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INTRODUCTION

The title of the Thesis is Names and Particulars : A
study in Dign;—aga and Wittgenstein. Naturally, the question
arises what is so common between Dign;ga and Wittgenstein 7.
The time gap between Dign;ga and Wittgenstein is about
thirteen hundred years. Is it the case that Wittgenstein has
been influenced by Dign;ga ?. Moreover, Dign;ga wrote in the
context. of religious milieu ie., Buddhism whereas,
Wittgenstein did not write in background of any religion.

Gautam, the Buddha was born in 6th Century B.C.
Buddhism arose as a protest against certain doctrines,
beliefs and practices of Hinduism. In due course of time,
ie., at. the time of Ashoka, it became the state religion.
The early phase of Buddhism is known as Hinay;na. The later
phase of Buddhism is known as Mah;ya;la. It is usually taken
for granted that there is no philosophy in Hinay;na. It is
purely ritualistic. Whatever little philosophy is there in
Buddhism, is to be found in Mah;y;na only. But this need to
be reviewed. It iz true that Buddhism arose as a religion.
But in due course of time, the Buddhist monks took keen
interest in philosophical issues. To what extent the
Buddhist monks took interest in logical problem is evident
from the debate between Buddhists and Naiy;yikas for about
=ix  hundred years. It is not only Buddhist prhilosophy but

other Brahminical philosophical systems also developed in the
context of religion. It will not be inappropriate to say
that Indian philosophy originated in monasteries and Mathas
by monks and wanderers. Even the early phase of Buddhism
could not extricate itself from philosophical problems. The
Abhidharmikas contains the philosophical insight of the

early phase of Buddhism. The Abhidharmikas developed a type
of philosophical atomism compared to that of Russell and
early Wittgenstein. The Mah;y;nikas and Mzadhyamikas
developed a philosophy which is comparable to that of later



Wittgenstein. What I wish to suggest is that even if

thirteen hundred years divide Wittgenstein from Dign-éga, yet
both Dignsga and VWittgenstein react almost in 1identical
manner to similar problems. By this, we do not mean to imply
that Wittgenstein did read Buddhism but the fact remains
that early WVittgenstein was influenced by Schopenhauer and
Scopenhauer was influenced by Buddhism and Upanisadas.
There is no evidence that the later Wittgenstein read
N;g;rjuna and Dign;ga.

Though Buddhism originated in India, yet it remained
in its homeland only for fifteen hundred years. From

thematic stanpoint it can be divided into three distinct

period each period consisting of five hundred years. The
first period is characterised by pluralism In short, the
philogéphers of this period believe in pluralistic
dectrines There were extreme as well as moderate thinkers

during this period. Those who advocated extreme doctrines
are known as Sarvastivadins. Those who advocated moderate
doctrines were known as the V;stiputriyas. The first period

was predominantly religious. The monks were interested in

their personal salvation or Nirvana. In this respect. the
Bulidhists share the same common. programme of other
Br;hn:\anical systems.

%‘rom Sth century AD. onwards, a radical change toock
place in Buddhism . This is otherwise known as the second
period of Buddhism. This period lasted for five hundred
vears. The radical pluralism of the first period changed into
radical monism. Mystic intuition as a source of knowledge
was advocated and personal salvation was replaced by
salvation of mankind. There were extreme and moderate
thinkers during this period too. The extreme ones were known
as Pr;sangika. The moderate ones were known as Svatantrika.
Ngg;rjuna and Deva belong to the extreme group and Bhavya
belongs to the moderate group. Buddhist logic and
metaphysics developed during this period. The Philosophers



of this period are broadly known as M;dhyamikas.

The 3rd period was inaugurated by the brothers saint
Asanga and master Vasubandhu. During this period logic and
metaphysic took precedence over religion and morality. Great
and monumental works in logic was c¢reated during this
period. The extreme thinkers of this period were known as
Egam;nus;rin. Asanga and Vasubandhu belong to this £roup.
The moderate thinkers are known as Ny;yav;dins. Dign:aga and
Dharmakirti belong to this group.

Many studies have been conducted both on Buddhism and
Wittgenstein. Book-length articles and book-length
publications have also appeared on both Wittgenstein and
Buddhism. Scholars both Eastern and Western have taken keen
interest in Buddhism. But large majority of +them have
treated Buddhism aszs a form of religion. Very few scholars
have treated Buddhism from philosophical st.andpoint.

TR.VMurti is an exception . Murti is a philosopher and his

book “"The Central Concept of Buddhism'” is an attempt to
underst.and M;dhyamika philosophy from Kantian point He
treats N;g;r_juna as a Kantian. §unya£a or emptiness has been
compared with noumenon of Kant. But no attempt <(except
Gudmunsen’s, Canfield’s and Robinson’s) has been made to
understand and interpret Buddhism in contemporary idioms.
Every philosopher has to be understood in contemporary
idioms. It may not be out of place to quote Strawson in this

context:

If there are no new truths to be discovered, there are
old truths to be rediscovered. For though the central
subject matter of descriptive metaphysics does not
change, the critical and analytic idiom of philosophy

changes constantly. Permanent relationships are

described in an impermanent idiom, which reflects both
the age’s climate of thought and individual
philosopher’s personatl style of thinking. No

philosopher understands his predecessors until he has re-
thought their thought in his own contemporary terms.



It iz a fact that ancient indian philosophical tradition
is not a living one. The tradition has come to a stop. Even
books of certain thinkers are not available. Even Pramana

Samuccaya <¢hence forward P.SD of Dign;ga is not available

in its full formOne has to depend on secondary or tertiary
works for  his work. Further, certain important works on
Buddhism are neither available in Pali nor in Sanskrit. They
are available in Chinese, Tibetan or in Japanese. Language
comes as a barrier. Moreover, the disappearance of Buddhism
from India has caused many important Buddhist text to
disappear. It made its way to other countries. Further, in
Indian Universities, Indian philosophy including Buddhism
has not been given the same importance like that of Western
philosophy. A tradition becomes lively and vibrant only when
it is persued and examined from time to time with all
seriousness. But unfortunately, this is not =0 in context of
Indian philosophy. As a result, Indian philosophy is
treated as a form of mythology and religion by Western
scholars. It is not being treated on par with European
rhilosophy. The reasons are obvious. Whatever classical
Indian texts are available, are not being discussed or
examined in contemporary idioms.

The present essay is an humble attempt to understand
and interpret Dign:?nga in contemporary idioms. Ludwig
Wittgenstein 1is treated as one of the most outstanding
philosopher of contemporary period. Though scholars opine

that. there are two Wittgensteins ie. (1) early (2> later,yet.

the fact remains that it is Wittgenstein who gave rise to

two distinct movements in contemporary philosophy. His first

book Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus inspires logical

positivism. The later work “Philosophical Investigation"
(hénce forward °’PI’) inspires what is known as linguistic
and conceptual analysis. The Anglo-American philosophy is

greatly influenced by Wittgenstein It is debatable whether
rhenomenology, Existentialism, Marxism have anything " common
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with linguistic or conceptual analysis. However, the
ob jective of the desertation is not to find out the close
affinity if any , between analytic philosophy on the one

hand and phenomenoclogy and Existentialism on the other hand.

Similarly, it is not our objective to” find out any
conceptual affinity between Dign;ga s Phenomenology and
Existentialism. Rather, our objective iz to find out the

conceptual affinity between Dign;ga and Wittgenstein.

Buddhism is usually associated with Ksanabhangav;da

{momentariness> , Nairatmavada <(no-sould R Prat,it,yasmut,p;da
(dependent. originationd, Sanyavéda (emptiness> and Nirvana
(salvation)>. On the surface it gives an impression that

Buddhism deals with thingzs of esoteric and trancendental in
nature. If at all it has shown any interest in logic and
metaphysics » it is tangential and accidental. But as a

matter of fact, Buddhism from the very beginning has been

philosophical in nature. It iz very strange that in India
not only philosophical system but other intelectual
enterprises are somehow associated with some kind of

monastic order. The great men in India were known as Rsis
(seer or sany;si or monk or wanderer)> . This was the way of
life in ancient India . But in Buddhism , even in its early
stage » we encounter with deep philosophical questions. As

Vittgenstein is to Western philosophy, so is Dign;ga to

Indian philosophy. In a way, the Buddhist tradition

in Indian philosophy anticipated Wittzenstein and Russell in
a very significant sense: It is wrong to say that Indian
philosophers were interested only in salvation and things
transcendent. As a matter of fact, they toock keen interest

in subtle logical problems. Only in contemporary periods
Western philosophers can be said to have shown keen interest
in subtle philosophical problem about a language . But in

India, subtle philosophical interest goes back to 700 B.C.



Yask , the author of ’"Nirukta'” , raised philosophical

problem about language and meaning. His predecessors
Audumbar;yana s S;kt;yana and Gargya equally raised
philosophical problem about language. P;nini, the author of

"Astgdhyayee" and Pétan_jali the author of Mahabh;sya, too

raised logical questions about word , meaning and sent.ence.
" Jaimini-Sutra"” of Purva-mimamsa, "Nyayasutra,” and ‘Vaisesika®”
sutra” also raised such questions. Even in ancient India,

questions about meaning and reference were discussed in detail
Vy-a.xdi, for instance, maintain that the meaning of a word is
particular. V;_japaglana, on the other hand, maintains that the
meaning of a word is univer-sal.Dign;aga advocates , what is
known as, differential theory of meaning <CApohad.

I wish to argue out in this dessertation that Digngga
and Wittgenstein deal with similar questions and have
reached almost similar conclusion. The study is basically
comparative and analytical. Such study has its limitation
but. at the same time, it is very much necessary in Indian
context. The °’PS’ of Dign;ga is not available in full length
in Sanskrit. Tﬁis is most unfeortunate. Its Tibetian version
is available. But we do not know an English translation aof
it exists.So for Dign;ga_, we have depended on
Stcherbatsky’s partial translation of °PS’. !

Names and particulars have been picked up as central t,c:;
any philosophy of language. The problem of discription and
universal are closely related with our discussion. Though
Digngga and Vittgenstein will be our focal point, yvet
reference will be made to other Buddhist philosophers as
well. In fact Dign—aga will be treated and discussed in the
milue of the Buddhist philosophy in general. Similarly, both
the works of VWittgenstein <(early and later> mainly
Tractatus and ‘PI’will be refered to in the course of our

discussion. In the Tactatus, VWittgenstein is supposed to



have presented a referential theory of meaning and in pI’

he i supposed to have repudiated it. However, we will not
enter into debate as to what extent the later Wittgenstein has
rejected his earlier views. Our main task will be to present

the views of Dig;n;ga in the context of Wittgenstein. That
iz to say, our objective is not so much to present a
critical analysis of VWittgenstein as it is to present,
Dign;g‘a’s views in Wittgensteinian terms.Nirvana R Su;lyata:
Nairatmavada and Ksanabhangav;da will be re—in-t,erpret.ed in
the light of the co‘nt.emporary idiom=. But this should not
give an impression that there will be an imposition of
Wittgensteinian model on Dign;ga.This gquestion can be raised

in any kind of interpretation and understanding. In a sense,

any interpretation, is= subjective. But this view iz trivial.
If is argued that an interpretation is subjective because a
particular individual does it,then it is trivial. Any
interpretation has to be consistent and coherent. Further,
it. must conform to the text. While interpreting Dign;ga and
certain basic concepts of Buddhism, references to original
texts will be made. What very often happens in philosophy is
that we forget the text. The text is given a different
colour in order to suit a particular purpose. This has
happened in case of Indian philosophical systems. Because of
Historical reasons, we have already pointed out that Indian
philosophical tradition has been lost to us. As a result,
its idioms are out of vogue. Only when the idioms are alive,
the tradition becomes lively and vibrant, and further

growth is possible. So interpretation and re~interpretation
of a system do not appear very strange. This is likely to be
the caze, if one seeks to re-interpret any Indian
philosophical system in contemporary idiom. But at the same

time, it cannot be denied that if Indian philosophy has to be

1%



made  alive, it has to be re-interpreted in contemporary
idioms. My humble attempt is supposed to be a step in this

direction

PNOTES™
1) Stragwson, PF. . Individuals 4dn Essay 1in Descriptive

3

Metaphysics, Methuen, London. 1977 ro—I1x.
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CHAPTER 1

WORD AND THE WORLD

Historically speaking, philosophers both eastern and
western have raised questions about the relationship
between language and the world from time immemorial. How is
language related to reality? How iz communication possible®

I=s  language a picture of reality? Questions of  such type

have been raised and answered by philosophers. Both Plato
and Aristotle raised such Jquestions. In Cratylus Plato
argues that reference cannot be secured by language.
Language  primarily consists of descriptive words. And a
sentence which consists mainly of descriptive words cannot
secure  unigque reference. So ultimately one has to take
recourse t.o physical peointing by means of finger, if one

wishes to secure unigue reference. But at the same time, both

Plat.o and Aristotle were convinced that language is one of
the suitable media of communication. The Nyaya~-Vaisesika
philosophers argued in the similar line. Language is one of’

the suitable media of communication. On the other hand,
there are philosophers both in east and west who argue that
language is not a suitable medium of communication. Bradley
and Bergscon in the west, some Buddhists and Advaitiﬁs in
gast. claim that language is not a suitable medium of
communication. F.H Bradley, the English philosopher, argues

that Language including its categories and concepts is unsuitable

for communication. In this context. he maintains:
It is a mabeshift, a device, a mere practical
compromise, most necessary,but in the end most
inde fensible

Henry Bergson argues almest in  the similar vein. The

11



categorial mode of understanding should be given up if one
wishes to know the reality.
The Buddhist philosophers have raised such questions

about.  language and reality. The  Abhi dharmikas and the

Sarvastivading maintain that evervthing is real. The
Sarvastivadins are a kind of naive-realists. The
Abhidharmikas presented a list of seventyfive (73O reals.
In passage of time, Buddhism was modifisd. The realistic

phase was taken over by idealistic ones. The Hiz’xay;na stage
is  the realistic stage, where as the Mah:ay;na becams
idealist. Dign;ga appears very late. He belongs t.o the
logical stage of Buddhism. He has a particular view of
language and reality, which has a close affinity with that
of Wittgenstein. Though almost there iz a gap of ffqﬁx*teexn
hundred vears between Dign;ga and Wittgenstein, vet both of
them have raised similar gquestions about t.he relationship
between language and reality and given almost similar

answers to it. In the present chapter an attempt will be

made to show in detail the close affinity between Digi‘x};\ga
and Wittgenstein and to point out certain solutions  that
Dign;ga offers, which are very insightful.

Though it is a comparative study., vet we will not state
the views of these two philosophers seperately and then make
Aa  comparative estimate. In other words, the views of these
twoe philesophers will be examined in the context ot certain
issues. The title of the chapter is Word and the WVorild 50,
first we will examine their views with reference to the
world and then in relation to word or language and in  the

end. the relationship between the two.

THE NATURE OF THE WORLD

Both scientists and philosophers have been raising

questions about the nature of the world; but their questions

12


http://the.se

are different. The scientific guestion about the world is

alvays  about its origin, and constituents. Such questions

have been raised by the scientizts trom  time Lo time

o]

accordingly theories have been advanced and hypotheses hav
been formulated. But the philosophical Jquestion about the

world have been altogether different. from the scientific ones

The philosophical yuestion is about the meaning and significance
What. do we mean by the world 7 What is its sigmificance” Does the

world  have independent. existence? Such gquestions are raised by
the philosophers of the worid In =hoxt, philosophical questions
about. the world are gquestions of meaning. Let us see what
Wittgenstein has to say about the world, In the Tractatus

Wittgenstein advances a theorv of the verldHe maintains:

2

The World ts the all that s the case >
The World is the totality of tacts, not of things.”
The World divides winto facts.

What. deoes Vittgenstein mean by this? What does it. mean to
say that “"the worid ix the all that. is the case”? In answer
to thiz question. it can be zaid that the world is the point
ot all reference. In other werds, it cannot be doubted  at
all. Descartes doubt was a universal doubt. He doubted
everything. But. VWittgenstein's ansver is that the tot.alits
cannot. be doubted, To doubt. the totality is Lo embark upon

a pseudo doubt. Therefore, it. can be =aid in this connection
that. the obviocus thing is the totality of the world, That
there iz a world cannot be doubted. But wvhat. sort ot world?
Is it a world of things? Why did not Wittgenstein define
world” in terms of things? What was his  reason? The
followving answer can be given on his  behalf. The world
conslsting of things and events can be studied by scientists,

But. such a study of the vorld lackz In the concept of
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totality. It cannot be compiet,e@ The worid of things iz a

countable world In short. it does not include a concept of
totallity On the other hand, the worild is a concatination
ot fact: it is uncountable. So, the world ags a totality ot

facts includes 1n itself the idea of totality

Let us see how the Buddhist philesophers in general and

Dign;aga in particular have elucidated the concept of the
world. Buddha declared the world is full of suffering. He
wanted to transcend the world. For him, the world is not the

world of thing=s. He was not interested in the world that

consists of events and things In short, his world was the
world of dvadas nmidana (twelve linked phenomenon) Buddha
does not ask this question about the ultimate constituents ot
the vordd in mannher of a scientist On the other hand, he
seeks to understand the meaning and  significance of the
world. What., dose the world sigznify® What signiticance does
it have tftor man? What happens t.o man when he comes in
contact with  this wordd® Such gquestions are uppermost in
Buddha’s mind The World as visualised by him = full of
sut ferings This is the signiticance of the world Man has
to extricate himself from the clutches of worid. The worid
is a series of causes and effects. The zeries come to a
stop, when we strike at its base The Abhidharmikas

developed their own theory of the world. The worid for them

consists of simple and indivisible elements, The earlvy
Wittegstein’s philosophy of the world and Russell’s logical

atomism have close affinity with the Abhidharmika philosophy

of the world. In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein maintains -

A4 state of affairs (a state of things) 1is t
combination of obje%.t (thing::).b

Objects are simple.

The substoance of the word can only determine o form,
and not any matertal properties !

