ictoriul 
relation between two facts. Now, as a fact a proposition is 
an a nditory experience. The visual experience, tree, and the 
auditory experience, "It is a tree", arc two independent facts, 
ns much independent as the ''table" and the "moon". So 
how can one assert that there is a pictorial relation between 

the two ? ( We leave aside the fact that 
A critique of tl:e I d , ,, 
pictorial theory t 1e au itory experience 'It is a tree is not 

one experience, but a series of experiences ). 
There is 110 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 is a structural commonness 
between the proposition and the fact. What is common 

between the two cannot be expressed in a 
Theory of un­
~penka ble struc­
tural commonness 

further propoBition, since that would involve 
an infinite regress. What is common can only 
be ''shown" ( 2.16, 2.161, 4.022, 4.121} This 

non-propositional pet·ception ( or intuit-ion ) of the common 
structure ( i.e , 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 a, the fact pictured by the propo­
A critique of the sition be called b and the intuition of the 
above theory 

common structure be called c. Now a, b 
and c are three distinct discrete and independent empirical 
facts. Hence the existence of c is no guarantee that there 
is a common structure between a and b, 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 othe1~ 
experiences between which the commonness is supposed to­
exist. Moreover, had there been any such commonness 
beyond the intuitive experience itself, that would have been 
a fare-well to empiricism. 

The matter is made hopelessly worse by the assertion that 
"the representing relation which makes it a picture also­

belongs to the picture" ( 2.1513 ). What 
How the matter l 
is made worse is this representing relation except tie struc-

tural commonness between the proposition 
and the fact ? It 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 
assertion of Wittgenstein does not seem to carry much 
sense:-

" In order to discover whether the picture is true or false 
we must compare it with reality" ( 2.223 ) 

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

Truth and veri­
fication are miser­
able misfits 

does not arise at all. The comparative 
experience is nothiug but the verifying 
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 propoaition. Whatever be the findings of our veri­
fication, the verifying experience, as a completely in<levendent 
unit of experiential event has no connection whatsoever with 
the earlier experiences which it is supposed to verify. 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 experience to 
another, the so-called verifying experience has no right 
to see the face of the experience 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 arc 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 Prajiiakara who 

What should have 
been said by an 
empiricist 

are bold enough to face the logical conse­
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 
:fictions. ·we shall be introduced to these two masters in the 

next chapter. 
In a charitable mood of interpretation Professor ,Veinberg 

suggests that a proposition as a series of sound-events, or 

Weinberg's 
suggestion 

printed lines, is only a sign , but as a symbol 
which bears a meaning it is to be cousidered 
as a unit, as one fact.* 8 9 If that is so, the 

proposition in itself is no longer a fact, but au abstraction ► 

a logical unit, a constructed concept. In that case we think 

Then turn to 
Bhartrhari 

it enough to refer the reader to Bhartrhari's 
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 even 

Russells' s inter­
pretation of 
Wittgenstein. 

within the compass of two pages. He begins 
on the correct rail when he says that the 
statements such as ''A doubts P", "A desires 
P" etc., make it appear as though we 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 set 

Approaching 
Bhartrhari. 

of words the man pronounces to himself, is 
not relevant to log~c". This is a beautiful 
vindication of what Bhart-i;hari bad 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. facts, namely, the relation between a series 

of words used by the believer and the fact 
which makes these words true and £ales .... The real point is 
that in believing, desiri11g etc. what is logically fimdamental 
is the relation of a proposition considered, as a fact to the 
fact which makes it true or false."* 9 0 It is for tl1e reader to 
judge whether a proposition consiclerecl as a fact, i.e., as a, 

series of sound-waves, may be called true or false. A fact 
is a fact. It is absurd to say that there is a 

A fact is neithe:r 
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 demaud 
the creation of the noise. 

Russell has done well to put a special emphasis on an 

An important 
thesis of 
Wittgenstein. 

important thesis of Wittgenstein, namely, 
the common structure shared by the pro­
positional picture and the fact that is 

pictured cannot itself be put in a proposition.* 91 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 langnage, 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 between 
the proposition and the fact. But the manner in which 

Bharti;hari and Dharmakiriti have presented 
How Dharmakirti the same thesis is more straight and clear, 
and Bhartrhari 
put the pr~blem and is free from the touch of metaphorical 

mysticism which very often bas clouded the 
langnage of Wittgenstein. Let us see how Bharti;hari has 
expressed the same view. 

''The relation ( between language and meaning ) cannot 
in itself be exactly meant by another l::tnguage-A relation 
is complete dependence ( on the related terms ) and so as such 
cannot be independently expressed by a new term.''* 9 2 

I-IelCLru.ja's illumi11itati11g explanation of this verse comple­
tely coincides with what Dharmakirti and Kari:iakagomin 
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 

of a relation. A relation in itself is not a 
An illuminating 
explanation. 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 oE meaning, the relation meant is turll<.:d into a 
term."* 9 3 
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But Wittgenstein has nothing to offer like this as a way 

The weakness of 
Wittgenstein's 
thesis 

of explaining the reason why the form of 
relation between the proposition and the fact 
cannot itself be expressed in a new proposition. 

That Wittgenestein's presentation of the prnblem suffers from 
a serious defect is evident from Russell's 

Russell's solution . . . attempt to solve 1t 111 the followrng manner :-
''Every language has, as ,vittgenstein says, a structure 

Hierarchy of 
languages 

... and to this 
limit."* 9 4 

concerning which nothing can be said in the 
language, but .... there may be another language 
dealing with the structure of the first language 
hierarchy of languages there may be no 

But it is easy to see that the problem, as it is presented 

But that is no 
answer to Bhart­
:rhari and 
Dharmakirti 

by Bhart:rhari and Dharmakirti, cannot be 
solved in the way suggested by Russell. 
With this much for Wittgenstein we leave it 
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-I 

The ]fode1'n Theory of Sense-datum 

In their crusade ngainst metaphysics the modern positi­
vists nre 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 

The Identiny 
of Three 

of experience, the fact of expe1·ience, and the 

object of experience arc not diflerent but the 
same. ( But that is exa.ctly 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 

Sense-data are 
Neutrals 

constructions, only different ways of speaking 
about the same reality, A sense content or 
sense-experience only occurs, but does not 

exist.* 0 5 ( Note the distinct 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. Bnt then 
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 with 
relations, lest they earn the infamy of being die-hard subj­
ective idealists. 

Following the famous Berkleyan thesis which the sense-:-
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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 rny, these three arc 
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' arc not two hut one 
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 distinct and independent 
facts of exp~rience, and there is 110 way to infer Olle fact from 
another. So from the third sense-datum, 'the cognition-of­
relation,' there is no way to infer that the first two arc related 
in any way. We have met this uncomfortable position in 
our e:x.amination of \Vittgenstein'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 woukl have been the same as perceiving the 
book on the table. 

If the third experience had anything to do with any 
relation between the first two experiences, yon would have to 
admit some sort of a continuant subject or self which contains 

T b . and experiences its own contents. But tlrnt 
a e forced Into . 

an unwelcome would be embracing a metaphysics which the 
possibility positivist is deterrni11ed to eliminate. Y ct if 

it is still insisted upon that a third independent exvcrience 
can experience a relation between two earlier indcpencleut 
experiences, that would not be metaphysics, but worse than 
that, an obscurantism without a peer. 

The theory of sense-datum is open to serious objections 
from a variety of considerations. What is the relation 
between a sense-datum and an expcricuce ? 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 

From where do 
you get the sense­
data? 

and the sense organs, for example, a colour­
percept from the eyes and optic centre. My 
eyes and brain are not my sense-data, but 
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 a11d brnin. 

The only way to escR.pe from this absurdity is to admit 
thnt a sense-datum is a i;eH-evident fact standing in its own 

right, such that their is no way to derive 
A self-revealing one-sense datum from another. That is just 
self-happening 

what • the Y ogii.cu.ra Buddhists call "Sva-
samvedn.na-sva-lak,.m.I).a'' ( self-defined-self-experience ). But, 
then all talks of relation should be accepted as 'mere talks', 
as the Buddhists have consistently declared. Is tl1is self-

evident sense-datum much removed from the 
Then a priori? much-maligned a priori ? And that would be 

the death of empiricism, because what is considered empirical 
turns to be aprioL·i. 

Secondly, let us consider another important point, namely, 
the possibility of any difference between illusion and reality. 
I see a serpent wriggling on the ground, stop for a while to 

mark it more carefully, and see a piece of 
No possible di~er - rope swayed bv the wind. My first experience 
ence between 11lu- • . 
sion and reality is called an illusion, and the second one 1s 

called true. Bnt how is that possible at all 
in the theory of sense-data ? 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 solid 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. It is 
senseless to suggest tl1at the rope-percept negates the snake­
percept, since the latter etood 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. ,v e 
shall eee how Prajiia.kara has not hesitated to embrace this 
extreme consequence of empiricism. But the sense-datum 
theorists are nevtr tired of speaking about truth and falsity, 
verification and contradiction. 

It 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 

Anything should 
have meant 
anything 

thing is the same as to say that one sense­
datum means another, but then why should 
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 are found in different definite gt·oups. 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 
grouping not an 
escape 

way of grouping two sense-data that we feel 
entitled to say that the sound 'red' means the 
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" ? If the answer be in the 
affirmative, since there is no fact beyond the sense-datum, 
this grouping must be a third eense-datum over and above 
the sense-data which are supposed to be grouped. And again 
we slip into all the old difficulties tlmt we met before-

·w e may say in fine that in a sense-datum theory it is 
senseless to say that a fact is known. A fact simply happens. 
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Knowing is notlling 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 
Knowing and 
happenfng are 
the same 

isolated 'verbal nouns', each of which you 
may call a knowing or a happening as you 

Hit is not metaphysics, it is not so because it is please. 
mysticism at its worst. 

Indeed it is difficult to say what the modern positivists 
mean by metaphysics. Russell has the following comment to 
offer in respect of theseambit,ious eliminators of metaphysics:-

"The accusation of metaphysics has become in philosophy 
something like the nccusation 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."'• 96 To the modern positivists we may 
fittingly apply a very clever observation of Bradley. Speaking 
of a. philosopher who is out to liquidate metaphysics Bradley 
remarks : "He is a brother metaphysician with a rival theory 
of first principles."* 9 7 

With this short critique of sense-datum-positivism the 
ground is now prepared for our transition to Dlrnrmakirti. 
As a thorough going subjective pluralist he bas 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, belongi11g to the Vijii.u.navada School of Buddhism. 
But his refutation of the r~ality of relation proceeds not so 
much from his ultimate subjectivism as from his remarkably 
consistent pluralism. His arguments are such that, if one is 



90 PHILOSOPHY OF LOGICAL CONSTRUCTION 

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-Pari:ksa. ( A Critique oE Relation )* 0 8 

Dharmakirti has made a po~erful drive mainly against the 
reality oE causal relation in particular, and against the 
structure of relation in general. Once this structure is 
demolished the meaning relation too is bound to qnit the 
realm of reality. Hence before entering into Dharmnkirti's 
treatment of relation between langu::ige 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 :-

Rebtion entails wme sort of dependence of one term on 
another, of both the terms 011 the relntion itself, :ind of the 

relation on the terms themselves. But iE the 
A three-storey 
dependence. terms are not already e:::tablished in them­

selves how can they be related to each 
other? Relation imp1ies that them must be two terms 
at least, otherwise what should it relate ? Bnt if the terms 
are self-established, they are born indep~ndent, and have no 
need or 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 itself 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. Let 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 
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rebtion 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 neg~ting 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 mutnal dependence. Hence 

a relation not only relates, it also does just 
Rd;ition, ;i self- tl • · l l • O 
contradiction ie opposite, it a so a ienates its terms. nee 

yon 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 nn 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 

Infinite regres8. 
over and above the relata ? Snppose the two 
related terms arc 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. 

lt does not improve the position by suggesting that the 
relation is real in 'this sense' and not in 'that sense.' A 
real is a simple real, and has no 'th-is' or 'that' sense in it. 
The expressions 'this sense' or 'that sense' speaks nothing. 
about the reality as such, but at bost expresses a psychological 
attitude or a logical conjecture. Hence if a relation is held 
to be real a consistent realist must say :-It is a 1"eal, that 
is, the terms and the relation are three distinrt reals. Then 
it is only a logical fiction that mixes the three in a proposition. 
A pt:oposition only proposes, does not stand for a reality, 
and is far from being a picture of the fact. A proposition is a 

fiction.* 9 9 
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The reader may profitably compare Dharmakirti's rejection 
of the reality of relation with what Sankara and Bradley have 

Dharmak!rti, 
S'a,ikara and 
Bradley 

done in this respect.* 10 0 Bradley's weakness 
lies in his main concern being concentrated 
on showing up the infinite regress involved 
in the reality of relation, and has evoked a. 

sharp rejoinder from Professor Cook-Wilson.*101 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. ,v e may 
not agree with the Buddhist idealists, bnt cannot 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. Even 
au opponent who is too cautious to be convinced will not 
fail to admire the profound insight and the exquisite skill 
with which Prajii.akara has dissected and dismantled the whole 
structure of causal relation.* 1 0 2 

Dharmakirti, Sankara. and Bradley undoubtedly differ in 
their method of treatment. This difference is determined by 

Three different 
purposes unite 
against relation 

three distinct purposes which these three 
philosophers are out to serve. By uprooting 
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 is the Real which 
cannot be dissected into terms and relations.* 103 

Thns, 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

Hegelian Unity 
of Opposites 

mation of the Hegelia11 Dialectics that two 
opposites pass into each other. For Bradley 
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 band 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. 

8ECTION-3 

A Cr-itique of Naive Realism-Alexander on Relation.· 

To the naive realists Dharmnk"irti's account of relation 
at a first glance would appear to be a much accustomed so­
phisticated abstraction. Hence the full implication of 
Dharmakfrti's drive and direction may be better brought 
out by an examination of u::i.ive realism in respect of the 
problem of relation. 

Among the British philo:;ophers of the recent period 
Alexander is perhaps the mo,st faithful follower of naive 

Alexander on 
Relation 

realism. For him it is not enough to say that 
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.• 1 H He goes to the farthest extreme-· 
asserting 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 

Every relational 
word means an 
objective reality. 

'however', have some objective counter­
parts in the external world.• 105 But the 
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 relate are equally 

elements in one reality and so far are separate 1·ealities" ( our 
emphasis ).• 106 But again, "conceived in this concrete fashion 
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-a relation may be described as the icliole situation which it: 
• " ( E l • s rs ) * 1 0 ' terms enter in virtue of that relation. imp 1as1 ou • • 

In the first observation it is 111::i.inly asserted that the 
.constituents of the one reality are separate realities. 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 arc 
distinguishable elements in one and the same empirical foct 

·'Good infinity' 
.and a citation 
form Russell. 

which is spatio-temporal,''*108 he inevitably 
invites an infinite regress. "While going to 
criticize Bradley he admits this infinite 
regress, but holds it to be a case of good, 

infinity. and cities Russell to his rescue. 
But what Russell exactly snys 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 arc 

What Russell 
really says, 

implied by the proposition affirming the 
original relation, form no part of the meaning 
of the proposition."•10 0 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 
-dfrectly asserted by the proposition, while the implication 
may be a many-storeyecl logical abstraction. ( This does not 
debar the fact that meaning itself may be a logical construc­
tion ). 

But Alexander is here dealing not with the logic of 
.relation, but with the ontology of relation. According to 
.his thesis the infinite hierarchy of relations that we logically 
construct muet have solid counter-parts in the physical world 
itself. But Russell nowhere asserts such a thing. So Russell 
-0annot 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 
contradiction elements or separate realities which together 

constitute the one reality, and also that the 
relation itself is the 1,c/wle situation ·in 1,chich 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 Alexander this 
continuum is ready to suffer an infinite series of fr,igmenta­
tion, ''it is clear that in the end all relation is reducible to 
spatio-temporal terms."* 110 Ultimately a spatio-tempornl 
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 except as one term from another ? Y ct, against 
sucli an adventure into abstraction Akxandcr does not forget 
to issue a note of warning. Perhaps he forgets the fact that 
he is warning him!=elf against what he says himselL 

"\Ve conclude this section on Alexa11der after showing up 
another crying contradiction to his credit. Alexander thinks 
that-"A is the mother of B," nud "Bis the child of A'' are 
two distinct propidtious which stand for two really different 

One common fact 
in two relational 
situations 

relational situations, but describe the same 
fact.* 1 11 Now, we have heard before that 
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 ? vVhat 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 
realiEt resonably suggests that perhaps 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. 

It is here important to note that even the Nyaya-Vaisei::ikn. 

Indian Realists 
are not as bold 
as Alexander. 

school of Indian Philosophy has not thought 
it wise to have such an adventurous faith 
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 
iu such a realistic home must become quite uncomfor­
table,"* 112 should better befit Alexander than the Indian. 
realists like the N yaya-V aise~ikas and the Mimii.ri:lsakas. 

Even the Nyu.ya-Vaiscr;;ikas, the greate.st enthusiasts 
among the Indian realists, sometimes get tired of too many 
reals, and find it necessary to usher in the concept of Svarupa­
Sambanclha, 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.' 

8ECTION-4 

P-rofossor Moore on External Relat-ion 

Professor 1\Ioore 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. He 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 
the1u."* 11 3 "The proposition that Edward VII was father 
of George Vis a mere matter of fact."• 114 

''To maintain external reln.tions 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."*115 

Thus there are two propositions-one is false and the other 
true, which are so confused that the false proposition seems 
to follow from the true 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= 
( II ) ''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 second 
proposition asserts that if A has P, then any term which 
has not, woulcl necessarily be other than A. It is in fact 
the case that any verson 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 Vll.• 116 

The second proposition would imply that, had not George 
been a son of Edward, necessarily Edward would not have 
existed ns Ed ward. This second proposition is definitely 
wrong because the factual sense of ''must'' is different from 
the logical sense of ''would necess_arily be." 

In other words·the 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." Ilut what does 
this phrase stand for ? "Being father of B'' stands for a 
bio-physiological 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 
events 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', 
not what the Indian logicians call a viser:;;al').a l a present 
adjective ), but only an 'upalak~al').a' ( an absentee adjec­
tive ),* 11 7 Similarly, by virtue of a past event which 
happened to be a constituent of a flowing continuum called A, 
the person A is still supposed to be carrying with him the 
property of "having once gone to London," though in fact 
he is only carrying an appellation. Just as the past event 
of "h • • 

avmg gone to London" cannot constitute a present 
property in possession of present A, so the past process of 
father-hood' cannot continue to be a present property of 

'being a father' as belonging to A. 

Moreover when an event was actually happening it was 
.then not a past, but a "nazv present." It is past only in the 
present context. If the past is present in this sense it is clear 
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that what i'.l past can ouly be a logical property of the present, 
but never a factual property. 

Now, you may say,-"But, it is a fact that A went to 
London." 

But a bit of thinking will assure you that, it is not a fact, 
ouly 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 a!:! logical abstractions. 

,v e say that it is 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 "is" 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 pa.use 
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 
1·everse 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 
€Xtend 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. I£ you say 
that a proposition is timeless, and so also is a fact, that will 
only go the way of turning both into logical :ibstractions. 
That is why traditional logic teaches us that in the proposit­
ion, "All men are mortal'"', ''all men" stand~ for all men 
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past, present and future, and ''are" signifies a timeless present 
which should not be taken as an interval between past and 

future. 
Mr. Russell is annoyed by ''occurrence of tellse in verbs 

which is an exceedingly annoying vulgarity due to our pre­
occupation with practical nffairs." So he conti­

Russell's feeling nues, "when I say, 'the so-and-so exh;ts', I nm 
of annoyance 

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." *118 

_ But this is the way how Logic escapes into the realm of 
fiction after trying to flirt with reality and then condemning it 
ai. the annoying vulgarity of practical affairs. If "Socrates 
exists", "without any implication of tense*," 110 it may only 
mean some thing like this-the proposition "Socrates exists" 
is equivalent to the proposition, 'It is a fact that Socrates ouce 
existed•' Again We come to the same old confusing distinction 
between the event and the fact, namely, the event is a fleeting 
moment or a bundle of moments, while the fact is somehow t\ 

permanent member of the world. It is needless to show again 
that such a permanent fact is not a point of reality, but a 
packet of logical abstraction. 

The genesis of 
tl:-ie fact-event 
confusion, 

This fact-event coufusion flows from a 
self-f01·getful moment of empirical philosophy. 
Even an empiricist would like to build a 
"world" out of the momentary events ( 01· 

sense-data ? ) of the past, present and future. Even an atomic 
-pluralist would like to think of a world constituted by 
such streaming events. But 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 seme-clata" 
is 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 was an event, but is a fact. But an empiricist, 
who believes in all seriousness that there is an empirical 
",worlcl", may do so only forgetting the fundamental tenet of 
empiricism, namely, nothing is real beyond the sense-datum 
of the moment. 'l'he totality of the sense-data past, preeent 
and future, does not exist and cannot be a matter of experi· 
~nce It follows hence that such a total world is only n. 
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 lws a permancut place fixed and assigned by our 
logical sense of order and sequence. Except in this sense it is 
senseless to talk about anything existing in a tenseless time. 
V cry often we use the word "fnct'' 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 Bhart:rhari 
and Dlrnrmak'irti will tell you that such a fact is not more 
honournble than a fiction, that it is necessary to have it as a 
Vikalpa, a l0gical abstraction, as the intelligible meaning of a 
usable language. 

Tho Bnddhii'ts are more consistent than most of the modern 
empiricists. They declare that the stream of evanescent events 
is itself 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 defiuition of the grammatical verb. "A verb is the 
name for an imaginative collection of events 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 ( i.e., appear as one 
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action. *'' 120 

Bhartrhari is not a Buddhist. But his definition of t.hc 
verb may.be appropriately extended to cover the constrnct~on 
of our entire empirical world quite in line with the Ilnddlnsts 
and in conformity with those modern empiricists who take 
the world as a series of fast-flowing sense-data or empiricnl 
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 discrete 

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 

_ you go to apply a word in practice, the ori-

~~=~f:;~re\~~~n ginal object which was intended to be the 
meaning of a word is already past, and that 

word is also no longer there. It is a new word and a new 
referent, and between these two fresh particulars no meaning 
relation was ever sanctioned by any convention. So yon 
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.* 121 

Let us take another observation of Dlmrmakfrti 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 
a fictitious unity to diversity, Apart from this fiction there 
is no objective unity of evanescent moments."* 1 2 2 
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The cardinal points of Praiu.ii.kara's brilli­
ant exposition of the above may be summari­
sed as follows :-

The thing that 'lOas cannot be the thing that is. The real 
is the particular determined by the point-instant. Perceptual 
cognition grasps the percept that is present and can not 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 langnage has no power to 
grasp it.*123 

Karl).akagomin 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. ''*12 4 

Prajiiii.kara and Kar:r;i.akagomin 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-



104 PHILOSOPHY OF LOGICAL CONSTRUC'IION 

perty r of "being father of George V" unto his death ' ~\.n 
l t • 1 . r·ty that is to be earned event cannot create a re a 10na prope • 

by a person or thing. That real ceases with that eYent. .A 
. . • • fi • • t like a personal relational property 1s a hngmst1c ct1on ]US . ' . _. rr 

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

Let us now return to our examination of l\Ioore's doctrine 
of external relation, and let us also replace 
his unfortunately complicated example, 'Edward 
VII was father of George V' ', by a more 
simple example, such as, "The book is on the 

table." 1vloore would argue that, that the book is 011 the 

Return to 
Moore's External 
Relation. 

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 been 
on the table and yet have remained what it is. To common­
sense realism this argument undoubtedly has an irresistible 
appeal. The difference of the above 1iroposition from sneh a 
proposition as "A right angle is an angle'' 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 been 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?" 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 subiunctive expression-''might not have been there ?'' 
Even the boldest realist would l1esitate to reply in the affinna­
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 po!oitive property, and the second a subjunctive 
property. The book's being on the table submits to perceptual 
evidence, but the snbjnnctive property is too elusive to 
submit. Then how and wherefrom do yon hope to catch this 
etherial damsel in the subjunctive mood. The book is on the 
table at this moment as a matter of fact. A subjunctive 
prnperty to be a real property must be derived from a fact 
and be a part of the fact as well. 

