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INTRODUCTION

A great amount of work has already been done by many
distinguished philosophers on the empiricist tradition.
Hovever, the main aim of most of éhe philosophers seems to
be highly critical rather.than appreciative of this approach.
But in spite of these criticisms we find that the empiricist
tradition remains a powerful tradition and it, therefore,
deserves a fresh philosophical look. I have, therefore, made
an attempt to consider certain central problems of philoso-
phy which empiricism tries to tackle., Thus for my work for
M. Phil dissertation, I shall concentrate primarily on the
following issues which arise in the context of the general

empiricist philosovphy.

In the second chapter, my aim is to explain the dif-
ferent philosophical issues held by the empiricists philoso-
pher as the historical background of the empiricist tradi-~
tion., Here we find that emwiricism is the theory that expe-
rience is the only source of knowledge and that, in this
sense it is opposed to rationalism. This form of empiricism
can be generalized into the thesis that all knowledge comes

from experience,

In the third chapter, I have attempted to critically

evaluate modern empiricism in the light of idealism and



phenomenalism, In doing so the question such as whether
empiricism could be considered as a version of phenomena-~
lism or whether phenomenalism is more viable than empiricism
etc. would be critically examined, In this chapter, I want
to explain the ddealistic position held by Berkeley and

also want to compare Berkei&an idealistic position with that
of the phenomenalistic position held by the different pheno-
menalists such as A,J, Ayer, Jonathan Bennet and with refe-

rence to positions held by Anthony Ouinton,

The fourth chapter consists of a critical examination
of the empiricist approach to the problem of self and its
ldentity wvhich is the perennial problem of philosophy. This
chapter would also bring out the importance as well as the
difficulties of the emvpiricist theory of the self and its

identity.

The next chapter is a critical discussion about the
distinction between judgements i.e. between analytic and
synthetic and also with the problem of gynthetic apriori
Judgements. This would also include a critical examination
of the dogma of eunpiricism that there is a fundamental clea-
vage between truths which are analytic, are grounded on
meanings independently of matters of fact, and truths which

are synthetic and are grounded on fact, The possibility or



impossibility of the synthetic apriori in the light of the
dichotomy between analytic and synthetic will also be
highlighted.
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EMPIBICIST TRADITION - I} HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Thomas Hobbes (1588-1€79) is a philosopher whom it
is very difficult to classify., He is an empiricist like
Locke, Berkeley and Hume., But he differs from them by being
an ardent admirer of mathematical method, not only in pure
mathematics, but in its applications. British empiricism,
in general, is 1ittle influenced by mathematics, But Hobbes
is an exception. He is not given to subtleties. Though his
solution of problems are logzical, he tends to omit awkward

facts,

Hobbes advocates a thorough going materialism, Accor-
ding to him, life is nothing but a motion of the limbs, and
therefore is artificial. He is also of the view that the

'common wealth' has an artificial life.

Hobbes is aware of the distinction between primary
and secondary qualities but he does not give any philosophi-
cal basis for this sort of distinction as Locke has done,
According to him, the secondary qualities such as colours,
sounds, etc. are not in the objects. Hobbes is out and out
a nominalist like many empiricists. According to nominalism,
there is nothing universal but names, and without words we

cannot conceive any general idea.



Hobbes is of the view that reasoning is of the
nature of reckoning, and should start from definitions. He
holds that self-contradictory notions in definitions.must
be avoided at all costs. For him 'incorporeal substance' is
nonsense, He proclaims that God is not an object of philoso-
vhy. This position reminds one of Hume and logical positi-
vists. Both Hume and logical positivists go to the extent

of saying that metaphysics should not be a part of philoso-

phy.

According to Hobbes, the succession of our thought
is not arbitrary but governed by laws - sometimes those of
association, Immediately, this position reminds one of the
Humean laws of association. Hume tries to account for the
connection betveen our thoughts on the basis of the three
laws of asgsociations, namely, (1) law of continuity, (2) law
of similarity, and (3) law of causation. He regards these
laws as a string that binds the different thoughts into one

"rundle, !