Objects are what (s wunalterable and subsistence:; their
configuration is what s changing and stable

14
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In a similar tone, Russell, in his lecture “The Philosophy

of Logical Atomism"”, maintains:

“When I speak of ‘simple’ I ocught to explain then [ am
speaking of =something not experienced ag such, but
Prown onlyv wn inferentially as the limit of analysis.”

Further he maintains - . .
o beill,

Uitimate simples, out of which the mor*lddl\and

that those simples have a kPind of reality not belonging

to anyvthing else Simples, as I tried to explain are of

an infinitte number of sorts. There are particulars, and

gualities and relations of various orders, a whole

hierchy of different =sorts of simples, but all of dnm

1f we were right.have in their various wayvs some kind of

reality what does not belong to anvything at teasto{ge .

The only other sort of object you come across in the

world is what we call facts, and facts are the sort

of things that are asserted or denied by propositions..
It is true that you cannot know the world unless vou

kbnow the facts that make up the truths of the world, but

the knowing of _f'ac}_‘g i a different sort of thing from

knowing of simples.

In Abhidharam Kosa, the Abhidh;.n*mikas maintain:

Al dharmas (except space & nirvana) are mometary. r
The Sarvastivadins reckon they duration as theoritically
measurable though extremely short.

N;ga—arjuna the famous M:ddhyamika philosophernr visualises

the world altogether in a different manner. He is known for
. . - - . et
his doctrine of sunyvavada, popularly known as voidness: ariTnt w
el A

_fé{‘;}w e e \w'“*a

LR . A

That which s devoid (s real,

White that of which 1t s devoid s unreatl.. T

TRV Murti regards sunvavada as a kind of absolutism.

Two considerations stand out prominently in the
Madhvamiba notion of absolute: its utter

indeterminateness and the conseguent non-—accessibulity
of reason. The one emphasises the logical nature of the
absolute, the other the mode of its apprehensionThe
absolute 15 very aptly termed sunva, ag it is devoid of

L5
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all  predicates. Even exastence. unity, setl fhood cnet

goodness cannot be affirmed of it. One s prectuded
from assw:-';rting that tt ig” (gat) a pozitive one
(thaveal

W

The interpretation of Sunvavada as monistic absolutism by
TRVMurti is not acceptable on the tollowing reasons. The
original text. of Nagarjuna does not. treat sunvavada as

emptiness,

It cannot be called veold, or not veoid, or both or
netther}. but in order to indicate it, it is called the
vord,
It. means. the context. tells us that sunyvavada 15 a doctrine of
non-essences. To say that the world is sunyva is not to =say

that. it. i void and empty. Rather, to say that. the world i=s
sunya is to say that the vorld is essenceless® Deoes it mean
that. the world is just. an empty cover and contains not.hing?

According  to N;g;r juna, the world 1 knovmn  to us through
concepts  and categories. Teo know means  to  know  through
concept.s and categorises. Therstore, the world in a way is a

™

concatenation of concepts  and categoriesw  What. about. these

concept.s and c:at.egories? What. 1z their nature? Vhat. do thev
signify? The Indian realists like Ny;ya—\faisesika philosophers
argue that the concept and categories not only have essences
but also are ultimate reals. There 1 no world, according to
Kan;da, beyond these seven categories ¢(Padarthas). What is a
Padartha? What is a category? The IlIiteral meaning of the term
‘Padart.ha’ iz meaning of a word There is a sense in which all
words in language including prepositions and conjunctions
have meaning. Does Kanada include the meaning of such words under
Padartha? For Kanada, Padartha is meaning. Only those
meaning= vhich are necessary for talking about the world are
known as Padartha by Kanada. There are certain meanings

vrhich are wvery important and  basic  in taturs, Any

16



communication, any talk, any description for that. mat.ter

presupposes certain basic meaning As for eg description

involves the object to be described and the content ot
description Accordingly, Kanada treats dravya guna, karma,
-— —-— - — - »
samanva, vishesa, samavayva & abhava as Padarthas Are

dravvas and gunas things in the world® To this qguestion
Kanada’s answer i1s that they are not things of the world but

they are nvolved i1n description of the worid Similarly,

certain other description about the weorldd involve the idea of
action and movement. Kanada includes karma as one ot the
Padarthas Further, any description nvolves the 1dea of
generality and specificity dccordingly Kanada treats
Samanva umversal) and wvisesa {(particular) as categories
In deseripticen o communication, we make use ot meaning
There are certain meamng, wvhich are nternally connected
Kanada treats these internal connection as categomes He
calls it samavava Gnherenced No discussion and description
1z successful  without  the i1dea of existence and non-

existence That 1= to sav, the i1dea of non-existence 1s a

]

much important and basic as that of existence kanada raises
the 1dea of non-existence to the status ot a category The
seven pad;rt,has can be characterised as the seven types of
basic meaning 1in terms of which we think about and describe
the world Padarthas are meanings but they are not  ordinary
meaning=s They are primary and basic meaning Further, thev
are the world Not onily they are ultimately knowable and
ngmeable but they are ultimatelv real too To the question.
“What 1s the world®", kanada’s answer 1s that 1t 1s a system

vi seven types of meaning

Kanada 1s known as a realist, distinct from a
conceptualist and nominalist  Plato’s realism 1s comparable
to that of kanada but with a difference Plato does not fix
the number of reals The Platonic reals are i1nhnumerable in



numbenr. Whereas, Kanada fixef it at, seven. Kanada’s
philosophical views are more insightful than those of Plato,
for the zimple reason that it does not increase entities
Lesond necesgity The meanings are tréeated as concepts and
vice-versa by Kanada Concepts and meanngs are
characterised by their sssences In short. Kanada advocates a
kind of essentialism. Whereas, N:ﬁg;r_juna rejects
essentialism. For him, concepts do not stand for essence In
short,, cohcepts are mere names and names are arbitrary  in
nature. This 1s the exact difference hetween Brahmanical and
the Buddhist tradition in India Brahmimcal philosophical
svstems advocate a kind of essentialism The non-Brahmimical
systems like Buddhism reject essentialism and in turn
advcocate a kind of non-essentialism. According to N;g:_;uuuna,
concepts and categories are eszsenseless They are empty only
in this sence. Kanada endowed names with essence, whereas
N;ggrjuna disendowed names of essences.Since the worid can
not. be known without these categories and concepts,and
categories and concepts are essenceless ipso facto, the
world iz eszenceless TRV Murti has falled to take note of
of N;g;r Juna’s philosophy Instead, Murty

this aspect.

9!

characterises Sunvavada as a kind of momstic absolutism By
Sunva, he means emptiness-svoid Then how can it be trsated

>

as an absolute? How can we derive the world from sunvata or

emptiness© The » concept stands in need of being

re-interpreted And it can be reinterpreted as the doctrins
of essencelessness In this respect, the Madvamika doctrine
of N};\rg;jun.a comes very close Lo ngn;ga Though Dignéga
comes much after N,;rg;jun.a, yvet, there 15 a close affinity
between the two a= regard the nature of language and
reality But there iz a difference between the two It 1=
this- N;:(g;rjuna does not advocate the doctrine of unique

particular, whereas Dignaga adveocates the doctrine of unique

particular. At the time of N-ag:_;rjuna and Dign;ga, Buddhism
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underwent. a vital change. The Buddhist monks  toock keen

interest, in izsues logical, epistemological and
metaphysical. Religious izsue  are relsezated to the

background,
Seen  in this light,, there seems to he  a contihuity

running in and through the three stages ot Buddhism. At the

time ot Dignaga, Buddhist logic and metaphysic including
epistemology reached its height. To the question “What. i=

language?™", Dignaga and Vittgenstein answer that it is given

to man. In a way 1it. iz natural and not artificial. Language
is distinct. from an artificial product. An artificial is
made deliberately for a particular purpose. Language is not,

an  artificial product. in the sense that it. has grovn  with
life. Wittgzenstein in PI’ treats language as A form of

lite

It v5 easy to wagwne a languages consisting only orders

and reports in battle, —-0r a language consisting anly
of guestionjand expressions for answering ves and no
And  wnnumerable  others — And tzig _itmagine o langudge

means toe imagine o form of hife,

Slanguage . game” (s meant to bring mto prominence
the fact that the speaking of ZCH%UC(g!’—“ i part of an
activity, or of a4 form of life

Dignaga, in P.5. characterises language as a biotic force
(anadivasana). What., does it mean to say that. language is a

form of life? What does it. mean to =say that. language is =z
kind of anadivasana® Let. us concentrate on these 1ssues. The
literal meaning of “anadivasana' is “eternal craving'. One
of the cravings of man, according to Dign:ga. is t.o use
language and to  talk  abouwt the world, Fiurther, i i=
meaningless  and odd to ask the question vhen Jdid language
ariginate Both the Vedantinsg and Buddhist treat language as
2 result. of eternal craving ot man. The craving is .o

express one self and to talk abouat. and describe t.he vorid.
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This type of urge is coeval with human existence and life.
It is anadi (eternal/beginingless) This means language is
one of the oldest posseszions of mankindIt is a possession
unlike other ones in the sense that it iz a result of a kind

of natural necessity. It iz a kind of urge in man. For later
Wittgenstein, language is a form of life. Life has Lo be
understood in this context. By life, Wittgenstein does not
mean the bio-chemical principle. To say that language is  a
form of life is to say that language also is a kind of life.
The living organism comles into existence, grows and
multiplies, so is the case of language. To =say that languag
is a form of life is to =say that language grows naturally.
Further, language and life, in a way, become synonymous. To
know a person means to know  his language. By language
Vittgenstein does not mean any specific language. By
language he means the linguistic categories and concepts used
by men. Viewed in this light, language Seems inalienable.
The early Wittgenstein also advocates such a  view of
language. [t is through language that we talk about and
describe the world., For Wittgenstein, to understand the world
means  to  understand  language and human speech.In the Tractatus
Wittgenstein went to the extent of arguing that language is
2 picture of reality. In the later work °‘PI’ language Zame
has been invented to account for different facts of reality.
What. about Dign:-aga'? wWhat. does he say about the relationship
between language and reality? According to Digngxga . it is
an inveterate habit of man to employ categories and concepts

while talking about. the wordd. Knowledge is judgemental To

know means to think and to think means to judge and to judge
means to  employ categories and concept. Digm—aga
clagsifies all judgements into five types taking into account

the nature of predicates. Every judgement must have a
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sub ject. and a predicate A subject is that which 1s described

or about which something iz said In this sense, the subject
of a judgement stands in need of being described. What 1z a
predicate®™ It. iz that which describe) the subject or t.alks
about, it Without  subject or predicate, there is no
knowledge at all But what is the nature of this state ot
knowledge” Dign;g‘a characterised 1t as emperical knowledze
(szamvrti satya)d Knowledge is a kind of characterisation o¥
description. Without characterisation there is no knowledge
Dign;ga in this respect comes very close to Vedantins {(both
Advaitins and Visistavaitins> but with a difference. Dign;ga
has a common point with fdvaiting that emperical tnowiledge
{zsamvrtisatva) is subject and predicate based Further, for
the Advaitins the tiue knowledge (Paramartha satyad is

devoid of this distinction But the Advaitins endowad the
Paramartha satva with a kind ot etermty For Dignaga,the para-

martha satya 1s unstable and dynamic On the other hand
tor Ramanu Ja  aven genuhne knowledge 1z descriptive  1in
nat,ure.R,_am;nUJa accepts t.he view that knowledge s
Judgemental. Everv judgement has subjsct and predicate but
ultimately there 13z only one subject and everything else are
predicate. The relation between subject and predicate is not
contingent but n%sary and logical This explains t.he
doctrine of gqualified monism. the reality az a sub ject ot
all  judgement ia qualified <(visista)

Dign;ga classifies all predicates into five types. They

are as follows:

(rJ Nama kalp::mz;x (Name predicate)d
Cz) Jatr Kalpana (cluss predicate)
(37 Guna Kalpana_ (quality precicate)
(32 Rarma Aalpoana (action prechcoate)
(53 Dravva Katpona (substance predicate)
Kalpana and Vikaipa has been synonymously used by [)1gn:qga

The literal meamng of Kalpana’ is ‘imagination’ and that
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of Vikalpa’ is ‘alternative’ Imagination is psychic in
nature, Dign;ga iz not a conceptualist fike Locke and
others., A conceptualist is one who treats a predicate as 2
mental construction out of abstruction The predicate, for
the conceptualist, has been constructed out. of perception of
dif ferent individuals.On the other hand, Digx\;ga can be
characterisesd as a realist but with a difference He gives
an objective status to predicates <Kalpar\;>:<) but unilike

Plat.c he treats them unreal. Flato treats these concepts as

~h jective sntities Intact., they are ultimate realities but
tor Dign;}ga, concepts arse  not ohjective and ultimate
sntities. That the language 1= an inalisnable feature of
human life, is accepted by both Digrx;ga and Wit.tgenstein.
But former visualises a kind of trancendence Vhereas, for
the later, transendence iz not. possible. For D1gn$ga, the

source ot concept i  the language <(Vikalpah sabda vonayv-

ah,Sabda Yonayva Vikalpah) Language in a v ay, geneyrat.el

concept. Concept-generation 1z a hatural fteature of language.

If there is no language there are no concept The source of
flanguage 13 not human mind but. language. But Dign;ga forgety
the fact that there can be concept without being expressed in
language It. is true that concepts or categories are expressed

means of language; but, perhaps 1t will be wrong to identity

concept. vith language. How to understand Dignaga's t.hesis™
Language cannot operate  vithout.  employihg conceptl o1
categories, Dignaga is not willing to trsat language purely

T mechanical contrivance What. makes Language meaningtul
and sigmificant, is the concept In short, human language
operates through concept? and categories. Take away the
concepts and categories, language willl be incoperative, It is
only in the sense that Dign;ga discovers a close atfinity
betveen lLanguage and concepts

Wittgenstein too, views language in this Bot.h in

i
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Tractatus and ‘PI’ Wittgenstein discovers such a f{ink

between language and categories. All the predicates
-~ Az, L. -
Cvrikalpah) generate by language, and classified by Dignaga

int.o five types. Does he have any Justification t o 1t

Dignaga, Like Aristotle, took the ’subject and predicates’
formt of judgement az the basic form and accordingly  he

reduced all judgements to these five types What about the

relational ones® Dignaga treats -‘relation’ asz an nstance of

predication. To relate A° to B’ iz to judge or
characteris bovh A & B’ But viewed from another angle
Dignaga seems to be justified The five tvpes of predicates

(Kalp.an;s) are the five different wavs of describing the
world. In short, all judgements and description can be
reduced into tive types. The ftive predicates are the basic
or primary ones. And all other predicates can be explained
in terms of these predicates. In this respect, Dign;ga’s
theory of predication corresponds to  the Vaisesika’s
doctrine of Padartha. Buddhist logic and metaphysics grew in

the context of opposition with Ny;v.:-r-\’aises1kas. But at the

o)

same time, the fact remains that there 1s a close similarity

between Digm_aga and Kanada and his followers . Kan3da
visualizsed seven categories in terms of which we think about
the world, Dign._aga mnstead, visualized ftive categories.
Dign;ga excluded visesa. \;:::xm-.s-u‘wa, abhava from the domain of
categories and inciluded nama Kalp.arx:;x (name predicate) The
categories ot Dign;ga in this sense have to be understood
with the reference to their Vaisesika counterparts.

What. 1s the nature of these categories (kalpan;s)'? Do
they stand for essences? Dign;ga’s answer is, they are
essenceless <Nisvabhavah). What does it meaan to say  that
they are mere names? Why did Dlgn;ga introduced j;nt,l Kalpan;

(predicate related to universal)? According Lo Dignaga
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Kalpanas are essenceless This mean that ultimately there 1s
nothing in this world corresponding to these Kalpanas In
short., the ultimate reality does not consist of subject,

attribute, acticon and etc But the human mind s alwavys
incline; d toe conceive the reality 1n this tashown It will
not be out of place here to draw a comparison between

Dignaga and kant Kant makes a distinction between forms of

mmtwtion and forms of understanding The categomes of
D1gn;ga are really the Kantian categories of understanding
Human mind, according to Kant, 15 ‘endowed with these
categories In short, the categories are given to mind In

this sense, according to Kant, the categories are 1nescapable
and ineliminable That. 15 why, Kant maintains Mind maketh
nature Dlgn;ga zoes with Kant upto certain distance But he
pAarts company with him Yet the categories of Dlg;n:?aga are
necessary  but they are not inalienable feature of human mind
in  the sense that one can transcend them This 15 the
difference het ween Dlgn.;ga and kant. For Kant, the noumenon
1 unknown and unknowahble But. tor [)1g:n;ga noumenon, t.he
ultimat.a reality, though wunutterable 1 khowable 1n a very

s1gnificant, sense
Dignaga’s philosophy of langauage can be constructed

from his theory of predicates or Kalpan;s These predicate

Zrow out of language In this sense, there as an intimate

relationshap between language and concepts These view of
language can be compared with that of the later
Wittgenstein Further Dlgn;ga maintains that the predicate

do not stand for anv essence at all The later Vittgensteain
in similar manner points out that one should not look for
essence behind concept. This type of craving sometimes gives
rise to absurd metaphvsical theories Both DLg'm;Qa and later

Witt.genstein agree on this point But inn PI°, there 1= a
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suggestion that everyvthing x_,‘(k—/\; about. the

world and

reality can be expressed by means of language. There is no
place for unutterability in later Vittgenstein. YWhereas,

Dignaga visualises a kind of unutterable situation. In fact,

unutterability is t.he basis of utterability.

something behind all expression and all langages.

There is

It is t.he

svalaksanas or unigque particular and it cannot bs put into

words. What could be the philosophical motive behind such a

thegis? Kant positted a noumenon to account. for

The Kantian idealism cannot. be understood without

phenomenon.

reference

t.¢ the concept of noumenon. It iz noumenon which sustains

his idealism. Similar is the case with Dignaga

Without. the

sensuous particulars the universals or concept de not have

mganing at all The universalg 0¥ Kalpanas cannect stand on
theinr oW, . Plato eliminated t.he particulars bsr
declaring as short-living, t.ransitory and ephimeral.