Bnt, that the book was in fact on the fioor in the last 
moment, cannot impart to the book, which is in fact on the 
table in this moment, a factual quality called ''might not have 
been 011 the table" at this same moment. In other words the 
subjunctive property cannot be a real property of the book. 
It is only a logical property which does not lie in the object 
itself. That is why the "positive property" does not seem to 
be in contradiction with the "rnbjunctive property" of the 
book. The first is a fact while the second is a mere logical 
attitude, and so the one need 11ot 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 belie\·e in such a derivation yon are 
driven to the awkward position of deriving a fact from a 
fiction. There is such a word as ''rabbit-horn" (Sasa-vir:iiI).a) 
which serves a very useful purpose in Indian Philornphy. 
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 eve11ts also there cannot be a relation over and above 
the terms which it seeks 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 mentnl 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 ? Obviously not. Then, ie 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 ]\foore' 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 remaineu 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 ? 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 f against Moore's theory of external relation. 
more unda. 

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
vity distinguished philosophers have found it 

The "event-fol" 
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 have 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
fundementnl the notion of event."•125 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-materials."~ 128 

In course of this further stage of analysis he ushers in the 
notion of a ''complete complex of compresence" as a funda­

Rnssell's complete 
complex of 
compresence 

mental principle of individuation, and thus 
philosophically reforms the notion of event 
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."* 127 But despite this novel attempt at reformation~ 
the former notion of event has managed to maintain its 
JJosition by creeping into the composition of relational facts, 
which according to Russell, are stubborn stuff of reality, 
and not mere work of the mind.•128 

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 is 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. 
Au event that happens is logically unshakeable in the sense 

An event is logi­
cally fixed in a 
constructed world 

that it at once becomes a real element of our 
world, without which the world can­
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· 
present 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. H you drop this 