From the above discussion,; I think, it is not very
difficult to come to the conclusion that Hobbes can be
regarded as one of the early empiricists. He may not be so
explicitly an empiricist as Hume, Locke, Russell and the
logical positivists but it would be a mistake to exclude him

from the empiricist tradition.



Locke seeks to analyse knowledge by studying human
understanding. Its most detailed formulation is to be found
in his "Essay concerning human understanding." Locke uses
the word 'idea' to stand for '"whatever is the object of the

L and thinking here includes

understanding when a man thinks"
perceiving, imagining and willing, as well as thinking in
the strict sense of cognition. Thus having thoughts and
having ideas are the same for Locke, He conceives thoughts
as the materials of thinking, as the items that come and go
and which a mind must furnish if it is to think at all.
Thus one of the main questions of Locke is 'where do all of

our ideas come from?'! or in other words, 'what makes our

knowledge possible?!

Locke offers an answer to this question in a very
simple way, He says that all of our ideas are derived from
experience. He divides ideas into tw» kinds (1) the ideas
of sensation and (2) the ideas of reflection; the ideas of
sensation are derived from sense experience whereas ideas

of reflection are not derived from sense experience,

Locke says:

"Let us then suppose the mind to be, as we say,
white paper, void of all characters, without
any ideas: - How comes it to be furnished?

1. John Locke - (1) Vol. 1, p.32.



Whence comes it by that vast stare which the

busy and boundless fancy of man has painted

on it with an almost endless variety? Whence

has it all the materials of reason and know-

ledge? To this I answer on one word, from

EXPERIE'™CE, In that all our knowledge is

founded; anc¢ from that it ultimately derives

itself. Our observation employed either, about

external sensible objects, or about the inter-

nal operations of our minds perceived and

reflected on by ourselves, is that which sup-

plies our understandings with all the mate-

rials of thinking. These two are the founda-

tions of knowledge, from whence all the ideas

we have, or can naturally have, do, Spring."2

The ideas are manifestations or effects of which the
person is the percipient, and these phenomena also represent
some particular qualities which exist independently and
externally to our individual consciousness. They are "effects
in us" produced by the things that are independent of us.
Thus the ideas or phenomena are something in which the exis-
tence shows itself, Ideas are not present in the understand-
ing from the beginning nor are they originated by the under-
stending but they are all received through sensation, or by
reflection. Accordingly, the source of knowledge lies in
experience, and s> the more exverience that a man has, the
more knowledge he attains. Perception, according to Locke,
is of two types: external, i.,e, derived from sensation
and internal, i.e. derived from reflection, and these per-

ceptions are the only windows through which the light of all

1. John Locke - (1), Vol, I, p.121-2,



ideas penetrates into the dark chamber of the understanding.
Of course these tuo 'windous' are not open simultaneously
but they appear one after another in the sense that the per-
ception of the sensible gualities do not require any effect
or attention, whereas in internal perception it is absolute-
1y needed, a child receives the ideas of sensation before
those of reflection, and in this sense internal perception

presuppose external perception,

Locke further observes that all original ideas are
representations either of the external sense or of the
internal sense, From the point of view of genesis, such

ideas are clagsified into four categories.

Firstly, Ideas of colour, sound, taste, heat, solidi-

ty etc. which are perceived through external senses.

Secondly, the ideas of extension, motion ete. origi-
nating not from one sense organ but from more than one sense

organ,

Thirdly, Reflection or operation of our mind genera-
tes in us the ideas of thinking with various modes such as

remembering, judging etc,

Fourthly, the ideas of pleasure and pain, power and

existence, unity and succession are originated in our mind



by the joint effect of external and internal perception. In
the opinion of Locke these original ideas are related to

knowledge just as letters are related to written discourse.

