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Arindam: What Badarinithaji has said fa..lls mto.t\]n]ro é)]zli'r];s._iggﬁ
second part was concerned with the .quesn?n _whul: i a.cj1 20
Babu had raised yesterday. The situation whl_ch is being 001151’ Z i
is this: The Naiyayika knows that sound is nop—eterna I(Sas;\I Or;
nityah); and the Mimarhsaka says that s.otm.d is ;:terrclla .knows
Shibajiban Babu’s question was: The Neuyayllfa a reahy A
that sound is non-eternal. In that case, according 'to the fobe.n

Nyaya position, as he knows that sound has the attnbu’tfab; - (1”15
non-eternal, the knowledge, i.e., knov'vledge of tlje sabda _c:l e
kind, that sound has the opposite attribute cannot be _ge-m?i( 2 1'5
in him through hearing a sentence. Bl:lt here the Naly]‘;lylfalse
o’bviously understanding a sentenct? which he knows tg ; = ;
Because if he did not understand it what would he be arguing

against?
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To this a quick reply was given earlier by Badarinathaji that
what the Naiyayika understands is not #hat sound is eternal but that
the Mimarsaka believes that sound is eternal. Thus his $abdabodha
consists not in the cognition of an objective complex but the
cognition of a cognition (the cognition, of the Mimarnsaka). The
Naiyayika does not obtain coguition of an objective situation of
which the Mimarhsaka has cognition, for there is no such objec-
tive situation to be cognised. But he obtains cognition of the
cognition of the Mimarhsaka which is false. Thus the object of the
Naiyayika’s cognition is not an objective complex but the
Mimarsaka’s cognition. And the Naiyayika wants to prove that
this cognition of the Mimarsaka is false. This was the substance
of the reply which Shuklaji gave earlier in response to
Shibajiban Babu’s question. Many of us felt some reservations
about it. Shuklaji now says that that answer was not correct.
He describes it as a quick repartee intended to ‘stop the mouth’
of the opponent. The exact phrase he used was ‘throwing dust
into the questioner’s eyes’,

Now he says that the answer will not do. The answer which
he has given now has two parts: the first, a refutation of the
reply he gave earlier; and the second, an apparent admission
of propositions which is a great event deserving celebration. The
refutation of the reply is very neat. He says that according to the
Nyaya position itself you cannot have cognition of a pot unless
the pot is there. I cannot have cognition of someone else’s cogni-
tion of a pot unless I have cognition of a pot. If I have to have
cognition of a pot, the pot must be there—something which is
siddha. If there is no pot, no one canhave knowledge of a pot, and
therefore no one can have knowledge of someone else’s knowledge
of a pot. So, since in this case according to the Naiyayika the
object-complex which is the putative object of the Mimarmsaka’s
knowledge, viz., sound being eternal, just does not exist, the
Mimarsaka cannot have the cognition that sound is eternal and
the Naiyayika cannot have the cognition that the Mimarhsaka
has the cognition that sound is eternal. If the Naiyayika claims
that he has cognition of the Mimarsaka’s cognition that sound
is eternal, then this commits him to the view that there is the
objectcomplex which consists in sound being eternal. Then what




164 SAMVADA

happens to his claim that the cognition that sound is non-eternal
is yathartha. So the earlier answer will not do.

So in his present argument he brings the issue to a sharper
focus and by doingsocomes closer to admitting propositions. He
says that the sentence ‘Sabdo nityah’ produces $abdabodha in the
Naiyayika.

In a cognition that sound. is eternal, sound itself is being known
as being characterised by sound-ness (sabdatva) and eternity
(nityatva). The something which is characterised by soundness
and eternity is the objective complex of which this particular
cognition is a cognitionof. There is something which is out there
in the world and pertaining to which we may have the cognition
that sound is non-eternal, or the cognition that sound is eternal.
In the first cognition this something is characterised by soundness
and non-eternality. Thus the cognition is that something is
characterised by soundness and that this identical thing is charac-
terised by non-eternality. This is the abheda (identity) analysis;
there is a cognition in which both Sabdatva and anityatva characte-
rise an identical something. Now given the Mimarhsaka’s cogni-
tion that sabdatva and. nityatva both characterise something which
is out there, a part of objective reality, and given the Nyaya view
that sound as such is non-eternal,i.e., that anything which is
characterised by soundness is characterised by non-eternality; and
the Mimarhsa view that anything which is characterised by
soundness is characterised by eternality—it would follow that
something which is characterised by soundness is characterised
by both non-eternality and eternality which is self-contradictory.
And from the side of the external world we will have to admit that
eternality and non-eternality are the actual properties of sound,
for otherwise one of these two cognitions would lack an objective
complex (the objective complex which is the object or content
of the cognition.)