event (which you cannot really do), the world 
~~~dtt~,:ob~~ obviously cannot be what it is, because it is 
come an 11 minus then bound to be always an n minus one. In 
one • £ 

the same way if Edward's being father o 
George was an event 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 Eel ward, 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 

.An event cannot 
be banished 
either logically or 
l)hysically. 

Edward's being and not being father of 
George, both really and logically, make a 
difference, not only to Edward and George, 
but also to the constructed world from which 

an event that happens cannot even be logically exiled. So, 
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 hnve 
happened,'' nsed in respect of an event that ha:; really 
happened, docs not carry any sense except as a matter of pure 
imagination. In other words, any attempt to deduce an 
objective external relation from the subjunctive foeling of 
''might-not-have-been" is bound to fail as a faulty step or 
logic. 



CHAPTER XI 

PRAJNA.KARAGUPTA ON CONTRADICTION 
AND VERIFICATION 

This deeper implication of an unmixed pluralism underlies­
some important observations of Dharmakirti and some specta­
cular deductions of Prajii.ii.karaguptn. In course of a detailed 
refutation of the reality of universals Dharmakirti signi­
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 h:we lost its being and become 
the other thereby (and that is an impossibility)."* 1 2 9 

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 l\foore's main argument in 
favour of external relation. The event that has really happened 
cannot be that which might not have happened, since which 
would not have happened is not an event at all. The real of 

A fbsure, not a 
fusion 

the instant does not mix its being with 
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 
e:s:.ist in anything other than itself, nor in the negation of 
itself. Negation does not confer any relation on the real, 
but is only an interpretative abstraction by which logical 
intellect tries to analyse the unanalysable. 

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

Prajfi.akara's 
deduction 

the modern positivist is not fully prepared, 
and yet from which he has no way of escape. 
Prajuakara's remarkable corollary to a consis-
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"N I. tent empiricism may be thus put in an epigram :- ot nng 
can be contradicted, nothing can be verified.·' 

Jayar~s'ibhatta's The same conclusion has been reached by 
agnosticism • • 

Jayarasibhat~a from the stand point of absolute 
agnosticism.* 13 0 

But Prajiiakara's deduction follows from pluralism and 
~mp1r1c1sm. 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-

Pure empiricism, 
the nearest neig­
hbour of agnost­
icism 

compromising pluralistic empiricism is perhaps 
the nearest neighbour of absolute agnosticiHn. 
That our suspicion is not unfounded has been 
shown in a previous chapter on \Vittgenstein. 

In this section it is not our purpose to show how Prajiia.kara's 
philosophy, pushed a little further, would precariously perch 
-011 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 aud 

11luralism, contradiction verificatiou, and 
Truth-function ' d f 
is a logical fiction correspondence, all these oft-repeate av-

ourite terms of contemporary thought, should 
bear no reference to the land of reality, but should belong 
to the nebular field of logical fiction. 

In course of a long and stubborn battle against the sturdy 
realism of Kumarila Praiiiakara poses a very significant 

question :-What is contradicted by a contra­Fundamental 
.question dictor, an experience, or an object of 

experience ?• 1 81 It is generally accepted 
that a dream-experience is contradicted by the experience of 
the wakeful stage. But what is the meaning of contradiction 

in this case ? Does it mean that your wakeful 
.~~=J~~h~o~~~~i- experi~nce removes the fact and object of your 
tion,_or its object dream111g ? That is absured, since as a cogni­

tive E:vent in itself a dream has as much claim 
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to reality as a wakeful cognition. No subsequent event 
can unhappen the happening of the previous event.* 1 3 2 

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 

Neither the 
cognition nor its 
object can be 
bundled out 

dream. No subsequent cognition can grab 
the object of a previous cognition and bundle 
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 Prajii.akara. * 1 3 3 

An experience does not come in with a festoon on its 
forehead declaring to the world :-"Hereby I contradict my 
predecessor." Suppose there are two successive perceptual 
judgments expressed in two propositions, viz. (i) "This is 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 
does not bear a 
mark of contradi-

the percept rope is the form and figure of a 
self-absorbed perceptual fact, and as such 
does 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, recognition 
.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 

Meaning of 
contradiction 

it is supposed to compare and contrast. 
Of these two contrasted events the 11earer 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 contradicts the experience of 
snake." Now since one fact cannot contradict another fact. 
my "ropish cognition" as an event. in my biogr:q1hy can11ot 
contradict my "serpentine cognition" as such. The snb:"e­
quent process of contrast and comparison, as a separate group 
of events, has no means to drng the preceding events into 

Contradiction is 
only a logical 
concept, not a 
fa'ctual quality 

its field of operation and subject them to an 
execution of truth-function. Thus contradi­
ction is a denizen in the paradise of logical 
abstraction, but not an accredited citizen of 

the pluralistic state of pure empiricism. 
In this context Prajiiakara defies the whole world of 

philosophers by flinging in a baffli1\g and embarrnssing 
que~tion which turns overboard the entire problem of contra­
diction and verification. This is the question which he poses 

. before the philosophers-'' Well, yon say, the 
An unanswerable d . . 
challenge ream world 1s unreal, because the expcrie11ce 

of awakened stage contradicts the dream 
experience. Then why do you not look the other way round, 
and Ray-''The wakeful world is unreal, because the dream 
experience contradicts. the wakeful experience ?'' Contradi­
ction is a reciprocal operation and. should not be the special 
prerogative of the wakeful stage. You may _say that a wakeful 

Between dreaming 
and awakening 
no decision and 
choice in truth­
value 

experience is validated by subsequent 
operations and verified by social testimouy. 
But the dream-world has too its own society. 
It is not uncommon that in a dream also many 
people gather together round a commonly 

i:;hared object of experience. A dream-man quenches his 
dream-thirst by dream-water. Hence if you insist on contrn· 
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, oue series of similars is crossed by 
another dissimilar series of similars: The snake-series 1s 

The logic of 
contradiction 

crossed by the rope-series, and thus there 1s 

a break in the former. Contradiction is 
not.hing but a breach in such a series of 

sirnilars. 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 ,~ot vice­
versa. There 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.• 134 

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 

Verification as 
good a casualty 
as contradiction 

series which one is pleased to call an ego, 
and as such it is not born with a bannerful 
declaration to verify its predecessor. l\Ioreover 
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 Prajfi.akara understands the spirit of_ Dharma-
kirti's famous defiinition of prarntti:i.a ( the 

Dharmakirti's means of valid Knowledge ). Dharmakirti 
pragmatic defini. - • th f 11 i g words ·-
tion of Pramana defines 1Jramai:i.a m e o ow 11 • 

"Pramana is uncontradicted knowledge itself, 

and uncontradictedness is verifii:iation in practice" ( through 
the subsequent experience of the commonly expected. behaviour­
pattern of the object in question-arthakriyu.-sthitir avisamba.­

danam )* 135 

In his long and. penetrating interpretation of this definition 
Prajfi.akara observes that this definition l1as come forth in 
deference to the conventional common-sense conception of 
validity. In the subsequent experience there is no cognition 
of a verification. ·when a flame burns your finger the burnfnl 
experience itself does not give you anything else than a percept 
or sense-datum. Your perceptual proposition is simply-''It 
is a burn,'' and not that, ''so what I touched before was a 
flame of fire." The feeling of burn is not the feeling of 
verification.* 136 

1£ 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 Mimu.ri1-
sakas hold out this uneasy prospect of a wild-goose chase to 
the realists of the Nyu.ya-Vaise~ika 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 is 
-0£ validation vindicated by a subsequent verifying experi­

ence (paratab pramal).ya). This is due to their misun­
derstanding of the Buddhist position vis-a-vis the 
pragmatic verification of cognition. As for the Yogu.cara 
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Buddhists the only reality is the self-cognizing moment 

Sva-samvedana is 
self-evident and 
self-validated 

of cognition. Dharmakirti and Prajfiakara 
leave no doubt about this that a cognitive 
event of the instant is self-evident and 

self-validated.* 1 3 7 

Prajiiii.karn is thus more consistei1t 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
quently declares and owns up the logical consequences of his 
epistemic position :-

In ultimate analysis nothing is contradicted, nothing is 
verified, noth1ng is negated, nothing is affirmed. Contradic­
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.• 1 3 8 

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 a11other perception. The process of validation is not 
the process of reality, but a process of logical interpretation 

Verification 
is a guide for 
future. 

which is necessa~y for guiding the behaviour 
of the people in respect of an object of future. 
He who feels the burn will not need this 
feeliug for verifying a past proposition,­

''it. is fire," but for withdrawing his finger from the flame 
when he sees a fire in f ntnre. The present burning sensation 
is 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 from a fire just now" (ii) 
''It 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 find 

Validation is 
a pragmatic 
concept. 

the least trace of the two subordinate clauses 
shown above. No percept in itself is ever 
plagued with a problem. Fire and burn arc two 
distinct percepts having nothing in common 

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

A real has no 
problem. 

we, in response to the demands of pragmatic 
logic, or even of a higher logic, always impose 
a problem on reality and at once begin to 

''see" that the reality itself is infested with problems. But 
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. Vi/ e 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 ancl 
language which cannot contain the reality as such. 



CHAPTER XII 

THE PROPOSITIONAL PREDICAMENT 

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

Modern predi­
cament is the 
propositional 
predicament. 

The modern pr€dicament may be roughly 
defined as the propositional predicament, 
since the relation between a proposition and 
a fact is still the sore point of philosophy. 

i\Iovi11g round and round every philosophy in one way or 
other, comes down to the problem of relation between fact 
and proposition, and feels 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 

\Vhere lies the 
truth•value. 

a fact is that which makes a proposition 
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 trnth-value is not a fact. But· 
what is then a proposition ? That is a. thing which, we think, 
contemporary pnilosophy has not yet been a.ble to say. For 
the time being we shall postpone the consideration of the 
problem as to wlmt 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 
easy to define. Let us take the proposition 

What is a fact? f • "It is a building." What sort of act 1s 
represented by this proposition ? 

The building is an objective thing, but is the fact some­
thing more than the thing ? The proposition has two terms 
"It" and "building" ; but it cannot be said that the fact is 
constituted by an 'it' and 'building'. On the objective -side 
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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 adove 
the 'it' that is present before you. If that is so, the subject­
predicate form of the proposition is not at all a true re­
presentation of the fact in question, which is nothing but 
the thing present as the percept. But ,Vittgenstein has 
taught us that the proposition and the foct 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 ? Suppose a 11crson 

entertains a doubt about the existence of an 
"It is a building" 
~~.d "The building 
1s are not the 
same proposition. 

old building which he happened to sec many 
years ago. He inspects the spot and finds 
the building, and reports back to his fricnd­

"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. 
i.e., the sense-datum demonstrated by the ''it''. The l)resent 
percept is interpreted as a member of the class called 
'building.' The statement expressing the proposition is a 
response to the question-'''Vhat is it 7" As we have seen 
before, this has already been demonstrated by Ntigcsa in his 
interpretation of Bhartrhari's nominalism. 

Then should we say that the proposition, "The building 
. " is, 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 elements, the building :rnd 
proposition does its existence? That is plainly absurd, since 
not 'show' the 
fact the building does not show its existence as 

it shows its redness or tallness. The building 
standing there in front of me is the existence 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 yon clrop the verb the proposition melts away, because the 
proposition here is nothing if it is not an assertion, and one 

Even an atomic 
proposition 
confers a fiction 
on a fact 

does not assert a building but asserts its 
existence. So the proposition in question 
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, 

Existence or non­
existence, neither 
is a real predicate 

knowledge and object, everything moves in 
a realm of fiction, so that the difference 
between existence and non-existence is itself 
a fictional abstraction.* 13 ° From this Bhartr-

hari has made the remarkable deduction that the issue between 

Hence the issue 
between Realism 
and Idealism is a 
fictitious one 

Realism and Idealism is ultimately a fictitious 
issue. The philosophers who assert that the 
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 logical existent as existence itself.* 1-.1, 0 

,v e remember how Carnap and Ayer have dismissed the 
issue between realism and idealism as a senseless question. 
They have "solved" the problem by cl13nying it and have 
refnsed to be dragged into it. But llhartrhari 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 sirnh as 

A pure atomic 
proposition does 
not reflect the 
pure atomic fact. 

"It is red." Does it fare any better than the 
earlier ones ? Again it can be shown that the 
preceptual fact "red" is not composed of 
two elements ''it" and "red" together with 
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a relation between the two. As a unique fact it docs 
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 a1)pear as 
a substantive and an adjective, such as, ''The lotus is blue." 
The sense-datum itself is a unique fact which cannot be 
divided into a blue ancl 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 not a 
matter of fact, bnt a logical abstraction imposed n1)011 a 
monolithic fact.* 1 41 

This is enough to show that a so-called atomic proposition 
has no power to represent an 'atomic fact.' Y ct 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 
proposition, 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, 
and to stuff the world with such manufactured facts as may 
fit into the forms of propositions. So Russell in his latest 
view of the world has discovered what he calls "Clear Rela­
tional Fctcts." 



CHAPTER XIII 

RUSSELL'S "CLEAR RELATIONAL FACTS" 

Take 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."*14 ~ 

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 fact. The fact and the proposition must have a 
common strnctnre by virtue of which the latter can stand as 
the representative of the former. 

The first difficulty that one encounters emanates from 

Docs a pc1ir of 
asymmetrical 
propositions 
stc111cl for a pair 
of "asymmetrical 
facts'' ? 

the theory of asymmetrical relation which 
Russell himself has clone so much to define 
and develop. Let us take a pair of asymmetri­
cal propositions, ''A is earlier than l{," and 
"B is later than A." By definition these 

two arc quite distinct propositions, yet the one is translatable 
into the other, 

Now the question is whether there are two asymmetdcal 
facts corresponding to two asymmetrical propositions. Russell 
himseH 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 

Russell's own 
disclaimer 

true judgment of perception, there is a 
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.'* 14 3 
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Now, if it is assumed that a fact and a proposition must 
participate in a common structure, how is it 11ossible that 
quite distinct propositions should correspond to the same 
fact ? In cases of the square in a circle and the reel figure 
in a blue figure, the difficulty may be reasonably obviated 
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 propositio11s, ''A is earlier than 
B" and ''B is later than A." The proposition, "There is a 
square in a circle," cannot be translated into the proposition. 
"There is a red figure in a blne 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 differellt aspects of 
the same fact. Then it should be said that two such asymme­
trical propositions are only two ways of speaking abont the 
same fact. Bnt in that case the two cannot be said to be 
two proposition, but-one proposition expressed in two ways, 
J• t ''It • t" 1 • · "A · us as 1s a ca expresses t rn same propos1t10n as yau1 
marjarah." Yet, that is not possible without violating the 
definition of asymmetry and its concomitant implications. 

Theory of corres- Thus the correspondence theory of truth comes 
pondence and to grief, together with the im11lied theory of 
common structure 
comes to grief common structure between fact and propo-

sition. To save the situation two courses 
are open for us : either the notion of relational fact is to be 
abolished, or the theory of asymmetrical proposition is to 
be suitably ammended. Let ns choose to retain the relational 
fact and examine the consequences of this choice. 

Here we shall face a difficulty with is intimately co11nected 
with Russell's philosophy of Logical Atomism. Take the 
proposition, "Alexander preceded Caesar." According to 
Russell this proposition stands for a relational fact which 
belong~ 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 Russell in response to the demand of his logical atomism, 
this proposition may be analysed in the followi11g manner :­
There are two ''biographical series" such that one is termed 
'Alexander' and the other 'Caesar,' and such that the former 

Analysis of the 
fact represented 
by the proposition 
'Alexander prece­
ded Caesar 

precedes the latter. In this way we may 
avoid the gmmmatical complication raised by 
the past tense in the expression "preceded." 
\Ve assume that the present tense forms of 
"are" and ''precedes" do not indicate any 

genmmatical 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 rclation:.11 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. 
"re are then dragged down to a very odd couseqnence of 
tenselessness, namely, that which is itself constituted by a 

A timeless and 
tenseless fact,-a 
type of mystic 
realism 

relation of time is at the same time a timeless 
member of an objective world. If the gramma­
tical tense is an annoying vulgarity, a 
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.• 144 

"'Vhat 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 which 
unequivocally asserts that a series ( Santana' ) is only a logical 
abstraction ( Vikalpa ). 

Rmsell is more emphatic when he says-''A table or chair 
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.* 1 45 In his latest phase of 
development Russell is not perhaps ready to go i:o far. But 
we shall have reason to sec that his shift from this position 
is not so fundamental as it may look in his latest development. 

Russell recognizes the difficulty which you face when you 
·go to buy a chair, since yon cannot buy a phantom. The 
solution that he gives in his philosophy of Logical Atomism is 
not only surprisingly simple, but also simply surprising. ,vhen 
you buy a chair you do not buy any particular appearance or 

Difficulty of 
buying a chair 

appearances, but a whole co-related system 
of appearances, which includes also the future 
appearance,; that the chait· will present when 

you go home.*14 6 Thus the real is n. co-ordinated system of 
n11reals N tl • • 

• • .l O Hng 1s more surprising than such a queer solution 
0 ~ the age-long problem of appearance and reality. It is very 
difficult to see why Russell should find any difficulty in buying 
a chair. 

1 ~ccording to his philosophy of logical atomism, the act 
)Uy1ng a chai •. l • · 

' r is a so no more than a presentable fencs of 
of appearance" 'fl 1. d ll l'k . ~- ie uuyer an the se er are 1 ew1se two 
series of apl)earanc 'Tl · l · b ·i· 1 
conclusion :-

es. 1e11 ·we arrive at t us caut1 n 

"O . 
. ne series of appearances appears as 'buying' a second 

series of appearance. f l . . " 
, , ' s rom a t urd series of appearances. 
I he Buddhist id 1· t . . · ea 1s s, true to their logic reached tlns 

conclusion two th . 1 ' . 
ousanc years ago and declared then· 

acceptance of this . k bl . 
. . remar a e consequence without any 

hes1tat1011. But Ru 11' 1 · · l sse s 1es1tat1on to own up sue 1 a. 
consequence of his philosophy comes from an irresistible call 
of common sense. 
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His latest development consists in a strong affirmation of 
faith in the existence of a real and objective external world 
independent of its presentation to a percipient mind. But he 

has not forgotten his grntitude to Berkley and 
Russell's latest 
development Hume, since he is conscious that the affir­

mation of his faith lacks the necessary 
confirmation of his logical 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 • • • . l Tl l 
world is inferred sensation 1s rns1c e us. 1e externa starry 

heaven that we believe in is inferred ...... The· 
causal lines which enable us to be aware of a diversity of 
objects ...... are apt to peter out like rivers in the sancl.• 147 

That the external wodd is never perceived but inferred 
is not a new thesis. The Sautrii.ntika Buddhists of India 

A vindication 
of Sautrantika 
Buddhism 

advanced this proposition twenty centuries­
ago, and the criticisms unleashed against 
them may be equally applied to Russell. If 
that which is perceived can not exist beyond 

tho process of preception, one cannot make out how that 
which is inferred can exist outside the process of inference . 

. 1 f perception presents the percept alone, an inference on­
the same ground presents only the inferent. In either case 
what one knows is inside oneself. Praj:iiakara has brought. 
forth this thesis with devastating effect. As objects of 

Praj:iiakara' s 
criticism of 
Sautrantika view 

thought both the percept and the inferent are 
the end-products of two processes of thought 
and as such are contents contained in 
consciousness. Hence as a content of thought. 

an inferent is as much imm~diate 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 l)rocesses 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 snch a case, some sort of analogical deduction 
might have furnished some ground, however clumsy, of such 
an inference: '\Ve take it for granted that we perceive one 
side of the wall, and infer that it has an unperceived other 
side, because we feel sure that if we go round it just now, 
the other side may be easily perceived. Drawing upon this 

At least an ana­
logy from a per­
ceived fact is 
required 

analogy it is not irrational to imagine that 
the moon has an invisible side, because one 
of her sides is open to our view and the other 
too might have been visible if we could only 

go round her for once. ,ve feel certain that We perceived 
a thing yesterday and perceive it to-day, and make snrc that 
it must have persisted during the interval between two 
perceptions. \Ve extend this analogy to the formulation of 
a general belief :-An object can exist externally, unperceived 
by a percipient mind. How far such inferences arc logically 
justified is a separte question. ,v e are here primarily interested 
in showing that the very possibility of inference, whether 
right or wrong, of an unperceived external object must fulfil a 
minimal requirement such that something must be granted to 
be externally perceived somewhere at sometime by somebod 
at least. This in short, is the spirit of Prajuakara' s irresitibl Y 

forceful argument against the Sautrantika view that the ext: 
~nal world, undoubtedly real, is never perceived, but always 
1nferred.*14 a 

In our formulation of the minimal requirement for the 
~ossibility of inference we have been less unsparing and more 
liberal than Prajii.akara. We have not been so rigid as to 
The :ninimal demand like him that the general premiss of a 
reqmrement of an 
inference to the deduction must presuppose a previous percep-
external world t" f th t t • f • tl • ion o e wo erms o 1e same premiss 
standing together once at least. We have conceded much 
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€lbow-room to the operation of analogy. ·what we have 
virtually said is this : "Grant us the right of perception of 
any external object ut anytime by anybody at any spot on 
the earth, 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. 
,v e have shown how such nn infcrability is an absolute 
impossibility. So only two courses are open for you :­
Either be a thorough-going empiricist and go all the way with 
Praj:uu.kara. to boldly face all the consequences of empiricism, 
or, go with the common man to affirm your faith that it is an 
external world that, yon normally perceive in your act of 
perception. A midway compromise in this case is not the 
golden mean, bnt 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 preceding a fiction 
becomes a relational fact. 

Let us then d1·op the expression 'logical fiction' in cases of 
Alexander and Caesar. Let us only say this much that some 
events hppened earlier and some later, and those which ha1)p­
enec.l earlier preceded the rest. The events are individually 
real, and in the successive fl.ow of events we choose two cross­
sections such that there is an interval between the two. ,ve 
agree to ignore the rush of events during the interval and fix 
our mind on the two chosen cross-sections alone. ,vbether 
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 section 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-Vaise!}ika school of Indian Philosophy 
pL·oposed such a type of reality many centuries ago. They 

designate the objective qualities of such facts 
Ny~ya-Vais/esika by the terms ''Paratz:a" and ''Aparatva" 
concepts of Pa"ra- which are supposed to cover such "rxternal '' 
tva and Aparatva ' • 

relations as, •'farther and nearer'' ( Daisika 
paratva-aparatva ), and "Older and younger" (Kalika paratva 
aparatva). Vallabhii.ciirya, the famous author of the Nyii.ya­
lilavati, asserts that these spatio-temporal relations are not 
only objective qualities of reality, but are also direct objects 
of perception. Paratm and Apamtva, 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."*14 0 It is interesting 
to note that Raghunii.tha Siroma.Q.i, the father of the Bengal 
School of Neo Logic, has rejected Paratva and Aparatrn as 
additional objective qualities of reality, of course, for reasons 
other than those which may be consist~ntly advanced by a 
thorough going empidcist,* 1 5 0 

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 . . . 11 

does not carry the declarrng to a percipient observer,- Here· 
mark of .a tempo• I · am the forerunner of B that will follow 
ral relation ' 

me in future.'' The event B is not born as yet. 
So the event A cannot bear any objective relational pro-
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pcrty 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 yom· logi~al 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, uow that B hns happened I observe B following A. 
But that is quite impossible, because A is lost beyond recovery 
when B is born. For you A and B are two percepts of two 
instants, one following the other. Verily because one percept 

follows the other you have 110 means to 
Succession cannot • 1 £ II • I I Th t be perceived perceive t 1e one o owrng t 1e ot 1er. a . 

would then require a third percept which 
would cover both A and B. It is an 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 lends 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 uncompromisng 
empiricism is untenable. From a finite number of observations 
110 general proposition can be inferred to be even probable 
unless we postulate some general principle of inference which 
cannot be established empirically."* 161 

Bnt 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 procee·d to examine our proposition on its merit. 
,vhat 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 nny relational property of follo­
wing A. Since A is gone for good when Bis born, the past 
A cannot be the constituent of any property presently 
belonging to B. As an event B simply happens ; 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 munufactured percept to 