Locke holds that all these ideas are simple. By sim=-
ple ideas he means those ideas which contain in it nothing
but one uniform appearance, or conception in the =mind and
is not distinguishable into different ideas. These simple
ideas are suggested and furnished to the mind only by sen-

sation and reflection,

However, in addition to the capcity for passively
receiving simple ideas, mind possesses, a power of combi-
ning and extending these original ideas and to this extent,
mind is both passive and active, It is not able to form new
simple ideas except that it frequently and freely combines
%hem in various ways. Complex ideas according to Locke are

formed from the voluntary combination of several simple

ideas.

Locke says that the understanding is first furnished
vith those simple ideas. Moreover, the understanding has the
power to repeat, compare and unite those various simple
ideas, Even if those ideas are of different variety, they

can be made complex by the understanding,
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Thus it is important for us to note that these simple
ideas are the materials of all our knowledge and it is impo-
ssible to think of any complex idea viithout the constituent

simple ideas,

In respect of the origin of knowledge, Locke points
out that percention is the first step of knowledge; the

second step consists in relating the discrete ideas into

complex wholes. In the third step, there is reproduction

by means of memory, Memory, according to Locke, is the

basis for the intellectual functions of discernment and com-
position and abstraction. Complex ideas are numerous, and
they may be divided int» three classes, namely, Modes, Sub-

stance and Relation.

By modes, Locke means such combination of simple
ideas which do not contain in them the supposition of sub-
sisting by themselves but they may be considered as applica-~
tion of substances, Modes fall into two classes, depending
on whether they consist of simple ideas of the same kind or
of different kinds. Modes are conditions which do not sub-
sist by themselves but require alviays a basis or support.
They are not conceivable apart from a thing whose properties

or states they are.
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The second type of complex idea is substance and this
substance is not something self-existing but is something

wvhich may be called as substratum of the qualities.

Third form of complex ideas are 'relation.' Relations
are free and product of the understanding, and they can

never be copies of real things.

Three kinds of knowledge:

Locke defines knowledge as the perception of the con-
nection of agreement or disagreement betveen the ideas,
According to him, the object of knowledge is not simple
ideas, nor the relation of ideas to things but relation of
ideas amongst themselves. Locke makes a classification of
knowledge into three types (1) sensitive, (2) intuitive,

and (3) demonstrative.

Sensitive knowledge is the knowledge of the external
object obtained through our external sense organs. Intuitive
knowledge is also a form of immediate knowledge and it is a
knovledge of our own existence. The third kind of knowledge
is called demonstrative or mediate in the sense that it is

obtained through the medium of certain authority or testimony.

Of all these three kinds of knowledge, intuitive know-
ledge 1s the highest and most certain because it is gained

when our mind perceives agreement or disagreement of two
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ideas, at first sight without any hesitation, without the
intervention of any third idca. This intuitive knowledge is

self-evident and 'irresistable and thus it is indubitable.

Thus vhatever thc mind perceives in itself, or what-
ever is the immediate object of perception, whether it is a

thoueht of a certain kind or any understanding, that is in

Lockean view, an idea., But he points out that these ideas

produced in us are the various sorts of qualities which the
different kinds of subjects or the bodies possess by them-
selves, Locke says that these qualities are of two types,
(1) primary, and (2) secondary. The primary qualities are
inseparable from the body and the qualities such as solidity,
extension, fipure and mobility etc. are primary qualities
because they are capable of producing simple ideas in our
mind. The secondary qualities like colours, sounds, tastes
etc, are barely povers to produce various sensations in us.
These sensations are nothing but the idea of different
objects or substances. Locke says further that, in such
cases the mind is completely passive in thc recevntion of the
whole of its simple ideas, and so it excrts several acts of
its own. Whereby out of these simple ideas as the materials
and conditions of the rest of the mind, where it exerts its
pover over its simple ideas are chiefly these three, (1)

combining several simple ideas into onc¢ complex idea and
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thus all complex ideas are made. (2) The second is bringing
two ideas together (whatever, simple or complex) and setting
them one another, so as to take one of them at once without
uniting them into one, by vhich it gets all idess of rela-
tions. (3) The third is separating from all other ideas that
accompany them, in their real existence, this is called

obstruction and thus all general ideas are made.