Aristotle made a device. He integrated particulars and

universals together. Kant banished the so-called noumenon
from the domain of phenomena. \v’hereas@ Dignaga endowed the

. , . RO 3—(4{1&4
trancendental reality. The unique particulars are essentiad
in nature. Viewed in this light, it is difficult to
characterise him either as an empiricist or a rationalist.

He can be characterised as a rationalist., but when he talks

of  unigue particulars, can he be characterised as a

rationalist? Perhaps not. But at the same time,

the unigue

particulars are sSensuous in nature. One may be inclined t.o
characterise this aspects of Dign;ga’s philosophy as
empericism. But. the fact remains that he makeAa distinction
between two orders of reality., ie., <{1) empirical reality
and 2> trancendental reality. The emperical reality is
amenable to logical reasonings and concepts. But.

trancendental@ reality  is not. amenable to any  kind of



perception

The early Wittgenstein was convinced that reality carn

pe achieved through analysis ot language What is the nature

of such analysis® This analvsis is truth tunctional in
nature Wittgenstein in the manner of Dignaga, concelved

language as consisting of the totality of propositions The:}
propositions are related to one another through logical
connectives He detined truth function as a compound
proposition, whose truth value is determined by the truth

values of its constituent propositions. The propositiong are

related through logical connectives. When we eliminate the
logical connectives, what tremains arve elementary
propositions The elementary proposition does not contain

anv logical connectaive It consists ot logical proper names
onlv. a logical proper nams 1= distinguished from k|
grammatical proper name A grammatical proper name iz not
absolutely tree from descriptive contents In short every
grammatical proper name iz a kind ot truncated description
Descriptive elements are misieading in nature Wittgenstein
in the Tractatus wanted to achieve mathematical exactness
In the tield ot language and communication he wanted to
remove ambiguities and vagueness from the domain ot language
and speech Ultimately he arrived at. elementary propositions
bereft of all  descriptive contents The so-called
Qéygx\?op;):;ition turns ocut to be a mathematical indicator Now a

~
guestion <an  be 1raised are the¥;, az a matter ot tact.

oy

element.ary or atomic propositions To this gquestion, t.he

answer is no’ That there are elemetitary proposition

o

tollow  from a particular a-priori analvsis of language A

a matter of fact, we combine simple propeoesitions with  the

help of logical <connectives 4as for 1nstance,”lt  is raming
and 1t is thundering” i1z a truth function or compound
proposition Thert ore. it s raining’’ and “it 1S
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thundering” should be treated as glement.ary being
conztituents of a compound proposition.  But Vittgenstrein

does not treat these propositions as elementarv proposition at
all. In  short. the way Witt.genstein detines elementary
propositions cannot. be found at all in ordinary language.
The s0o called elementary proposition has been idealised aned

rarefied. These elementary propositions are bereft of any

dezcriptive content., These propositions have no meaning bt
Sense, But. the names occcuring in it have meaning Further,

the slementary propositions pioture reality  What sort ot

plcture tis thig?® It i a logical picture distinguished from
phy=1cal picture, What. does VWittgenstein mean by logical

proture” According to VWittgenstein, not. that language is A

picture <f reality bhut, it must be a picturs ot it Yhat.

is the philosophical motive hehind thiz sort ot theory?
Wittgenstein had certain assumptions about language and reality
It is this: To use language iz to talk about the world, so
language must have contact with reality otherwise, speech and

communication will not be effective. But what., is the net

result? Vittgenstein argues in the Tractatus that Fince
language pictures reality, the picturing relation cannmot

be put into words, In this connection, he distinguishes
hetiveen showable and savakle, The relation between language
and reality 1z shown and cannot he said. What does it
mean® The elementary propositicons and the world have an
izomorphic relationship. That. is to say, there iz one to one

relationship between language and reality, At cartain stage,
language and reality come very close that it cannot be put into

vords.It 1s a stage of inexpressibility Wittgenstein put.s
it. as follows,
bhat we coannot speak about
-

e must pass ouver in silence. !

14
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Some scholars have interpreted this doctrine of Wittgenstein

as a kind of mysticism. But mysticism should not be tyeated

in a religious sense This is a kind ot mysticism which
arises out of incapacity of language Wittgenstein was

convinced that there is some aspect of reality and language,

which cannot be put into words This is the inexpressible,
the unutterable But. what about  Dignaza®™ Dignaga too
recognises the signiticance ot unut.terabifity But tha

unutterabls  enters into human expenrience It is a kind ot
non-categorial mode ot experience For the aarly

Vittgensteln, language and reality come so very close that

they are found glued together But for Dignaga. language 13
incapable ot expres=sing or depicting what. ix ultimately
real

To the question "how word or language iz related to
the world™", Dign;ga and Wittgenstein have almost the
similar answer with a slight difference. aAand ths ditference
can be attributed to the religicous attachment on the part of
the former For wittgenstel n, there is only one order of
reality And this has intimate relationship with language.
Even if, at certain stage he comes across what iz known as
the inexpres=sibis, but this nmexpressibility 1 not due to
the naturs of reality rather it 1z due to  the  Lhimit of
language in expressing the reality In short.,, there 1S no
scope tor any transcendental realbity in Tractatus It is the
picture of reality To say that lantguage 13 the picture of
reality is t.o maint.ain that. there 13 nothing in realhity
which ftalls outside  the ken of language In short., the
relationship between language and reality is one to one In
the PI, the picturing relation 1S transtormed into
language zame In tact. in earlier works Witt.zenstein

visualised only one function of language, 1e.,designating or

indicating But in "PI’, he talks of multifariocus tunctions

28



of language What will be the response of Dignaga .o tias

view ot language and reabitye The world we talk about 1=

alwavs the syrorid made availlable Lo  us by concept and
categories In short, 1t 13 a world of our own making That
1s to say, 1t 18 a world amenable to linguistic categories

Thas braod wview of relationship between vord and the world
15 acceptable to Dlgn.;ga, Kant. and Wwittgenstein In short
the world 1in which we lLive, move and have our being 1s a

world of our own making, 1t 1 made inteiligible only by our

categories and concept Take awavy the categories and

concepts, t.here 1S no world Like Kant,, Dlgn;ga makes ‘

Kand eomping g both z2nabclityand
distincticon between sensibility and understanding.)in case ot

N

knowledge about the world Sensibihity s the basic
prerequisites ot understanding It 15 the s=sensibilits which
recewves sensation The understanding categorses it One
disceovers such Kantian element=s in Dlgn;ga According t.o
Dlgn;\ga, the Svalaksanas have the power to stimulatse t.he
understanding He introduces the notion of S;r‘upva

(conformmty) in tiias connection But the pure Sensuous

particulars can never be categorised and conceptualised

This 15 the ditference between Dlgn;ga and kant, For Kant.,
sensibility and understanding go together Whereas.,tor

ngn;ga, they are poles apart Both Dlgn;ga and eariy
Wittgenstein treat {anguage at the core as consisting of
names only Wittgenstein talks of logical proper names
Dlgn;ga gives an example of such names mentioning
meaningless words hke Dittha’ The word Dittha’ does not
have any meamng in conventional sense of the term It 1S

given a meaningless arbitrary status tor which 1t stands but
in due course of time 1t acquires convention Thas 1S the
difference between Dignaga and Wittgenstein Both of them

talk of names, but Dignaga contextualises the names, wheresas



Wittgenstein eliminates all context whatsoevel. How do we

axplain this ditterence™ For Wittgenstein, languége or
mathematics was ideal language It is a context tree
language. So as a consequence, Wittgenstein thought ot
contextiess names But in later writings, particularly in

PI’, Wittgenstein ig awvare of the importance of context We
come across two Wittgensteind ie 1) early and WO latex

But we have only one Dignaga, not two phases of early and

later In ‘PS5, the predicates have been treated as names
Thevy are kasically names, designators indicators. Naming
relation is basic and primaryv function of languagse Even in

P, Wittgenstein does not give up such a view of language
Dignaga on the other hand, makes a distinction between
names And all the names and ail the predicates (pancavidha
K'.alpan;) are names But they are of different.  types By
treating these concepts as names Dign;g‘a does not mean to
=ay that they are mere indicators Intact, he wishes to draw

our attention to the essenceless nature ot concepts
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CHAPTER II

NAMES

In the previous chapter we have =said that both Digngga
and Wittgenstein were primarily concerned with the essence
of language. Language consists of sSentences. A sentence
consists of words. Though there is a debate as to the
primacy of word-meaning and sentence~meaning, yvet the fact
remains that language is a system of meaning. The word
becomes intelligible through it. Language has attracted t.he
attention of philosophers, linguists, sociclogists and other
social scientists. Linguistics is an emperical discipline.
Broadly speaking it studies the growth and evolution of
languages. Linguistics as .a science has different branches
and each branch deals with a particular aspect of language.
They seek to establish casual co-relation between language
and psychic phenomena. It is known as psyco-linguistics.
Social anthropology and sociclogy also study language at,
certain stage. That branch of Sociology which studies
linggist.ics behaviour of man is known as psvyco-linguistics.
Socio-lingiustics study language as an important factor in
social development.

Philosophers while studyving language raise altogether
different questions. These questions are as follows -

1> Vhat is language 7
(2> VWhat is a sentence *?
(3> What is a word 7

(42 Are all words names 7
3> What is meaning ?

(6> VWhether sentence-meanings are primary or word-

<o

meanings are primary 7

(7> How is language related to reality 7 and etc.
Such guestions about language have been raised both by
Dign;ga and Wittgenstein. Further, Dignaé‘a’s reflection on
nature of language, meaning and names anticipates many

development in philosophy of language and logic in the
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contemporary period. Dignéga raised a variety of questions
about. the language, meaning and the word. They can be
characterized as epistemological, logical and metaphysical
gquestions. It iz wrong to say that Indian philosophy is
other wordly and Indian philosophers raised questions ot
Moksya or =salvation only . The Buddhist philosophers have
raie;ed serious philosophical questions about togic,
metaphysics and epistemology. Dign;-aga has made outstanding
contribution in this respect . Further, the problems ot
language, meaning and name have been discussed in detail in
almost all systems of Indian philosophy, viz, Brahminical
and non-Brahminical. Dign;ga, the Buddhist philosopher, did
not discuss religious questions. He was not interested in
issues about  salvation or Nirvana. Instead, he was
interested in issues , logical and metaphysical.

According to Dign;ga, language is a human  phenomenon.
It is given to us. It is, in a way, co-eval with human
existence. But language is not Jjust an amalgam of tit-bit of
words. Language give rise to concepts or categories. In

short, language operates through the medium of concepts.

That is to =say, we characterise the world by means of a
language via concepts or categories. The categories are
indispensible but are not ineliminable. For Dign;ga, it is
neither the sentence nor the words which are primary. Rather
it 1 the concept | If there are ho concept., then no
characterisation and description of word will be pos=sibie.
We have said in the preceeding chapter that Kant comes very
close to Dign;ga on this point. Knowledge of the world is
always conceptualised. But, Dign;ga visualises a kind of
transcendence which Kant does not do. Now the guestion is
What is a concept? How are they related to the world or
language 77 Dign;ga’s answer is that language generates
concepts. And concepts are a kind of etherial non-physical
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entities. In this respect, Dignéga’s theory comes very close
to Platonism. Plato,the Greek philosopher, advocated a
theory of ideas. The platonic ideas are not mere concepts in
human mind. That is to say, they are not psychic entities.
The British empiricists treated ideas as mental contents.
Both Locke, Berkiley and Hume advocated such a theory of
ideas. For them, ideas are images in human mind. They are
mental contents. They constitute the mental furniture of

human being. But if this theory is accepted, it will lead to

sub jectivism it will make inter~-personal communication
impossible. It iz rightly said that empiricism logically
leads to scepticism and solipcism. The subjective idealism

of Berkley is a logical outgrowth of Locke’s image theory of
knowledge. What are images? Is thinking based on images ?
The empiricists particularly Locke maintains that thought is
based on images. F.H. Bradley remarks that the empiricists

have psychologised logic. He maintains

In England at all events we have lived too long in
the psychological attitude. We take it for granted and
as a matter of course that, like sensations and
emotions, tdeas are phenomena. 4nd considering these
phenomena as psychological facts, we have tried (with
what success I will not ask) to distinguish between
ideas and sensations. I

Bradley’s argument runs as tollows:

There might. be images or mental pictures but they are of no
consegquences in thinking. In other words, most of the time
thinking is imageless. Further, it is not necessary that
when we think of a horse, we will entertain only image of
that horse. It is quite possible that when 1 think of a
horse, I might entertain an image of donkey. In short.,
Bradley wishes to point out that thought and images are not
nessarily or logically connected. Further, even if there are

images, they do not constitute the subject matter of logic
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and metaphysics. In this respect, Bradley makes a
distinction between ideas as image and ideas as meaning.
Ideas as image stand for mental pictures. They are short-
living, transitory and subjective. There iz another sense of

ideas. It i meaning. In other words, Bradley recognises the

importance of ideas in the sense of its meaning in the study

-

of logic and metaphysics. Meanings are objective and real.
At the same time, they are neither physical nor psychic
entities. They have a kind of etherial, non-physical
existence. Frege too advocated such a t,heory of meaning and
ideas. For Frege, thought consists of meaning or ideas and
it is in this sense that thought constitutes the subject
matter of logic and metaphysics. It is in this sense that.
logic 1s different from linguistics. Lingulstics studies the

linuistic forms ie. words and sentences. Vhereas ,Llogic and

metaphysics study the concepts that lie behind language. In
a sense, language is physical. That is to say, it consists
of  sound, words and these are physical in nature. But
concepts and categories are non-physical and non-linguistic

in nature. But at the same time, language and concepts are
intimately connected. Plato and Frege did not visualise this
intimate inter-relationship between language and categories.
For early WVWittgenstein, language has a core. The core of the
language in a sense is non-linguistic in nature. The
elementary propositions which consists of logical proper
names only constitute the core of langua'ge. They are
unut.terable in nature. They are comparable to the thoughts
of Frege and the concepts of Dign;ga. Idealistic
philosophers through the ages have concerned themselves with
exploring the concept of human thought only in this sense.
That is to say , they tried to explore the basic core of
human thought. The underlying assumption was that by
decoding the nature of thought one can decode the nature of’

reality. Thought. and reality are of the same type. This is
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an idealistic thesis. Dign;ga and Wittgenstein are idealists
only in this sense.

According to Dign;ga, concepts as Kalpan;s are
basic to characterize the worldHe characterise these
Kalpanés as names. VWhat is a name? A name is an indicator. A
name designates or indicates.There is a sense in which all
words are names.Vittgenstein both early and later also held
such a view of language.Even in the "PI',he treated the name--

language of the bullder and assistant as a language game.

That prhitosophical concept of
meaning has its place in primitive idea of the way
language functions . .But one can also Say
that it is the idea of a language more

primitive than ours,

Let wus imagine a language for which the description
gruven by Augustine is right. The language is meant to
serve for communication between o builder 4 and an

assistant B.4 is buillding with butlding stones; there
are blocks, pillars,slabs and beams.B has to pass the
stones, and that n the order in which A4 needs

them.For this purpose they use a language
consitsting of the words ‘block’, ‘pillar’,
'slab’, ‘beam’. 4d calls them out ; - B brings the stone

which he has learn to bring at such—-and-such a callz -
concieve this as a complete primitive language.

The builder asks for bricks and the assistant hands over
the bricks. The Dbullder asks for cement and the
assistant brings accordingly for himWhat is usually held,
the later Wittgenstein rejects the name theory of the
language. But it is not true as a matter of fact. Naming iz
an important. aspect of human language. There is a sense in
which it can be =aid that most of words in a language are
names. And to learn a language means to learn the names of’

things and objects,
In Tractatus VWittgenstein maintains that an elementary
proposition consists of names.

An elementary proposition consists of names
It is a nexus, o concatenation, of names.”
A name cannot be dissected any further by

means of o definition. It s a primitive 31’gn.4
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A4 name means an object. The objectis its

meaning.5

These are logical proper names distinguished from
grammatical proper name. A Grammatical proper names like
Rama, Hari and Gopal are a kind of description. In fact,they
are not devoid of descriptive elements. Russel treats the
grammatical proper names as truncated descriptions.
Historically speaking, the dispute regarding the meaning ot
proper name goes back to the medieval times. The debate
whether proper names are conhotative or non-connotative is
well known to students of philosophy and logic. According te
one gzroup of logicians, proper names are connotative; they
have meanings. According to another group, proper names are
non-connotative; they are meaningless marks. Hobbes and J.S.
Mill are advocators of this views, According to still
another group of logicians, proper names in  beginning are
non~conhotative but graduallly they acquire connotation
But what is actually the case” VWhich view is correct? The
answers to these questions depend on what do we mean b
connotation? Historically speaking, connotation is regarded
as the essential feature or attributes. In short,

connotation stands for the essential attribute. This again

\Y

leads us to the relationship between word and the world.

According to the connotationist view, words encapsulate the

essential feature or dqualities of things. A thing is what,
it is by wirtue of certain essential attributes. In
medieval logic a distinction has been made between

connotation, property, and accident. But it follows from the
connotation. There are separable properties and inseperable
properties. Accidence, on the other hand is neither part of
the connotation, nor does it follow from the connotation.
This debate is based upon a particular theory
of relationship between language and reality.The
connotationists maintain that words are a kind of picture o
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things or objects.In short,the essential attribute of t.hing
is represented by the meaning of wordIn other words,the

qualities singified by the meaning of a word must be

possessed by things or objects name after it. On this

view, language turns out to be a picture of reality.There is
one to one co-relation between word and the worldFor this
groups of logicians even proper names are bound to  have
connotation.In fact,according to connotationists view of
language ,not only that ail words including proper names are
meaningful but the attributes or gqualities singified by the
meaning must be possessed by the things or objects.This type
of theory of meaning can be characterised realism or

essentialistic theory of meaning.The nominalists like Hobbes
and Mill do not recognise the picturing relationship between
word and the woridFor them,language is a coxlxrentio;u.Not that.
words are not meaningful but the qualities represented by
meaning of words need not be necessarily possed by things or
ob jectts named by these words.That is to say,the debate
between connotationists and non-connotationists takes
various forms.The connotationists endow  all words with
meanings.Even referring expression like proper names are
endowed with meanings.By doing so,they assimilate references
to discriptions.For the connotationists discription is the
basic function and referring secondary or tertiary function
of a word.This is a kind of platonism relating to
meaning . Further,the connotationists visualise the
relationship between words and things as necessary.The
p\-.\rva-mzm;msakas in India, held such a theory of meaning.