such a picture in your logical imagination. That is the way 
of interpreting, but not of perceiving, a reality. You cannot 
turn a logically imagined relation into the stubborn stuff of a 
world of facts. ,vhat is only logically conceived cannot be 
logically guaranteecl to have an existence apart from logic. 

When Russell advances his illustrative proposition, 
"Alexander preceded Caesar," the matter becomes inextri­
cably complicated. It 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 EO lo11g 
a line that it would snap at IL thousand undetected points. 

Moreover, if relo.tional facts are asserted to be real 
constituents of the objective world, it is not only useless but 
wrong to affirm events or "complexes of compresence" as 
reals over and above the relational wholes. Let us take three 
propositions :-''A precedes B," ''B precedes C" and "A 

precedes C." According to the theory of reality under review 

Events and 
relational facts, 

these three propositions represeut three 
separate relational facts, in which the events 
A, B and C are each repeated twice. Now 

if the three facts are three completely different sets of 
realities, pluralistic conception demands that each of the three 
events must undergo a real process of duplication. Again, 
an event is supposed to be 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 

A new theory of 
expanding 
universe 

event must be multiplied infinite times corres-
ponding to the position of its duplicates in 
eveL'Y other fact. Thus perhaps yon 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 
mnch swayed by his zeal for "relational facts" as to assert 
that the infinite number of copies, which may thus be 

miracnlonsly manufactured out of a single event, are also as 
much real as the original. Yet the logic of relational facts 
exactly leads to this nnsolicited absurdity. 

If one asserts that an accumulation of facts does not 
necess:1rily involve an accumulated reduplication of • the 

Or better 
embrace the 
Hegelian whole 

constituent events, that the same eve11t may 
be the terminus of a net-work of relational 
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, 
bnt 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, ancl when it is, 
since that would have altered the system itself. 



CHAPTER XIV 

PRAjNAKARA AND KARNAKAGOMIN 

ON PRECEDENCE AND SUCCESSION 

An evident corollary of a thorough going empirical l)lnra­
lism is the self-definability of an event. That a real is self­

Sva-laksana, or 
the self~de0finable 
-a corollary of 
consistent 
pluralism 

definable means that it is not definable by 
anything other than itself. Hence the 
Bnddhist term for a real is "Sva-lal;,~al:).a, '' 
that of which it itself is the definition 
(Svaru.path lak~a"f}.am asya iti-Prajf1ii.kara). 

In a philosophy of consistent pluralism this corollary of self­
definability cuts straight across the admittance oE relational 
facts. Once it is admitted that an event is the real terminus 
of an infinite net-work oE 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 to be defined by the 
totality of all other events, a totality that is ever u n-formed, 
for the future is always unborn. Surely enough, 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 oft' 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 1ncons1stent 
pluralist pushed busy about completing itself, but never can 
inltolthe Hegelian complete That is how the admittance of 
w 10 e. • 

relational facts would finally drive a pluralist 
into the fold or a Hegelian 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 Prajiiii.kara. When two things are 
completely different, Prajiiii.kara justifiably holds that the one 
cannot define the other. But when yon affirm the reality of 
relation the two terms enter into each other's definition, 

Definition in­
volves relation 

and each in turn becomes the constituent of 
the other. It is then difficult to maintain 
any logical gap between the terms of a relation. 

Plnr:i.lism as a result is dispersed into the structure of a 
monistic whole. Ent 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 
The paradox of a • 
relational facts 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 iE one is a confirmed pluralist and accepts a real to be 
a discrete individual totally distinct 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 011 the real which by itself defies all relations 

and definitions. Strictly speaking, the real 
The self-definable • • lf cl bl d bl b is indefinable IS neither se - efina e nor efina e y any 

other terms, it is simply indefinable. That 
i,; exactly what Praj:iiu.kara asserts. He is fully conscious 

that selE-definability is another name of inclefinability.-. 152 

One should not miss Prajfi.ii.kara's special emphasis on the 
unreality of temporal relation, specially the relation of succes­
sion. A special attempt for refuting the relation between the 
earlier and the later is necessary for establishing the sole 
reality of the discrete, discontinuous and instantaneous parti­
cular. I£ 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 
isolated particularity and lost their dignified discreteness in 

a flowing continuity. 
The proposition, "Alexander 11receded Caesar," can not 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 n~ality may 
be an al'tist's endeavour, bnt 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. ,ve cannot even 

There cannot be 
a picture of 
precedence 

logically think of a proposition, not to spe,lk 
of stating it, without somehow bringing 
together its constitue11ts in thought. But if· 
the supposed real counterparts of tlie 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 propositiou 
can faithfully picture a fact of precedence. You cannot grnsp 

The paradox of 
preced~nce and 
success10n 

the relation without getting the terms together, 
but if you get them together you lose the 
relation. It is the paradox of the relation 
of precedence or succession which is reflected 

in a paradox of proposition. 
Pra1ilakara's way of demolishing the relation of succession 

is derived from his theory of perception. An instantaneous 
perception grasps an instantaneous percept. 

A {lercept or sense-datum is ouly present and never 
stamped with a mark of being earlier of later. A single unit 
of perception has no means to cover two succes,,ive perceptions. 
Heuce succession is never an object of perception, since it is 
never a pal't 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. First, "being earlier" could not be 
the property of the percept when it was present. It is 
senseless to say that it has now become the property of the 
percept which is no longer present. Secondly, an object to 
be 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 
pm·ceivable 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 Prajfia.kara 
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 
anc.1 continuity involved in recognition.• 153 

Karnakagomin's 
half:hearted 
support to the 
fact of succession 

But one can hear the halting steps of a 
shyfaced empiricist in the half-hearted efforts 
of Karl).akagomin to impart reality to the 
relation of succession. He does not feel at 

ease with Prajuii.kara's demolition of causal relation. Evi­
dently he lms Praji1akara 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 proclucecl by something else. Hence memory too 
is ineffective in this respect, for it is not bncked by an 
appropriate previous perception.''* 15 •1 

Then he goes on to meet this objection and explain his 
own understauding of the causal relation. He is certainly 
conscious of Dharmakirti's critique of relation ( Sambandha­
par1keya ), 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. \Vhen we say 
that something is the cause or effect of something else we 
simply impose a logical abstraction on reality.*165 

But the next moment he starts saying something which 
is clumsy and confusing. The effect, he goes on, is nothing 
but deriving its existence from the cause, and the cause is 

Some confusing 
observations. 

nothing but happening prior to the effect. 
Now, the consequent coming into 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 

the causal relation is a logical con st ruction, a crying 
contradiction and also, that the effect c1erives its becoming 

from the cause ( hetob sakasat svarupalu.blm 
eva karyatvam ) has an accent of contradiction too pronounced 
to be ignored. The confusion starts from the fact that what 
has been posed as the problem is itself being paraded as the 
answer. How do you perceive that the effect derives its 
existence from the cause ? Exactly this is the problem of 
causation. But Kari;i.akagomin asserts the same without 
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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 0£ 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. Y ct the 

Vikalpa is more 
than a mere 
matter of • 
nomenclature 

essence of Vikalpa or logical construction 
is more than merely having a name. It is 
an object of pure logical understanding 
pa~sing for an extra-logical reality by virtue 

of being the referent of a name. 
Kar:r;iakagomin seems to have realised the weakness of his 

interpretation of causality that he has advanced so far. So 
he proceeds to the conclusion that the causal relation is 
nothing but a relation between the antecedent and the 

No causation, 
but only 
succession ? 

consequent. The suggestion is apparent that 
other factors, such as necessity and act of 
causation, are mere logical appeudages added 
to the rclatio11 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 ? Ka.r:r:iakagomin 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 
and the consequent is the same as perceiving 
antecedence and consequence. In Kar:r;iaka-

Karnakagomin 
expl~ins-how 
we perceive 

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 arc together equal 
to the Perception of c':lusal relation or succession. Once yon 
gt·ant the perceivability of succession such that ''this follows 
that," you easily explain why and how memory retains a 
correct impression of succession.* 1 5 6 

One can easily discern the fallacy in this train of argu­
ments if one pauses to consider the following case. Suppose 

The fallacy of 
kar1~akagornin 

A is father B. Now, it would follow from 
Kar:r:1.akagomin's line of thought that seeing 
A and B is the sam0 as seeing father and 

son. Such is the illusion engineered by common usage of 
language. Onr linguistic convention very often leads us, 
quite unsuspectingly, to such an erroneous belief a!'l,-"I 
have inst 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 ~isual 
Percept of A or B. Take a man who does not know that A 
is father of B, and another man who knows it all right. 
The former will not say-"l have seen father and son," 
While th l • l • e atter will freely use sue 1 an expression . 

. Ilut the pure percepts of A and B belonging to two ])erci­
rent persons will not differ in the least on account of this 

ifference in their knowledge. The perceptual image of the 
~eco~1d percipient does not co11tain an introductory tablet 

earing such an inscription as "father of B" or "son of A.'' 

-;:'hen better 
ti~~l.edge turns 

isadvantage, 

With all the advantage of his better knowledge 
than the first, the second percipient will also 
have the disadvantage of easily entertaining 

f h an illusion to the effect that he is really seeing 
at er of Borson of A. 

It is clear from the example that we have just considered 
that the Proposition, "The man whom I see is father of B" is 
not the same as the proposition, "I see father of B." The 



PRAJNARARA & KARNARAGOMIN ON TEMPORAL RELATION 139 

second proposition is worse than wrong, it is absurd, while the 

An important 
distinction among 
three. propositions 

fo·st proposition nrny be true. The matter 
will not improve if yon even try to equate the 
second proposition with a third proposition, 
"I see the man who is father of B." The 

adjective clause in this third proposition is not a part of the 
perceptual obiect, though it is a property of the grammatical 
object. "' c can tolerate the proposition ''I see father of B" 
only in so -fo.r as it serves as a clumsy contraction of the 
proposition ''The man "·hom I see is father of B," knowing 
fully well that the two arc not logically equivalent. But, if 
it is ta.ken to be a. significant proposition in its own right it 
is bound to expo:;e a colossal absurdity covered by a. time­
honoured linguistic convention. 

Kan_1akagomin's fallacy is exactly of the type that we have 
shown above. Because two perceivable events are asserted 
to be cause and effect, it is argued that we verceii·e ''the cause 
and the effect." Bcc:wsc two perceivable events arc asserted 
to be antecedent and consequent, it is argued, we percefrc 
''the antecedent and the consequent,"-just as, because two 
perceivable 11ersons are asserted to be father and son, it is 
argued, we perceive ''the father and the son." After this 
critique of Kari_1akagomin's position vis-a-vis causality and 
succession, it is perhaps clear that, within the domain of pure 
empiricism, Prajii.u.kara's arguments againEt the reality of 
relational facts stand solid and unshaken, A modern disciple 
of Prajii.u.kara 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. 

,vith 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 IS A PROPOSITION ? 

SECTION 1 

Professor JJioorc' 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 
interestiug career. The interest is excited by the fact that 
the history of proposition is a passage from clear beginning to 
progressive confusion. 

l~ f .r "P ·t· " b ro essor 1\'.ioore in his essay on ropos1 ions egan rn 
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 
dse does happen in our minds besides the mere hearing of the 
word of which the sentence is composecl ... And it is no less 
plain that the apprehension of the meaning of one sentence 
with one meaning differs in some respect from the apprehension 
(lf 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 believe 
the proposition which they express, we may disbelieve it, or 
we may simply understand what the words mean, without 
either believing or disbelieving it ... This sense in which we 
apprehend a proposition, in all these three cases equally, is 
obviously one sense of the word apprehension.* 157 

It is here clear that according to Moore a proposition is 
the apprehensible meaning of a significant sentence, That 

this meaning is quite different from the fact i.s also evident 
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from the fact that one clrarly grasps the meaning of a sentence 

Proposition as the 
apprehensible 
meanin~ of a 
sentence 

even when there is no fact to back it up. 
Hence there is such a thing as a false proposi­
tion, but no such thing as a false fact. Again 
different sentences in different Inngunges 

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 langunge 
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 to an 
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 
Philosophy does 
not recognize a 
"proposition'' 

of a special term does not confer any parti­
cular dignity on the intelligible meaning of a 
sentence. Apprehension of a sentential mean-, 
ing is commonly called Siibda-bodha or verbal 

cognition in Indian Philosophy. 
Bhart:rhari has brought forth with a force of conviction 

that meaning, properly spenking, should belong to a complete 
sentence, and not to the isolated word-constituents of a 
sentence. The sentcuce and its meaning are both monolithic 
wholes which cannot be dissected and dispersed into pa1ts 
( akhal).q.a.-va.kya-sphota.a11d akhal).q.a viikyiirtha ). 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 configuration of logical understanding and has the 
status of an ideational existence superimposed on consciousness. 
So Bhartrhari uses various terms which are designed to convey 
this logical character of meaning, such ae, bauddhartlm 
( ideational meaning-content ), abhidheya·sattii ( meani11g­
existence) and 'adhya.ropita' or 'upacarita-sattii' (super-imposed 
secondary existence ). 

Thus what Moore calls a proposition is the monolithic 
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ideational meaning-content of a sentence ( akhai:i.<'l-o bauddho 
vakyiirtha ). 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. ,vhen 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 exp\·ession "meaning of a sentence", it is necessary 
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 special 
term like ''proposition" to mean the meaning. 

Fondness for a term may unwarily lead us astray. 
Prnfessor :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 ext1lains 
the nnture of a logical fiction. Ent his fondness for a time­
honoured term has wrapped up a fiction in the mantle of nn 
ontological entity. Professor l\Ioore boldly nsserts-"The 
fact is that absolutely all the contents of the universe, 

Proposition as 
an enttty 

absolutely everything that is at all, may be 
divided into two classes, namely propositions 
on the one hand, and into things wliich nre 

not propositions on the othe hand ... the sort of thiug that I mean 
by a proposition is certainly one of the things that is : · • •cer­
tainly absolutely everything in the universe either is a proposi-

• • t"*l58TU1 ll t10n or 1s no . n 1en t 1e 1eaecr hears a sentence, he, apart 
from hearing, performs a second act of consciousness, that is 
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."*150 

Thus the meani11g-content of a sentential apprehension is 
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for l\Ioore not a logical abstraction, but something like a 
substantive entity over and above tbe sentence and the 
objccfo:e 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. 

SECTION 2 

jJfoore' s Rerision of H1's Formc1' View 

Ilnt in this context it would be quite unfair on our part 
if we forget to acelnim the refreshing open-mindedness which 
Professor J\Ioore has commendably displayed in the revision of 
his former view in a subsequent essay on ''Beliefs and Propo­
sitions."* 100 .As an t'xample of clarity of understanding about 
the problem of proposition this essay of Professor Moore stands 
still unsmpassed. As regards his former view that there are 

such things as proposit"ions, l\Ioore observes­
Propositions are ''Bnt yet I donot now believe that it is true 
not existential 
entities though I did formerly."* 161 "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 townrds these supposed 
entities."*16 2 "The whole expression, 'I am believing in the 
existence of lions' is of course a nnme for a fact. But we 
can not analyse this fact into a relation between me on the one 
hand and a proposition cnlled the cxi:;tence of lions on the 
other. This is the theory as to the analysis of belief which I 
wish to recommend. It may be expressed by saying thnt there 
simply nre no such things as propositions."* 1 6 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 ha.rm in using it, 
provided we are conscious of the meaning we ntta.ch to it. 
·whether a proposition is true or false, there is nl wnys a 
conceptual content in understanding a sentence. This 
conceptual content in its logical nnture is an abstraction and 
not an entity, and this nbstraction is the meaning of a 
sentence. There is no crying need for calling it a proposition, 
and there is also no particular harm in calling it so, prnviclecl 
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 as 
'proposition' to stand for the intelligible meaning of a 
sentence. For them such expressions as Vikalpa, Bauddhar­
tha, Abhidheya-sattii., U pacarita-sattii, and Akhai:iq.a vii,kyartha, 

are enough and more significant, since they directly convey 
the logical value and statns of this sentential meaning and 

save it from the false dignity of a confusing hypostatization. 



CHAPTER-XVI 

THE MODERN DEFINITION OF PROPOSITION 

SEcrION 1 

Russell's Definition 

Evidence of confusion about the nature of propositior; 
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. Following 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."•16 i 

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, 
The same propo­
~ition may be 
expressed by an 
assertion and an 
interrogation 

whatever it is, is, on this hypothesis the signi­
ficance of the sentence, 'Snow is white'. Jf 
we can decide what is meant by 'significance' 
of a sentence, we shall say that it is the 

significance that is to b0e called a proposition, and that is 
either true or falsc."* 165 Again, further on, ''If this sentence 
begins with 'I believe that', what follows the word 'that' is a 
sentence signifying a proposition, and the pr0position is 

10 
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said to be what I am believing. Exactly similar remarks 

Proposilion as the 
significance of a 
sentence 

apply to doubt, desire.''* 16 6 "I conclude, 
from this long discussion, that it is necessary 
to distinguish propositions from sentences, 
but that propositions need not be indefinable. 

They are to be defined as psychological occurre11ccs of certain 
sorts, comlex: images, expectations etc ...... the only thing 
essential to our enquiry is that sentences signify s_omcthing 

Proposition as a 
psychological 
occurrence 

other than themselves which can be the same 
when se11tences differ. That this something 
must be psychological ( or plrysiological ) 
is made evident by the fact that the proposi-

tion can be false.''* 107 

This is a theory of proposition, which in one way or other, 
has remained as the !>Overeign in contemporary theory of 
knowledge. llut it is exactly this theory which, under a 
network of analytical subtleties, has covered a deep-seated 
confusion, which should be exposed and cleared up, in order 
to 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

Two crucial 
,questions 

ever it is in itself, should necessarily be 
believed, disbelieved or doubted. Secondly, it 
should be examined whether it is the propo­

sition itself that is believed, disbelieved 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 ? He does nothing of the sort. He 
simply 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, but only an 
'imitation-proposition.' The real proposition you get only when 
and where a man utters the sentence, "It is a raining", with 
a definite belief that it is 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 pro11osition, but only use an imitative model of the 
original. 

Bnt the question arises-'lc:hfrh original? Thousands of 
11eople might have seen it raining at thousands of places and 
articulated their percepts on thousands of occasions separated 
by centuries. The crucial que~tion is whether all the people 
uttering different instances of the sentence, "It is raining," in 
differcut perceptual situations believe and express the same 

Russell begins 
slipping into a 
contradiction 

proposition. According to one part of Russell's 
dissertation the answer shot1ld be a definite 
'Y cs', 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 qnite 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 ?" 

Hence yon cannot help feeling bewildered when Russell 
asserts in the same breath that propositions are to be defined 
as psychological occun·e □ces like images, expectations etc. 
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
sition cannot be 
a psychological 
occurrence-. 

two occasions. The sameness of a proposition 
p1·esupposes participation by different members 
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' Fcntence. 
The sentence in order to mean the same thing on many 
occassions should be as much depersonalised as the meaning 
itself. The sentence too mnst figure in the meaning as a 
universal. 

Hence the 

Apprehension of 
meaning a teles­
coping process. 

apprehension of meaning is a telescoping 
process in which language, meaning and 
thought pass into one another being univer­
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 secret of Bharti;hari's theory of Srnruva­
Vacyat5., or the self-meaning operation of language. 

You cannot define a proposition without understanding 
this telescoping process of a triple universalisation. Hence 
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 110 

second person has any means to participate. Proposition 
as the commonly understood meaning of a commonly 
accepted sentence is totally incompatible with such an 
atomistic definition as Russell has proposed. This meaning 

is logically neutral, i.e., is not necessarily 
the obied of a belief, disbelief, doubt or 
supposition. I can easily entertain the mean­

ing of a statement withont necessarily enter­

A sentential 
meaning is logi­
cally neutral 

taining :i. belief or disbelief in it. This is jnst so because the 

meaning is a depersonalised universal, a neutralised logical 
construction. This is further evident from the fact that the 

The meaning of 
neutrality 

same proposition may be simultaneously an 
object of your belief, my disbelief and a third 

' • l mans cons1c eration. \Vhen you say and 
believe, it is raining, I may equally disbelieve it., and a third 
man may simply apprehend the meaning of your statement 
without entertaining either belief or disbelief. 



SECTION 2 

A Fallacy of llfoclern Positivism. 

Modern Positivists are very fond of saying that a metaphy­
sical proposition is meaningless ; but perl1aps they do not 
know what they merrn. Strictly speaking there cannot be a 
metaphy;;ical proposition, since whatever may be proposed 
belongs to logic. What the positivist.s might have said is 
this :-A proposition which affirms or implies the existence 

A "metaphysical 
proposition" is 
not meaningless. 

of n. metaphysical object is metaphysically 
meaningless, but not logicall11 so. The phrase 
"metaphysically meaningless" is a tautologous 
expression. It means that meaning and 

mctn physics 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 
withont 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 men.11ingless. They do not realise that the 'given' can 
never be spoken of. In their zeal to do away with God and 
metaphysics they have raised the 'given' to the esoteric glory 
of a metaphysical Goel. The Buddhists have sl1own a greater 
and more consistent zeal for the "given". They have the 

• • • I t th t tl " • " 1 tl " k '' penetrntmg 111s1g 1 to sec a 1e given an( ie spo en 
live leagues apart. As soon as you try to push the 'given' 
into the framework of a significant sentence you strip it of 
its givenness 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, Hence, my auditory perception, and the 
meaning 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. 
,v-hat is communicated is ''the universnlly given," which is 
neither yours, nor mine, but common between us, and which., 
accordingly is not the datum given to you. The ''universally 
given'' is only a logical abstraction which alone can be mea11t 
and spoken of. The delicate datum of your particn lar moment 
is a far cry from the comprehensive universal of the intercom­
municating community as a whole. 

SECTION 3 

The Difference Between Bhartrhm·i ancl- the Buddhists. 

It is necessary here to bring out in short the points of 
agreement and difference between Bhrtrhari an<l the Buddhists. 
,v e have very often usecl the expressions "empirical world'~ 

The phenomenal 
world is not an 
empirical, but a 
logical world 

and "phenomenal world" as synonymous terms. 
But, strictly speaki11g, according to Bhartr­
hari and the Buddhists, the phenomenal is 
not the Pmpirical, but the logical. The 

phenomenal world is a logical construction, a world of intell­
igible meanings sustained in significant langnnge. According 
to the Buddhists, the empirically real is the only reality. H 
is the given sensible, the pure, unrelated, nnadorncd particular 

of the moment that cannot be captured and 
For the Bud~h_ist1s communicated in la11guage. Language has no 
only the emp1r1ca . . -
is real power to violate its self-enclosed privacy and 

make it etand in public exposure. Hence it 
is Sva-lak:aJJ..a, the self-definable. The Y ogti.cara Buddhists 
add that it is also Sra-sarm:ec1ana, the self-sensible moment of 
cognition. The ineffable is not logical, and what is logical is 
communicable. The real is beyond logic aud language. 

Bhartrhari quite agrees that logic and language cannot 
touch the fringe 0£ reality. But he is in clear disagreement 
with the Buddhist view that the real is empirical. According 



THE MODERN DEFINITION OF PROPOSITION 151 

to him the real is both metempirical and nietatogica1. The 
empirical is also a logical construction, since 

For Bhartrhari the there is no cognition whatsoever that is not 
real is botb met-
empirical and 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 has been done by Plato, 

No third Realm 
meaning 

Husserl and l\Ieinong, in order to find a 
habitation for meanings, con ce1)ts 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 needless, senseless and 
pointless to ask whether this universal fiction has a habitat 
where it can rest its weary limbs, 

This seeming digression into some important findings of 
Blrnrtrhari and the Buddhists will clear up much of the 
confosion 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 a11d 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. 



CH APTER-XVII 

BELIEF, DISBELIEF, ASSERTION AND DENIAL 

SECTION 1 

Do We Believe In A P1·ovosition ? 

Let us now tur·n to the second question, namely, whether it 
is the proposition itself tliat is believed, disbelieved or clon btcd. 
The problem may be presented in another way-whether the 
two sentences, "One's belief has a content" and ''One believes 
in a content," convey the snme meaning, or express the same 
proposition. That there is some sort of feeling or nttitnde 
that goes by the name of "belief'' is nncleniable. This unique 
feeling must have a content. But the question that we are 
posing is this :-wl1ether a person's belief lmving a content 
is the same as his believing in that content. To understand 
the full implication of tl1is question we shall take two other 
sentences, "It is raining" and ''I believe it is raining.'' 

Is the first sentence translatable into the second ? Evide­