Locke would maintain that whatever we apprehend -
whether it is mental or material or a mere image or the
phantasy, that is, whatever we arc conscious of intuitively
or symbolically is called an idea. When I am conscious of a
pleasant or of a disagreeable smell, or sound ~ when I see
the sun or touch the tree - when I remember any of these -
when I form a mental picture of a certain thing, when I under-
stand scientifically the meaning of 'circle', 'planct',
'wisdeom', or any other common abstract terms, Locke would
say that I am having ideas of these things. But he opines
that in rcceiving such ideas the mind must be conscious or

there must be modes of consciousness.,

In order to discuss Berkeley's philosophy, it is
important to remember that Berkeley's immediate starting point
is without doubt in Locke. The two problems of Locke - his

classificabtion of ideas or phenomena of which we are conscious



ke

and his account of the causes of the self-conscious experien-

ce - gave Berkeley his immediate starting point,

Let me discuss the main philosophical themes on which
his empiricist procedure develops. Berkeley's philosophy can
be divided into three parts, namely, (1) he tries to prove
the non-existence of the vworlc® outside our human mind or he
rejects the materialistic hypothesis. (2) In the second part
of his philosophy he tries to prove that mind is the recep-
tible of all ideas, and ideas are the only truths and there
is nothing real other than this. (3) on the third part of
his discussion he proceeds to prove the spiritual existence
of God as the true self or consciousness from Which and
through which all the different kinds of knowledge are ori-

ginated and developed.

Let us first try to know what his immaterialistic

hypothesis is and his rejection of materialism,

Berkeley is a well known exponent of immaterialism
on enistemological grounds. His basic argument is that what
we immediately perceive are sensations or ideas, that is
sensations and ideas are necessary objects of perception
and that what we call physical things, such as tables and
chairs, etc. are adualy groups or are collection of sensa-

tion or ideas and these are thus mind dependent. This



argument proceeds on the assumption that sense experience is
the basic and reliable, He rejects matter on the ground that
sense inform us of ideas but not of material substances which

are distinct from the sensible qualities or ideas.

Berkeley's claim is that his view is in agreement
with the common sense, His claim is that material objects,
even if they are conceivable, would te problematic existents
and as a result, the theory in which they are figured would
give rise to scepticism about the existence of familiar
things like trees and rocks and tables or chairs, Immateria-
lism, in contrast, claims that it does not lead scepticism,
Berkeley also supposes that it is not possible to conceive
of anything existing apart from heing thought of it, for it

must be thought of in the very act of being conceived,

Thus Berkeley's philosophy can be treated as an
immaterialistic hyvothesis, that is, the denial of the very
possibility of inert, mindless material substance. His fun-
damental view is that, for something to exist it must either
be perceived or else be the active being that does the per-
ceiving. Thus in his philosophy we find references of such
view that existence is 'percipi' in the principle 'Esse-est-
percipi' and he afds that there can be nothing except spi-
rits on the one hand, and passive sensible things on the

other hand, and the latter cannot exist without the former.
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As to the origin, growth. and limitation of what.we
call matter, according to Berkeley, is an aggregate of sen-
sation and it is so because as soon as these sensations are
removed the perception of the object aunwtomatically stops,
and as a result what we think to be an object of this world
outside the mind also disappears. We can never know an object
which has no colour, sound, taste, smell or touch, Substance

is also known in the form of our sensation and perception.

From the analysis of knowledge as such Berkeley comes
to the conclusion that the existence of anything in this
world dewends solely upon its being perceived, and in this
way he tries to establish his famous doctrine of 'esse-est-

percipi', meaning, to be is to be perceived.