The urge behind such a philosophical theory is to treat alil

words including proper names as common names. A proper name
like "Visvamitra" has been paraphrased by Mimamsakas as
“"friend of the universe (visvasya mitrad. For the purva-
mimamsakas,"Visvamitra®is not a proper name though it
happens to be a name of a person. The Mimamsakas held a
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particular theory of meaning. [t is this: All words
including proper names are meaningful; the relationship
between word and the world is eternal.This theory ot
language was used to justify their thesis that the Vedas
are not c¢reated by anybody at all. It is eternal and
uncreated. The Vedas are the compendia of hymns or mantras.
These mantras are meaningful. And meanings are a kind of
universal. That is why, even at the time of Pralaya the
Vedas are not destroyed. They remain in an implicit form. On
the other hand, the Naiy;yikas advocated altogether a
different theory of language and meaning. For them, words
are conventional and meanings emerge in a particular
context. Russell characterises grammatical proper names as
truncated descriptions having similar things in mind. That
is  to =ay, certain proper names acquire, what is known as,
grammatical meanings. Many of the proper names have this
kind of meaning, that is to say, the literal meaning. This
iz particularly true of proper names in highly inflectional
languages like Sanskrit. The Sanskrit name 'Padmalochana’
means ‘Lotus eyed’. In Sanskrit language all words are
traced back to certain roots or stems. And  this kind of
derivation explains the meaning of words. But Russell, by
treating the grammatical proper names as truncated

description, has failed to distinguish between the referring

function of proper names and its meaning. The primary
function of proper names is not to describe or characterise
but. t.o indicate and refer to. A proper name might be used to
describe certain things or objects. But it is not its
primary function. The primary functions of proper names is to
refer to things, objects, or individuails. This leads us to
the logical distinction between singular terms and genaral
terms.

A singular term is of two types : Indefinite singular

term and Definite singular term. & definite singuiar term
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stands for or indicates a .definite .object or .thing. Whereas,
an indefinite singular term stands for objects of a

particular kind . But at. the same time the fact. remains that

singular term does not  describe anything ;. they only
indicate or refer to objects, things or individuals. A
general term primarily functions as a description. Its rule
is to characterise or to describe. Terms are combined or
coupled in  a judgement. or proposition. A judgement or a

proposition is a unit of thought. In fact, a proposition can
be characterised as a coupling of terms. Inorder that a
proposition becomes informative, it must contain terms of
different. type. In short, terms occuring in a proposition
must. perform seperate jobs., This is how a proposition is
defined as consisting of subject and a predicate. A sub ject
is that about which something is said. A predicate is that -

which is said about the subject. What does it mean 7 Can a

general term be used as a subject”? To this guestion, the
answer iz “yes"”. One can say " Ram is intelligent*” and
"“"teachers are honest” . In the first proposition ‘Ram’ is the
sub ject and it is a definite singular term. Whereas, in
second proposition “teachers are honest', ’‘teacher’ is a

general term and has been used as a subject term. Now the
question is , how to identify general term 7 Is it the case
that a general term always occurs as a predicate of a
proposition?. In answer to this question, it can be said that
it is not always the case. As a matter of fact, general terms

occurs as a predicate of a proposition but even if sometimes

they occur as a subject of proposition, yet their
descriptive nature remains unchanged. The proposition
“"teachers are honest” can be paraphrased as follows: some

human beings are teacheers and they are honest. In short,
even 1if general terms are used as a subject of the
proposition, they have to be paraphrased and the referring

character has to be honoured. In short, a proposition cannot be
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understood without. reference and predication.

The preopositionatists in loglc  maintain that t.he
fogical subject. of the proposition must. be a point of
reference. In this sense only the denial or negation of a
predicate results in the negation of the original

proposition ; Whereas, the negation of a subject term does
not result in any proposition at all. As for eg., let us

"

negate the predicate ‘black’ in the proposition some COWS

are black'. When the predicate ‘'black"” 1s neglected the negated

proposition becomes “some cows are not black”. The predicate or

Zeneral term black has been neglected. The original proposition
was ome cows are black . After the negation of predicate “black"

we get  the proposition "soeme cows are not black.Let us
concentrate on this: "“"some cows are not black" is the negation
of the pm:»posinio?x "some cows are black'. In fact, t.he
negation of the predicate word results in the contrary or
the contradictory of the original position. As for e.g., the
proposition * all cows are black” can be negated in two
ways: (1) "all cows are not black” and this will ultimately
result in “some cows are not black'. Further, “some cows are
not black” is the contradictory of "all cows are black'. 2
Again “all cows are not black” can be negated as “no  cows
are not black”. Though in this proposition the subject term
‘cow’ has been prefixed by the word ‘no’, yet it has not
been negated. What is negated or denied is the predicate
'black’. To say that ''no cows are black' is to say  that
‘blackness’ iz denied of all cows. But. in either case tthe
denial of a predicate or a general term results in the
negation of the original preoposition. In short, we get a
proposition after denying a predicate. But can we get a
proposition by denying term 7T The answer iz "no'. Let us
deny the subject term "Ram" in the proposition “Ram is

boy". What would be the nature of that proposition after we
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negate the subject term "Ram"? The denial of subject term
will amount to not. using it. And not to use the subject term
is  to remove it trom the context of proposition. Further,

it is because of the general term, that a proposition becomes
either true or false. In other words, a proposition is

endowed with truth or falsity, because of the predicate
letter. Take away the predicate letter from the context of
the proposition, the question of whether a  proposition is
true or false does not arise. The word ‘cow’ and ‘Ram’ do
not. yield any proposition at all. Therefore, in order to Zetn
a proposition we must combine at  least t.wo terms ie.
subject and predicate. A propo=ition is neither true nor
false, if there is no assertion. An assertion is not.

possible without. there being predication. Truth and falsity,

assertion and denial, predication and characterisation are
intimately connected. The Indian tradition accepts this
position. For the Naiyayikas, knowledge is savikalpa

(determinate) in nature. The Naivayikas do not recognise the

sSupremacy of Nirvikalpaka {indeterminate perception).
Savikalpaka, in the context of Ny;ya means predication or
characterisation. The subject must be characterised or
described. Without. this, there is no knowledge at all The
Ved;nt,in, on the other hand, try . to gliminat.e all

predicates from the sphere of genuine knowledge. To apply a
predicate means to make the proposition open to doubt. That
is why, the Vedantins deny all predication or
characterisation.

In contemporary philosophy, Frege made a digstinction
between sense and reference. According to him, two ditferent

sentences might have two different senses or meanings but

have the same reference. His famous example is ‘'morning
star’ and ’evening star’. Both the expressions ‘'morning
star’ and ’evening star’ refer to the same object ie. the

planet. venus. But the sense or meaning of ‘morning star’ is
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different from that of ‘evening star’. What Frege wants to
suggest is this : Reference is not a part of meaning but at
the same time, reference is very much essential in assertion
of the proposition. Without a point of reference no
ags=sertion can be made and no meaning will be intelligible.
Frege’s distinction between meaning and reference provides
an antidote to the referential theory of meaning. Some
philoscophers identify meaning with reference. Frege points
out. that reference are no part of meaning, though they are
intimately bound up with meanings.

et us now turn our attention to Wittgenstein’s view of
names, In Tractatus Wittgenstein develops a theory of
logical proper names. We have already said that in this
respect Russell and Wittgenstein come very close. In his
Logical Atomism Lecture, Russell develops a theory of
logical proper names. Russell wanted to make philosophy
scientific. To achieve this purpose he made an attempt to
remove vagueness and ambiguity and to develop a mathematical
language to be used in philosophy. Russell had great
interest in the perspicuocous nature of language in
mathematics. Both Russell and VWittgensteln employed truth
functional analysis of language .When we analyse complex
proposition,we eliminate logical constants. Further, all
ambiguity and vagueness disappear. Ultimately we come across
very simple propositions. Russell terms these proposition as
atomic propostions. These propostions consists of’ logical
proper names. Is it true that there are such propositions 7
Vittgenstein’s answer was that it is for others to find out
the elementary propositions are there as a matter of fact,
but. that there must be such propositions azs a matter of
logic. If such propositions are not there, the determinate
sense of the proposition cannot be accounted for. In other
words, in order that the sense of a proposition b‘e

determinate and definite, there must be elementary
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propositions. Similarly, When wittgenstein was asked to give
an instance of logical proper name, he refused to do that..
Whereas, Russell was very optimistic. He produced examples of
logical proper names. According to Russell, ’this’, ‘here’,
‘now’ are some of the instances of logical proper names. To
be a logical proper name means not to have any descriptive
content. Expressions such as ’this’, ‘’here’, ’‘now’, do not
have any descriptive content. Russell argues that they are
purely indicative in nature.

F H.Bradley, in his Principle of Logic, out of

different philosophical motive, examines such expressions as

‘this’, ‘’here’, ’now’. His argument is that such expressions
are more general than the general terms themselves. General
term is one which applies to many cases. Whereas, a singular
term is that which applies only to some cases. What about
‘this’, ’here’,and ‘now’ Are they singular or general 7 Do they
apply to many cases or some cases ¢ Bradley’s argument is

that these expressions are applied to a very large number of

cases » as for eg. the word ’this’ can be applied to
anything R any object or any event. Similarly, the word

’here’ can be applied to any point of space. Further, the

word ‘now’ can be apply teo any moment of time. Therefore
Bradley argues that such words as ’‘this’ , ’here’, ‘now’ are
very general. What does Bradley mean by this? Is it really
the case that there are no indicator words in language < As
a matter of fact, indication and reference can be secured in
many ways. There are what is known as linguistically secured
reference and non-linguistically secured reference. With the
help of physical gestures and postures we sometimes secure
reference.That is to say, reference is a fact of’ life.
Bradley is right in saying that words and language as such
have generic meaning. But he overlooks the fact that these
generic meanings get contextualised. The contextual
meaning helps us in securing unique reference. Bradley was
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loocking for pure names, pure indicators, but such names he
could not find in our communicative system.

According to early Wittgenstein the logical proper
names must be there. He was frank enough to admit that the
elementary propositions consisting of pure names do not say
anything at all They simply show things. But at the same
time, logical proper names do not occur in isolation . LY
name 1is a name only in the context of a proposition. What
does it mean 7 It can be =aid in this connection that even
in the Tractatus VWittgenstein recognises the importance of
proposition in human thought The truth functional analysis
of language does not eliminate the proposition but it
eliminates the vagueness and ambiquity . According to
Wittgenstein, the perspicucus ideal language lies hidden
beneath and behind the ordinary or natural language. The so
called ideal language is not constructed. It is discovered.
But this theory of language is replete with some rich
philosophical insight. It ix this : Language and
communication system at the base i3 referential in nature,.
That iz to say, reference lies at the base of description.
All  descriptions and characterisations are a later day
creation. They are eliminable. In short, they are not

persistent feature of communication. In this respect, the

early Wittgenstein comes very close to Digngtga. What
Dign-aga calls Kalpan;s, Russell and Wittgenstein
characterise them as descriptive element. It iz the

descriptive elements which are the source of vagueness and

ambiquity. In order to et a perspicouus view of language
and communication, one must eliminate the descriptive
elements. The logical proper names, according to
Wittgenstein, are Just lke mathematical or geometrical
point. They are ideal in nature. But such point-like names
cannot  be used in any communication at all. In fact, what

Vittgenstein wishes to suggest is the limitting case of all



names is reference and limitting point of all communication
is silence. "WVhere of one cannot speak thereof one must  be
silent" resembles Dign:_aga’s doctrine of unutterability.

In PP Wittgenstein advocates a  liberal view of

language ipso facto, he differs in his attitude towards

names. In the Tractatus he advocates a unifunctional view of
language. In ’PYI’, he advocates a multifunctional view of

language. Though in the ’PI” , he talks of different

functions of language vet, he does eliminate the names.But
the names get transformed . In the Tractatus names are
treated as on par with geometrical point. But in ‘PI’, names
are taken in their natural and concrete nature. In short, he
does not talk of logical proper names. Language consists ot

different elements.

Think of the tools in a toll-box: there i1 a hammer,

pbliers, a  saw, a screw driver, a rule, a glue-pot,
glue, nails and screws. - The function gf‘ words are as

diverse as the functions of these objects.

He compares language with a tool-box. He remarks that. the
tools in a toeool-box perform different functions. Each tool
has its own role to play. Names, adjectives, pronouns, verbs
and so on, perform their respective functions. Names in °PI’
are grammatical proper names. Logical proper names do not
perform any role in ordinary communicative system. Though
such names play a role in geometry, they cannot play any

role in ordinary communicative system.

Wittgenstein visualises the doctrine of logical propernr
names. The language consisting of purs names i=
disfunctional. It cannot perform any other role except the

act of picturing. It is true that that descriptive element
sometimes decides but it is the descriptive element,, at the
same time, which plays very signicant role in communication.
Now the question is , does Dign;ga talk of logical proper

46



name in manner of early Wittgenstein ¥ To this gquestion, our
answer is “ves", but. with a qualification. The Kalpanés of
Dignéga correspond to the descriptive elements in philosophy
of Wittgenstein and Russell. They do not. correspond to
logical proper names, though Dign;ga treats these Kalpan;s
as names. In a braod sense, the later Wittgenstein also
treats the majority of words in a language as a kind of
names. Similarly , Dign‘;ga treats all Kalpan;s as a kind ot
name. But. Dign;ga does not have a word for logical proper
names, The svalaksanas are particulars or point instants.
They correspond t,lo the object of logical atoms. In  short,
what Russell calls a logical atom and early Vittgenstein
calls an object, is called as Svalaksanas by Dign;ga. The
Svalaksanas are unutterable. They are not part of any
language. That is why they are unutterable, They cannot be
put. into words in the sense it can be said that Dign;ga does
not advocate the picture theory of language. That. is to say,
according to Dign;ga, there is no one to one correspondence
between logical proper names and svalaksanas. The
svalaksanas do not constitute the part of any laxxéuage nor
does language has any element that corresponds to these
svalaksanas, On the other hand, according to early
VWittgenstelin and Russell, proper names have logical object
and atoms corresponding to them. That is why, Wittgenstein
and Russell advocate the picturing relation of language with
reality. It is Precisely because of this reason that Dign;ga
did not have any word for logical proper names. For Dign;ga_,

Language can never be treated as a picture of reality.

It may not be out of place in this connection to point out that

in India philosophical tradition the doctrine of ideal
language has not  been advocated., Reality is either

expressible oy inexpressible but it is never picturesd or
mirrored by language.In Jainism, a sevenfold Nyaya has been

developed Lo express reality. Vhatever is, is expressible.



In other words, for Jain philosophers reality can be

expressed by language contrived for the purpose.On the other

hand Buddhist and Vedantins maintain that reality is
inexpressible and unutterable . The Mimamsakas and
Naiy};\yikas g0 along with the Jains., Reality , for them is
expressible. As a result, the doctrine of picture language
has not. found favour with the Indian philosophers. Dign;ga
arrives at the svalaksanas not through truth functional
analysis of language but, through epistemological and logical
analysis as such.

But Dign;ga does not treat the kalpan;s as misleading
in nature. There is no attempt to eliminate the Kalpan;s
and to discover the logical proper names. On the other hand,
he seeks to explain the nature and presupposition of the
communicative system. Dign;ga develops a theory of meaning
in this connection. This theory is known as Apohav;da or the
differentiation theory. After Dign;ga, Dharmakirti,
Dharmotara, Ratnakirti improved this theory of apoha.
’Apoha’ i1z a Sanskrit term. It is form out of ’Apo+uha’. Its
literal meaning iz exclusion of the other. What is this
other and why shall it be excluded <+ This theory was

developed in oppo=sition to the Ny;ya-Vaisesika theory ot
’language and meaning? | The Naiyvayikas named that we
perceive not only the positive objects but also the negative
objects <(negation). When we =ay ’this is a cow’, this is a

case of perceptual knowledge. In short, we perceive both

universal 'cow’ and the particularity associated with it.
Then this perceptual knowledge is verbalised, this means
that the ’cow’ is being talked about . According to Dignéga,

to say that ’this is a cow’ is not to say we perceive the

‘cow’ but to say that the ‘non-cow’ are excluded.What does it

mean? Why shall the ‘“non-cow'" be excluded from the

‘cow? 7 This is known as Buddhist dialectics. According to

Buddhist knowledge and meaning is dialectical. Literal
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meaning of dialectic is dialogue conversation.” In Western
tradition, Hegel iz famous for the dialectical theory.
Later on Marx was influenced by it. But the Hegelian
dialectics stands for a high water mark in European
philosophy. According to Hegel, every concept implies its
negation. The concept ‘cow’ implies ‘non-cow’ ; but in what.
sense ¢ Hegel’s argument. is that when we examine a concept
and eliminate all its adjunct=s, we ultimately come across
the ‘Belng.’and this “‘Being’ is ‘Nothing’ for the simple reason,
it is dewvoid of all admixtures and adjuncts. So Hegel invents
another category known as becoming. So thesis, anti-thesis
and synthesis or Being, non-being and Becoming characterise
Hegelian logic. And this process geoes on for ever unless and
until the ab=solute idea realises it. But. the Buddhist
dialectic is different. from that of Hegel In short, the
Buddhist dialectics relates to the doctrine of significant

negation. In order to be significant or meaningful, a word

or concept must. be distinguished from its opposite
Otherwise, it will cease to have any meaning at all. When we
say gimply “this?, this iz not knowledge at all. In short.,
the ‘this’ has to be characterised. In other words,
predication is highly necessary for securing knowledge. No
predication, no knowledge. Purely singular terms without the
help of general term, canncot give us any knowledge at all.
In short, predicates are basic requirement of any knowledge.
In this respect, R;m;nuja comes very close to Dign;ga.
R-am;nuja holds almo=st the similar view, without predication,
without characterisation, there i= no knowledge at. all.
Dign;ga makes a distinction between two types of knowledge
corresponding to the types of reality. Samvrtisatya is the
knowledge obtained through predication . Paramért.hasatya is
that knowledge which is obtained without any predication.
Dign;ga’s doctrine of Kalpan;s and doctrine of Apoha are

meant for explaining the samvrtisatya. ‘This is a cow’,
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‘This is a horse’, ‘This is. a bey’, these are instances of
Samvrtisatya . Dignéga like later WVittgenstein argues that
the business of philosophy is to make things clear or
explicitt . Accordingly, he offers an explanation of meaning
understanding and intelligihility.