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 belougs, in this case, 
to the inciting subjective context, but not to tl1e objective 
content. It stands as a 1n·ompter in the background. But 
the second sentence is a statement about my belief itself, nnd 
the objective clause defines the belief by making explicit its 
form and content 

Here the belief itself is the pronounced 11rincipal part of 
the total meaning-content of the sentence. The sub-ordinate 
content, i.e., the object-content of belief, is not by itself tl1e 
meaning-content of the total sentence. ,vithout a content a 
belie£ 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 is raining" 
may be restated in the form "That it is raining is the object 
of m); belief" or ''My belic:f has as its object,-it is raining." 
But this restatement is definitely not an equivalent ot tl10 
original. The new statement is undoubtedly also a statement 
about my belief, but only in a new sense. It is an introsp­
ective analysis of the form and content of my belief on the 
subjective sicle, but does not bear an immediate concrete 
reference to the objectfre side as a }rnppening in the external 
world, which is inherent in the original statement. When 

A belief has a 
reference external 
to itself. 

somebody says ''I believe it is raining" he 
does not intend to convey simply the informa· 
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 is happening outside corresponding to his 
belief. Whether the second information is right or wrong, he 
believes it all right. His belief has unmistakably this external 
reference 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 feeling, 
a self-condemning mental fact, an impossible phenomenon. 

A believer is not a neutral analyst who simply says­
" Well, I entertain such a belief and do not bother about 
whether there is anything beyond this fact of entertaining." 
Hence the speaker of the sentence-''l\1Iy belief has for its 

object-it is raining" is not a believer, but a 
A believer is not • • ] l a neutral and in- logically neutral rnkospectlve ana yst, w 10, 

trospective 
analyst 

at least at the moment of his utternnce, is not 
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 beHef on the other. ,vhe11 yon 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, 
'·My belief has for its "I believe it is raining" and 

obiect,-it is raining'' has a very important conseqncnce, 
namely, it is not the propoS'ition that one believes. A proposi-

It is not the pro­
position that one 
believes 

tion, as we have seen before, is the mea11ii1g­
content of a sentential expression. When 
this meaning-content is the same as the ob.iect­
content of a belief, the fact that one's belief 

has a content is not the same ns tlrnt one belie'l:es in the 
content. A belief is not a belief without the inevitnble sense 
of feeling about something beyond the content. The content 
is not the referent of a belief. Tl1e referent is the tnrget of 
the sense of the beyond. This forget is lcgienlly 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- • •1 'bl f ti f l d 
tween the content pnman y respons1 e or 1C con uset efini-
and tl~e referent tion of the l)l"OIJOsition as the object of belief 
of belief , 

disbelief or doubt. The absurdity of such a 
definition becomes particularly pronounced when a proposition 
is looked upon as a mental fact. \Vhcn a person says, ''l 
believe it is raining," evidently he docs not mean to say that 

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 belief. 
Since the mental fact is there whether it is raining or not, 
his belief iu 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, there 
could have been no false belief and false propositio11. 

The matter cannot be better explained tlmn by showing Uil 

an eloquent contradiction in the statements of Russell, who 
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hits npon a right point a few pages earlier, and recoils back to 
a wrong notion a few pages lat.er. "Then, according to· 

An eloquent 
contradiction in 
Russell 

Russell, a proposition is a mental fact, there 
is such a fact as an image which he calls an 
"image-proposition·'. Sn ppose a boy believes 
in a winged horse, and expresses his belief by 

the sentence, "There arc 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 inrnge, but in 
somethiJ1g else that is indicated ( or, in logical langunge, 
described) by the image. This is specially obvious in such a 
case as memory. \Vhen we remember an event by mealls of 
preeent imnges, we are not believing in the presl'nt existence 
of imnges, but in the pnst existence of something resembling 
them. It is almost impossible to translate what is occ11rriug 
intowordswithoutgreatdistortion.''t: 168 But only a few 
p;1ges later we come to the penultimate parngrn ph of his es:;,ay 
-"\Ve cnll a belief true when it is belief in a true proposition 
and a disbelief true when it is a di~belief in a false 
proposition .... "* 1 6 9 How can you talk of belief or disbelief 
fri a proposition when yon have already concluded that the 
proposition is a mental fact, or image, and that the boy belic­
v1 ng in a winged horse does not believe in the image, but in 
something else indicated by the image ? 

SECTION 2 

Can TVe Assert A Proposition ? 

\Ve are now in a position to finnlly distinguish between 
the sentences, ''It is raining" and "I believe it is raining," 
The first sentence may have at its back·grnund an unasserled 
belief, but what is nsserted is beyond the act or fact of 
belief. The second proposition is a cam of asserted belief, 
but the sub-ordinate objective clause is really_ not a sub­
assert,ion, but an obiective definition which lends a concrete 
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content to the belief. Yet, since, in case of the belief i 11 

question, it cannot be formed withont n sense of e:s:terrrnl 
reference, the form anc1, content of the belief cannot assert the 
belief itself, bnt must show a sense of reaching out to some­
thing other than itself. In both the sentences an external 
reference does not necessarily clepencl on lwt;ing an external 
referent in the worlcl of facts, for one can sincerely entertain 
-either of the propositions, or simply consider the case, whether 

Not necessarily 
an external fact, 
-but a concrete 
sense of 
externality. 

or not it is really raining as a matter of fact. 
In other words, what is involved is not an 
external referent as such, but a concrete sense 
of exter'nality. In case of all empirical 
propositions the meaning-concept is imbnccl 

with this sense of externality. 
By ''externality" we are not necessarily referring to an 

-external worlcl as distinct from the mental world. \Ve are 
here speaking of a world of facts, be it mental 

•'External'' here or material. Our observations will hold 
does not mean 
"non-mental'' equally trne of such propositions as ''I feel 

a toothache." Whether I really feel it or 
not the hearer of the sentence will take it as meaning some• 
thing beyond its pure conceptual meaning. 

Thus the 1neaning over-reaching itself is • a process of 
.completing mul concretising a logical const1"uction. Since 
there must be a referential process whether there is a real 
referent or not, the process itself is bound to work within 
the bounds of logical construction. 

Even when I utter a lie you cannot catch me lying 
without projecting the meaning of my utterallce beyond 
itself. You mnst feel that my sentence to be tr 11e should 
have had a referent outside the referential funchion, and that 

. my sentence is false because there is a referen-
A he presupposes t· l . l 
a truth. Ia process wit 1out any target of reference 

existing in reality. Thus even in a false 
proposition externalisation must be an unfailing adjunct of 

the abstraction which is the meaning-content of a sentence. 
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Logicnl con strnction has this n niqne virtue of externalising 
a tnrget of reference which mny 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, no speaker can really assert a proposition. 

In the sentence ''It is raining" what is asserted is neithe1· 
the belief, nor the logical construction ( i. e. the p1·oposition),. 

Neither the 
belief, not the 
fact, nor the 
poopositional 
fiction is 
asserted. 

nor the external fact of raining. He who 
utters the sentence docs not assert that he· 
entert::ti.n.s a belief. Again, the proposition is 
the constructed meaning of the sentence. 
Evidently then the speaker does not assort. 

the proposition, since he does not mean that he entertains a 
unitary logical idea expressed by the sentence. The heare1· 
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 mining ? 
Secondly, because, a fact, or event is not a 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 
"assertion") and "shower", but that will not give a belief 
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, solid 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 belief, bnt this 
cShower will at any rate, remain a part and content of your 
belief, no matter ,vhether there is, or not, a fact of sho"·er 
outside your belief. In other words, yon can only entertain 
a ''belief-about-shower," but not "belief" about a shower. 

Thus to find a proposition yon are to move in a maze of 
fiction, since yon can assert neither a fiction nor a foct. 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. 'Vhen 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 alrea<ly been discussed 
-in connection with the allied proposition-''I believe it is 
.raining." So it is more reasonable to admit that a 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 at 
the same time assert his illusion, so a person moving in a 
logical fiction cannot at the same time assert his realm of 
fiction. When the illusion is past, an introspective analysis 
may inspire a person to observe that he laboured under an 
~~lusion._ . In a similar way when a person is already past his 

propos1t1011al attitude,'' he may observe that he entertained 
£ome. proposition, (provided he is logically equipped with 
£uffi_cient Power of analysis.) One need not be a logician to 
.realise that one entertained an illusion. But not so is the 
-ease with a proposition. A proposition can be believed or 
asserted only by 1 • l l t • h' f · a og1ca ana ys rn 1s pro ess10nal parlour, 
.but not by a worldly man in his common parlance,-
" PaikE}akiLI;ta.m iyarh pratipattil;i, na tu sa.mvyavahii.rikai;i.iLm, '' 
-so says Dharmakirti. 



8ECTION-3. 

Can We Deny a Proposition ? 

"\Ve arc the11 led to the conclusion that a proposition, as 
it has been sought to be defined by the modern logicians, 
cannot come np to the demands of their definition. The 
definition also envisages the possibility oE a proposition being 

The difference 
between denial 
and disbelief. 

denied or disbelieved. In ordinary nsnge of 
langunge there is certainly an important 
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. His 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 11ot 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 al)plied 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 oE denial. ,vhen 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 1s 
.apparent that none does deny that the sentence, ''It is 
raining" has an apprehensible meauing. The meaniug is 
-equally entertained whether it is really raiuing or not. The 
same is the case if, following Russell, we equate the proposi­
tion to some psychological feeling. We cannot say that the 
verson 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 h . I . d . d b . f 
denial is a consti- out t at wlnc 1 ts e!lle e1ng a component o 
tuent of denial. the fact 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 111 which the object 
must stand as a term. In denying that it is rawrng 
what is denied must be at the same time Clltcrtaincd 

t l t l • l b t t" 011e en, 1111ot den'-' this a eas as a og1ca a s rac 1011. " " 

abstraction without denying the denial itself. Thus we fall 

The paradox of 
denial. 

in a paradox-to make any denial possible 
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 clcniccl. 
Do we then deny the fact of mining? Either there is a 

fact of raining or not. If the fact is t.herc, denial would 
have nothing to do with it. A fact that is present cannot 
in itself be relatecl to its denial. As we have seen before the 

object of denial must some bow be a part of 
r~d!~i~d.annot the fact of denial. But the fact of raining 

cannot be a constituent of the fact of denial, 
since that would negate the denial itself. Again, if the fact 
is not there at all, how can it stand there as the object of 
denial ? 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 every 
denial into an affirmation, and every object of denial into a 
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 affiem that it is not raining." If the object 

Should we change 
a denial into an 
affirmation ? 

of denial is a negative clause, it should be 
turned into an affirmative one. For example, 
the eentencc, "I deny that it is not raunng" 
shoulcl be changed into "I affirm that it is . . " s ' raunng. uch 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 
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are more fundamental objections to such a course of transfor­
nmtion. 

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 negative 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. Yon 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.-

In denying a fact 
one docs not 
affirm a ·'negative 
fact'' 

Again it is logically outrageous to suggest 
that your servant means to say that there is 
a 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. 

It 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 seeks 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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Dharroakirti has presented as the paradox of negation. 

Dharmakirti 
on the paradox 
of negation. 

Dharmakirti observes in an epigrammatic 
manner :-"There cannot he a negation of the 
thing that is, nor of the thing that is not. 
Caught in this paradox the meaning of nega­

tion is lost in the world."* 170 Prajii.iikara explains :-If 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 can not be related to pure non-existence 
[ Since non-existence is inconceivable without holcling on to 
that 'l'ery 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 is not cannot be the object of 
negation.* 171 (How can it be said that something, which is 
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 
-something towards which an attitude is entertained. A 
Vikalpa by its peculiar virtue of externalisation configures a 
constructed 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.* 17 2 



CHAPTER XVIII 

RUSSELL ON THE ''DINNER-PROBLEM" 

( Ancl Hoin Bhartrhar·i Would Hare Looked At It) 

If our discussions above have generally proceeded on the 
correct rail, or even if it 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 
necessary modification. While criticising Neurath . Russell 
observes with bis characteristic clarity and sharpness-

"If I 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.''* 1 7 3 Bhart:rhari too 
-exactly raises this logical "problem of food."* 1 7 4 It will 

be paying to know what he thinks about it. 
Bhartrhari raises A h ''I t • .,, a similar problem person utters t c sentence, ea 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. 
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 meaning, 
the person and his eating too are not self-sustained realities 
outside the fold of construction. Those who fling the question 
at llhart:rhari ( 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 plnying off the real 
against the unreal. This is impermissible because the rnenuing 

of a sentence is not a piece-meal con~trnction. 
The sentence as n whole has the meaning as 
a whole. 'l.'he logical constrnction is the 
sentential meaning-concept, and not a collec­

Take the senten• 
tial meaning as a 
whole 

tive structure of separate word-concepts acting as brick and 
C l ''l t • ,, mortar. Hence the meaning oi: t 1e se11tence, ea nee, 

is not that "a construction constructs a constrnctio11," not 
to speak of a person eating a construction. Yon canuot 
abstract away a word from the sentence and take it as an 
abstraction, and keep the rest sparkling in the realm of reality· 
Nor can yon build separate constructions corresponding to 
separate words, and then join them together in a string of 
meanings. Hence I-Iel:iru.ja aptly remarks :-"W c, who take 
the meaning as a total abstmction ont of the total sentence, 
do not find it possible to have an understanding o[ the mean­
ing by taking a word piece-meal out of the seutence as a 
whole."* 17 5 

The sentence is intelligible and the meaning is entertninable 
whether the fact happens or not. The supposed fact must 

The realist and 
the idealist must 
be on the same 
plane of meaning 

pass iuto the domain of construction, before­
it can be meant. You must accept this truth 
about the meaning-situation whether yon are 
a realist or an idealist, whether yon posit :i. 

fact beyond your construction 01· not. Hclu.raja is very 
emphatic on this point. The epiEtemological 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 ,hat a linguistic expression has no way to reach 
out to a reality standing away from the meaning-concept. The 
secluded glory or a reality standiug by itself does not shine 
upon the face of language. The world mny be real or um·eal ► 
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n fact may pass in or prss out, language is invariably linked 
with n. constructed meaning, which is permanent in the 
sense that it stn.nds there intact amidst the fleeting stages 
of n. psychic life, or the fast moving facts of an external 

The meaning is 
logically per­
manent 

;world. This permanent fund of meanimg is 
abhicllrnya-sattii. or aupacaril.:a-satt~, whicl1 
is but another name for the meaning as a 
Vikalpa or logical fiction. It has only a 

logical reality, nothing more or nothing less.• 17 6 It is needless 
to repeat that the phrase ''logical reality'' is a metaphorical 
expression, and is not intended to convey the implication of n. 
thircl realm, of existence n.s it is suggested by Pia.to, Husserl, 
or l\Ieinong. 

Let us now return to Russell's problem of ordering for 
his dinner. Suppose the hotel boy is ordered thus­
« Iking 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 
Heli.i.rii.jn., 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 

There is no 
''absentee fact .. 
in the world 
of facts. 

world of logical concepts. The same prnblem 
crops up again :-There is nothing in the 
world called an absentee-fact. How can 
you ''indicate" the fact that is not there at 

all 7 If you say that, in ordering for your dinner, you order 
for the p1'esence of an absentee fact, the matter is irretrie­
vably complicated thereby. There is no sn~h 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 presence. 
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 senseless ; 
a!1d if, "the presence" is not there as a fact, your order 
cannot touch or reach out to a fact that has 11ot yet come to 
be. A fact that is not yet a fact is not a fact. 

"\Vhen you utter the sentence '' Bring my dinner", yon 
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 may 
be fulfilled or not. An expectatio11 must 
have an object, otherwise you cannot expect 

The paradox 
of° expectation 

at all: But_ again, if the object is already there as a fact. 
there 1s notlnng 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 object i~ 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 coming 
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fact. Plainly speaking, one cannot define what one expects 
except in terms 0£ an abstraction, since one expects neither a 
fact nor au abstraction. 

The boy who has been ordered to bring tbe 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 
yon all right without participating in your private expecting 
attitude. But yet he participtes in a fond of meaning common 
between yon 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 

Fact or no fact, 
there is a common 
pool of meaning. 

to or substracted from the meaning. Other-
wise the boy cannot belie your expectation 
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 
inclicated object of a linguistic expression, can only belong 
to this domain of abstraction. 

If you forget this peculiar character of the meaning­
situation, yon may fall in difficulty. Once you are confirmed 
in your faith that your sentence must anyway indicate a fact, 
yon must have a fact to honour the indicative power of your 
sentence. So yon may refuse to accept the boy's reply that the 
dinner is not ready, a11d claim that the dinner must be there. 
Yon 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 customeJ.·, bnt also 
of the realist and the idealist who cross swords with each 
other. This is the deeper implication of Hcliiraia's profound 
commentary on the verse of Bhart:rhari quoted before 
(fn. 17 4). 

Neurath's Neo-Hcgelianism no doubt should share the 
portion of blame that it deserves, but Russell's easy way of 
disposing of the matter by simply saying, "I want to bring 
about the presence of f oocl," 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 <lallge­
rously near to speaking non-sense, since there is no sense 
outside an intelligible speech. 

\Vith so much for the relation, or want of relation, 
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. It is 
assumed to be an irreducible atomic proposition having a 
position nearest to the fact. 



CHAPTER XIX 

BASIC PROPOSITION WITHOUT A UASE 

SECTION-1. 

Professor Ayer On Basic Propos,ition 

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
Professor Aycr's tions referring to sense-data ... Now at last we 
definition of basic 
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 I 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 feel it. 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 satisfactory, I do 
not know what other can be given."* 17 7 

But these are not the questions to which answers are due. 
We ask the positivist :-Where does lie the basic '·proposi-

tion'' which is supposed to be verified by 
Where _do you get experience. ,vhen I sense a black patch, do 
the basts of a 
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 verification 7 Ask any common man with a 
sufficient power of introspection, but not of enough logical 
sophistication. He will Eay-l see black something, bnt 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 tlrn 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 experience, nothing more, nothing less. Now it 
seems that an experience involves a basic proposition. If 
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. Is 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 so 
much so that language, meaning, experience, and the object 
of experience are one indivisible unit. In that case it is 
senseless to say that a proposition is compared with experi­
ence and thus verified. 

1f it is said that accepting the given is the same as 
accepting the proposition, no question of verifying a proposi­
tion does arise, except in the sense of comparing it with a 
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

A basic proposi­
tion cannot be 
doubted or 
denied. 

tion of Professor Ayer, ''what is subse-
quently doubted or denied is always a different 
pl'Oposition. What I accept now is the propo­
sition, "This is red'. What I may doubt or 
deny in thirty seconds' time is the proposi­

tion-' I was seeing something thirty seconds ago."* 1 7 8 
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In the same way it should be said that the proposition, 

Experience and 
basic proposition 
belong to the 
same moment. 

which was accepted thirty seconds before 
the moment of the given, is also not ''It 
is red," but ''it icill be red thirty seconds 
after.'' The proposition, "It is red", ancl 
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 1red and ''It is red", and a 
feeling of comparison and verification at the same time ? ,v e 
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 else 

Then better be 
a follower of 
Bhartrhari 

in the world is ever fortunate to feel. If 
the answer be negative~ the sense-impression 
and the pL·oposition become the same, and 
the positivist has got to accept the view 

of Bhart:rhari 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 piausibly be argued against our criticism that it is­
not necessary that the "given" should al ways be an instan­
taneous flash. Even then, it should follow from Professor 
Ayer's explanation that an instantaneous flash of a red signal 

If the event of 
experience is not 
a momentary fl.ash, 
what then? 

cannot be translated into a basic proposition,­
since the proposition can only come at least 
an instant after the flash in the form, ''There 
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 taken ''continuous" sense­
impression. ,ve 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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{.liate experience 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''. ,ve suppose that his pain 

has not subsided when he utters the sentence. 
A likely example Here we get hold of a basic proposition at 
,of a continuous 

last. "l\'I y being in pain", says Profssor experience, 

Ayer, '•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 

h ''I " • t f utterance of the sentence sue as, -a-m ... , 1s no re eren-
tially related to that stretch of my painful feeling which is 

Even here, experi­
ence and proposi­
tion do not belong 
to the same 
,moment. 

conterminous with the utterance itself, bnt 
only to that portion of the feeling which 
was there just before my utterance. ,vhen 
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 
-0£ 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 
-and answers, 'Yes, I do feel even now.' Evidently this answer 
is related to the feeling of the preceding instant. But then 
it would not be the basic proposition propounded by Ayer, 
since in this case the proposition really should be of the 
form ''I was in pain an instant before'' and that is not 
strictly a "basic" proposition. Yet Professor Ayer 
would maintain that the feeling of pain verifies the propo• 
sit ion. 

Bnt, by assumption, an 'incorrigible' basic proposition 
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can be verified only by a conterminous experience. Since no-

Docs a preceding 
experience verity 
a following 
proposition ? 

such proposition can be found, should we­
then modify the definition in this way : an 
antecedent or preceding experience verifies 
a consequent or following basic proposition ?· 
The matter would then become inextricably 

complicated ; yon are then to define how much gap between 
the antecedent and the consequent may be allowed to make a 
proposition basic. 

SECTION 2 

Some Ser-ious Implications 

Granted that there may be basic propositions as the 
positivists like to have, their definition entails some implica­
tions which many positivists may feel diffident to accept. 

First, it follows by implication that a basic proposition 
cannot be false. It does not need any correction, and so is-

A basic proposi­
tion cannot be 
false. 

'incorrigible.' That is another way of saying, 
though Professor Ayer may protest, that 
it does not need any verification ; it is self­
evident. If our patient lies to the doctor, 

his 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 Prajilu.kara has vigorously 
pushed through the thesis that verification and contradiction 
have no 1·oom in pure empiricism. 

An experience qua experience is an undeniable fact, aud 
the object of experience is au 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 theit' own right. There is nothing basically wrong 
in them. If that is so, no question of verification 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 
posit ion is beyond 
truth-value. statement, so he cannot express a basic pro1)0-

sition that is false. Properly speaki.ng, a 
basic pro11osition has no truth-value, it is beyond the logical 
categories of truth and falsehood. 

Secondly, obedience to empiricist logic will confront the 
theory of basic proposition with a fatal possibi.lity, na1Uely, 
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 
' ~ot_hin~ tho there is no basic proposition, or every propo-

d1stmgm;, . . . 
between the bas!c sit ion, except that w h1ch is expressed by a, 
and the non-basic b • ·t· . 'l'l · f 11 liar, is a as1c propos1 1011. ns ·o ows as 

an implication from the notion of an immediate datnm. An 
anger that is felt is as much an immediate datum as the 
flash 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
~nce. ,v e remember how Prajii.u.kara has made the profound 
observation that, as an object of cognition, an iuferential 
object is no less immediate than an object of perception, 
Once we admit that ( and there is no reason for not adu1itt­
ing ), remembrance, introspection, inference, intuition , 
feeling. volition, abstract thinking, 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, I 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 deep sense of satisfoc-

All col!nitions 
are va.lill. since 
object of 

cognition~ ar~ 
al wavs there as 
the (nclisputable 
data of thoughts 

tion. His thought is a fact just as his feeling 
of satisfaction ; and the "abstract'' conclu­
sion, that figurc1o in his thought, is 110 less 
immediate to his thought than the red patch 
is to your so-called sense-experience. A child 
jnst begi1111ing his lessons in arithmetic may 

count with easy complacence that 5 + 7 = 13, aud may feel 
quite sure about his conclusion. You cannot question his 
conclusion which fignres as a fixed and definite datum of his 
smug certitude auy more than yon can question the yE:llow 
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 bis 
feeling of communion. 

That is why Dharmakirti and Prajiiakara have the 
brilliant insight to see that, in the light of Sm-samvedana, 

Important 
observations 
of Dharmak1rti 
and Praffiakara. 

or self-cognizing cognition, even a vikalpa, 