This is a rather subtle argument. From the Nyaya point of
view, which is an extensionalist point of view, if I have a cognition
of an object-complex, a complex consisting of, say, an attribute
characterising a thing, then in the objective situation that thing is
characterised by that attribute. Otherwise, there could not have
been cognition of the object-complex. This is the Nyaya siddhanta.
Now a Mimarnsaka has cognition that sound is eternal. Thus the
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cognition has for its object an object-complex consisting of eter-
nality characterising something which is characterised by sound-
ness. And this, in some sense, is there in external reality consisting
of the attribute non-eternality characterising something which is
characterised by soundness. Thus something in external reality
which is characterised by soundness (i.e., sound) has to be
admitted as a locus of both eternality and non-eternality. But
that is not possible.

So there must be objects (objective complex) other than the
objective complexes which are respectively the objects of the
Naiyayika’s and Mimarhsaka’s cognitions, and which are dis-
dinct from each other. Apart from the sound which is part of the
furniture of the world, there must be for the Naiyayika something
which he directly knows and is characterised by soundness and
non-eternality; and similarly for the Mimarsaka there must be
something other than the sound in objective reality, and other
than the something which figures in the Naiyayika’s cognition
which is characterised by soundness and eternality. As these two
loci are different there will no incompatibility. Shuklaji says that
we have to admit something which is distinct from the objective,
real sound, something which as it were exists between this sound
and cognition and is the direct object of cognition in which it is
characterised by the attribute of soundness and either eternality
or non-eternality, as the case may be. And if this is the sense
given to proposition we can admit that there are propositions.
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freeareai wEAE A SRR qe: wisti e
arfe fearfa:

Arindam: Badarinathji says that the Mimamsaka claims that
there is an objective situation in which something is characterised
by soundness and eternality. And. the Naiyayika similarly claims
that there is an objective situation in which something is characteri-
sed by soundness and non-eternality. Now Badarinathaji suggests
that the cognitions, which these two claim to have may beidentified
with propositions. We can thus say that there is a proposition
(which is entertained and believed by the Naiyayika) in which
soundness and non-eternality are elements and one can give a
similar account of the cognition claimed by the Mimarsaka.
Now obviously one of these two cognitions (propositions) must
be true and the proposition which is true may be regarded as
(an objective) fact. The true proposition is identical with a fact
which obtains. This may sound odd but it should not really sound
odd to those who are familiar with western literature, because
Frege in his article on ‘Der Gedanke’ (‘The Thought’) remarks
that a fact is nothing else but a true thought. Even Russell’s
position comes close to this. So this is a kind of Fregean position.
and I propose that we should discuss Frege’s notion of ‘thought’
at some length tomorrow.

Jha: What Badarinathaji has said is: one sees a piece of silver
and thus has a cognition of something as silver; and someone
else may have a cognition of the same something as lead. There
are two cognitions or jiignakaras here and as two jiianakaras they
are similar. Then what is the difference between them. The diffe-
rence is this—in the cognition of a piece of silver, being silver is
prakara and there is something which is its @sraya. Now whether
this prakara (silverness) actually resides in the @sraya is not deter-
mined. The object (or content) of such a cognition he calls a pro-
position, If however the prakara actually resides in the locus or
dsraya then he would call this state of affairs a fact or vastusthiti.
This is the difference he makes out between a proposition and fact.

Pahi: Badarinathaji’s proposal is that the distinction between
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proposition and fact is to be regarded as a distinction within
cognitions based on their different properties. A cognition which
has not been ascertained to be valid may be called a proposition.
A cognition which has been ascertained to be valid will, on the
other hand, be called a fact. This is what I take him to mean.

Shah: We seem to be trying to establish the real existence of
propositions. In this, I think, we are fundamentally at fault
regarding the relation between vakya, jianakara and vastusthiti.
I suggest that we should consider the relationship between what
we call a true sentence and what we call a false sentence. The
nature of sentenceis explained through the true sentence; and false
sentence is dependent on the true sentence. If this is so then it
should be possible for us to get away from proposition. The
proposition introduces an unnecessary complication. What is
misunderstood in the Russellian approach and the Fregean
approach basically is this that they consider these as seperate and
distinct. I suggest that a vakya is no vakya unless there is the
jAandkara and vastusthiti. And what can vastusthiti be without
vakya and jiianakara. How can we talk in the absence of these
about vastusthiti? This is not a question merely of talking. It is
not merely an epistemological question; ontological issues are
also involved here. We cannot get away from them. I submit that
if we turn to Wittgenstein even of the Tractatus and his proposi-
tions regarding the relation between language, thought and reality,
what I am saying will hold. And if that unity is understood, this
whole exercise will be unnecessary. We have not grasped the
relationship between language, thought and reality; because we
have not grasped the relationship between a true sentence on the
one hand, and a false sentence onthe other. If we were to do it,
we will not run into these difficulties.

Guest: What would be the proper way of grasping this
relationship?

Shah: There can be no vastusthiti without a true sentence and
Jhanakara. These three constitute an organic unity and so mutu-
ally dependent that one cannot be there without the other.
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Guest: But what are specifically the relations between the
elements of this organic unity?

Shah: There can be a variety of ways in which the nature of
this organic unity can be understood. One is in terms of structure,
the other in terms of its elements, and the third in terms of
both element and structure.
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Jha: This is the gist of what Shri Badarinathaji just said. How
do you know or decide that a sentence is true or a sentence is
false. In order to understand the relationship between a true
sentence and false sentence, would it not be necessary first to
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decide when a sentence is true and when it is false. And would we
then not come back to the same position?