Let us explain the concept of ‘Apoha’ in detail Some
scholars interpret. Apoha as a negative thesory of meaning.
This means when we say ‘“this is a cow’ it excludes ‘non-cow’
from it. So the emphasis i put on ‘non-cow’. and ‘non-cow’
is negative in character. Seo it is argued that the Buddhist.
theory of Apcha is a kind of negative theory of meaning.
This interpretation is not acceptable without the concept
of ‘negative’ being explained. When we say ‘4t is a cow’ it
does not. mean ‘it is not a cow’ . The doctrine of Apcha does
not mean this. According to Dign;ga, the meaning of the word
‘cow’ is not directly apprehended. “Cow’ i= a concept. Its
opposite is non-cow. That is to say, when we assert ‘it is a
cow’, we exclude the ‘non-cows’ from it. The whole thing can

be put symbolically as follows ! ¢cow = ~~ cow In other words,

‘p = ~~ p’ It is a truth functional equivalence ‘P? is

truth functionally equivalent to ~~Pp’. Seen in this light
e cow’ will bhe logically equivalent to ‘cow’. Ir t.his

interpretation is accepted the doctrine of Apcha appears
unnecessary, for the simple reason that to exclude the
opposite 15 to assert. the original concept. If ~~‘cow’ is
logically equivalent to ‘cow’, there is no need to do this
exercise, It the exclusion of negation of ‘cow’ means the
same as ‘cow’ then there is no need to exclude the negation.
What could be the reason to advance this theory? Why did
Dign;ga, Dharmakirti and Ratnakirti insist upon t.he

exclusion of negation? What is philosophical insight

gain out of it 7 In answer to these guestions the following

can be said. A concept. and its complementary exhaust the


file://'/poha

universal discourse. In short, ‘cow and ~cow, ’p and ~p

exhaust the entire universal discourse. ‘P+vP=1’, Cow and
not-cow, P and ~P are complementary to each other. Two
complementary terms exhaust the universe ot discourse.
Dign;ga and his followers had this insight. Such concepts as
universal discourse, complementary class and the law of
double negation was not unknown to Buddhist logicians. In
other words, Dign;ga realises the significance of these
concepts in logical theory. There is a sense in which it can

be said that. the doctrine of Apoha is actually the law of

double negation. Further, the doctrine of Apoha makes
explicit the law of significant negation. a term is
meaningful if and only if, it is distinguished from its

opposite. In order that a term ‘cow’ is meaningful; it should

be distinguished from ‘non-cows’. To put both'cows and non-cows’

under the head of ‘cow’ will be meaningless. To be
meaningful means to be distinguished from the opposite. The
doctrine of Apoha envisages the law of significant
negation.In this sense, it is both a logical and semantic

doctrine.It make the logical point that "P"is distinguished

from "“~P" and ’p’ is equivalent to ’~~P’Does ‘“‘non-cow"

exclude ‘“cow".The answer is “"yves' .But now the question
arises, why does Dign;ga begin with positive and
goes to nagative. Does,“mm cow''not imply "cow'?Y To this dquestion
the answer is ‘“ves'".But Dign:-aga does not move in this
direction.In short, he stops at the exclusion of the

negation. Is it the case that ,as a matter of fact,after we

perceive a cow we exclude the ''non-~cows ""?In answer to this

guestion, it can be said that Dign;ga does not describe the
empirical fact of perception. How do people,as a matter of
fact ,see things? It is not being described by Dign;\ga.ﬂe
presents a logical and epistemological analysis of knowledge
and meaning. The doctrine of Apoha can be extended to
understanding ,meaning,concept. and statement.. Not only
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every concept but every proposition must be distinguished from
the opposite. Their opposite must be excluded from their
domain. Otherwise the concept and proposition in question
will turn out meaningless.

The Vedantins, particulary
Advaitins advocate a theory of meaning, which I wish to
characterise as inclusive theory of meaning. What does it
mean? The statement “Sarbam Ksalu idam Brahman' (evervything
is Brahman) is an instance of 'inclusive theory of meaning. For
Vedantins, all concepts or statements merge into one unitary
concept or sStatement. Of course, the Advaitins had  their
philosophical compulsion for developing such a theory of
meaning. The statement “everything is Brabhman'' is either

vacuous or contradictory for the following reasons. ’Brahman’

contains also the ’‘non Brahman’ is either vacuous
or contradictory for the following reasons. ‘Brahman’
contains also the “non Brahman” in it. It does not convey
any meaning at  all. Further, if it contians its
contradictory and seems to assert something it becomes

contradictory. So in either case it dose not say anything at
all. On the other hand Dign;ga and some other philosophers
advocate what is known as exculsive theory of

meaning.The opposite must be exciluded. Why did not Dign;ga

advocate that the ‘cow’ should be excluded from ‘non-
cow’?What could be the reason behind it? The answer to this
question could be given in the context of Ny;ya—‘!.é\isesika.
Historically speaking, the Buddhists had an inteliectual
battle against the Naiy_ayikas. The Naiy—ayikas maintian that a
concept. or statement is understood directly.That is to say,
the concept ‘cow’ is directly understood. It is positive
concept.. Further, they treated negation or Abhava as
a seperate category. The Buddhist excluded the negation.

Whereas, the Naiy.:ayikas made negation into a separate



category.Digana and Ratnakirti lay emphasis on exclusion in
meaning situation. According to t,l';em, the meaning of the
’cow’ become clearer and intelligible only when we exclude
the ‘non-cows’. The Naiy—ayikas recognise universals as
PadarthaOn the other hand, for Dignéga and the Buddists the
so-called universals are emty and essenceless.For t.he
Naiy;yikas to understood a concept means to grasp its
essence. But what is to be done, if there is no essence.The

Buddhist denied essence. Then how to understand words or

concepts if they do not signify essences. For Dignaga, the
exclusion of its opposite iz the only method. Neither the
term ‘cow’ nor the term ‘non-cow’ stands for any esSsence.

But they have to be understood and made intelligible. How to
do that? Dign;ga’s answer is exclude the opposite and we

will be able to understand the meaning

The so called concepts are mere names. Names as they
are, do not stand for essences. But names have significant
role to perform. The name ‘Pegasus may (o use Quine’s
expression? not stand for essence. But at the same time the
fact remains that it has its use in language. Similar is the
case with the word ‘Dittha’. The word ‘Dittha’ does not
stand for any essence. But it has its use in . -communicat,ive
system. i
‘ Further, Dign;ga and other Buddhist philosophers accept
only two sources of knowledge i.e. Perception {(Pratyvaksad
and Inference <Anumana). Other Pramanas are not recognised
by them as independent source of knowledge. They have  been
reduced to either Perception of Inference. To percieve means
to apply concept on the raw and brute sensation. Ve apply
categories in perceptual knowledge. To  that extent it
becomes indirect. Because Reality is never captured through
perception. Pure sensation gives us the Reality. Inferential
knowledge is based upon perception. So in this sense,

Inference becomes doubly indirect. Now the question is,
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Dignéga was interested in finding out the reality which lies
behind the language, why did he discuss about the
communicative system?. Why did he talk about Perception and
Inference, while Perception and Inference do not give the
knowledge of reality? Why to waste time on that? what  could
be the answer? It can be said in this connection that
Dign;ga like other philosophers was very much interested in
communicative system. The entire communicative system s
discussed by him in detaitl. The concept of knowledge,
understanding and meaning are important concepts. Dign;ga
presented  an analysis on these concepts. He maintains that,
all these concepts and categories must have link with pure

sensation and sensibility. In short, Dignaga, in his Pramana

Samuccaya, combines and anticipates the views of early and
later VWittgenstein., At certain stage human experience is
language-bound. In short language, thought and experience

are so much intimately connected that one cannot be detached
from the other. The early Wittgenstein talked of pure
logical names which were hooked up to the Reality. The later
wittgenstein did not recognise the importance of such
logical proper names. The later Wittgenstein sought to

eliminate the =so-called logical proper names from  his

doctrine. But for Dignaga concepts are baseless and
meaningless it they are detached or removed from
particulars (Svalaksanas).

Now the question is why do we need names, whether
logical proper names or grammatical proper name in language®
In other words, what is the function of ‘Names’ in our
language™.Both Russell and early Wittgzenstein were mistaken
about. the nature of names. They wanted to sterilise the
grammatical proper names. In other words, they wanted to
eliminate all sorts of vagueness and ambiguity, not only
from descriptive words but even from the grammatical! proper

names by characterising them as truncated descriptions.
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Russell and later Wittgenstein did not recognise their

importance. But Names <(grammatical proper names) like
descriptions have important role to perform in any

language. To quote John.B.Searle

But the unigqueness and immense pragmatic convenience of
proper names itn our language lie precisely tn the fact that
they enable us to refer publicly to objects without being
forced to raise issues and come to agreement on what
descriptive characteristics exactly constitute the identity
of the object. They fuction not as descriptions but as pegs
on which to hang description. Thus the looseness of the
criteria for proper names s a necessary condition for
isolating the referring function from the desortbing function
of language. 7

Proper names are a kind of pillar or peg around which names
are hung. wWhat does Searle mean by this? In answer it can be
said that any knowledge situation involves a kind of
description. No descripbidn is possible without a point ot
reference . That is to say, the description must be tied
together and should refer to something. If this is not done,
then communication becomes impossible. Liebnitz seized upon
this idea.This doctrine of ‘Monad?’ is an explicit statement
of his theory that descriptions needs a point of reference.
Liebnitz went wrong beyond certain poeoints. Not only some
description but all possible natural de=zcription he put
round the point of reference. The point of reference is
‘monad’. But at the same time they are extremely rich. Even
in a fiction or imaginary story we nesed names. Without names
reference cannot be secured. They may not be exactly proper
names. Even a descriptive phrase can perform a function of
proper names. The early Wittgenstein, like Russell, did not
t.ake cognisance of grammatical proper names. I wish to point
out. that the function expected to be performed by the
logical proper names can be performed very well by the so-

called impure names (grammatical proper names). On the other



hand, Dign;ga’s remarks on names and Kalpan;s are
philosophically insightful. He does not dismiss the
‘ grammatical proper names as vague and ambiguous in  the
manner of Russell and Wittgenstein. He retains these names.
Further, he treats other descriptive phrases and concepts on
par with names.

We  have already pointed out that the Buddhist weré
against srti-pram;na. The Mimamsakas are champions of srti-
pram;na. 'The Vedas were treated as eternal (.'Aparseya). .'I‘he
Vedas are not destroyved. This theory of the etérnality of
the Vedas is based upon a particular theory of language and
meaning. It is this : all words are meaningful by virtue of
essences. Further, they maintain that the relationship
between word and meaning is eternal. Words are physical
but meanings are non-physical. Even if the particular words
are destroyed but meaning is never destroyed at  all The
Buddhist. were against such a theory of meaning and language.
Dign;ga argues that word and concepts are essenseless. To
understand the meaning is not to apprehend or grasp an
essence but to exclude/remove the opposite of the concept..

But then the question arises, are the so-called affirmative
propositions negative in character?The doctrine of ’Apoha’
might create the impression that Dign;ga reduces all
affirmative to the negatives. But. as a matter of fact he does
not. do it.What he wishes to point out is this:

The =so called affirmative proposition or positive concepts cannot
be understood without any reference to negative proposition

or concept. This is that Dign;ga means by the doctrine ot
‘Apoha’. Apohavgda does not aim at converting all
affirmative propositions into a negative ones rather, it

aims at finding out the logical fact that every concept is
intimately bound up with its negative. The so-called names

or Kalpan;s are tested on the touchstone of efficaciousness
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(Ax‘t,ha-kriy; Karitva). It gives us a pragmatic flavour.
Genuine concept must lead to some kind of successtful action.
How it is so7. Dign;ga’s answer is that all concepts must
be based on Svalaksanas. If this is so, then the so-called
Kalpan;s must lead to successful actions. To conclude it can
be said that for Dign;ga, grammatical proper name  are not
necessary. Further, all the so-called descriptive phrases or
kalpan;s can be treated on par with names. These names are
essenceless. They do not stand for any essence at, all.
Consistently Dign;\ga did not embark upon the task of finding
out. logical proper names. Whereas, Russell and Vittgestein
felt vervy much dissatisfied with grammatical proper names and

embarked upon the task of finding out logical proper names.

1 wish to point out that both logical proper name and
grammatical proper name perform the same function of
reference to persons or things. Digngga realised it and

consequently he did not think it necessary to invent logical

proper names.
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CHAPTER III

PARTICULARS

The controversy relating to the particulars and universals is
as old as philosophy. The gquestions can be raised in this
connection. What is a universal? What is a particular? Why are

they so important in philosophical debate? Let us answer these

questions one by one. When we say "Ram is a boy"”, ’Ram’ works as a
particular and ‘boy’ works as a universal. Ordinarily it can be
said that universal is that which applies to a number of

things or events of a particular kind. The expression ‘boy’ 1z a
universal for the simple reason that it can be applied to a large
number of human individuals of a particular type, e.g. "Ram is a
boy'", "Hari is a boy" and "“Gopal is a boy"” and s¢ on and =so
forth. The word "boy" applies to ’Hari’, ’Ram’, and ’Gopal’ and

many other human individuals. What about the names ‘Hari’,

’Rama’, and ’Gopal’? They stand for particulars. A particular is
that which:"2 referred to by the universal. Particulars and
universals  are neither physical nor linguistic elements=. There
are different ways of expressing universals and particulars with
the help of language. Usually, we use general expressions to

talk about universals and singular expressions to tatk about

particulars. So, it iz maintained by sSome philosophers that
universals are different from general terms. At the same time , a
universal can be used as the subject of a proposition. But for
that matter, the general term does not become a particular. As
for instance, in the proposition “the tree is green', ‘tree’ is

the subject but it is a general term and represents or stands for
the universal. How could it be a particular? From the fact that a
g;eneral term is sometimes used as a subject of a proposition, it
does not follow that it stands for a particular. The proposition
“"the tree is green” can be resocolved into the following two

propositions (1> This is a tree and 25 This is green. So both

» >

'tree’ and ‘green’ are general termzs and represent universals.
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Philosophers like Plato have arrived at. the universals
t.hrough analysis ot language and meaning. We apply zeneral terms
to describe or characterise objects and things. So they must be
standing for certain things Plato was really worried about t.he
zeneral terms. How  is that. the same term 't.able’ applies  to
t.ables ot difterent shapes, sizes and colours? How is it that the
term  ‘man’ applies to human beings, things and events On  what, |
basis we do it7? What could be justitfication teor it7T Plato’'s
argument. is that corresponding to  general terms  there are
universals or ftorms. They are archetype of things. What sort of
entity the universals are?” Plato’s argument is that, they are
non-spatial and non-temporal. They do not belong to the world of
senses. The =senses cannot. apprehend the universals. The
universals can be known and apprehended only through intellectual
intuition. Plat.c housed them in an extramundane wvorld. What about
t.he actual things? Plato treats them as particulars. In short,
according to  Plato, the things and objects that. wve percelve
through sense organ are the particulars, The particulars inhabit

the spatio-temporal world. They are born, come into existence,

grow, decay, ﬁf}g"%‘g <% They are bound by space and timeiwhereas
universals are not in space and time. The particulars
have been characterised Iy Plato as short-living, transitory,

mut.able  and impermanent. The universals have heen characterised
as permanant.immutable and eternal. Spacio-temporal predicates
cannot be applied to the universals. Plato faced a difficulty.
He +tried his best to integrate the particulars and
univers=als. But he failed. The particulars and universals
stand apart. There 1is no bridge between them. So. he treated

the particulars as impertect, copies of universals

ie. an imitation ot imitat.ion. In short., Plato
t.reated the universals as primary and basic and the particulars
as secondary and non-basic.

Aristotle was very much dissatisfied with the platonic



account. of universals and particulars. He tried to bring the

universals close to particulars. For Aristotle, universals and
particulars are not poles apart. They live together. In short,
according to Aristotle, the universals and particulars are fused
together. Wherever there is a universal, there is a particular

and vice-versa.

What. does it mean to say that the universal and particular are
fused together? It is can be said in this connection that,
universals are not entities. There 1is no such entity, =ay, for
instance, an ideal ’'table’ behind the back of concrete table. But
when we describe a concrete table we use concepts and categories.
The concepts and categories are universals. They are non-material
in nature. But concepts and categories are applied to things. For
Plato, the guestion was how is it that non-material entities like

concepts and categories could be applied to things? They posed a

philosophical problem before Plato. Plato could not find out, a
satistfactory solution to this problem. As a result, in the
process he demolished the particulars. The Platonic world
ultimately consists of a system of categories or concepts. LY

concept or universal can be understood as an element of meaning.
Whatt does it mean to understand an object? What is 1t to
understand an object? Understanding is possible with the help of
meanings or categories. Without these categories and concepts
understanding is impossible. Plato treats these meanings as
universals., But he did not take note of the fact that meaning and
reference go together. It was Aristotle who recognised it. For
him, the universals and particulars are fused together. This
means meaning and reference go together. The same general term
‘man’, ‘table’ not only stands for universals or concepts but it
is also used to refer to particular objects. CS. Peirce, the
Aamerican philosopher is right in maintaining that the type and

B . -
token off an expression are really fused together. Every
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expression has two types of roles ie. the type and the token.
Type stands for meaning and concept. Token stands for the
reference.