or logical fiction, is not a fiction in itself, 
but a definite datum in so far as it is enter­
tained in thought.* 180 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 
as the datum of an illusion or a dream is a fact in itself. In 
final analysis, as a Sva-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 
permittiug 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 having a sense-experience of the fact that 
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these cognitions are derived, from, sense and those arc not, 
none has any logical right to say that this is a sense-experience 
and that is not. Every object of every cog11itio11 is a datum 
here and now. Self-evidence o~ a cognition follows directly from 
the theory of s1:a-sami:edanct. As a datum of sense-experience 
cannot be questioned as a fact, so 110 object of cognition can 
be doubted as an obiective datum of the cognitive fact. 

Among the Indian Philosophers the Prabhiikara School of 
Purva-Mi"matb.sa is the nearest approach to this extreme 

A concurrent 
view of the 
Prabhakara School 
of Purva 
Mimamsa 

Y ogu.ciira theory of self-evident cognitive 
event. They do not accept the idealistic 
position of Y og"icii.ra Buddhism, but concur 
with the view that every cognition is self­
evident and self-validated in the sense that as 

a fact in itself the question of its invalidity ( or validity for 
that ) does not arise at all. Thus Sii.likanatha 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. Every cognition is valid in this sense ,. 
since the object of cognition is that alone which is evident in 
cognition.• 1 8 1 

SECTION-3 

The Positivist Sense of Veri'{i.cat-ion 

It is to be noted that the question of verification, as it 
has been sought to be applied in the case of a so-called basic 

A I proposition, is not the same as with which we 
n unusua sense 

of verification are normally concerned. \Ve do not generally 
. look upon the problem of verification in a way 

rn wlnch every cognitive proposition is valid as standing 
for a cognitive fact. We take the problem in the way in 
which it 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 cleverly 
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evades this normal conception of verification but makes a. 
loud fuss about verification 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 ? There it is clearly implied 
that a proposition about a material thing is to be fint tran­
slated into a proposition about the sense-data. Then we get 
the basic proposition. This proposition directly confronts 

the datum of experience, and is verified by 
The final confir-
mation it. An experience cannot itself be verified, 

it is the final confirmation. Thus a "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 experience happens or begins to happen. But. 
the11, 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 
saw a yellow patch thirty seconds before." 
If it is true for doubt and denial, it should 

A basic propo­
sition is more 
elusive than a 
ghost 

be equally true for an affirmative assertion. 
vVhat I a!'lsed thirty seconds after must be the proposition 
''I 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 ~; rai_scd 
against the assumption that a physical 

A more fm:ida: I)rOI)Osition" may be verified by an "emperi-
mental obJect10n l 

cal" proposition. Suppose, somehow t 1cre 
\ ,, "tl·. 

is a. basic proposition like ''I see a yellow pate 1 or ns is 
a yellow patch.'' How can yon know that it is the propo­
sition, ''Gold is yellow", that is being verified by the second 
proposition "? Until and unless it can be proved that the senEC­
datum referred to by the term "yellow patch" in the second 
proposition, and the term "gold'' in the first proposition 

How can you 
know what is 
commoo bctwezn 
the verified and 
the verifier ? 

together refer to the same physical thing 
beyond the sense-datum, how is it possible 
for you to say that the physical proposition 
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. If I 
-0annot attach my yellow patch to this something which is 
more than yellow, and cannot know whether you are attaching 
your yellow patch to this very thing or very sort of thing, 
it is 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 
sense-datum. 

Then let us come to a new position :-My basic propo­
sition verifies only rny non-basic proposition ; and the posi­
tivists finally do take this position. It is to be noted how 

the theory of basic proposition pushes the 
Do I verify my 
own proposition? positivists into solipsism, that extreme brand 

of subjective idealism. 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 see 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 thnn mere yellow, know that this 
.something with all the constituents of its definition is called 
'gold' by other 11eople, and then come to 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 my 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 def'initely taken to be more than 
-a 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 ? 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 
prnposition 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 

An easier example 
of possible veri­
fication 

consider this easy situation : Yon see a flash 
of light in the clouded sky and come to the 
non-basic proposition ''I shall soon hear a 
thunderous sound." Of course, no basic propo­

Bition 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 ns tell yon why we find many a fly in the 
ointment. How do yon know tlwt it is your verifiable propo-
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sition, ''I shall soon hear a thunderous so·und," that is exactly 
verified by your basic proposition, "I hear a thunderous 
sound?" How do you know that these two are connected 
by way of verification ? Re111ember that light and so1rncl 
as physical events, causality as a real relation, and the 'I' ns 

No relation 
between expec­
tation and ful­
filment 

a continuant ego, do not figure auywhcre i11 
the sensory field. The question is, whethc1· 
the connexion between the two propositious 
is itself a datum of experience. If you rely 

On memory, the matte1· does not improve. 'J he object of 
oiemory 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 r The 
only answer that you can give at last is :-Well I feel it 
so. 

But a man believing in a ghost expects a ghost and often 
sees it. It is there all right as a datum. His visual experience­

No rationale of 
truth-value 

confirms his expectation. He too feels so. 
How do the two situatious differ in truth­
value ? The sense-datum philosophy of posi­

tivism has no answer to it. 



CHAPTER XX 

POSITIVISM AND SOLIPSISM 

llfo,.,it:.. Schlick's ''Faith" In The External World. 

Tlrnt the sense-datnm philosophy of Positivism directly 
leads to solipsism is emphatically denied by Moritz Schlick, 
011e 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 
ngainst the positivists : "I must confess, that I should re­
pudiate and consider absurd any philosophical system that 

Schlick affirms his 
faith in the 
<!xternal world. 

involved the assertion that clouds and stars, 
mountains and seas were unreal, that the 
chair by the wall ceased to exist whenever I 
turned my back."* 1 s 2 He assures us that a 

positivist is not so unfortunate as ''not to feel the sublimity of 
the starry heavens." None !:;hould 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 
senrn-impressions and it ie therefore senseless to take measures 
for their welfare aftc;,r his death. No, the world of the non­
mctaphysician is the same world as that of all othermen."* 183 

But these strong affirmations seem to loose much of their 
stl·ength when it is asserted that Berkley has so long been 
grn.vely misunderstood in being taken as a champion of idea­
lism. Schlick observes: "It would surely be quite a perverse 
i11terpretation of Berkley's philosophy to see in it such a 
Rystem. He too did not deny the reality of the world of 

Berkley re­
discovered ? 

bodies, bnt merely tried to explain what we 
mean when we ascribe reality to it. He who 
says that unperceived ideas exist in God's 

mind does not thereby deny their existence, but seeks t.o 
nnderstand it."*184 Similarly also, "John Stuart Mill hin;is1;H 
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did not wish to deny the reality of physical bodie;,, but to 
clarify it, when he declared them to be "permanent possi-

bilities of sensation."* 185 

There is no philosopher, not even a hard-boiled sn bjective 
idealist, who does not nourish a faith in the physical world 
in his practical life. Bhartrhari, the prince of nominalistic 

idealism, has stated with clcarmost emphasis 
Declaration of a that the child and the philosopher arc alike 
faith is not enough . . ( " d , b-1 1·t " ) 
in philosophy. 111 tlus respect. sa :rsau D, a-pai:ic.1 au • 

Even the Buddhist idealists including Niigii.r­
juna, the leader of universal nihilism, have not forgotten to 
affirm their practical faith in a practical world.* 1 8 6 But the 
question is one of •'philosophical faith." 

Even that is not the exact question. Mere protestation 
of one's philosophical faith, however strong, is 11ot enough. 
The question is how you do arrive at your faith, whctheL· 
the faith logically follows from the way yon explain the 
reality of the world, whether the manner in which yon under-

Whether your 
philosophy 
logically leads to 
the faith. 

stand the reality of the world justifies one in 
believing you to be ::i. realist. It cannot be 
said that the manner in which Berkley has 
understood and explained the reality c:111 
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 Knowledge," ( wl1ich appeared 
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after his "Positivism and Realism" in which he declared 
his 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'."* 187 

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 liappens, 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 
''bas no duration''. ,vhat 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 

The feeling of 
fulfilment and 
the finality of 
confirmation. 

question. 

reduce all scientific propositions to such a 
triumphant stage of confirmation. It is 
to be noted that if you have a feeling of 
fulfilment, the confirmation is final. 
Any second confirmation is out of the 

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 completely 
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. For them too the confirmations nre finnl in 
their fields of experience. Not only that, some:timcs these 
abnormal visions come upon us with a greater vividness and 
a keener feeling of fulfilment. Then why should it not be 
said that these abnormal confirmations have at least an equal, 
if not greater, force of finality in comparison with the normal 
or scientific confirmations ? It is evident that such a theory 
of verification and con.firmation cannot provide any basis 
for a decisive choice between illusion and reality.• 18 8 

Such a theory should have stated in a straightforward 
manner :-"The illusion is the reality, when yon fee} so," 
which is only another way of expressing the same thiug,­
"the reality is the illusion, if you think so." 

In this earlier article Schlick left much elbow room for 
realistic manoeuvres. There he talked not only of verifi­

cation, but also of verifiability; not only of 
Verification and 
verifiability practical verifiability, but also of logical 

verifiability. That the castle existed unper­
ceived during the interval between two perceptions is logically 
ve1·ifiable, 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 I been 
born before I was born, I would have seen the trees existing 
before my birth. One may widen this ''possibility of percep-
t • " d ion an say-Had there been a 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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is to be perceived. IE anyone logically infers the existence 

V crifiability 
turned into 
pcrceivability 

of an unperceived thing, it would only menu 
tbnt it would hnve been perceived by a logi­
cally possible percipient. Thus the unper­
ceived too cnnnot step out of the orbit of 

perception, eince it is inconceivable without being perceil:able. 
Thus Berkley has turned logical verifiability into the 
cntegory of perceivability. Schlick too has done the snme, 
for he unwaveringly declares thnt 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 norrnnl 
sense of idealism, Schlick and Berkley are both idealists, 
despite the former's protestation of realism in favour of 
lhrkley and himself. This attempt to show Berkley ( and 
H nme too ) in a new light is also remarkably evident in 
Ayer's ''Language, TL'l1th and Logic."•18 0 

Schlick no doubt observes that it is a mistake to suppose 
that, for a positivist, only the given is real. Bnt 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''. 

'•Perceivability 
is not a property 
or reality. 

A physical existence beyond the 11ercept does 
not possess any real property of perceii-amlity. 
It is self-contradictory to assume that a vast 
part of the universe, both the microverse and 

the macroverse, will remaiu ever unperceived, but e\'er 
perceivable at the same time. A star lost before the birth 
of the earth is unsensed and nnsensible by man, and so are 
the florn. and fauna before the birth of mau. 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 Jette).". 1 9 0 Indeed what he himself has tried to 
bring out as the meaning of his uotion of logical veriµability 
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is not something different from the notion of l\Iill. It 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 wlrnn we do not perceive 
them, when' we do not preceive them, and if we have no 
chance of preceiving them. 

So it is not insignificant that at the end of his essay on 
"Positivism and Realism'', while he summarises his concln-

\ 'erifiability 
dropped in favour 
of verification 

sions, lie easily omits the notion of ''verifi­
ability," and speaks only of ''verification". 
But some curious things have happened 
there as a result of this omission. He 

observes :-''This principle ( of verification ) docs not mean 
and does not imply that only the given is real ... consistent 
empiricism does not deny the existence of the external world ; 
it merely points out the empirical meaning of this existential 
propositions .••...• what is correct is only that propoi,;i­
tions concerning bodies are transformable into propositions 
concerning occurrence of sensations in accordance with 
laws." 

The expression, "the empiricnl meaning of this existentinl 
proposition," should be specially noted. That means that the 
positivist is interested in an existential proposition only in 

Realism demands 
existential mean­
ings of existential 
propositions 

so for as it can be reduced to an empirical 
proposition, that is, the "basic proposition" 
in positivist nomenclature. llut 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 : ''It exists in the sense of my seeing it," 
nnd 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, 



POSITIVISM AND SOLIPSISM 187 

really entertain the former proposition at 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, f_or it 
conceals a queer contradiction. Schlick observes, in agreement 

with Carnap and other3, that "the subject-
How do you matter of physics is not sensatiom, but laws." 
derive the laws of 
sensation ? The question of questions is :-Is the know-

ledge of these laws ''sensational" too ; or is it 
fully derived from sensation ?" 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, la~v which 
really connects a non-senrntional external object with my 

internal sensation." 
The pure sensum as such does not bear any inscription of 

a 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 1.tnquestioned 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 tie 
cause, the effect appears first in the historical order. Bnt 
that does not mean that my inferential passage to Lhe 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, yon cannot 

accept the position that your sensations give 
As a pre-~onclition you correct informations without accepting 
of sensation a law 1 

must be non the pre-supposed validity of some "non-
sensible "bl ,, l b l • l h • sens1 e aws y w nc 1 t e sensat10ns are 
regulated and connected with physical things. If you accept 
the laws you must admit th.1t 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-impre£sion, and a non-a<lmissio11 
will tie down a positivist to sense-impressions, with 110 possible 
way ont to that which impresees his senses from outside. Hence 
a consistent empiricist, even if he feels shy of denying the 
-existence of the external world, has no rational right to affirm 
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 Santra.ntika Buddhist, or 

Sautrantika 
Buddhist is a 
rational realist 

some one like Russell in his latest development 
who affirms a fi.t·m faith in existence of the 
external world. on the basis of inference from 
sense-impressions, but who at the same time 

has enongh insight too see that this inference itself can­
uot be grounded or logically based on sense-impressions, but 
on a higher principle of non-demonstrative inference that 

No inference 
without previous 
perception 

cannot be grnsped by senses. The common 
charge agai11st the Sautra.ntilrn Ilnddhist may 
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. If you could have perceived it once 
before yon can perceive it now too all right. 

The Sa.utrin tika may retort, "You say there is no in­
ference without previons perception. But show me a percep­
tion without previous inference. If yon are a pure empiricist 
<lo 11ot speak of seeing red, or feeling hot. A pure sensation 
~annot have a name. You can fix so::nething as red or hot 

only because yon liken it to something that 
Sautran tika' s 
possible retort,- you already knew to be reel or hot before. 
no perception 
without, 
inference. 

This concealed process of assimilation is also 
a submerged pattern of inference. Yon see 
a fonr-legged table, but do not expect it to 

be hopping and barking a minute after. Whence do you get 

your confidence ? It comes from an assimilation of the 
present with the past experience. f::o you cannot move from 

pure sensation to perception without some form of inference 
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iri between the two. As a pure sensnm your datum is neither 
red, nor white, not even an ''it". If yon feel it to be 1·ed, 
yon must know it as having a name and fix it so in likeness 
of a previous knowledge. \\' e the Buddhists, who believe 
in pure non-descript sen,::ations, recognize this requirement 
for the passage from sensation to perception. If yon are a 
11aive realist, as a corrective to your thought, it is more­
necessary for you to re.dize 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 Santr:tntikas :-"You say, there is no guarantee 
for the validity of inference. "r ell, 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.* 1 91 

Our reference to Dharmakirti in this context is not 
prompted by any purpose to show any particular aspect of 
his own philosophy. His observation has a very important 
implication which we may develop to our purpose. The 
suggestion that perception itself involves an inference should 
set us rethinking about the relation between perception and 
inference. It shows that there must be some fundamental 

A possible 
congenital 
principle of 
inference. 

and congenital principle of inference which 
cannot be demonstrated by grounding it in 
any other source of knowledge. This is 
neither a deduction nor an induction as it is 
understood in a developed stnge of conscious-

ness. It has no syllogistic structure, noL· 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 concretizc his pure and non­
descript sensation by an instantaneous reference to a thing 
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-0utside. This reference is so automatic that it is not possible 
to discern the gap between sensation and a rudimentary belief 
in "something" that causes the sensation. 

Russell, Ryle~ 1 9 2 and BhartJ;hari are perhaps correct 
in denying the statns of knowledge to pure, 11011-descript 
sensation. Knowledge proper should begin with an accepted 
difference between knowledge and the thing that is known. 
That means that sensation must out-strip its non-<lescript 
character and bear a believing reference to an external cause, 
and thereby pass into the stage of primary 11erccption. 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 mo9t Lrncompromising 
idealist, who proclaims from his philosophical tower that he 

does not believe in the existence of the 
Intellectual faith l · · 
and real faith. externa world, cannot move an inch lil Ins 

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 
does not 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 real belief in 
the existence of the external world becomes a precondition 
of our possible existence in the world, is not within the Rcope 
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 purpo!:e 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 V,trious 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 
an 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 langnage. 
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Positivists like Neurath who rephce the Hegelian 
system of coherent icleas by a new system of coherent 
statements, should have stated that all this talk of 
coherence and comparison is also jnst a fiction like the 
logical construct of a mca11ingfnl statement, and that the 
statement itself is as good a fiction as its mea11in1,;. When 
experience and object of experience arc equally banished from 
the field of language there is no way to decide why some­
statements nre mutually coherent and some arc not, why my 
two statements, ''I shall go to the shop,'' and ''I shall buy 

' l "Sl • a shirt' are co ierent, and my other two sentences, ie 1s 

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 Bhart:rhari 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 OUL' 
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. 
WhetheL' there is an external object or not, the meaning of 
language has always an external projection ; and it splits an 
object into terms and relations which are not there.* 1 9 3 A 1100Ji­
nalism, faithful to its profession, cannot but observe this pecu­
liar linguistic transformation of the world of ideas and objects. 
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Again, positivists like ,vittgenstein, Schlick, Carnap and 
Ayer, with any concern for consistency of their empiricism, 
shonlcl have unhesitatingly lined np behind the conclusion 
of Dharmakidi and Prajiia.kara and declared to the ''metaphy­
sically minded" man of the world :-

"1'1 • • I '1' ' ' rnrc 1s 11e1t ier an nor a 'he', uor a yon , nor even 
an 'it' ; neither the thing, nor the not-thing; neither a law, 
noL· a system ; neithCL· the terms, nor the relations. But there 
are only the cognitive events of colourless sensations which 
have forms but no names. They arc caught for ,t moment 
in a stream and then rush to naught. Even the stream is a. 
fiction, That sensnm of the moment, the purest parhicnlnr, 
that "aclvaya," the indivisible unit of cognition, tlrnt is the­
sole reality, the rest are all fictions, stirred up by time­
hononred convention of language which is itself a grand 
fiction."* 194 

\Ve 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. \Vithout 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 creduloue. 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 aud philosophy. Knowing well that I am 
labouring under an illusion is not the same as entertaining 
the illusion. In the world of common Eense an illusion is. 
very often known when it is pa1::,t. llut 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 Nyn.yn. of 
Indian Philosophy are victims of their own creations. But 
Bhart:rbari and Dbarmakirti, and the modern positivists are 
conscious, rather over-conscious, that their powerfnl :rnalytical 
apparatus may always bring to light newer concepts and 
categories which do 11ot 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 speculative philosophy. 

Whe have now come to the end of our dissertation. Our 
labour will bear some fruits and find some joy of fulfilment, 
if it can excite a judicious interest among the critical renders 
for a careful study of the modern movements of philosophy, 
balanced by an unbiassed consideration of the philosophical 
•disciplines of Ancient India, with the modern scientific out­
look acting as a sufficient guarantee against any uncritical 
·adulation of the past or the present. 

In our dissertation we have turned two ancient lights, 
-coming across thirteen centuries, upon some contemporary 
thoughts. 

What the lights have revealed is more for others to see 
than for the operator himself. Our eyes do not see a thing 
that is either too near or too far. In a sense what the thing 
is depends on where it is in relation to our sight. It is 
perhaps more so in the field of speculative philosophy. The 
locus of Truth and the focus of our vision enter into mutual 
definition. There is no escape from this primordial limita­
-tion so long as we choose to live in the realm of pure 
speculation. 



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. ,ve shall try to show how the 
theory of logical construction can solve them in an easier, and 
perhaps more conclusive way. 

1. N5.g"5..rjuna and the Paradox of'' Void."1 

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
Vyii.vartani.* 1 95 

Nagii.rjuna, the leader of Pan-Nihilism, presents the propo­
sition :-"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· 
sition :-

"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 :-

" A 11 is void except the proposition 'All is void'," and that 
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clearly defeats the meaning and purpo;;e of the origi11:1l 
proposition. 

Na.garjuna's answeL· is remarkable for its clear-:-::ightcd­
ness :-The situation here is not like that in which a class­
teacher himself makes a noise by shonti11g out to the student:-; 
'do not make a noise.' It is not my proposition thnt rrcalrs 
the void. W hcther everything is void or not docs not rlepe11d 
on my entertaining a proposition in either way. I do not. 
accept my proposition to be a real existent, and this non­
acceptance does not make the world a real existent. 

This reply of Nagu.duna has deep logical implications. 
Let the first proposition, "All is void" be called P, aucl 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 "voicl" in 
both P and Q is used in the same ,ense of unreality. But 
the opponent takes the word 'void' in Q in the sense of 
logical falsity, and then shows that the co11tra<lictory of p is 
true. This is logically impermissible. Let us take the propo­
sition, "A uymph is unreal." Now suppose, in past, present 
and future, there is 110 man to make such a statement or 
entertain such a proposition. Docs that mean that there is. 
a nymph? Evidently not. Similarly, that all propositions 
about the worlcl are logical fictions cannot lead to the con­
clusion that the worlcl is not a fiction. 

If the opponent seriously believes in his argument, he is­
then an extreme type of nominalist idealist with his concealed 
pre-supposition that it is rnme statements that make and 
unmake the world. The proposition Q asserts that the propo­
sition P is as good a fiction as the world to which it belongs, 
and thus Q cannot turn the world into a fact. 



2. Jllarllrnsu.dana and the Paradox of Jd,ealism. 

l\Iadhusud:rna's solution of the paradox is intimately 
-connected with the concept of hierarchy of existence. There 
are three planes of existence, namely, (l) The primary or 
basic, i. e., the Absolute Brahman (2) The secondary or conven­
tional i. e, the pragmatic and phenomenal worLl (3) The 
tertiary or pnrely empirical, such as the objects of illusion, 
dream and lrnllucination. Remembering this hierarchy of 
-existence we shall go to examine the paradox presented by 
the realists in accordance with the method of l\Iadhusudana. 

The idealist proposes the proposition : -"The world is 
unreal.'' Now he mnst admit that this unreality of the world 
is it.;;clf unreal, otherwise something over and above the 
Brahman turns ont to be real, and the basic tenet of Advaita 
-comes to grief. But ag,1in 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 l\fodhusudana 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 secondary plane but non-existent on the primary plane. 
It is clear then that the law of contra.diction cannot operate 
in this case on the basis oE the traditionally accepted equation, 
not-(not-P)=P, because existence and non-existence are no 
longer n. 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 secondary 
and tertiary planes, it can be shown that the traditional ln.w 
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 rnch a case. 
To facilitate an intellectual appreciation of this ultimate 
stage which means the cessation of all logic and philosophy, 
e. 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 S) }=Q, that is, only the Absolute Q 
remains as the irreducible residue of existence when the 
world is negated along with the proposition that asserts its 
uegation. 

The non-equational statement of the law is given by 
Madhusudana 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-badhyatvarh sama-sattakntve prayojakam ). 

The proposition denying the reality of the world belongs 
to the total world existing on the snme secondary plane of 
existence. So the world and its denial are equally n<'gated 
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by the realisation of the One Existence on the primary 
plane. In such a case negation of negation does not 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. 
\Vhen the Advaitins assert that the world is unreal, they 

deduce it from the more fundamental premiss that whatever 
is an object of cognition is unreal (yat kiiicic-cidvi['.layatvaih 
d:rsyatvam, yat kiiicid drsyarh 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 tbe proposition 