Shah: I would like to suggest that there are, what one might
call, two levels. At one level, the basic level when the very concepts
introduced are of a particular type; if I want to introduce a
language to someone who does not understand the language at
all, then I just cannot do so independently of jiianakara and vastu-
sthiti. The separate existence of these is itself possible when all
these three have been seen together, and as going together; and
unless these are seen as going together, none of these can be
understood in the first instance. The distinctions or separateness
can arise later on when we can have Jhanakara without vastusthiti,
or when we can have a vakya without JjAandkara or vastusthiti, But
the basic relationship of language to thought and reality is a
different thing.

Guest: How can you discriminate, in particular cases, bet-
ween a true and a false sentence? How do you decide whether
a particular sentence is true or false?

Shah: If you want to consider later how ina particular case you
decide whether a sentence is true or false, I suggest that at this
stage it is possible for us to say that when a sentence is false what
we have is not a vakya but a vakyabhasa. The process does not
change the status of the thing.

Pahi: I will first make a comment on Shri Badarinathaji’s rejec-
tion of the answer he had earlier given to Shibajiban Babu’s
question. I think the point he has made is extremely well-taken.
When the situation is that A cognises that B believes which C, tells
then its implication is that A understands C. Now since Badari-
nathaji’s earlier answer to Mr. Bhattacharjee’s question viola-
tes this entailment, it is unacceptable. Let us consider the alter-
native answer he have offered now. The question before us is: the
Naiyayika believes that sound is non-eternal, how then does he
understand the statement thatsound is eternal. Shri Badarinatha’s
answer in essence I take to be that the Naiyayika’s cognition—
that sound is non-eternal and the Mimamsaka’s opposed cognition
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—that sound is eternal—presuppose an objective state ofaffairs
which will verify one of them and falsify the other. This is also
the claim that those who accept propositions, make. The similarity
between Shri Badarinathaji’s position and the position of those
who accept propositions is this: those who accept propositions.
also say that given the pair of contradictory propositions—p and
not-p—there is only one objective state of affairs corresponding to
it, which verifies one of them and falsifies the other. The point of
Badarinithaji’s answer (which he has offered now) seems to me
to be that in order to explain a pair of contradictory cognitions.
there is needed an objective state of affairs which will verify one
of the pair and falsify the other. I do not take this as an answer to.
Bhattacharjee’s question.

Now I proceed to the consideration of another point that
Badarinathaji has made—that the proposition and fact are two
stages of the cognitive process, that when (the content of) a cogni-
tion is determined to be valid it itself is a fact; but prior to that
when it is not determined to be valid or invalid it may be called a
proposition. A cognition before it is determined to be valid or
invalid is jii@nakara, a (cognitive) form. Now, what is this form?
Let us look at some of the answers which Naiyayikas have them-
selves given to this question.

They talk of the structure of cognition. How can they do this?
How is it possible to offer a theory of the structure of cognition
independently of the structure of language? We have to give an
explanation of the process of verbal communication, the process.
through which we receive and impart information. The public
medium of this process is language. And language has two kinds
of elements: words and the syntactic structures which sentences
have to exemplify. I want to make a radical suggestion. I do not
want to deny that there are cognitions and that there are differences
among cognitions. There, certainly, are cognitions; and equally,
certainly there are different types of cognitions. But the talk of
types of cognitions is parasitic upon the talk of types of syntactic
structures. What is called a structure (or form) of cognition here
is nothing but parasitic upon a theory of analysis of sentences
inlanguage. We shall call it theory of the epistemico-ontic struc-
ture of sentences. The theory of $abdabodha which is advanced
by Naiyayikas ought to be looked upon as a theory of the analysis
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of linguistic sentences. This theory ought to be adequate to explain
the different types of cognitive structures. We need not indulge in
any talk about cognitive structures in themselves because such
talk is not going to help us. We have rather to develop an ade-
guate theory of the different types of sentence-structures. My
mtentio_n is not to deny the ontic existence of cognitions. But my
contention is that from the point of view of theory-building we
are dependent upon sentence-structures. We have to build a
theory of sentence-structures and relate them to the world. So
the talk of cognition-structures or of structures of proposition is,
for me equally futile. I should be able to develop a theory of
meanmg and a theory of truth by confining myself to theories
concerning the structures of sentences and objects, the inputs
from the world, and by establishing adequate relations among
the sentence-structures, sentence-contents and the world-state.
Th'e theory has to be built by relating the two, and theré is no
p01r‘1t in becoming accomodative to the propositional theory.
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Bhatt: Simultaneity of the two is also explained by the
Buddhists in a similar way. Because they uphold the doctrine of
momentariness, they cannot afford to say that there is the object
and then there follows the knowledge of it, and then the two are
compared, and then their correspondence is established, for this,
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would require four distinct moments. This is the answer that can
be given. One may also appeal to an analogical doctrine from
Prabhakara.
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