The German philosopher Kant too faced such problem. He raised the
question ie. how is knowledge possible? His answer is that.

knowledge has two dimensions, ie. particularity and generality.

The  particularity aspect of knowledge is obtained through

sensation and the generality aspect of knowledge is obtained
through understanding. Genuine knowledge is possible only when
there is a cooperation between sensibility and understanding.
Understanding provides man with concepts and categories. The

categories, for Kant are built into the structure of human mind.
They are ineliminable. For Kant, no knowledge is possible
without the application of categoeories. But. once the category is
applied, the noumenon receds back. In other words, the so~called
knowledge is the knowledge of phenomenon. The noumenon remains
unknown and unknownable. Kant visualises noumenon as that which
is not conceptualizsed. But what is its role? The answer to this
question it can be said that without noumenon, knowledge of
phenomenon is impossible. The noumenon plays a guiding role. The
Platonic Forms as universals turn to categories of knowledge in
the hands of Kant. But so long as it remains at the level of
catgories or concepts we remain in the phenomenal world.

In the ancient Indian philosophical tradition, the debate

relating to universals and particulars have assumed an important

place. The Naiy;yikas treated the universals as a kind of
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Padartha. The literal meaning of ’Padartha’ is ‘meaning of a
word’. But the Ny;ya—Vaisesika philosophers use Padartha in the

sense  of category. Padartha surely is not a physical ob ject,
though sometimes pad;rt.ha is used in the sense of physical object
(Padasva artha pad;rtha)‘ According to Ny:a_va—\/aisesika

philosophers, reality consists of Padarthas. They are as follows:

Substance < Dravvyad, Quality(G\—ma), Action<{Karmajl,Universality
- - . &

{(Samanya), Particularity <Visesa), Inherence(Samavayal) and Non-

existence ¢Abhava>. These are not only seven ways of

characterising the reality but they constitute the reality. It is
a kind of metaphysics. The Vaisesika philosophers reduce all
concepts into seven types. These seven types are  the minimum
concepts  in terms of which the world can be described. One may
ask the following question 'in this connection: Why is it that
they postulated only seven types of padsrthas‘? In answer to this
guestion, it can be said that the Vaisesika philosophers tried to
find out the minimum number of concepts. A metaphysician, while
aiming at explaining universals, accepts only minimum number of’
concepts. If we look at the pad;rthas_, we will find t.hat their
number cannot be reduced or increased. Any description must
presuppose  a substantive. Atuributes or actions  are the main

forms of characterisation. Without universality and particularity,

classification are not possible. Similar is the case with
inherence. The idea of some form of togetherness cannot
be explained without. the concept of inherence. Further, non-

existence iz one of the fundamental categories of human  speech.
In a sense, to talk of existence means to talk of non-existence.
That is to say, the world as it is, is not an external worlid.
Things come into existence and are destroyved. Men are born, grow
and die. How to explain this phenomenon and with what category 7.
Non-existence as a category was invented to explain such
phenomenon . But at the same time, it can be said that the Ny—aya-
Vaisesika philosophers did not take note of the concept of

relation. To some extent, relation can be accommodated and
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explained in terms of universality, particularity and inherence

But. this is not all. How to explain ’'a is greater than B’ in

Nyéya-—Vaisesika schema 7. Bither we reduced all relations into
attributes or relation remains unexplained. The Naivayikas, like
Aristotle, did not. take serious note ot relation The attitudes

toward relations has resulted in treatment of sub ject-predicate
form of propo=ition, as the basic form. Not only in ancient
Greece, but also in India, Logicians for some reason or other did
not take serious note of relation. As a result, they treated
relations as a kind of attribute, Without, the category of
universal, the Vailsesika philosophy will be reduced to a kind ot
atomic pluralism. It is a kind of realism. This means, tor t.he
Nyéva-Vaisesika philosophers, universals are real. They are not
concepts of human mind as conceptualists think,nor are they mere
names of nominalists argue. But at the same time, the universals
accorcing to Ny;ya-\’aisesika philosophers,are not set. apart trom
the particulars. Universals and particulars though are distinct,
categories, vet. they are fused togzether. This logical tusion is

made possible by the help of inherence <(Samavayar. Samavaya

Unherence) iz a kind of logical relation. It is different trom
conjunction (Samyogal). Though, Aristotle argues that universals

and particulars are fused together. vet he does not admit of anv

kind of inherence in this regard. On the other hand, the

Vaisesika doctrine ot inherence i=s indicative of their
philosophical insight. It. maybe true that. universals and

particulars are fused together. But how to understand this
fusion? If universals are interpreted as meanings and particulars
as references then it can be said that meanings and references
go together. But how to acoount. for this togetherness? Is  the
relationship between meaning and reterence contingent  or

necessary? The later VWittgenstein will argue that both meaning and
reference depend on  the context. And context. is partly non-
linguistic in nature. Vhereas according to Ny,_::xya- vaisesika

philosophers, the relationship between meaning and reterence is a
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kind of inalienable relationship. The realistic temper perhaps

compels the Naiyéyikas to advocate such a theory.
They advocated a kind of essentialistic doctrines.
The classical Indian philosophical tradition may be classfied

into two types ie., (1) Essentialists (2> Non-essentialists.

The S;nkhya, Ny;ya-vaisesika, Mimamsa and

Vedanta advocate a kind of essentialistic doctrine. Whereas, the
(}Eé@vékas and Buddhists advocate a kind of non-essentialistic
doctrine. Therefore, it can be said in this
connection that the philosophical debate in ancient India is A
debate botween essentialism and non-essentialism. The Advaitins
also are a kind of essentialist.. The Brahman or Atman is a kind
of essence. The particulars are the tangible objects and cannot
be understood without reference to Brahman and Atman. The
Carvakas and Buddhists are non-essentialists. Further, the
é;rv;kas treat the particulars as basic and universals are
éecorndary in nature. But what sort of particulars they are?
According to carvakas, such particulars are spatio-temporal in
nature. Earth, water, fire and air are the basic ingredients by
means of which we can explain all things. The Garvakas do nhot

recoghise efither as an ingredient. These four ingredients are
phy=sical in nature. They are amendable to sense perception.
Spatio-temporality iz one of the Dbasic feature. In the

contemporary period Strawson advocated such type of particulars.

The basic particulars,according Lo Strawson,are material
bodies.and persons. To be a particular meagns, according to
- . . Fiable. (ae S04 weddodks fa e . .o g

) oy I‘-: - :' ..,.:;nd- :‘\ A ~ ‘:’&-—. b " (i-‘ _/'J .'-s_. “‘
Strawson, o be identifiable, (:::g x\\%::r,évu S € —— _4\3 s S ut,
then what are the basic requirements & identification?
Strawson’s answer is  that space and time are the basic

requirement of identification and reidentification. In short, the
basic particulars must occupy spatio-temporal point. In this
respect Strawson asserts a Kantian thesis.  For Kant, without
space and time sensation is not possible at all. That is why,
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space and time are treated by Kant as forms of sensibility.
According to one tradition in philosophy, particulars are
primary. And such particulars are spatio-temporal ones. According
to another tradition, universals are primary and they are non-
spatial and non-temporal. The particulars are understood only
with reference to universals. Take away the universals, the
particulars will be unintelligible and meaningless. The
Naiy;yikas recognise the supremacy of universals over
particulars. This is evident from their views on indeterminate
and determinate perceptions. The Naiy;yikas recognise perception
as one of the sources of knowledge. But what is perception? How
is perception possible? According to the Naiy;yikas, perception
involves two stages @ indeterminate <(Savikalpaka) and determinate
{(Nirvikalpaka). Without the Savikalpaka, perception iz not
perception at. all. But what is Savikalpaka? It is determinate
perception. What do we mean by saying tha%erception is
determinate? Only when we apply a concept./category,the so called
perception is called determinate. Further, without application of
a concept,there is no assertion and consequently there is no
knowledge.Every case of knowledge is a case of assertion
including negation in an important =sense. To assert means to
characterise. To characterise means to apply a predicate or a
concept. in the case of denial, the predicate is denied of’ the
sub ject. But in either case, there is a predication. By
emphasing on Savikalpak the Nai_v.;yikas recognise the importance

of predication and concepts in case of knowledge.

Buddhism arose as a protest of Hinduism. This protest
can be characterised in terms of fight against. essentialism.
Buddhism, from the very beginning, was against essentialist
doctrine. Buddha challenged srti pram;na (verbal testimony). The
Vedas were supposed to conta'iin eternal verities. Buddha questions
such theories and attitudes. Instead, he advocated the doctrine

of impermanence. Permanence, subsistence and eternity, according
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to Buddhists, are figment of imagination. Further, revelatory
knowledge was also challenged by Buddha., Instead, he advocated
and sought to explain everything in terms of causes and effects.
But he reinterpreted the law of causality. Thereﬁs no necessary
connection between cause and effect=s.But he reinberpreﬁed the law
of casuality. There is ne necessary connection between cause and
effect. In short, cause preceeds the effect and effect succeeds

the cause . This is otherwise known as Prativasamutpada {(Doctrine of

dependent origihatioxg. Origination is dependent. There i=
no such things as independent existence. Every existence
including everything are dependent on other things. But Buddha

does not advocate a kind of coherence theory. The Buddhist
doctrine of casuality is different from those of rationalists and
empiricists in the west. According to rationalists, cause and
effect are neccessarily connected. There is a logical oY
neccessary relation between cause and effect For the empiricists,

the casual relation though contingent yet can be characterizsed as

kind of casual necesgity. Further, the cause, according to
empiricists, does not. altogether vanish,after the effect comes
into existence. Whereas, according to Buddhists, the cause

disappears after the effect comes into existence. The cause and
effectt are not related to or bound by inherence. There is no
inherence, according to the Buddhists., Human existence iz also
explained with the help of cause and effect. Human life has been
explained by Buddha with the help of twelve links in terms ot
cause and effect. If there is something, theremust be cause of
it, or else, it will not be intelligible. If one wishes to
eliminate the effect, one must, eliminate its cause. Buddha
re jects Yadrchhavada <(the doctrine of emergence), Nothing happens
due to chance. Everything is casually linked. if life is full of
suffering, there is a cause of suffering. Further, suffering can
be eliminated. In this sense,Buddhism advocates a kind of”
optimism and puts emphasis on accountability and responsibility.

Y"Asmin sati idam bhavati', means ‘this being so,that, happens"'.
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This is the CruUx of the doctrine of dependent
origination.Dependent origination and momentariness
(‘ksanabhangav;da) are interrelated.Causality is the basic
prinéiple for understanding the world. But cause and affect are
not permanent entities in the world. What does it mean? In answer
to this question, it can be said in this connection that
ultimately cause and effect are non-temporal and non-spatial
entities. "Moment’ for Buddhist is not time “i:,énst,ant,. A moment is
approximated to an instant but it is not temporal in nature. As

a mattter of fact, a moment of ksana is non-spatial and non-
t.emporal. How to understand this?what dees it mean to say that
they are moments but are not temporal? The Buddhist doctrine
of momentariness does not aim at dividing or splitting time into
different parts. Rather, it is a logical doctrine. It aim at
understanding the world in term of minute particles. How small is
this particle? Thé answer is approximately , it is a moment. The
Buddhist. preferred a temporal analogy to spatial one . What could
be the reason? Succession, impermanence cannot be understood without
reference to time. Therefore , Buddha prefered temporal analogy to
the =spatial one. The doctrine of momentariness and dependent
origination are complementary to each other. Reality is
momentary, that iz to say, nothing is eternal Impermanence
cannot, be understood without. dependent. origination and dependent
origination cannot understood without impermanence. In short, the
Buddhist doctrine of casuality has two aspects: {1 dependent
origination (2> momentariness. This might appear to be a unique
doctrine of casuality. One might raise the question that
casuality 1is unintelligible, if we related it with momentariness.

It is true that cause and effect are related or dependent on one

another. In short, origination is dependent.But casuality being
related to momentariness may nhot be acceptable. How to understand
this?The Buddhists answer to this question in the following way.
A cause dissapears by giving rise to effect. And an effect in its

turn becomes the cause. This also in turn gives rise to another



effect and disappears. This is how the wheel goes on. But the
wheel can stop by eliminating its cause.

The doctrine of casuality is thus associated with the
theory of particulars. We have already pointed outf‘or the the
Budddhist particulars are non-spatial and non-temporall
entities. This is one dimension of Buddhi=sism which was
not rejected by the logicians of the school. After the death of
Buddha, Buddhism took a different turn. Hinay;na was succeded
by Mah:ay;na. Certain doctrines of early Buddhism were modified
in due course of time. But the doctrine of particulars remain
unchanged. This 1 why it can said that the doctrine of
particulars is the Y basic doctrine of Buddhism.And these
particulars are unique in nature. By advocating the doctrine of
particulars, the Buddhi=st logicians at one stroke have
demolished the essences as well as the ‘doctrine of eternity. The

early phase of Buddhism i.e. Hinaya;xa accepted the doctrine of

padgal sanyat,; or the doctrine of no soul <(Nairatma vadad. In

course of time, Abhidharma literature devethed an since they
Sha»rmae Car ,7@3(3 ad an .

accepted a kind of realistic pluralism. | The Abhidharmists

~
enumerated as many as 75 dharmas. Gudmunsen remarks:

In the Abhidharma, all simple objects sre known
as dharmas. In the wvarious school, list of
dharmas are given which differ from each other,
but not in any crucial way. The Sarvativadins had
a list of 75 dharmas,which constitute an inventory
of the entire furniture of the universe,as Russell
would say.

beth

The word dharma stands J\f or particulars and qualities.
Dharma is not use as religion in this context. Dharma 1is the
ultimate particular. Both Russell and the early Wittgenstein
have raised gquestions about ultimate particulars in the manner of
Abhidharmists. Russell wantad to disctver the ultimate
partioculars of the universe. According to Russell, thr world
consists of logical atoms.The atoms are the basic p{jarticulars.
They are neither in space nor in time. But how did Russell

arrived at this particulars? He accepted the truth functional
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analysis of language .as.thas’ Soul method of analysis. If we gzo on
breaking the compound proposition, we ultimate arrive at the
atomic  ones. Names reter to pearticulars. and these are logical
atoms for Russell . The early Wittgenstein accepted truth
functional analysis. For him, elementary proposition lie at the
baze of compound ones.And these slementary propositions consists

of logical proper names: Names are meaningful and the meaning of

a name is what it refers to. That. which is what is referred to

by a logical proper name 1is  known as object by early
Vittgenstein. By object WVWittgenstein does not mean physical
objects. The Wittgensteinians objects are really logical in

character. What does it mean to say  that they are logical?

Wittgenstein distinguishes. between logical space and physical

space. The particulars or objects do not occur in physical
space . In short, they occur in logical space. Now the question
is: Are objects as particulars amendable to Fense-pearception v

The empericist philosophers like Hume and others hold the views
t.hat. the particulars are amenable to sense-perceptionThe simple
ideas of Locke and impressions of Hume are both amenable to

sense-perception & It iz  the sense-organ that catches the

particulars. That is why the epistemological doctrines of Locke
and Hume are characterised as empericism. The ultimate
constituents and building blocks of human knowledge  are

amenable to experience. In short, the simple ideas of the
empiricist are experienceable items. But for Locke these simple
ideas are not impermanent; they are relatively static. Wheras,

for Hume, they are impermanent ; they come and go. On the other

hand, for the Buddhist, the perticulars are impermanent . In
this respect, Hume comes very close to Buddhism, but with a
difference. For the the Buddhist philosophers, the uitimate

particulars are not spatio-temporal. They are not not amenable
to experience. Particulars are not in a way,not amenable t.o

ordinary perception or experience.ln this sense, Wittgenstein
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comes very close to Buddhism. The Buddhists did not make use of

the language.Wittgenstein made use of it. That there are
particular objects follow from a particular analysis of language.
According to Wittgenstein, not that there are particular ob jects
but there must be such objects. VWittgenstein’s argument is that
in order that names be meaningful there must be objects. The

objects are particulars and are construed as the meaning of

logical proper names . Take away the particuiars or ob jects .
names will be turn out meaningless. In case it happens,
communication will break down. Wittgenstein has certain
assumptions about meaning, names and reference. And these

assumption have coloured his theory of particulars or objects.

The Sarvastivadins are a very peculiar kind of realists.
They accepted a doctrine, according to which everything is real.
but. it has to be understood in the context. According to them, a
dharma has its own mark. All dharmas have their own being. This
view has been rejected by Mah;y;nists. The Hinay;nists advocated
Pudgal s;myat,; or Nairatmavada. The Mah;yanists advocated
Sarvadharma Sanyat;. This shows the gradual development of
doctrine of no-essence. Buddhism is famous for its no-soul
doctrine. In the Brahminanical tradition, soul or Ataman was
treated as an ultimate substance with its own essence. The soul
survives even after bodily destruction. The doctrine of soul has
assumed various forms.in different Brahmanical systems in Indian
philosophy. The S;hkhya treats the soul as eternal and
unchanging. The Ny;ya—\faishesika philosophers treat soul as a
category. The Vedantins too treat soul or Atman as t.he only
category. But all these philosophers treat soul as a category
having its own essence. The soul has been construed as eternal,
immutable, permanent., and unchanging. Such a doctrine of soul was

questioned by Buddha, And the discussion was carried on by his

70



followers., Not only Buddhism as a religion but as a system of
philosophy has not given up its doctrine of no-soul. The earlier
version of no-soul doctrine has been gradually developed in the

hands of Buddhists philosophers. in short, the doctrine of no

-goul theory Nairatmavada) was the initial stage of the doctrine
of no-essence. What is a soul? Is there any such thing as  =soul
which survives after bodily destruction?y Such a type of”  theory

have disturbed philosophers. Hume remarks

For my part when I enter most intimately

into what I call myself, I always stumble

on some particular perception or other, of heat

or cold, light or shade, love or hatred, power

or pleasure. I never can catch muself at any time
without a perception, and never can ocbserve anything
but the perception.”