that denies the world (ni['.ledhyatii.·vacchedakarn ekam eva 
d:rsyatvam). Hence the world and its unreality are equally 
tun·eal in the fundamental sense. Thus the unreality of 

unreality does not lead to the reality of the world. 
1\1:adhusudana's method of solving the paradox as 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. 
\Ve 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 Nagarjnna's 
method of solution. \Ve 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, 
''Sis not-P," be represented by X. Then X itself entails the 
seconcl 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) (Sis not-P) is not-P / (ii) S is not-(not-P). The realist's 
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contention would mean that these two pro1)0sitio11s are logi­
cally equivalent, thus :-(S is not-P) is 11ot-P = Sis not­
(not-P) = Sis P 

It is quite evident that the first two propositions arc not 
logical eqnivalents since both the subjects and the predicates 
of the two propositions are qnite different 

'Ne can show up the absurdity of the realist's conte11tion 
by bringing in a humorous hypothetical eaRe. If the realist 
is serious in his contention he should admit that,-the world 
before the advent of man either was crowded with thi11gs like 
horse-egg;i and rabbit-horns, or, did not exist at all. 

Before man was born there was 11011e to make the state­
ment and entertai11 the proposition, such as ''Horse-eggs all(l 
rabbit-horns are unreal." Hence the very proposition was 
then u11rcal. 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 e11tertain 
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 unreality 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 a propositio11 in itrnlf is not equivalent 
to its logical truth-value. That a 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 "Sis 11ot-(not-P)." 

That the realist is really perpetrating a trick has been 
shown by Gaucia-Brahminanda, the famous commentator of 
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Advaita-Siddhi. The realists themselves have made a rule 
Df debate to the effect that such a trickery is not to be applied 
ngainst an opponent. The rnle is this :-

" \Vhen somebody entertains a subject-predicate propo­
sition, it is not permitted to ask whether the predicate is 
11redicable of itself or not, and then to show that in either 
-case the predicate cannot be predicated of the imbject. Thus 
the renlist Nyaiyiiyika states his proposition :-"Sound is 
impermanent." Now you ask whether impermanence is 
impermanent or not. 111 the first case sound becomes perma­
nent by the law of contradiction. In the second case too 
sound become permanent, othenvi!ec how can the property of 
impermanence permanently belong to sound. A property 
cannot be permanent without the "propertied'' being 
permanent. 

This trick is technically cR-lled "Nityasama." * 1 9 6 It is 
npparcnt that the realist npplies the same trick ngainst the 
Advaitin as he does not like to be applied ngainst himself. 
The trickery of the argument which the Nyaiyityika him!eclf 
faces may be easily exposed by our method of analysis. 



3. 'l'he Paradox That Faces A7ianclabodha* 1 9 7 

As we have seen before, Avidyii. or Nescience is the Law of 

lndefinability such that the world is indefinable either as 

existent or non-existent. Now the law itself is indefinable 

too in the sense that it is senseless to speak of a law itself 

as exietent or not. The Advaitins believe that the final 

emancipation is the "negation" of the law of Nescience itself. 

l Avidyanivrttil} l\fok!iali ). The paradox is this :-'fell me 

if this negation of Avidya is itself indefinable or not. An 

affirmative answer will make Avidya definable by the law of 

contrndiction 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 

A vidya, which is definable. 

The easiest way of ~olving this paradox in this : The 

negation of Avidyii. is not a negative fact; but n. logical 

fiction, and that too, only so long as it belongs to our universe 

of discom·se. When we speak of this negation of A vidyii. 

We do not posit it even as such a fiction. \Ve thereby envisage 

such a stage in which this very universe of discourse ceases 

for good. Then there is neither a problem nor its solution ; 

everything is SE:t at rest. In stich 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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\Vhen the whole universe of discourse is lost it does not 

logically follow that the logical fictions of that universe 

somehow drop back and keep standing as fictions, or are turned 

into facts. In this final sense negation is no longer a 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, or n. 

category of truth-value, while it is neither of the two, 

\Vhether such a stage is possible or not, is not a problem of 

logic, but a matter of mystic faith. But assuming that such 

a stage is possible, the paradox does not hold. 



- rr1 z· 108 4. Ananclapu.ri:ia's Hand.ling of th.e Paradox o .H ca ism.* 

.Anandapurz:ia in his Nyiiya-candrika refutes the realist 
by turning the table against him :-

You the realists too make a pre-statement of your 
-conclnsion, "The world is renl", as a mattet· to be proved. 
,vhen you consider this statement, i.e. go to establish its 
tL-nth, you do not in the snme breath consider whether the 
very statement, ''The world is real'', is real or not. "While 
making a statement in which a 1wedicate is predicated of a 
subject one does not at the same time think of predicating 
the predicate of the statement itself ( J nst as, when somebody 
makes the statement, "the boy is running'' he docs not 
consid{'r whether this statement itself is running ). 

Similar should be the case of my statement "The world 
is unreal". Yon may reply, to s:iy that a statement is 
running is patently absurd, but not so is the case when some 
body asks whether the statement is real or uot. 

In other words, it is possible to make further statements 
of the second order snch as, "The statement that, 'The world 
is real ( or unreal)', is real ( or unreal )." Bnt in that case 
I shall push yon into an infinite regress ; since in such a 
case a statement of the third order, the fourth ordet· ... an 
infinite order, is theoretically possible. 

If you thi11k that the truth of an existential statement 
of the first order depends on the truth ot· falsity of an 
-existential statement of the second order, I shall demand from 
yon statements of an infinite order. For example the first 
statement of the realist is "The world is real." His second­
-0rder statement is, "The statement, 'the world is real', is 
real", and so on ...... to an infinite order. Until and unless 
yon can exhaust this infinity I shall not accept your stn.te­
ment "The world is real" to be established. Hence yon 
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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 implicnttons of .~nandapun;ia's 
reply in the following manner :-

If yon insist that this second-order statement makes my 
first-order statement false, I may, in consistency with the 
logic into which yon push me, make a third·order stateme11t 
such as,-"The statement that [ the statement that ( the 
world is unreal) is unreal] is unret1l." This statement will 
negate ( according to your logic ) the second-order statement 
and establish my original statement. H you now go to a 
fourth-order statement, I shall go to a fifth-order one. 111 

this way neither the unreality nor the reality of the world 
will be e,,tablished, and that exactly will serve my purpose, 
because I am ready to accept t.he position that the world 
cannot be defined either as real or unreal ( i. e. as existent 
or non-existent ). l\f y concept of unreality i::i exactly this 
indefinability as real or unreal. 



5. Bhartrhari's Paradox of the Liar.* 1 0 0 

As to the Paradox of the Liar, Bharti;hari suggests a 
solution that is almost similar to what Russell shows in his 
J\iJeaning and Truth. The proposition "All that I now say 
is a lie" ( Sarvarh mithyu. 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,* 200 with the following as an additional 
note:-

-If the speaker is a habitual liar and docs 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-II 

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 apoha. The 
Buddhist conception of meaning as a negation of negation 
has met with a stiff and relentless opposition mainly from the 
Bra.hminical schools of realism, specially, the 1\fimarl:lsakas 
and the Naiyu.yikas. Kumarila must be credited with leading 
the attack in a powerful manner a11d he has been followed by 
Viicaspati, Jayanta and Udayana, The last great battle on this 
score had been fought between the Yogacara Buddhist 
Jiiu.nasrimitra and the Naiyu.yika realist Udayanu.carya. 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 questions 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
Jess 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, eo that an 
interested reader may not find it very difficult to follow the 
.course of the philosophical battle which has been fought on 
this sco1·e 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 
li11guistic meaning is always n. fictiorrnl construct which i,; 
called n. universal. At one end there is the self-closed 
privacy of a pnre pal'ticubr, at the other end there is the 
communicative publicity of a pure universal, and there is 
not even n. common borderline between the two, Assum­
ing that this position is correct, the correctness of 
defining meaning as a negation of negation will follow as a 
corollary. 

The Buddhists think that the meaning of the worJ. ''cow" 
is ''not-not-cow," i.e., a negation of anything which is other 
than a cow. The moment you admit that a "·ord 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 is 
necessarily positive. 

Anything which is defined only as othe1· 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 difficnly with such a purely negati vc defini­
tion of meaning is that it does not reflect the real process of 
"mea.ning-attitnde." When we hear a word such as ''cow", 
our understanding of its meaning does uot 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 obiect. 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 comrnon 
noun. Here the finger of the speaker and the word uttered 
by him equally point to the same object ,tandiug before me, 
and not to a. not-not-Devadatta. The name and tlrn 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-iurnge of 
the per eon within myself. 

It is thus clear that the psychological process of meaning 
docs not follow the track of a double negation. At the same 
time, I am snre that the person docs not bear his name juSt 

as he carries his head on his shoulders, or jnet as a brick is 
supposed to bear its redness. The psychological law of 
association 01· conditioned response only describes what 
actually happens in me when I hear the name and see the 
object. It only describes a situation, but does not give a 
definition. In final analysis the Bttddhist position seems to 
be that the meaning-situation 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 physical objects 
which are supposed to be meant by the terms, or the physical 
event supposed to be meant by the sentence, Yet the realiSt s 
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 
seen that burglar nor that house, it is not possible for me to 
have any particnlar 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 I am really entertaining a logical 
fiction. When I believe the speaker this fiction appears being 
imbued with a pronounced sense of e.x:terqality. In no case, 

14 
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however, apprehension of the meaning takes the form-''l am 
entertaining a fiction." The fiction is not accepted as a 
fiction, but it stands nnavowcd and operates from an 
unnoticed background. This fiction is a uni\Tersal 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 speaker 
introduces Devadatta to me by annonncing-"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 acquired is not the person that stands 
before me at the time of his first introduction, when the word 
is ·associated with a percept. Fo1· the meaning to be tlie 
meaning it is ncessary that the word will convey it when 
Devadatta is not present. The word bearl:! the meaning with­
out carrying the person on its back. Thus the meaning must 
be logically fixec1. 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 eame. Hence even the proper name 
Devadatta does not mean a particular ''personal" object, but 
a universalised fiction. 

When the word acquires a meaning for me I 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 Devadntta," and so 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 1s 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. Psychologically. 
even a fiction is a positive element of the psyche, just as an 
idea of negation is not itself a negative factor, but a positive 
element of cognition ( abhavopi bhavarupel).a avacchidyate ). 

It is the confusion between these two asriects of meaning, 
psychological and logical, that is responsible for the protrac­
ted battle on the problem of meaning. Praj:iiakara 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 0 1 Even 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 0 2 

Later on, this extreme view underwent an important· 
modification in the hands of Karl).akagomin and Jiiana­
srimitra. Of course, the suggestion for this modification is 
supplied by Dharmakirti himself in his own commentary on 
the first chapter of Pramir;a-vti,rtika. Hence Samkara l\lisra's 

observation ( in his commentary on Udayana's .Atma-tattva­
viveka) to the effect that Jiianasri:mitra 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 Dharrnak1rti's own commen­
tary on his magnum opus, or the text of Kari:i.nkagomin's sub-

commentary on it.* 2 0 3 

Kar.Q.akogomill observes thnt the mea11i11g is undoubtedly 
a universalired fi.ctio11, but it is definitely attended by a 
positive feeling. The negation of negation follows as a 
logical implication of this positive meaning. Iu 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 0 •1 

J:iianasr"i clearly asserts that it is uot possible to build a 
theory denying what exists as a cognitive reality. So it is 
not l)ossible to suppress the positive feeling which we defini­
tely have as the leading aspect in the meaning-fiction. But 
this positive aspect is logically inconceivable without defining 
it as a negation of negation. In entertainiug the meaning of 
the word, "cow," we definitely make a positive approach, but 
we can logically fix the meaning only by eliminating every­
thing that is not cow*2 ° 5 

But it seems that Jiia.nasri opposes Kan:iakagomin 's 
understanding to the effect that first we begin with 111c:rning 
as a positive factor, and then, as a uext step, we go to 
interpret it through its logical implication of do11 ble negation. 
J:iianasri means, and correctly so, that the logical implication 
is not a consequent process, but the logical couuterpart of 
the positive meaning-feeling. In other words when we 
positively entertain the meaning of the word, "cow," we 
logically imply at the same time that it is other than not­
cow *2 o u "F' • 

• 1.x:at1on oE a meaning somewhere is at the same 
time its withdrawal from elsewhere," so says Dharmakirti, 
" ffi • a rmation and negation of negation are not two separate 
operations of a word, siuce the one is logically· equivalent to 
the other by way of mntual implication."* 2 0 7 

But all the Buddhist philosophers are equally uucompro· 
mising in their fundamental position, namely, language can 
never mean the real object itself, and meaniug 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 £or 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 seemingly 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. 
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APPENDIX Ill 

Notes and References 

Explanation of Ahhreviations 

-Ad vaita-sicldhi 
-Brahma-sutras 
- Bra,hma-butra-siii1 kara,-Bh:i~y:t 
-Prami11).a-vi1rtika 
-Pramal).a-vartika-Bhii:')y(t 

P.V.S.V. -Pramal).a-vartilm-svavrtti 
P .V.S. V. T.-Prama1,1a-vartilrn.-s rn v:rtti-t I bi 
Sh·. -Sloka-vi1rtika 
Tpk. -Tattva-pracli:pibi. (citrnkhi) 
T.S. -Tattva-sa1il.graht1 
T.S.P. -Tattva-~amgralrn.-PaX1jib1 
Vkp. -Vi1kya-pru1iya 

( '1.'he serial numbers in the notes corresvoncl- to the same in 
the bocly of the text from Chapter I to Avvewlix 11 ) 

CHAPTER I 

"'1 anyathai\·a-gni-sambanclhi1d di1ham clagdho-bhimanyate I 
anyatha di1ha-sabclena cli1hiid y-arthah prati: yato II 

Vii.kyapadiya 
Book II verse 426 

*2 This verse has been quoted as g1vrng support to the 
the Buddhist view in the following works :-

Vyomavati on Prasastapada-p 584; Ny:iyama:iijari of 
Jayanta-p 29 ( Benares ed.); Prabhiicandra's Nyaya-Kumu­
da-candra p553, and Prameya-kamala-miirtai;iia P 447 ; Hari­
bhadra's Anekanta-jaya-pataka p 396, and Sastra-vartii.­
samuccaya, verse 667; Sanmatitarka-Tika pp 177,260. 
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Kamalasila in his Paiijika quotes this verse of Bhartrhari 
in order to substantiate the Buddhist position which Sa.ntara­
kl'}ita presents in another verse with simiiar import. See 
Tattva-sari:J.graha ( Text p 280 v 879 ) and Paii.jikii. thereon. 
Pni;iyaraja in his. commentary does not expressly mention 
that Bhartrhari 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. 

'~3 Su.bara-bha,Jva, Tarkapadci p. 43 ( A~iandu.sra.ma Edition) : 
Syu.ccecl arthena sambandhab ki:;ura-modalm-sabclocciira:r;i.e 
mukhasya pu.tana-purai;ie syatim, yadi satbsle,Ja-lak9a:r;i.ariJ. 
sambandham abhipretya ucyeta l. 

That the target of this attack is the Grammatical School 
of Nominalism is expL·essly recognized by Prabhakara a nd 

Sa.likanu.tha ( see Brhati and Rjuvimalu., pp 106-107, Benares-

edition ), and is hinted at by. Sucarita l\Iisra in his Ka.sika 
( See Slokava.rtika-Ku.sika pp 222-22-1, Vol. III, Trivandrum ). 

Also see Anekiinta-jayn.-pat5.ka. of Haribhadrn., Vol. I 
( G. 0. S. ) pp 366-382 

,:,4 tasmad vise9a-vii:;ayii. sarvai vendriyajii matih I 
na vise9e9U sabdiinari:J. pravrtte-rasti sambbavab II 
ananvaya.d vise9u.:r;i.am sa1.hketasya.-prvrttitab I 
Vi9ayo yasca sabdu.ni:LI.h samyojyate sa eva taib. II 
-Pramai:ia-vartikci ; Pratyak~a-pariccheda-v 127-128 

One may be forgiven if one is tempted to say that the 
major portion of Dharmakirti's magnum opus, Prama.I).a­
Va.rtika, is a dissertation on the role of logical construction 
in philosophy, with the paramount purpose of proving that 
reality 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
ma:r;i.a-Vartika 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 one 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 ii;; the 
meaning of a name ( Vikalpo nama-sarbsrayah ). Thus a real 
cannot be named or meant. 

See Prajfiakara's Bhai;;ya on the above verses and a few 
more that follow. 

This logical construction or Vikalpa is called aupaca.riki 
satta. by Bhart:rhari 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 Pataii.jali's 
Yogas'iitra-Sabda-jfiananupati vastusunyo vikalpab,­
"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 II 

•5 A. J. Ayer-Language, Truth and Logic-p. 57. 
See further on the same page-"In other words the 

propositious 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. ~91 of Logical Positivism. 

•7 An Examiuation of Logical Positivism-p 277. 
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,:,8 na sosti pratyayo loke -yab sabdanugamad :rte I 
anuviddham iva jiianarb sarvam sabdena bhii.sate II 
vagrupata ced utkramed avabodhasya sasvati I 
na vrakasab prakaseta sa hi prat-yavamarsini II 

Vkp Bk I v 124-125 

We l1ave translated the spirit of these verses. 
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•9 See Watson-Behaviourism, Ch X. Talking and Thin­
king, and Ch. XI. Do We Always Think in Words ? 

•l 0 That memory is a retention of verbal habits is 
recognized by Ha:rivr~abha in his commentary on the above­
quoted verses:-

ata eva kecid acaryab, suptasyii.pi jii.gradv:rttyii. 
sad:rso jiiii.na-v:rtti-pratibandhab, kevalarb tu 
sabclabhavana-vijani tacla suk~mam v:rttim bhajante ... 
sm:rtikii.lepi ca tad:rsanii.m upalabdhi-vijanii.m 
abhimukhye•··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 III 

•14 See Carnap's Preface to Introduction to Semantics. 
•15 Introduction to Semantics p. 6 
•16 Meaning and Neceesity 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 ,v e have translated the spirit of the following verses 

of Bhart:rhari. 
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satre$U prakriyii.-bhed[Li raviclyaivo-p[LV,Hl).yate I 
anagama·vik[l,lpa tu svayaru viclyo-pa,,[1,rtate II 
yathabbyasatil hi vagarthe pratipattitil sam1hato I 
svabhava iva ca.nadir mithyabhyu.so vyavasthitab II 
upayal). sik$amal).anatil halanam apaliipanii.b I 
asatye vartmani sthitva tatab satyarb. sam 1liato II 

-Vkp Bk II v 235, 237, 240. 

The commentator explains the word 
'' 1- -h" • l 1 " - -1 " apa apana. rn t 1e ast verse as pratttl'fl l)..t J 

(deception )-upayii.h sastral).i "·apalii.panii.h pratu.rai:iii.h 
eva boddhavyii.b (All philosophies are deceptions). 

*22 Wittgenstein-Tractatns fi.i:4. 
•23 Meaning and Necessity-p. 29. 

CHAPTER IV 

*9A _.,, darsanopadhi-rahitasyii.-gr.1hii.t, tadgrnho grahii.t I 
darsanam n1lanirbhasam, niirtho bii.hyosti kovida,h II 

Pramii.wi.-Vartika v 3/336 

This verse of Dharmnkirti carries the same import as is 
implied by the more famons and more ancient verRe­

''sahopalarnbba-niyamii.d abhedo n1Ia-taclclhiyolJ I'' 

Again, 

tasmad dvirupam astyekat.i1 yadevam anubhuyato I 
smaryate cobhayakarasyaqya samVl~danarh phalam II 

PV v 3/338 

Yada savi$ayari1 jilanaril jiianii.:hsertha-vya vasthiteb I 
tacla ya atmanubha vah sa evu.rtha-viniscayah II 

PV v 3/340 

avibhagopi • buddhyatma viparyasita-darsanailJ. II 

grii.hya-grahaka-satil vitti-bhed a vani va lak$yate II 

PV v 3/354. 
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•25 See Prajiiakara's 
Pramal).a-Vartika-b ha.9yam. 

commentary on these verses­
pp. 389-399. 

Specially, 

"yadeva drsyate tadevabhyupagamyate I 
tatha. bi pratibhasat tadgatam eva ni:lam avabhasate, 

nii.param I 

tatah 11ratibhasa-vyatirekena 1m prama.r;i.am I··· 
vyatiriktasya sadbhav"~ na nilasyaparoki;;ata. I 
svarupel).aparok9atvan na tasyanya aparob;iata II 

pVB p 389 

•26 See PV v 3/354 quoted in note No. 24. 

•27 This mistaken identity between fact nnd :fiction is 
expressed by Saii.kara as, satyan:rte rnithunilqtya adhyfi.sah., 
and by the Ruddhist idealists as drsya-viirnlpan ekilq.·tya 
mithya.vabhasa}:i. The difference bet~ee~ these two expression 5 

will be brought out a few pages later. 

That this Bnddhistic wny of analysing the nacre-silver 

situation is not totally foreign to the Advaita view is i ndi­
rectly admitted by l\indhusudana Sarasvati in his review of 

d:rEJti-srEJti-bada in Advaita-siddhi. 

•28 See Sankara-Bhu.9ya on Brnhma-Sutra 2/2/-28. 

sakf}il).o-vagantuah. svayad1.-siddbatii.m upak9ipatri. svayari.1. 
prathate vijiianam ityef:la evn, mama pakf:\as tvn,ya 
vaco-yuktyantarei;i.a asrita iti cen, na, vijfianasya 
utpa tti-pradh vaU1sa-ne kat vadi-visesa vattva-bh y u1mgamat I 

Also see Bhamati on the same :-

nanu sak9isthane astu asmadaohimatam eva vijiianam, 
tatha ca namni eva vipratipattir narthe iti s,11i.kate··· 
bhavata hi vijiia.nasya utpadadayo dbarma abhyupetab 
tatha ca asya phalatayu. na.vagant:rbvam, kartr­
phala-bhavasya ekatra virodhat I 

-Bhamat i -Kalpa tarn -Parimala 
-p. 555 (N. S. Second Edition} 
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*29 See Sankara-Bha~ya on B. S. 2/2/31 in which 
·Sankara's contention also seems to imply that an instantaneous 
psychic event cannot serve as the background of an illusion. 

Also see Bhu.mati on the same:-

apica u.ropitaril nif}edhaniyam, ii.ropasca tattv:idhif}thano 
dy:'}l;o yatha suktikadif}u rajatadeh I 
na cet kiiicidasti tattv11,tiJ. kasya kasmin ii.ropab I 

Here Vacaspati's argument is explicitly directed against 
the Madhyamika Buddhists (Nihilists), but implicitly against 
the Y ogacaras also. 

As regards the law of illusion and the hierarchy of 
-Bxistence see Advaita Siddhi of l\fadhhsudana-the introduc­
tory portion upto mithyu.tva-mithyatva-nirukti-prakarl).a. 

I 
We think that an Advaitin, in order to demarcate the 

'Sankarite stand-point from Buddhist Idealism, should set no 
great stot"e by the difference between pragmatic existence 
\ vyavaharika-satta) and illusory existence (prii.tibhasika-sattii.). 
The Buddhist idealists of both the schools (e.g. Nagarjuna, 
Dharmakirti and Prajii.akara ) 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 
-common man, and that their difference crops up only in 
respect of the final or fundamental existence (parrnartha­
satta). 

It is not without rearnn that the great Advaita dialecti­
dan Srihar~a, 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-satta ( pragmatic existence ) and pratibhasika-satta 
{ illusive existenee ). He notes the difference between 
l\Iadhyamika Idealism and Upani~adic Idealism in the follow­
ing words-

"Saugata-Brahmabadino rayam vise~o yad 

adimah sarvam eva anirvacaniyaril vari;i.ayati··· 
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vijiia.na-vyatiriktam puoaridam visvaih sad­
asadbhya.m vilak?al).am brabmabadinalJ. sangirante" 
(Khm;iq.ana-Khal).c}a-Kha.dyam, icith Vidyasai:ari 
Oommentc.ry-p. 125). 
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\Vhen it is asserted by the Advaitin that on the eve of 
the final realisation of the Absolute the whole phenomeual 
world ia totally negated, it follows hence that from this final 
stand-point there is no substantial difference between pragma­
tic exif::tence and illusive existence. Our dream is a dream 
within a wider cosmic illusion. \Vith the final negation of 
of the entire empirical umverse the difference between 
vyavaha.rika-sattit and pratibha.sika-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 see how 
the Advaitins basically difler from the Buddhist Idefllists. 
The difference between the dream-world and the phe11ome 11 al 
and empirical world as a whole is only this that the former 
is a short-term dream within the orbit of the latter which is 
a long-term dream. It is logically senseless to say that a 
long-term drnam 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 fiually mark out 
Advaitism from Buddhist Idealism. The reader is flgain 
referred to the chapter on drr;;ti-srr;;ti in Advaita-sidhi. There 
1\{adhusudana accepts drr:,ti-sr~ti as a correct representation 
of the Advaita theory of knowledge, and admits that on this 
view there is no difference between vyavahii.rika-sattii. aud 
prii.tibhii.sika-satta. 011 this view it is the silver-percept, a11d 
not the nacre, that appears as the external piece of silver. 

See note No. 35 

*30 ·we refer to such a syllogism as with which l\.1adhn­
sudhana has opened his masterly debate in Advaita-siddhi ;-

''\:Vhatever is an object of knowledge is unreal, as it is 
the case with nacre-silver ; the phenome11al world is an object 
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of knowledge; therefore it is nmeal."~vimatari:l mithyii, 
d:rsyatvii.t, sukti-rn pyavat. 

•31 Tattvapradipik:i.-pp. 44-47 N. S. edition. 
Aclvaita-siddhi-pp. 453-58 N. S. edition. 

The reader may profitably compare the elaborate and 
penetrative interpretation of Vijiiaptimiitratti. by Praji1ii.kara. 

PVB pp 349-404 ( Tibetan-Sanskrit Works series). 

,;,32 tasmii.t s8.t.yatv0 samban:1hii.nup8.patteh 

ii.<1hyii.sika ova clrg-d:rsyayoh sambandl1ah 
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,-

"tadevarb. vhaya-vi~ayibhiivii.-niriiual).iit, a.tmani 
adliyastataya casidliau, prapailcrisya satyatrn 
c1:rsyatvanupavattir biidhikii.'' Tpk. p. ,17. 

( 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 contradicte:1 by the fact 
that the very phenomenon of being an object of knowledge 
is impossiblr. on the assumption of such a reality). 

,:,33 tasya-scii.rtbant:1re vedye durgliat8.u voc1ya-vodakau I 

P. V v 3/331. 

*34 samvec1yii.tirekei;ia na 111lac1i pratiyate I 

asamvedye pratitiscet tttdabhave katha1h hhavet II 
asamvedyam eva pratipannam iti vyahatn.m I 
tatha ca.yam arthah syac1 avratitarh watitam iti I 
atha aprat"iyamai;iarh pratyak~eI).a anumanena 
pratiyate I tdapi asat I pntiyamiinatii-YyatirekeI).O. 

niirthah para iti pak~ab, na tu pratyak~a-pratitatii. eveti I 
anumana-pratitirapi svariive prntyak';\a-prati:tireva 
griLhye I... 
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svarupe:r;ia pratita:ii 
s varupe:r;iii.pratita:ii 

cet sii.kf}atkara:r;iam eva. tat I 
cet sarrnthasyapratitatii. II 

22:3 

P. V. B. p. 354. 

*25 ata eva, sa1-ye pratyaya analambanal:t, 
pratyatva.t, svapna-pratyayavat I 

p_ V. B. p. 359. 

The render may profitably compare the chapter on. d:r!:iti· 
srr;;ti in Advaita-siddhi, l\fodhusudana's ungrudging support 
to dr!=;lti-sr!;ltti 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 
finds Gauc}a-brahmii.nanda clearly recognizing the fact that 
drJ;1ti-sr1;1ti is a form of solipsism or subjective idealism-

''c1r1;1ti-srr;;ti-pak!=_le purur;;antariya­
sukhac1ilmrh na jiiayate, kintu puru!=_linta­
riyatvena asmin eva kalpyate iti bhavab" 

Madhusudana unequivocally observes that according to 
dn;ti-srJ;1ti 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 dr~ti·srl';lti is quite in 
consonance with the letter and spirit of Advaita Vedanta. 
The nacre and the nacre-silver are equally false. ,vhen it is 
stated by the teachers of Advaita that in 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 
-''It is silver", no nacre is needed as the background of 
illusion. Consciousness circumscribed by "it11ess" ( the 
psychic-percept of the Buddhists ) is a fact with which the 
fictitious silver is falsely identified. That is enough for 
aclllyasa. Madhusudana says this much in clear terms. 
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A careful perusal of this chapter on dr~ti·sr~~i will go a 
long way to convince a sectarian Advaitist that i11 the pure 
epistemic position there is 110 fundamental difference between 
Yoga.earn Buddhism and Advaita Ideali::;m. The difference is 
on the metaphyasical plane alone. 

CHAPTER V 