By rejecting t.he substantive doctrine of  soud, Hume
comes  very close to Buddhism. Much before, Hume., the  Buddhists
reduced =self or substance to a =string of sensation. The doctrine
was anticipated in  the conversation between Millinda and

Nagasena.
The conversation runs as tollows

The King said : "Is there, Nagasena such
a thing as the sould”’

‘What ts this, O kRing, the soul (Vedagulie

"The living principle within which sees forms
through the eyves,hears sound through the ecar...
through the mind-just as we gttting here in the

palace can look out of any window ocut of which we

wish to look....’
The Elder replied : 'I will tell yvou about Five
doors, great king..... If the Living principle

within sees forms through the eyve {3 C) in the
manner that vou mention, choosing 11e windows as it
lkes, can it not then sgsee forms not  only through
the eyve, but also through each of the other five
organs of sensef .’
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*No, Sar.

‘Then these powers are not united one to another
. ndlgeriman @L].---)

No, sir’.
'.... Now again, great king, if Dinna here were to go outside and
stand in the great way, would you be aware that he had done so 77
'Yes, I =should know 1t
’And if the zmame Dinna were to come back again, and stand before
you, would you be aware of his having done so 77
Yes, it would know it?’
"Well, great king, would the living principle within discern,
in like manner, if anything possessing flavour were laid upon the

tounge, .

"Yes it would know it’,
2

'But. when the flavour has passed into the stomach .7’
'Certainly not.’.
‘Then these powers are not united one to the other

indiscriminately...?’.



’... Be pleased, Sir to explain to me how the matter stand 7?7

Then the Elder conuvinced Milinda the king with discourse drawn
from the Abhidhamma, saying : ' It is by reason, o king, of the
eyve and of form that sight arises, and those other conditions -
contact, sensation, titdea, thought, abstraction, sense of uvitality

and attention - artse each simulteneously with its predecessor.
And a similar succession of nd effect arises when each of
other five organs of sense; t#?e play. And so herein there 1is
no such thing as <~oul(uedagu)’

The conversation suggest that Buddhist philosopher were very
much interested in logical analysis of self' The aAtman is not a
substance. It is a constuction of the mind. In the contemporary

period, Ryle characterises these constructions as a ghost of the

machine.
I shall often speak of it with deliberate abusiveness, as
the ’ the dogma’ the ghost in the machine; I hope to prove that
it is entir‘elyl,L and fatse not in detail but in principle. Iﬁs
not merely an assemblage of particular mistakes. It is one big

mistake and a mistake of special kind.

Much before Ryle, the Buddhist philosophers in India rejected

Soul or Mind as a substance. That it a logical construction
that is a figment of imagination was adequately realised by the
Buddhist philosophers. Instead the particular have been

emphasised. Stcherbatsky illucidates the particulars as envisaged

by Dign;ga and his followers in feollowing manner:

r. The object is pure (Suddhdnrthah).
It is pure sensationlIt is different from intellect.

The particular 1is unique 1in all the three
worlefg@rcnlok\) vyartta).
3. It is absolutely dissimilar with other C(antvanta-vilake

4. It hat' not extention in space and Row duration in time (
(abzg'a_-ananugata, kala-ananugata).
5. The particular 1is point-instant in reatlity (svalaksalad.
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S, It is itndivisible C(niramsa)

7. It is pure existence (sata— matram).

i P A

2. It s pure reality (vastu-matram).

o. It is the own essence of the thing (sva-laksana).

o ft ts extreme concrete (uvyakti). _
rr.The particular s efficient J{artha-kriva—karin).
r2.The particular stimulates the understanding I ikalpa-

nipaﬂi-Sakt i—mat).

13.The particular s non—empiricatl, T.e.
transcendental Cnasamurti—-sat).

14.The particular is unuterable C(anavilapya Cﬁ)fg

Dharmakirti and Dharmottara al:%pt. t.his defination of particular.
V;caspat,i Mishra the great Naiv;yika, question the existence of
such particular. To exist means to exist in  space and t.ime.
Further, according to Vf-_\caspati Mishra, to exist. means to be
describable or characterisable. In short, according to the
Naiyz_ayikas all the existents are Savikalpaka I wish to point out
that. this is the c¢rux of the point. In a sense, the debate
between the Naiy;yikas and the Buddhists is a debate relating to
universals and particulars. Both the Naiy_ayikas and the Buddhists
advocate extreme position . The Naiyéyikas advocate an extreme
kind of realism . For them universals are the names. They do not
have any essence at all. This is the difference between Buddhism
and Ny;ya. But. as has been pointed out earlier, Hume and
early Wittgenstelin , come very close to Dign;ga and Dharmakirti.

In the Tractatus VWittgenstein maintains:

It iz cobvious that an imagined world, however different it
may be from the real ne; must have something - a form - in
common with it.

7

Objects are just what constitute this unalterable form.
Qb ject are what ts undalterable and subsistent , their
configuration is what s changing and unstable.®
In a manner of speaking, objects are Colour*less.q

The Buddhist ) particularly Dignaga makes a distinction between two
orders of reality 1) Samvrtisatya {(emperical level)

<2 Paramartha -satya <(transcendental level). How to understand



this concept ¢ Does Dign;ga maintain that there are two
different. worlds with two different realities © On the surface it
gives an impression that Dign;ga is advocating two orders of
realities, but as a matter of fact, this is not s0. Plato

eliminated the world of particulars ; instead he highlighted the

supremacy of universals . Whereas, Dignaga highlight. the

particulars. Az a matter of fact, the non-spatiality and non-
Ha Plots’z w»_tvzryzz.(‘]m\;q - ‘

temporality characterise L Dignaga’s particularity. As t.he

Platonic universals are non-spatial and non-temporal, similarly

the Buddhist particulars are non-spatial and non-temporal. Can it

be said that the Buddhist particulars are the same as the

Platonic universals ¢ Our answer to this guestion iz ¢ it the
universality of Platonic universals is taken away, it becomes
really the particulars of Dignaga. The Platonic universals are
not amenable t.o ordinary sense-perception. In fact, t.he

particulars can be apprehended only through a kind of Yogic
Meditation. This appears very strange. Mystical method was
accepted by Buddhists as the only mode of knowing the
particular=s. It iz not out of place to mention Stcherbatsky:

All India was divided at the time of Buddha in opponents and
supporters of mysticism in the followers of Brahmans and
those who followed the Shramans, in, o to speak, an open
High Church and in popular sects strongly fnctined to
mysticism. The main idea of this mysticism consisted in the
belief that through practice of concentrated meditation of
trance could be attained which conferred upon the meditator
extra-ordinary powers and converted him into a superman.

Buddhism adopted this teaching to tts  ontology. Tronsic
Meditation became the ultimate membar of the path towards
gquiescence, the special means through which, first of all,
wr-ong views and evil inclinations could be eradicated, oand
then the highest mystic worlds could be 1*eached.m
Ultimately , transic Meditation was accepted by the followers of
Buddha. In Mah;y;n Buddhism, this doctrine, got purified and was

again transformed in Zen Buddhism. It will be shown in the
concluding chapter that how later Wittgenstein comes very close

to Buddhism, i.e. Dign.::\ga’s analysis of language and wmeaning. But
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it will suffice to show in L!:i;mnz%x&zhﬁ,&glgarz?‘gﬂ%d;::iizy;:;t,
eliminate t.he particulars; tor him, J\T,he particulars, have the
capacity to stimulate human understanding L as  a result ,
categories are generated. We have argued out in the preceeding
section that in this respect, Kant comes very close to Dign;ga.
Lett us imagine for the time bheing, the worldd of universals
without particulars. Can the world of universals sustain wit.hout.
being particulars®™ The answer is No. Dign;ga-’s argument is that
without. reference to particulars, the universals cannot be made
intelligible. Plato tfail to recognise this point. Plato thought
without. reasons that the particular vitiate t.he univers=sal.
Ultimately, he fail to relate the universal to the particujars
world of things. Aristotle tried to save Plato by fusing
universals with particulars. But Dign;ga dees not. face this Lype
of problem. In fact, the question is “how are t.he universals

related to  particulars 7Y, cannot arize in  the philosophy of

Dign;ga. The particulars, according to Dignaga, provide ultimate
base of all knewledge and all universals. The particulars are the
basis of all knowledge but they themselves are not the subject
matter of any knowledge in ordinary sense of the term. The
Buddhist philosophers invent the word .3;11\\-.1pya Csimilarity) to
account, f'or the relationship between particular and univer=sal.

Stcherbatsky is right in maintaining that Buddhist logic is

epistemological in nature. That means the principle of logic
cannot be detached from theory of knowledge., after all, all basic
principles of logic must be known. Dign;ga distinguishes between
two  zenzses of the word to know . In ohe sense, Lo khow means to
know through sense-organ. That 1is why perception is accepted as a
valild sourse of knowledge., Inference 1 alsoe accepted azs a sourse
of knowledge but inference rests upon perception. Perception
rests upon a kind of knowledge i.e. intuition.

The early Wittgenstein talks of objects or particulars. He
dqes not envisage any kind of mystic intuition. In fact., when
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Wittgenstein was asked to give an example of an elementary
proposition, logical proper name, or an object, he retorted that
it is theiaea;;ngérical science to find out whether there are ,,as a
matter of fact, such things. According to early Wittgenstein, not
that. there are elementary propositions, logical proper names, or
objects but that there must be such entities. It is a kind of
logical ‘'must’ . We have already pointed out, t.hat certain
assumptions about language and meaning compel Wittgenstein to
accept logical proper names and particulars. He did not spell out
in detail, like Dign;ga, that it is particulars which sustain
human communication. The particulars of Dign;ga are the Kantian
thing - in - themselves (noumena) A noumena is not subject of any
experience but it makes experience possible. So it may be not out
of place to strike a comparison between Dign;ga, Kant, and early
Wittgenstein. All these philosophers adveocate a kind of entity
which is not. amenable to experience but mak@g all experience
possible. Kant’s thing-in-it=self and early Wittgenstein’s objects
correspond to Dign:_a.ga’s svalaksanas C(unique particulars>.Therefore,
it can be said in this com\ectionaf'gvalaksanas are not
unnecessary. They are required to account for language and
communication-system.

It may be argued in this connection that Dign;ga is
congtructing a metaphysics out of language and communication. But
this is not so. If anybody is constructing a metaphysic out ot
language and communication. It is the realists like Nai,v;yikas who

constructed out of it from the different parts of speech ie.

noun, adjective, verbs and so on. The Naiy;yikas constructed a
theory of realistic metaphysics. That is to say, the Nai;'ayikas
created a metaphvysics out of speech and communication . It is a

kind of illusion that the Naiy;;yikas developed. On the other hand
Dign;ga and other Buddhist philosophers are out to demolish such
type of illusion created out of language. Dign;ga’s nominalism is
a battle to use Wittgenstein metaphor, against the bewitchment of
intelligence by means of language . In ‘PI' Wittgenstein is also

out to demolish such illusions.

-
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4 picture held us captive. And we could not get outside  it,
for it lay tn owr language and language seemed to repeat it
to us inexorapy¥ i

When phitlosophers us:@ér)ﬁwor*d “Pnowledge’”, "bheing’, object’”,
210 proposition”,’ name’—~  and try to grasp the essence of
thing, one nmust altwayvs asb onegelf : Is the world ever
actually uwse in this way in the language-game which s its
original home ¢ What we do is to br:;ing' words back from the
metaphysical to their everyday use

Philozophy mayv in no way interfere with the act
language; It can in the end only degcride it T

1’;(:11 use of
~*

In  this respect later Wittgensteln also comes close to Dign:aga.
But. now the question iz does Wittgenstein accept such particulars
or objects in P’ 7 I wish to point out that. the concept  of
language is very general and brought enocugh to include an’f account
for all aspects of human commuhication. Strawson envisages two
t.ypes of particulas such as material body and human person. We
have already pointed out that Strwason treated these particulars
as emperical in nature. On the other hand, Dign;ga will not treat
the Strawsonian particulars as particulars at all. Material body
and human person are things., The particulars have to be unique in
nature and are non-spatial and non-temporal. In short., Dign-::ng
agstablished a point. that particulars are not only  unigque in

nature but alse non-spatial and non-temporal.
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CHAPTER 1V
CONCLUSION

In course of the preceding chapters we have tried

to s=show that there iz a close affinity between Digm;ga and

Vittgenstein We have emphasiged and highlighted thse common
philogophical points between twe phllo=zophers. Though ahout,
thirteen hundred years =pan between Dign;ga and Wittgenstein
yet, there iz a cloge conceptusl affinity between the two.
There are scholarg who are unwilling to recognise this
affinity between the two., Edward donze is one of them. Conze

remarks

Often the view originate from a wish to find affinitiexs
with philocsophers recogniced and admired by the
exponents of current academic philosophy, and intend
to mer ke Buddhict thinkers interesting and
respectable by current Wegtern standards. Since thig
approach is not only objectively unsound, but  has
also failed in  its purpoese to  inters=st  Western
philoesophers  in the philosophies of the East, the
time has now come to abandon it.I

Whereas, Chris Gudmunseni and John V. Ganf‘ields maintain that
there g a close affinity between Buddhiam in general with
Wittgensteln., I wish to argue that there 1z a close
similarity between Digngxga and Vittgenstein. Till today
Indian Philogophy 18 not treated on par with VWestern
philo=sophical tradition. The reasonz are obviocus. Federick
Maxmuller and others were the firat to translate Indlan
philosophical texts into English, This is how Indian
philosaphy was introduced into western world. Invariably
Indian philosophy is represented az a system of theologzy and
mythology. In zshort 4t iz not treated as philozophy proper.
But at present things have changed a bit. Some wezstern

acholars  have begun to take interest in =tudy of Indian
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philosophy. But by and large the study of Indian philosophy
have confined itself primarily to Indologlsts and Sanskrit
Scholars in Western universities. Philosophers in the west
till today have not taken szerious cognisance of it In
Indian philosophical systems Buddhism has been treasted as a
kind of religion,primarily interested in Nirvana and some
kind of mysticiem. But I wish to maintain that  though
Buddhism  has 1its origin out of ultimate questions of life
and Nirv.;:xx'xa, vet, with the passage of time the Buddhizt monks
t.ook keen intere=zt in lozical and philosophical problems.
Even Buddha's conversation with his digciples had the
philosophical basis. The earlier phase of Buddhism was known
as Hinay;rxa {dower vehicle>But it iz true that Buddha was
a revolutionary. He protested against a partic:uiar kind ot
soclo-economic order. He did not use sanskrit language ot

the scholars as a medium of his preaching Instead, he

preferred to talk in the language which was intelligible to
ordinary folks. He u=ed p;.li instead of sgsanskritThis 1z a
marked departure from tradition. Further, Buddha was against
prevalent practices. He preached the ideal renunciationin in
lieu of enjoymentHe was the protagonist of Sramansa

tradition as opposed to Brahmana tradition. The Brahmana

tradition stands for enjoyment. whereas, the Sramansa
tradition stands for self -renunciation. Historians ke
G.C.Pandey maintains that the Sramana tradition is pre-vedic

in origin. Borrowing from Rigvedasamhit.é {x136> he states=:

These ideas appear to have been represented

by wandering ascetics and yogis surviving from
pre—vedic times and called 'Munis' in Vedic
literature and 'Sramanas’ in the age of Buddha
and Mahgzvira.q‘

Stcherbatsky also thinka in =similar manner. A kind of
Mystism was very much in vogue in pre-vedic India. Buddhism,
according to Stcherbatsaky, accepted the Sramana tradition

along  with mysticism and Yogs, Buddha was silent shout  tha
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S0 called ultimate questiong. The ultiminate gquestions are
metaphysical in nature. He showed little interest in such
questions. When his di=sciple asks him question=, he
preferred to keep silent. In  short Buddha Car be
characterised as a perzon to have revolted against certain
kinds of metaphysics. He thought it to be useleszs to indulge
in particular kKind of metaphysics. Further, when  Ananda
asked him "what should he deo'?, Buddha'’s answer was -- bhe a
lamp to thyself, The meszage iz clear, one should work out
one’s own salvation. It iz Buddha, who for the first time in
6th century B.G declared the easzencelezsness of  the
concept of self CPCldgala-SCmyatE:). It. i this :@ the word ‘I’
doss not stand for any substantixl entity. This view was
advocated by Buddha. In this respect Buddha can be =sald to
have anticipated both Wittgenstein and Ryle. Further in
hiz anti-metaphysical spirit, Buddha can be =sald to have
anticipated the logical positivist. These teachings of
Buddha have been incorporated mainly in Hin&y;n:: school. He
advocated the doctrine of essencelessness of zelf ( Pﬁdgala-
St_n‘xyat.;_a). Pr-aj;;.:a Chighest knowledge) was accepted as means
of Nirvana. What about Nirvana® The Hteral meaning  of
Nirvana is." to be blown out. What doe=s it mean? What iz to he
blc:wn. cout” In this respect, Buddha was arguing against the
Brahmanical concept. of =elf. In certain traditions in
Indian Philosophy the =elft iz regardsd a=z eternal and immortal
It. 1= not =ubject to birth and old aze. It does not die. The
Buddha was argulng against the substantive concept of self.
The Hirxay;rxist.s belleved in the doctrine of Dharma Celement).
But. the Ma!‘xgsy;nis.'ts treated the dharyrmas as empty or sﬁnyé.
In other words, Pudgal—S:n‘nyat; ot Hinay;rxa was supplemented
by the Sarvadhar-ma—s:arxyat..; of Mah;;y.;u'xa. VWhat does it mean to
aay that, the elements are essenceless or empty? According to
M:ah;y;nlst,s‘_. the elements alsio are devold of essences. They

are unidque particulars without any essence. N.;g;rv Juna, the

M;dhyamika philozopher ,ia2 an advocate of =zuch a doctrine.
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Nirvana has been characterized as Sarvakalpana-sunyata. To
attain Nirvana 1z to get rid of all thoughts and all
concept=s.  Gudmunzen points out that the early Wittzgenstein

must have been influenced by Buddhism. He maintains

Oon the extent to which Wittgenstein wros
influenced by Schopenhauer, a great deal could be said.
It 1i& generally accepted that the later parts of the
Tractatus bear such influence, particularly those
parts dealing with esthics, religion and ‘the  will’.
The only kind cof influence which reaclly i= af
interest to us, however,is that which might form a
link between Wittgenstein and Buddhism. And the only
relevant connection that I can Find e that
Schopenhauer-. 5

Gudmunsen's argument. is that Schopenhsuer had read Indian
philosophy including Buddhizm. And Vittgen=stein had read
Schopenhauer. So, he must have been indirectly influenced by
Buddhi=m. Further, QGudmunsen arguss t.hat, Vittezenstein's
arguments of ’will’ and ’ethics® must have been influenced
by Buddhism. But. he inaint.ains that, the later philosophy of

Wittgensteln has no ancestor in philosophy.

' The author of the Philozophical Investisgastions

has no ancestors in philosophy': only predecessors. 6
But. at the same time, Gudmunsen draws a comparizon between
later philosophy of VWittgenstein and M;ah.:::y.:ana Buddhi=m.This:
means  that though later Wittzgenstein and Mah:.syan:.:x Buddhism
developed independently, yet their responses to =imilar
questions are similar.

I wish to arguse that to a very great extent the early
and later VWittgenstein were anticipated by Buddhism in
general. The early Vittgenstein (the philozophy of
Tactatus) and the Logical Atomiazm of Ru=zse)l were anticipated
by Abhidharmas. According to Abhidharmikas, the dharmas
(elements? are reals. The dharmas are indivisible and unique
in nature. The Russelllan logical atoms and the Wittgenstein

particulars bear close resemblance to the dharmas ar
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element=s. All dharmas, according to Abhidharmikas, could be
recognized by their distinguishing features=. It gives the
suggestion that the dharmas stands for certaln essences. Let
uz concentrate on  this. A dhsaoma or element iz resally
eszenceless. The dharma s not a thing in the  worldln
short, the dharma has been invented not to present a list of
things of the world but to talk about the world, The
Russellian logical atoms and Wittgenstein particulars in
this sense are not things in the world They belong to
anaother order of things. If we make a distinction betweemn
primary and secondary order of things ,the dharmas
including atoms and particulars =tand for ssecondary

order of thingsIn short, they have been invented to talk

about the world of things but they do not stand for things.

»
In this sense , dharmas belong to metalanguage and not to

object language. Thiz has been clearly pointed out in

ngdhyamika system of N;;g;-ar- Juna .N;g;—':-xr- Juna advocates
St—myav;da (the doctrine of void). He advocates the

doctortrine of Sarvadharman s:u'xy;t.;. This means the dharmas
are egsenceles=s. Robinson points out that "emptiness is not

a term in the primary system referring to the world, but a
term 1in the descriptive system (meta-system) referring to

Ford

the primary sygtem"{. Early Wwittgenstein in similar veiln

maintains.
The word "Philosophy'" must mean something
whose place i abowve or below the natwral
sciences, not begide them.
The “emptiness,in this sense, refutes all theories By
itzelts, it doea not advocate any theory at all Therefore,
N;g-;m Juna characterises thoze philosophers as

As;dh_va Unecorrigible),who claim that St-.myav.:nda stands: for a
metaphyvsical doctrine. TRVMurti charaterises Sﬁnya as
something positive. He compares it with noumenon of Kant..

for him, the Sunya is unutterabls and inexpreszible by means
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of language. But I wish to point out that Sﬁnya does not
preach any theory. It will not be out of place to quote

Robinson in this context.

Thuzs it has no status as an entity,

noer as the property of an exigtent or an inexistent,
If anvone conziders it sohe turns the key term

in the deccriptive system into the root of

all delusions?’

The dharmas or slementz are means of all representation. In
short, they themselves are not representations. That ix why
in this =ense only,the dharmas or elements are neither
exigtent nor non-existent. They do not belonz to  primary
system in this =zenze. Wittgenstein’s distinction between the

object of representation and means of representation bears

cloge relation in thiz rezpect. The standard meter in Paris
can be characterised as one meter long and at the =same time,it
cannot be s=sald to have any length. VWhy 1= it =ov It i=
standard of measurement. Not that it does not have any length,

but. it iz odd to ask "“What iz the length of standard meter?"

Both early and later VWittgenstein come very close
to the doctrine propounded in the Lankavatara Sutra
thence forward LS) of Yoggsc;;r-a school. The LS. criticizes
the referential theory of meaning. It has heen argued that

words do not derive meanings by referring to things.

Satd the Blessed One:Even when there are no
Cearresponding) ob jects there are words, Mahamati; for
instance, the  hare's horns.the tortotsee’s  hair, a
barren woman's child etc.-they are not at all vicibile
in the world but the words are ;| Mahamatti, they are

neithe}; entitities nor non-entities but expressed in
words.

Futher, the LS. advocates that words can be replaced by non-
linguigstic behaviour. This meanz that. there are occasions when we
may not use words and our bodily behaviour can take its place.

Thiz can, di=ztinguishly, be zeen in ‘pain behavicour’ Instesad of



saying I am in pain, I can groan, Shout, and roll in ground. In

PI, Wittgeinstein maintaing the similar view.

Words are conmmected with the primitive, the noturol,
expressions of the senzsation and used in their place’

Az both Russell and Wittgeinstein maintain that language has o
misleading nature and so in the case of LS. Wittgenstein’s

arzument i=: Language sets a trap.The unwary is ldkely to fall

into a trap. Thiz view of the descriptive nature of language

has been expressed in LS. in  successtul manner.

Said the blesced one: Mahamati,the ignorant cling to
names,ideas and signs; their minds moves along (thege
channels). Az thus  they move along, they feed no
multiplicity of objects, and fall into the notion of an
ego-soul andI_.what belongs to tt, and cling to salutory
appearances’.
The distinctionmade by later Wittgeinstein,hetween surface
grammar and depth Zrammar: clo=zely corresponds to
Digrn.;ga-'s: distinction between Samvrti satya and Paramartha satya.
Linguiztic communication has two lavers 1OSurface layver and 2
Depth layer. The surface layer 1 Hkely to mizlead scemeans And
it mizleads in very many ways. In oreder to get rid of confusion,
one must dizcover the depth grammar. That iz to say, one must be
able to see through the deceptive nature of language.
Wittgenstein maintains that philosophy leaves everything as it
i=. It does not give any explanation. In other words, all
explanations comes Lo an end at a certain stage. Thia shows  that
philoscphy, according to Wittgenstein, has a Uberating force. It
Iiherates man from the grip that language exercises on him. This
view of philosophy has been advocated by Nég;rjuna and others.

Pran j:f;p;;v:amit.s (highest wizdom) is attained,only when one sees

through the deceptive nature of language. Prar j.:.:p;';ramit,a
Hterally means extra-ordinary knowledge. What i= extra-ordinary

knowledge?™ What. is this Prar j;p;;r-smita'? The Buddhists recommended
Sils  and Samadhi to attain this. It iz a kind of attitude, that
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iz effected through efforts. Sax‘xy.::nt..-;-drs:ti, according to N.;g;r' Juna,
iz a kind of attitude. John Wisdom, tollowing Wittgzenstein,
maintains that there are hno hypothesis, theories laws in
philosophy. Thiz means, philosophy does not explain anything at
all. It remoulds the attituds. It makes uvus awvare of the
obvious. Nir-v;ma, in thiz sense, is a kind of attitude effected

through the demolition of the categorial mode of understanding.

This= interpretation of Buddhiem, including Nirvana ard

Sﬁny;t,;,_ might. appear trivial One might point out  that it

belittles the importance of Buddhism as & religion. It

triviallzes the monastic order of the Buddhists. It 1= true that
Buddhizm played a s=ignificant role as a religion. It spreads far
and wide. Noblez, laymen and even kingz embraced Buddhizm. They
tried to conduct their lfe in accordance with the  Buddhist
tenet. Seen in thi=z light.,, Buddhism, as a religion, clearly
emerges as a form of Ufe. It has moulded the attitude of the
people; 1t has influenced State politics and many other aspects
of  human lfe. Buddhism is different from many other systems of
philosophy in  the =sense that, it has emerged as a profound
attitude moulder. The philosophy of Locke,Berkely & Hums, =ay for
inztance,did not mould the attitude of people to =z=uch an extent.

It remained more or less as an academic pursuit. But certain
graat, philesophical  =systems have not  only brought, about
significant change in intellectual enterprise but has moulded the
attitudes= of people. In this reapect, Buddhi=sm has= played its
approriate role. But behind every human action, there are certain
ideas. Certain ideas sometimes play crucial role. Sclentific
fdeas do mould the attitude but. not to that extent as
philasophical-religious tdeas do. When philosophy and religion,
for some reaszon, oy other, get combined, they proved very
effective and this happened in caze of Buddhizm. Buddhi=m emerged
not. only as a great =ystem of philosophy but as a  very
significant, relizicous tradition. The primary aspect of Buddhi=sm

is religious aspect, though we are mainly concerned with its
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philosophical base. We do not have monks who practice the
philosophy of Hume and Kant, but till today we have in India who
practice Buddhi=m as a religion. This i= peculliar in Indian
philosophical =systems. It is not only true of Buddhism but al=sc
true of different branches of Vedanta This has ziven risze to ]
view that Indian philosophy 12 not only a way of thought, but
also a way of lfe. Buddhism, tor thousand of years, not only
continued as a significant =yvstem of philesophy, but till today
continues as a significant refdgsion, embraced and practiced by
the people. We have already pointed out that Buddhism arose az a
protest not only azainst a particular type of philosophy but also
against a particular way of life. But at. the =same time, the way
of  philesophy and the way of life cannot be viewed in izolation.
That. iz to <=ay, thought and practice have gone together.
Buddhists= philosophy gave rise to a particular practice. The
very fact that Buddhism was embraced as a way of life, shows how
zeriously philosophy was taken by the ancients in this land.
Nirvv.:;ma. the hizhest gzoal of life, 1= intimately connected with
x*ight,. attitude. Right knowledge leads to right action and rizht
action leads to Nirvana. What is this right knowledge? The right
knowledge, according ' to N;{;:dl" Juna and Dharmakirtd, i= to ses
things as eszenceless. Vittgensteln's view that lanzuage holds us
captive, language hewitches our intelligence, bears a cloge
resemblance to that of N;g:.:xr Juna and Dharmakirti., One must be
able to =Zee through this bewitchment. It iz not encuzh to have
this knowledge. It 1a necessary to =stick to it and ldve by it.. In
order to sustain the right attitude towards worldd and life it is
hecessary to practice Sila and Samadhi. A true philozopher,
according to Dign;xga. iz a monk who has dissociated himselr from

ordinary thoughts or categorie=s. VWittgeinstein comes closer to

Digrx;ga in this respect. Wittgenstein maintains :

The philosopher is not a citizen of any community of
ideas. That i= what makes him a philosopher. 13

This iz  how Dign.;ga and Vittgenstein will characterizse
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philogophy as having a Uberating effect. The enlizhtened one

(Tath;gat.a) zees things as they are . He does not fall victim to
the apparition created by language. So, in a significant =sense s
Wittgenstein’s views that philosophy 12 a kind theraphy, comes
cloge to S:myat,;. enlizhtenment and Nirvana.

Both Digrx;{;a and Wittgensteln raise similar problem=s  and
produce almo=st similar answers and solutions. The following are

some of the questions
1) What 1= language ,spesch and communication?

23> How 1= language related to reality?

3> Do words =stand for essences?
4> What iz knowledge?

5> WVWhat iz mind?

62 Vhat s self?

In short, all these questions can be summed up az “"How 1=
language related to reality?" This problem worried both Dign;ga

and Wittgenstein To quote Gudmuns=en

Much of what the later Wittgenstein had toe sav was
anticipated about 18c0o vears age in India. 14

To sum up, both Digrx;g:a and Wittgenstein come very close in their
zolution to the problem, ie., how iz language related to
reality? Both of them maintain that language cannot be taken az a
trustworthy picture of reality. Of course, the early Wittzgenstein
advocated a picture theory of language but we  have already
peinted out that language was not treated as a ordinary picture
of reality by Wittgenstein, Only elementary propositions wvere

treated by Wittgenstein as the logical plcture of realty.
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Further, in this connection it may not be out of context
to draw a comparison between Wittgenstein and Zen Buddhizm, an
important sect of Mah.:.xy.:::rxa. It {s usually held that Zen Buddhism
stands for a =et of rituals, ixx ghort, it i  sometimes  argued
that there is no philozophy in Zen Buddhism. In the recent paszt,
scholars have taken interest to discover close affinity between
Zen Buddhism and Wittzenstein. The word 'Zen’ comes from the word
‘Dhy.«;na’ (meditation). Zen Buddhi=m developed mainly in China,
Japan asand other Asian countries. The Zen master iz a monk. He
Hves with hiz diciple=s. Both the master and diciples lve 3
strange sort of lfe. Apparently ,one may say that there iz no

philosophy in Zen Buddhism. It is just an aberrant way of  life.

But. WA, Shibbleaz and Cantield maintain that there iz a
resemblance between Zen and Wittgenstein's later philosophy. I am
incliined to accept the views of these two thinkers=. Shibbles
maintaing that, according to Zen Buddhism, ordinary languagse used
in everyday lfe sgitustion, =should zulde rather than phllosophy.
That iz what Vittgenstein advocates in ’P.L’ CGanfield discovers

a very close conceptual affinity between Wittgenstein and Zen

Buddhism. The central thesis of 'PI' iz thi=s Language has
thoughts behind it; to use languags means to carry thoughts or
images. On the other hand, Wittgenstein in ‘P11’ lays emphaszis
on the language-game and practices. He talks of primitive

language-game  that is between the bullder and assistant. The

bullder calls out the names of building materdial and the
aszistant brings it. Wittgenstein remarks that, the assistant has
learned how to act and react to certaln orders. Languagze 1is a
kind of response. To use language means to respond in a
particular manner. Zen Buddhism lays emphasizs on practical aspect
of  langusage. Both Zen Buddhists and Wittgenstein lay emphasis on
thought-less action. They lay emphasis on doing something with &
mind free of ideas or concepts. The entire courses of training,
ziven by Zen master to hi= disciples, consiste in dizengaging

the mind of the di=zciple off ideas and conceptz. Bacon advocates

demolition of ‘’Idolas’ but at the same time, he pleaded for a
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fresh sget of ideas. But the Zen master aims at removing all
ideas, concept and thoughts from the mind of  his dizciples.In
short, the entire Zen training aims at emptying mind To empty the
mind means to remove and demolizh all ideas,concepts, categories
and thought=s After succesiul training the Zen d=zciples Zain
enlightentment. It iz a kind of enlightentment which comes after
removing all ideas and concepts from the mind. The Zen master
initiate=s the disciples,discipiinss the mind, glves them training
te  ascquire, what 12 known as, the ildea-lezs= mind. It =2 a
difficult task. This cannot. be achieved by the knowledge acquired
from philosophical text. It can be achieved by being
initiated by the master. Seen in this lght, philo=sophy, turns
out, to be a kind of initiation. In this respect , Zen Budhism

including other forms of Buddhism come closer to Upanisadic
tradition. It iz the fact that. Buddha revolted against the

Brahmanical tradition. But it iz true that Buddhism  arose as A
protest against the =o-called Brabhmana-culture But the fact
remains that Buddhism did not deviate from the general tone of
philosophizi=sing in ancient. Indialn =short, that philesophy =
a kind of initiation was not given up by Buddhism including the
Zen master. In Zen Buddhism tce be en-lightened meanse to ldve
free of thoughts For Wittgenstelin, the activities that make up
Hinguistic lfe’ are not made of by them.

Further Canfield maintains:

Mor-eover, it appears that for Wittgenstein the basgse
of language is exactly that mode of extistence which
in Zen i= the culmination ( as well a= the starting
point) of the religicus life. 15

What. Canfield means is that for Wittgenstein language |Thas

mystical and religious base. How is one to understand this remsark?

I wizsh to suggest in this connection that for the Zen master and
Wittgenatein, it i pos=sible to participate in a language-game
without being carried by pictures. The only difference between

Zen and Vittgenstein 1a this: The Zen master recommends  cartain
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monastic order of Hfe, whereas, Wittgenstein doez not make  any

expldcit remark Canfield maintains:

We can view language in full coperation,
and as carrying its full freight of meaning
and significonmce, in the total agboence

of even the most Fleeting thought 16

What. 1 suggested here iz this: Both for Wittgenstein and
Zen,language and understanding do not redguire thought. For
wittgensteln, language and uderstanding are grounded in, what he

calls “practice’. Wittgenstein’s ideas of ‘practice” converge

with the Zen idea of "just doing'. What is this "just dedng's It

i= a kind of doing with a mind free of  ideas and
concepts. Cantield iz right. in maintaining that Wittgenstein's
"practice’ has Zen antecident. The thoughtless activity iz
Nirvana Cenlightened state)d. In Wittgenstein, thi= is

characterized as seeing evervthing as 1t 1=
Digru;ga represents one important tradition in Indian
philozophy. He appesrs in the last stage of Buddhism in India,

To use Stcherbatsky's term, he appears in the 3rdstage of

Buddhist philosaphy. Before Dign;ga_. vardous: philosophical
gystems  were prevalent in Indla, such as |, S.;rxkhya—yoga,

Ny;ya—Vais:es:ika, Mln\;ms;, Vedanta and certain other form of

m;at,erislism.[)ign.::;ga, in order to establish hisg own thesis,

had to refute the prevalent philogophical theories. Non-
ezsentialism is a kind of nominalism. It is the fruit of

hiz endeavour. Vittgenstein comes from another great tradition in
philosophy. The Western tradition which produced Plato, Kant and
Hegel also produced a Wittgenstein In the 20th century, it i=
Wittegensteln who gave a turn to Anglo-American philosophy . He
advocat.ed a kind of non-essentialism , a kind of nominalism. But

it is utterly surprising that for more than thirteen centuries

before Wittgenstein, hiz ideas were anticipated in this land by
Digm';ga, a Buddhist monklIt i= not to glorify the ancient Indian
tradition but simply to highlight the fact that most of the things
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that have been sald in analytical philosophy, have been

anticipated in some form or other by Buddhist philosoph-

ers in India.
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