•36 Bradley-Logic Vol. I, Ch. I. 

*37 Cook Wilson-Statement ancl Inference Vol. L 

Ch. XIII. 

*38 NugesabhaHa-Laghnmanju:1:i. p. 353. 

ata eva caki::u~a drsyamiLnam api ajiiu.ta-boclliakarn 
padiirtham "kimiclam iti na jiLniimi" iti vyavaharanti. 

ta<lupadese ca jiiu.ta.m iti vyavaharanti". 

•39 Russell-Human Knowledge p. 7 4 -

''It is sometimes maintained that there can be no thought 
without language, but to this view I cannot assent : I hold 
that there can be thought, even true ancl false belief, without. 
language." 

But see again, (Ibid-p.440)-''But although sensation 
is a source of knowledge, it is not itself, in any usual sense, 
knowledge. When we speak of 'knowledge' we generally 
imply a distinction between knowing and what is know11, but 
in sensation there is no such dif!tinction". 

It obviously means that in the stage of knowledge proper 
the knower himself must be able to distinguish between 
knowing and what is known. It is difficult to see how such 
:it distinction can be made without the help of langunge. The 
distinction between knowing and the known requires a higher 

degree of abstraction than between black and white. 
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idam sabdanusandhana-matram abhyadhikar.b. pa.ram I· 
vfr;iaye na tu bhedosti savikalpa.vikalpayoh. II 

-Jayanta 's Nyayamafiiar"i 
Pt. I p. 92 ( Benares ed. ) 

Also slokavartika of Kumarila-

samjiiitvarh kevalath param 
-Prnty:1 k!}a-Sutra 

Verse 175. 

*41 NilakaQ.tlrn 011 Dipik,"i.-

"nirvilrnlpakasya n.tiudriyataya pratyak1;1a-pra­
mai;iasambhavacl anumanaril prama:r;iayati'' ! 

-Tarka-sa "ugraha-Bh:S.skaroday:S..-p 76-77 (N.S} 

It is called 'atindriya' ( extra-sensuous ) not in the sem,e 
of not being begotten by sense, but in the sense that no trace 

of it can be found in the perceptual introspection. 

"inrlriya-janya-jfH"i.n~vi!'}ayatay;i. ityartbah 
.. vya vasa.yatmaka-jiiii.nasya 
anu vya vasii.yu.tmaka-pratya k!;rn,-jiia.ua-vi flay at v.it I 

-Bhaskarndaya. on NilakaQ.th"i P 76. 

*42 yathii. rupadayo bhinnal;t prak sabdii.t svii.troanaiva tu I 
go.myante tad vad evaita.t sa.riljiiitvaril kevalarb. pa.ram II 

-SI v- v 17 5-PratyakEJa. 

*4,3 See Pci.etlrns:i.t·,tthi's commentaey on the following veL·se 

of Kumarila-

na vise$o na samanyil,m tadii.nim anubhuyate I 

tayor adha.rabhuta. tu vyaktir evavasi~yate II 

Again, 

nirvikalpaka-bodhopi dvyii.tmakasyapi vastunal:t [ 
gr,i.hai;iari:l lti.k~a:t;i.a.khyeyaili jiiatra. suddhar.b. tu grhyate II 

Slv. v173 and 118, Pratyalc~a. 

15 
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•44 a vivikta-sii.mii.nya-visef}a-vi bhagam 
sammugdha-vastumii.tra-gocaram ii.locana-jiii.i.nam 

-Sastradipi7.a-pl09 (Chowkhamba ed.) 

•45 See Slv. Pratyakf}a-v 172-176 and Pi.i.rthasii.rathi's 
commentary on the same. 

*46 kvacij jii.til)., kvacid dravyam, kvacit karma, 
kvacicl gul).al) I 

yadeva savikalpena tadevii.nena grhyata II 
iha sabdanusandhii.na-mii.tra.m abhyaclhikam. pa.ram I 
vif}aye na tu bhedosti savikal1Javikalpayoh II 

-Nya.yamafi.jari-p 92 (Pt. I) Benares ed. 

*47 visef}al}.a·visef:iya-sambandhanavagahi jiiii.nam 

-( Dipilcii. of .Annambhatta ) 

visef:iyacli-vic1hayii. visef:iyadyanavagii.hi jiiii.nam 
ityartbah I tathii. ca j:iiii.natva-ghatitam vise1n•atii.­
s'iinyatvarn, visef}ai;tata-sunyatvam, sam.sargatii.­
s'iinyatvarh ceti lakf}al}.a-trayaih paryavasitam iti 

bhii.vah I 
(Nilal,aT.).thi on the above ) 

tathii. ca idarh visei;iyam, idam visei;iaI,J.am, 
ayarh sarhsarga ityavarh tattad-dharma-prakii.rei;i.o. 
ghata-ghatatva-tat-sarhsargii.l}.ii.m anavagii.hyatvii.t I 

(Bhii.s1'a,·odayii. on the above) 

-Tarlcasari1graha-Bhaslcarodayii.-p 76 • 

*48 Gauriti visii;ita-j:iianarh visei;iai;i.a-j:iiana-janyam, 
visif}ta-jiiii.natvat, dai;i.qi ti jiianavat I 

-Annaihbhatta's Dipi/.u.. 

*49 atra asmat-pitr-caral).al). :-pratbamikarh gauriti 

pratyakf}arb. j anya-viser:}ai;ta-j:iiii.na-janyam, janya­
visif}ta-jiiii.natvii.t, amimitivat I 

- Vardhamana-Nya.ya-Lilii.rati-p,·al,a.sa-p 484 
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It is not without reason that Visvanatha, in his Siddhanta­
muktavali, is avowedly not ready to accept nirvikalpa within 
the fold of peL·ception, since it is a kind of pre-perceptual 
knowledge which cannot be captured in any subsequent 
perceptual introspection-

-See Siddhanta-muktavali on Karikii.vali -v 57 • 

*50 tasmat pratyak!}am apyartham 
vidvan ik!}eta yuktitab I 

na darsanasya prama:r;tyad 
d:rsyamartham prakalpayet II 

Vkp. Bk. II v 143. 

*51 siddha.nugama-~atram hi kartum yuktam parik!}akaib I 

na sarvaloka-siddhasya, laksanena nivartanam II 
• Slv. Pratyak!'}a-v 133-

* 52 asti hyalocana-jii.anar:b. prathamarh nirvikalpakam I 
bala-mukadijiiana-sad:rsarh suddha-vastujam II 

-Slv.-Pmtyak!}a-v. 112. 

*53 itikartavyata loke sarva sabda-vyapasraya I 
ya'.'h purvahita-sarhskaro balopi pratipadyate II 

Vkp-Bk. I v 120. 

CHAPTERS VI-VII 

•54 l\Ieaning and truth-p 24. 

•55 See Hela.rii,ja's commentary on :-
tasmac chakti-vibhagena nityah sadasadatmakab I 
ekorthalJ. sabda-vacyatve bahurupah prakasate II 

Vkp. Bk. 111/3/85. 

Also on-Ibid v 86, 70, 68 
"yattu para.math rupaili tannaiva vyavaharaspadam'' I 

Also see Haribhadrasuri's Anekii.nta-jaya-pataka (G.O.S) 
Vol. I pp 368-369, 382-384. 

•56 .Language, Logic and Truth-p. 78. 



CHAPTER Vlll 

•57 Critique of Pure Reaso11-l11trod11ctio11-l V-i 

~58 yopi prathama-nipatt bahye!ivarlhe::;u prakasab :-,t 

vise!}a-nimittaparigrahepi vastu-rnatrarn ida1i1 twl 

iti pratyavabhii.sayati-Comm. on Vkp. Bk I/ 12i 

*59 That the mea11ing as a concept mriy be equally admitted 
by the realists and the idealists has been forcefully brought. 
out by Helaraja 

"abbyupagama-bii.dascayam. bahya-nayopi sabrlu.rtlHwya 
buddhi-parivartinalJ pra.titeh. kriya-ku.rakabhu.,·c 
d:rsya-vikalpayo-rabhedu.rl hya vasiiyii.tl yy,L ,·ahii.ra-sidd hir 
bha vatycva • • • ••• vinapi tu bu.hyii.rtlm1i1 sakyato 
vijii.anamatra-darsanepi tannirbliu.~a-vascna kriyu.-
karaka-sambandho melayitum itycn1, upitnyastam I 

Comm. on Vkp. Bk lll/33-. 

•60 The Epistemic Law of Logical Construction is the· 
abstracted essence of the following verses of Bhart:rlrnri :-

sabde!}evasrita saktir visvasyasya nibandh11n i l 
yannetrah pratibhatmayath bhedaruv:1b prat1yat0 II 
na sosti pratyayo loke... I 

II 
I 

na prakasalJ. prakaseta Sa. hi pratyavamarsint II 
yo vartho buddhivi!iayo ba.byavastu-nibandhanab I 
sa bahya-vastviti jii.atab sabdarthah kaiscid i~yato II 
anitye~vapi nityatvam abhidheyii.tmana sthitam I 
vikalpotthapitenaiva sarvo bhavena laukilmb I 
mukhyeneva padarthena vyavahii.ro viclh"iyate II 
vyavaharasca lokasya paclarthaib. parikalpitaib I 

Vkp Bk 1/119, 124, 125 ; Bk II/134 ; Bk lll/3/34; 
Bk II/3/80, Bk 111/3/BS. 
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See Hela.ra./a on 111/3/80 

evam anyopi ya}:t lmscid vyavaha.rab sa sarvab 
vistavat:tb abahir-virlyama.nasya vastumab abhinnasya. 
ta.v ac.1 ana.di-mith11u.bhya..sa-vii..sana.-vasopaja.ta eva 
sa.mv:rta statha. adhyavasii.yii.d asa.·hv:rta iva. 
avidyii.-prav:rtti-rupe jagati praru<}ha'b I 
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Note the unmistakable Buddhist flavour of the emphasized 
cxpressio11s. 

The printed edition of the text has some obvious mistakes 
which have been corrected her~ • 

These lines, ta.ken in themselves, are concerned with th0 

pure epistemic aspect of the problem, and as such, cannot be 
clifterentiated from the Yogacira position. Even the ter~ 
"Avidya." has been equated to Va.sana. by Na.gesa in his 
Laghu-Mau.ju!fi. ( Laghu-l\Iaiiju.!'3a.-pp 283-319). 

While elaborately refuting "anirvacan'iya-khya.ti" of 
Advaita-Veda.nta, Niigesa is conscious that he is fast approa­
ching the Buddhist position. So he demarcates his own view 
from the Buddhist one in this way. 

etena asato bha.ne bauddha-mata-pravc3sa 
iti apa.qtam, tena tatra a.ropita-satyasyapi 
anangikara.t, i'Ltmana stena anityatva:ngikaracca. 

The first line of demarcation, intended to be an epistemic 
distinction, is too weak to stand, because the Buddhist idea­
lists have mentioned times without number in no uncertain 
terms that they recognize a "samvrti-sat" ( a relative, prag­
matic, constructional existence ) as distinct from ''i1armartha­
sat" ( the fundamental existance ). The second line of 
demarcation 1s metaphysical and as such stands valid. 

Hela.ra.ja, in a few lines just next to those quoted above, 
has brought th~ met-aphysical aspect of Sabdadvaita to bear 
upon the epistemic problem at hand, in order to introduce the 
next ver.se of Va.kyapadiya. 
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•61 kiril sad-asatva-paki;a-bahirbhava-bhyupagamal} ? 

- Khal).qana-KhaDclakhid11am 
p 129 ( Benares ed. with 

Viclyii.sii.gar1. ) 

•62 yo hi sarvam anirvacan1.ya-sadasttva1h brute 
sa katham anirvacan1 yata-sattv[l,-vya vasthitau 
paryanuyujyeta I·· ·parasya eva tu vya vasthayii 
evaril paryavasyati, nirvacan1yu-pratik~op~d 
anirvacan1yatvam I ···ta.tab parak1ya-r1tyii idam 
ucyate,-anirvacaniyatva1i1 visvasya varyavasyati 
iti I vastutasca vayaih prapaiica-rnttva­
vyavasthapana-vinivrttii.h svatah siddhe cic1u.tmani 
brahma-tattve kevale bharam avalambya 
caritarthah sukham u.smahe. 

Ibid-p. 121. 

•63 tat-sattviisattvayo raudas1nyalambane 
satya-nirvacan1yatva:il parise::;a-siddharn ityarthab I 

Ibid-Vidyasii.gar1 p. 133. 
•64 Laghn JI.Iaiiiu::;u.-p. 273. 
•65 Kha:Q.q.ana-p. 125. 

upasyanta:h 

••• yastu 

nirvaktum asamarthye gurava 
yebhyo niruktayal} siln)yante 
bu.di niruktyabhimanatil. dhatte sa 
na tu sak!)yati, vaktavya-dol}at I 

tu nirvaktu 

IC/taI).qana p. 117-118-

•67 Laghu-Maii.iuf!a-pp 266-320. 

*68 Vak-saktireva vii. citih • • • sarvatha 
vagriipadhino jii.eyabodha iti sarvam 
jiieyarb. vagriipanvitam gamyate iti 

tad-vikaro vivarto va.-

Brahma-siddhi-P 19• 

•69 api ca santyartha vyavaharikah ; ye!'!am 
na sabda-vivartad anyat tattvam ; tatsamii.nyad 
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itarepi tatha. avasa.ta=a.i., th-• er •> ya a ... 
sasa-vir;ial}.a.dayalJ. I 

Brahma-siddhi-p. lS. 

•70 Contrast an earlier remark of Mandana about the nature 
of ~vidya- • • 

atyantasattve khapur;ii;,a-sa,dr;;i: na vyavahiriiigam ; 
tasmad anirvacani:ya. I • 

But note that in the above quotation (note no. 69) he uses 
the very example of sasa-vir;iai;ia to emphasize the fictitious 

nature of the world. 

•71 Vkp. I/55 

•72 tatha sabdopi vacakal;i. artham abhidhiya­
manataya prakasayan atmanam ai;,i abhidheyataya 
prakasayati iti ucitn.m I na tu srotrandriya­
vfr:}aya-bhavopaaamina··· 
eva:iica k Itva sarva-ghata-sabda-sadhii.ra,;iari:l 
saruanya-r'iipam artlrnpalnp,-nik~iptam artha­
samana'l!iikara:i;i.atb. svar'iipam asya va.cyam, 
arthavat-tatsii.manadhilmra:i;i.yat atrapi 
tatha pra.ti:te}J. I 

-Comm. on Vkp. IIJ/2 ( Sarnbandha­
Sarnuddesa). 

Also Vkp I/50 :-

atma-r'iiparb. yathii j:iiane 
artharuparb. tatha sabde 

j:iieya-r'iiparb. ca drsyate 
svarupam ca prakiisate 

•73 bau,ddha.rthasya ba~tddheno sabdena avibhauiit 
tanmulabhedadhyavasayena sabdii.d arthakara­
vfttau jayamanaya'.h svii.karasyapi samarpal}.am 
iti sabdasyii.pi vi~ayatii, ata eva sa bde griihya­
graha.katva-r'iipa-sakti-d vaya-svi:ka.rah I 

-Laghu-Maiij'ii~a.-p 852. 
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•74 lolibhutani sabdartha-jiiii.nani 
'ghata' ityevam avagamyante I 

Helarii.ja on Vkp 111/2 
( Sambanclha-Snmnddesa ). 

Commentary on-Vkp Jil/2 Sambandha-Samuddesa 

CHAPTER IX 

•76 cf. Tractatus-5.6~, 5.63, 5.64. 
•77 Vkp 11(134 and the comm. tl1ereon. 

p. 97 ( C.S18 ) 

See note no, 59-Yo vartho, etc. 
•78 Laghu-1\Ia:iiju~a-pp 344-345. 
•79 Tattva-Sa1bgraha ( Text and comm. G .O.S. 

Vol. I v /891.) 

*80 ayarh hi buddhyakara·bii.d1 bah-ye vast1mi 

abhra.ntarh savir.iayarh dravya.di~ii 

pa.ramarthilce~n adhyasta1b. huddhyakararh 
paramii.rthatalJ. sabdartbam icchanti. I 

-Comm. on T.S. v/891. 

*81 vikalpa-yonayah sabda vikalpab siibda-yonayal:i I 
-quoted by Helii.raja under 

Vkp 111/54 ( Sambandha-Samuddesa) 
The second half of the verse is-

te~am anyonya-sambandho, narthan sabdi.i.h 

Sl)fsantyami II 
( The relation is between language and fiction ; the words 

have nothing to do with real objects. ) 

*82 yatra dra~ta ca drsya:ilca darsanarh vii vikalpitam I 
tasyaivarthasya satyatvarn srita strayyanta-vcdinah II 

Ibid 70. 
*83 Ibid. v. 80. Read ''mukhyeneva'' for "r:nukhyenaiva" 
in- the printed text of the verse. Similarly, in the commentary, 
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:read ''abahir-vidyamanasya'' for ''bahir-vidyama.nasya", and 
''abhi11nasya" for '·bhinnasya". In both the cases 'a.' is 
to be considered dropped by sandhi iu the commentary. 

See note 110. 59 where the verse is quoted-

"Vikal potthapitenai va ... etc. 

•- 4 Berti-and 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 
-5.631, 5.634 and 5.64. 

•87 An Examination of Logical Positivism-Ch.VII. 

•88 Tractatus 5.1361 and 2.062. 

•89 ,v einberg-Examination of Logical 

Positivism-pp 41 and 47. 

-11190 Introduction to Trnctatns-pp 19-21. 

-11191 Ibid.-p. 21. 

*92 nii.bhic1hanarh svadharme:r;ui. sambandhasyasti vii.cakam I 
atyanta-paratantratva.t rupad1 nasyapadisyate II 

Vkp III/34 (Sa-mbandha. Samauddesa) 

•93 See Helaru.ja's commentary on the just-quoted verse. 
Also, Dharmakirti-
sambanc1hasyii.pi svarupe:r;i.a. anabbidhanam uktam. 
abhidhane hi samba.ndhitve11a buddhyupasthanat 
yathabhiprayam a.pratitah I 

PVSV ( Gnoli's ed. p. 92 ) 

Aud, ICar'I).alcagomin too:-
sambandhastu svarupe:r;i.a g:rhyate, nabhidhiyate. 
sambandhi-rupapannasya eva Vif}yikaral}.at I 

Commentary on the above 
p. 345, 

•U4 Introduction to Tracta.tus-p. 23. 



CHAPTER X 

•95 For the Theory of Neutral Sense-data see Prof. Ayer­
Langnage, Logic and Trnth-pp. 122-124. 
•96 My Philosophical Development. p. 221. 
•~7 Appearance and Reality-Introduction p. 1-
•98 22 verses of Sarnbandha-pa6k!'ji have been qnoted by 
Prabhii.candra in his Pmmeya-Karnala-111ti.rtni;i.4a, These 
verses fully tally with those that have been given by Rahul 
Sanlqtyii.yana in his introduction to Prafaii.kara- Bhii.~ya. 

•99 tau ca bhii.va.u taclanyasca sarvo te svii.tmani sthitii.b. I 
ityamisrii.h svayatil bhii.vii. stii.n misrayanti kalpanii.l.1 II 

Sambandlia-Parikijii., v .5 . 

. For an nnbiassed explanation of this verse see Prabhi­
candra-Nyj.ya-kwniula-ca,ulra Vol. I. p. 306. 

•100 Brndley-Appearance and Reality-Ch. Ill and 
Appendix, Note B. 

Logic-Vol. I Bk II Pt. 1, Ch. II. 
Sauknra-B.S.B. 2/2/13 and 2/2/17. 

•101 Statement and Inference. Vol. II, Pt. V, Ch. VI. 
•102 PVB pp 183-185. 
•103 Logic-Vol. Ip 297 Note 3, also p. 113 Note 50. 
•104 Sp:lce, Time and Deity-Vol. I. p, 238. 
•105 Ibid.-p. 246. 
•106 Ibid. p. 249. 
•107 Ibid. p. 240. 
•108 Ibid. pp. 258-59. 
•109 Principles of Mathematics, p. 51. 
•110 Space, Time and Deity-Vol. I. p. 239. 
•111 Ibid. pp. 242-43. 
•112 Buddhist Logic-Vol. 1, pp. 48-49. 
•113 Philosophical Stndies-p. 289. 

*114 Ibid. p. 307. 
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Ibid. p. 220. 
Ibid. pp 289-~90. 
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*117 "vidyamanath sad vyii.vartaka'.ll vise~aQ.am, 
avidyamanath sad vyavartakam upalak~al).am" 

Gadadhara in Vyutpattibo.da 

•118 Logic and Knowledge-p. 249. 
•119 Logic and Knowledge-p. 245. 

•120 gm:iabhutai-ravayavaih samuhah krarna-janmanam I 
buddhya prakalpitabhedah kriyeti vyapadisyate II 

-Vkp. Bk. 111 Kriya-samuddesa-v.4. 

*121 sabdah sati1.ketita1h prahnr vyavaharaya sa smrtah I 
tada. svalak;ia:r;ta!b. nasti sa:hketa stena tatra na II 

PV .. 1/54. 
See Dharmakirti's own gloss 011 the above. 

p. Hl4. 
( Kitab- mah al ed. ) 

*122 ekatra d:r~tabhedo hi kvacin nanyt1,tra drsyate I 
na tasrnad bhinnam astyanyat sa.manya­

buddhyabhedatah II 
PV. 3/126. 

•123 PVB pp 246-247. 
/ 

•124 PVSVT pp 93-95: 

•125 
•126 

anyohi d:rr;ita-svabhavah anyasca d:rsyamanab I 
napi purvakala-sambandhitvarh 

d:rsyamanasya, idaniih purva.bhivat 

My Philosophical Development-p. 20. 
Ibid. p. 21. 

Human Knowledge-Ch. VIII (Pt. IV) 
"A complete complex of com presence counts as a space­
time point-instant" p. 322. 

•128 My Philosophical Development. pp. 172-73. 



CHAPTER XI 

*129 aarva eva hi bhii.vii.h svarupa-sthitayah I 
te na atmanam parei:ia misrayanti I 
tasya })aratva·prasai;igii.t ... tac ca atmani 
vyavasthitam amisram eva ... 

-PVSV -Gnoli's cdition-

'.1!130 Tattvopaplava-si1i1ha (G.O.S.) 
pp. 13-17. 

•131 PVB p. 376-

ba,Jhako b::idhya-pratyayasya abhavaro 
karoti, tadalamb'.1nasya vii." ? 

•132 PVB p. 37 4-

pp. 24-25. 

yadi jatosau bliavah kena tasyabhii.vah kriyato ? 
( once an event comes to be, its being cannot be blown 
out of the instant in which it is ) 

•133 PVB-

''na tavaj jiianii.ntarei;ia abhavah 
svapna-jiiii.nasya anyasya va. kenacit kriyate I 
. . . anyena nalii jilanena tasya 
Vi!')ayapabarah asatta-lak!;lai:io badhah" •••• 

para-vir:;ayapaharai;iantu nara.dhipa-dharmah. I 
-pp 4-5. 

*134 PVB pp 259-387. 

tasmad idam ova tasya ba.clhalm:h yad anya­
rupa-grahakatvam I tacc'.1. sarva-pratyayapek~ayii. 
sarva-pratyayanam I nanu jagrat-pratyayartbah 
samba.di, tat katharh tasya anyena agrahai:J.am I 
svapna-pratyayanii.m api tat-svapna-clarsina. tadan-ya-
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svapna-pratyaya-grahai;i.ad avisambadanam eva I 
tat kathaih badhyatvam I jii.grat-pratyayena 
baclhyatvacl it icet I jagrat-pratyayopi tena iti 
samanam etat. pp. 359-360. 
1>araspara-pariharei;i.a avasthitayoh kathari:1. badbya­
baclhakabhavah···dvayo-rapi badhya-ba.dhalm-bhavah I 
na prii.pakatvad elmsya ba.dhakatvam eva I p. 3G5. 
katlmrh tarhi badhya-badbaka-bha.va-pratitih, 
tatkii.lanmcl hye eva yada. apara-svarupa-nirupai;i.a­
paral:t. pratyayo bhavati, tada tena vicchinnaril 
purvakam ii.lambanam···tena sa bii.dhako vyavas­
thapyate I p. 375 
katharh tarhi badhya-badlmlm-bhavah ? 
na 1':atha11cit···vyavaha.ra-rnatram evedam 
svapnasvapnabhedo nama I tatha pramai;i.a­
pramii.i;i.a-bhedal.i··· p. 5, 
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•135 prama.l).am avisarnbadi jiianarn, artha-kriya-sthitih I 
avisambadanam ... 

•136 PVB-p. 5. 

II 
PV. 2/1. 

na khalu svarupa-samvedanad aparam atra artha-kriya­
j:iianam kvacicl upalabhyate I rupadayohi svarupa­
samvedana-parii. eva I. na tadvit;iayab pratyayah 
paratra pramai;i.am ••• iti nah sa:.hvyavaharilrn­
pramai;i.avatu.rah I aclhyaropei;i.a hi tadekata 
vif1ayantarasyapi I tata staddvarei;i.a samba.danam 

uktath j:iiane. 

•137 yatha. nivisate sortha statha hi sa prakasate I 
arthasthite stadatmatva.t sva-vid apyarthavin mata II 
tasma.d vir,myabhedopi na, sva-samvedanau.1 phalam I 
uktam. svabhava-cinta.yari:I. tadatmyad artha-samvidolJ. II 

-PV v/35O-51. 
PVB-pp. 394-90. 

Again-

prama.:r;i.ari:I. sva-samvedanam I 
-PV 3/367. 
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Also see the chapter on Sva-samvedana-cinta 
-PVB pp. 425-448. 

*138 sarb.vyavaharikarb. pramal).yatb. pratipii.dayatii. 
paramarthata ekam eva sva-samvedanath 
pratyak!jam ityuktarb. bhavati I 

1.-'Vll-p. 25. 
sva-samvedanam eva ekarb. pratyakf}ari:l 
pramal).arb. napararo" I 

PVB p 31. 

CHAPTER XII 

*139 evaro arthasya sabdasya jiianasya ca viparyaye I 
bhava.bhii.v;i.v-abhedena vyavahii.rii.-nupii.tinau II 

Vkp. Uk. Ill Sambandha-Sam11ddesa 
-v. 59. 

tatha ca bhii.vasyapi sabclena abhic1hi"yamii.nasya jfiaya­
mii.nasya vii. paropii.dhirupataya abhii.va-sama-kaki:.mta I 
abhii.vopi hi ... paropii.dhir-eva sabda-pratyayii.v anu­
patati"ti . . . bucldhyii. nirupyamal).o hi abhii.vo 
bhava-ru1Jel).a avaccbidyate. 

-Helii.rii.ja on the above. 

*140 tasmat sarvam abii.vo vii. bhii.vo vii. sarvam if}yate I 
na tvavasthantararb. ki:iicicl ekasmii.t satyatab sthitam II 
tasman nabbii.vam iccbanti ye loke bhavabii.dinab I 
abhavabadino va.pi na bhii.vail tattva-lakrjaIJ.am II 

Vkp Ibid v 62-63 
yatas-caivam sarvarb. sarb.vrti-sat tatah pracii.rita­
darsana-vikalpa}J. tatra abhimaua-mii.tram I 

-Helarii.ja on the above. 

•141 See Helii.ra.ja-
n1lotpaladau ... visef}ai;ia-visef}ya-bhii.va-vi~aya-
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n'ilotpaladi sabchi rapi upasritam ityaba I 
tatrapi vravibhajya melanam upacara-sattayii.11 
yujyate I anyatha samsakta-vastuni neyam 
Jmlpana ghatate ityuktam I 

239 

Vkp. III/3/pp. 121-122. 
on v. 49-51. 

Also,-

viSe~al).arh viSe~yath ca sambandharh laukik'irh sthitim I 
grh'itva samkalayaitat tatha pratyeti nanyathii. II 

-Dhatmakirti-PV -3 /145. 

•142 
•143 
•144 
•145 
•146 

CHAPTER XIII 

My Philosophical Development-p. 172. 
]\'leaning a11d truth-p. 153. 
Logic and Knowledge-pp. 273. 
Logic and Knowledge-pp. 274-75 
Ibid.-P. ~75 

•147 l\{y Philosophical Development-p. 27. 
•148 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 Pad,i.rtha-Tattva-Niriipal).a-

PP 29-30 ( Benares Edition :, 
•151 Logic and Knowledge-p. 381 

CHAPTER XIV 

*I52 natu, svarupel).a lmtharil lak&}ya-lak~al}.a-bhavalJ. ? J 
na, lak~ya-lak~al).a-bhavasya kalpanikatvat I. .. 
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svarupam eva Jak!';l;i,IJ.arh yuktam, nanyat J 
anyena anyasya paramarthato hl,k!';IY!l.Yitum 
asakyatvat I pararuper;ia hi Jakrjal).atil 
pararupatadhyaropa eva, na svarupa-lak1::.1.i:ia1h tn.t I 

PVI3. p. 211 

Again, 
bhinno va bhav,t!·i abhinno vu.rtha statra 
buddhiparikali;ita e\'a sarvatra sambanclhal). I 
vastu vastuno yadi vyatiriktam, lm!J. sambandhal)? 
vyatireka eva iti cJt, yadi no.ma vyatiriktah 
tasya kah sambandhal).? vyatirckasya sarvatra 
samii.natvat asambanclha eva na syii.t I 

Ibid. p. 242·. 

* 153 na khalu pratyak~ata.b purvapara-vastu-grahai:iam I 
na ca smaral).am ananubhute, na ca kii.rai;iatvasya 
anubhavah, kathalil. samarar;iam ?• .. ya.di tii.vacl anumii.­
nam, katha:h pratyak~am antarei;ia I na hi 
pratyak!';lei;ia prak-purvata-parigraho, vartamanatii.­
grahi salmlam eva adhyk!iam I ... purvakam hi 
pratyaktjam svakalam parig:rhi;iat kathalil. parok~am 
atmanam vijaniyat I tatha param api pratyak!';lam I 

PVB-p. 292". 

Again-
atita-rupata anumii.nena. katharh pratiyate, 
pratyak~a-pratipanne anumanaprav:rttel). I 
pra.tyak~aii ca nii.titarupatayam prav:rttam I 
na yadasau pratyakr.ier;ia pratiyate tadii. at"itarupata., 
idanim at"itarupata iti ced anyad eva tarhi jii.tam I 
tatra ca na pratyak~am iti katham anumai;iam ? 

-Ibid. p. 182. 

*154 anyastu aha, bhavatu agni-dhu.mayolJ. kii.rya­
karal].a-bhii.val)., tathapi na ta.yo rekei;ia jiianena 
grahal].am, bhinna-kalatvat I. .. tena ic1am asroii.d 
utpannam iti na kenncid g:rhitaro, a.ta eva 
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na smarai:ienapi g:rhyate, anubbavabhavat I 

PVSVT. p. 97. 

For Prnjiiii.kara's view on causal relation see PVB pp. 

180-185-

etat-saclbhii.ve eta.cl bhavati iti na evamprakii.ra­
vyapii.rah pratyak~am. 

Also see Manoratha's commentary on PV 2/4. 

*155 kevalam asya idarb. kii.ryai:b. kii.ra1.1aii ca iti 
Imlpitoya1h vyapadesah 

p. 183, 

-PVSVT. p. 97. 

•156 Both the strength and the weakness of Kari:iakngomin's 
position are reflected in the following. ( The reader may 
discern the contusing contradiction which attends his obser­
vation).-

PVSV'f pp. 97-98. :-

atrocyate, karyasya tavad anutpannavasthii.yam 
asattvad eva na karai:ia-sambandhitvati1, ni~panna­
vasthayam api evam, niri.pek~atvat I .. ·kevalam 
asya idam karyarb. ka.ral). trb. ca iti kalpitoyai:b. 
vyapadesah I tena hetob sakii.sii.t svarupalii.bha eva 
kii.ryatvam I kii.ryarb. 9rati prii.gbhava eva 
kara:r:iatvam I sa ca ii.tmalabhah pragbavasca 
bhii.vasya abhinnatvat pratsyak~a-g:rhi"ta eva ceti 
kathath na pratyakr;ia-grahya.l;i kii.rya-kara:r:ia-bhavah ? 
kevalarh karya-darsane sati idam asya karyam 
kii.rai;i.aiica iti vyavahriyate J .. ·tena purvake 
vastuni g:rhyamai:ie kii.rya:h prati anantaryam 
kara:r:iatmaka~ grhi"tam eva I tadii.nantaryasya 
tadabhinna-svabhavatvat I ata eva asmii.d ananta.ram 
idarh bhavati iti smarai:iam api bhavati, 
anantaryasya anubhutatvat I 

16 



CHAPTER XV 

*157 Some l\foin Problems of Philosophy 
-pp 58-60 ( Emplrnsir,: is om:s ) 

•158 Ibid. pp. 5€-58. 
•159 Ibid. p. 58. 
*160 Ibid. pp. 252-269. 
•i61 Ibid. p. 262. 
*162 Ibid. p. 263. 
*163 Ibid. p. 265. 

CHAPTER XVI 

•164 A Modern lntroduction to Logic. p. 33. 
•165 Meaning and Truth-p. 176. 
•166 Ibid. p. 180. 
•167 Ibid. p. 189. 

CHAPTER XVII 

*168 Logic and Knowledge ( On Propositions ) 

*189 Ibid. p. 320 
-pp. 313-314 

~'170 sataiica na ni~edhosti, sosatsu ca na vidyate I 
jagatyanena nyayena naii.artbal:.i pralayari.1 gatal). II 

-pp. 4/226. 

,:'171 Prajiiakara on the above.-PVB-p. 614. 
yadyabhava-matrarh vis!'}yi"-kriyate, vyarthaka eva 
prayogo naiiab I anirupita-vir;iayasya nafial:.i 
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aprn,yogat I pra.yoge va. nu, pra.yojanam I 
a,thu, y,1,sy11, abhavah sa vi~ayi-kartavyab I 
ttttha sati k,ttlrnrh pr,1,t1yamam1,sy11, evtt abhavab ? 

243 

It i;i significant that this verse of Dharmnkirti bas been 
-quoted with approval by Heliir:ija ( Vkp-lll/3/42 ) and by 
Niigesn. in Lnghn-mnfijuf:1:i. ( P. 652 ). 

Also see Vkp 111/14/v 250-282, pp. 571-585, 

172 tasmuc1 iisrity,1, sab-'l,irtlrnili bliavabhava­
samasra.yam I 

nbii.hyii.srn,yitm ntrdstatil 
::::arv,trb vic1bi-ni~eclhanam II 

-t,tto vilrnlpa-bnddhi-nirupyamal).O vi~ayo 
vidhi-nir:iedhttyoh I vika.lpanadl vastu­
vrtti-niynmii.bl1iiv,i,t 

PV 4/228' 

-Praiuakara on the above 
-PVB. p. 614. 

CHAPTER XVIII 

•173 l\1eaning and Trnth-P. 148. 

,:,174 hhojanady ttbbinrnnyante budclbyarthe y,1,d asambbavi I 
buddhyarthii.d evtt buddhyarthe jiite tadapi clr;;syate II 

Vkp-Ill/3/v 33. 
,:,175 va,kya,rtha-badinab padamatriit prntite rapari-samapteb I 

-Heliir:i.hi,'s commentary on the verse quoted before. 

,:,17G auityet:Jvn,pi nitya.tv,1,111 abbidheya.tmana sthitam I 
--Vkp Bk. III p. 113 ( Benares Edition ) 

See Helarii.jii.'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 Prajiiiikara 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. 

j:iianarupatayii sva-lakr;;aQ.ata parir;;phutiikamtii ca 
samanyasya vidyate eva 

PVB p. 191 on PV 3/9-10. 

Again-PVB-p. 248 :-
nahi prati:yamaQ.am em prati~edha-vi~ayah, 
vikalpika prati:tir asatya iti cct, tn.dasat I 
asatyatvath kutah siddham, vikalpatviit, 
pramatra kii I nirvilmlpalrn· boc1hepi 
tadasatyatvam ucyatam II 

*181 atra brurno ya cviirtho yasyam sarb.vidi bhiisate I 
vec1yn.b sa ovli, niinyaddhi vedyiiYedyasya lakr:;tt1).tttn IT 
Jnanasya vyabhicii.re hi visviisah kirb.-nibn.ndhanab I 
jiiiinasya vyabhiciire pi jilii.nati1 yat satyam eva tat II 
yatnenii nvi9yarniinepi ruparb. tac cen 1m drsyato I 
tadii purvaiva sariwittir niistitveno-padisyate II 

- PrakamQ.a-Paiicika, Naya-Vitlti 
vv.23, 69, 71. 

CHAPTER XX 

*182 Logical Positivism-p. 97. 
*183 Ibid. p. 105. 
*184 Ibid. p. 97. 
•185 Ibid. p. 97. 
*186 See Nagiirjuna's Vigraha-vyiivartani:. 
•18~, L 218 ogical Positivism-pp. 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 pratyak1;H1syapi hi arthavyabhicara eva pr.ima.1_1y,1m, 
tadabhave bhavinah tad-vipralambhat. 

245· 

PV p. 3 ( Gnoli's edition ), 
PVSVT p. 25 ( Rahul's edition ) 

-We have interpreted the spiti.t of Dharmakirti's obser­
vation. 

*192. Gilbert Ryle-Concept of Mind. 

CHAPTER XVI 

* 193 darsanasyapi yat satyad1. na tatha darsanari.l 
sthitam I 

va,stu sarhsarga-rupez:ia tarl arupa,ti1. nirupyate II 
sampratyayarthad ba.hya.rtlrnb sannasan V.l, 

vibhajyate I 
bii,hy1lq:-tya vibhu.gn,stu s,1ktyapoddharn-lak!'}aDab II 

Vkp II/vv 429, 449. 

*194 Prajiiakara very often uses the terms ''advaya '' and 
''advaita" to mean the indivisible unit of an installtaneous­
cognitive event. 

Appendix I 

*195 Vigruha-vya.varta.111-pp 24-29. 
An edition of Vigraha-vyavarta111 with an excellent expla­

natory translation in English has been brought out by Pro­
fessor Satkari lVfookerjee, Director, Nava-Nalanda Mahavihara 
in Nalanda Research Publications-Vol. I. 

,;, 196 dharmasya tadatad-riipa-vikalpauupapattitab I 

dharmii;i.a stad-visi!'}tatva-bhaiigo nityasamo bhavet II 

-Tarkika-rak~a quoted by Gaitq.5.- Bralmiinanda 
-Adi·aita-siddhi ( N. S p. 223-225 
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Also, Nyaya-clarsana-
Vatsyayana-Bhii.~ya and Visvanathnvi;tti 

pp. 501-503 ( Chowkhamba edition ). 
*197 Nyaya-1\fakaranda-pp. 356-359 l Benn.res ed. ) 
•198 Nyaya-candrika -pp. 444-445. 
•199 Vkp. Bk. III/3/25, 27, 28. 
•200 Menning and Truth -pp. 62-63. 

Appendix II 

*20I tasmii.n na kiiicit svena rupel).a abhidhcya·il 
sahdasya, iti na vidhih sabdarthah I 

PVB. p 3G3. 

*202 yastu punal;i. vyavahara.t sa:j1ketam. pratipannaviin 
tasya niyamena sa·ilketa-kii.Iarupaclhyavasayah 
prativimbariipa}J. I ••• tasya ca prativimbasya 
vyavrtti-1Jratipa.danam eva phalam, na svariipa­
pratipattih I svariipa:;;ya arthe abha.vat 

Ibid. p 2G4 

*203 See Kalp~lntii. on Atmatattva-viveka-p. 344 
( Benares edition ) 

*204 PVSVT-

•205 

vidheh sabdii.rthasya, ar~hii.cl anya-ni!;lodhasya 
abhyupagamat I tathii. vrk!;la ityukte artha.d 
avr,k!;la-nivartana1il pratiyate I etavanma.trai:ia 
ca anya-vya.vrtti-visi£:1tat\'l1,m uktam I na tu 
parttmii.rthato vise!;!ya-vise£:1ai:ia-bha.vah I 

-p. 248-249. 

,lii.anasri-Apoha-prakarai:ia :-
na khalu sastram anubhavarh paribhuya bhabiturh 
kr;;amttm iti vic1hirupam amukhayan eva vikalpa 
upajayate iti ta.van na sakyam apahnotuth 

prathama-pii.cliirthab. I 
-p. 203 Collected works 
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•206 Jiianasrimitra-.:\ poha-prukarar.:i-a-p. 206 of 
the Collected Works. 

''207 "nivesanat:il ca yo yasmu.t bbidyate vinivartya tam I 
-PV 1/ 126 Rahul's edition. 

ata eva sabde tadanya-vyavrttilJ. svii.rthabhidhii.aa·h 
ca na vyii.pu.ra-d va,yam, svartbasya abhidhu.nii.d eva 
tadanya-vyu.v:rtti-gatib, svarthasya bheda-rupatvat I 
na bi anvayalJ. avyil.q.·ttimatalJ., n5.pi ananvayino 

vyu.v:rttilJ. I 
P. V. S. V. p. 256. 
( Ruhul's edition } 
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CORRIGENDA 

Page Line Incorrect Correct 

xv 25 an am 

XVl 26 v.;ay may 

4 10 Buc1c1hists, Buddhists. 

7 20 though thought 

9 25 there their 
' 

28 13 " II 
n X 

42 7 qualy{iing qualifying 

G6 15 per excellence par excellence 

73 14 explnins explains 

137 8 waich which 

146 7 comlex complex 

146 34 "It is a raining" "It is raining" 

149 29 comminicated communicated 

165 1 prss pass 

Read 'Pm;i.yaraja' for 'Pufijaraja' wherever the latter occ2irs 
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