Berkeley says that the materialistic hypothesis that
matter exists independent of our mind is unnecessary., It is
unnecessary firstly because the fact explained by the mate-
rialistic hypothesis can be better exvlained without assuming
the same extramental existence, Berkeley's second argument
in support of his view is that, thc materialistic hypothesis
involves in itself an element of contradiction by supporting
that an object can exist unperceived and the sensation of an
idea is the copy of anything which is by itself is not a

sensation or idea, Berkeley holds that ideas are the only
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object of the understanding and sensible qualities 1like
'whiteness', 'sweetness', arec simply some subjective states
of the soul, Sensed, objects 1like 'sugar' are only some sen-
sation which are complex. Bcrkeley thinks that if sensation
nceds a substantial support then that support may come very
vell from the mind which perceives them and not from what

is called an external object which can neither perceive nor
be perceived. Berkeley thinks in this way that simple ideas
can exist no vwhere, other than in the mind, and thus the
being or existence of sensed object exists in its being per-

ceived,

Thus the materialistic theory is in fault mainly for
the reason that vie never perceive material things directly,
for to do so ve require direct or immediate acquaintance
vith thc object. Berkeley has one objection to the view that
material objects are perceived immediately by nmeans of ideas.
His view is that since it is held that we never perceive
material things directly, but only through the medium of
ideas. We can never know whether any of our ideas are like
the gqualities of material substances as we can never compare
our ideas with them; for to do so we should require direct
or immediate acquaintance with them (principles, 18). Indeed,
if we accept Lockean position, the very existence of material
substance is in doubt, and ve are constantly under the

threat of skepticism (principles 8€).
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From thc above considcrations it appcars that, the
considered vicw of Berkeley is that, it is inconceivable
that anything should exist apart from mind. This argument is
put forward by Zerkeley in similar terms both in 7Principles'

(22, 23) and in the !'Three Dialogues' (i) and takcs thc form

of a challenge to the reader to conceive of something, for
cxample, a book or a table or a trece-existing absolutely
unperccived, Eerkeley argues that the attempt is impossible
of fulfilment, since in order t+o conceive of a trce existing
unperceived, we who conceive of it, and by the vcry fact of
doing so, bring it into relations to our conception and hence

to ourselves,

Berkeley's argument shows that all sensible qualities
or ideas exist only as perceived, and that, things in nature
are nothing but groups of ideas which cannot exist unperceiv-
cd or 'without the mind.' It is now necessary to completc
the account of Berkcley's argument to show not only that the
sensible qualities or ideas exist in the mind, but that
nothing likec them can exist outside it. Those who believe in
materialism would believe that our ideas, although in our
minds, are copics of matcrial archetypes. Berkeley's objec-
tion is that an idea can bc 1like nothing but an idea, which
he illustrated by sayving that a colour or shape can only be

like a colour or shape,
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Berkeley explains the meaning of ideas in his 'Thrce

Dialogucs' 1) into two different ways. Firstly, ideas are

regarded by some as the perccived representations »f imper-
ceptible originals but 'can a rcal thing in itself invisible
be like a colours or a real thing which is not audible, be
like a sound?' His other rcason for holding such a view is
that - ideas cannot be like any supposed extcrnal originals
because idecas arc continuously changing upon every altcra-

tion in thc distance medium or instrument of sensation.

There are certain arguments of Berkeley in favour of
immaterialism, T"irstly, he points out that they arose out of
matecrialism and inconsistencics in the then current scienti-
fic view of the world, with its distinction betwcen primary
and secondary qualities, Berkeley holds that since primary
gualitics cannot cxist apart from secondary gualities and
since all sensible qualitics as well as secondary gualities
cannot exist 'without the mind' then it appears that the
indepcndent material world of the then current view is a
concentual absurdity., This is supposed by the argument that
our ideas cannot be likeness of an c¢xtcrnal material world,
since there is nothing conceivable, thcy can be likencss of

cxcept 1ind dependent existences of their own type.
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Thus Berkeley claims that his own theory, according
to which we directly perceive ideas and groups of ideas that
exist only as perceived eliminates skepticism, and accords

vilth common sense,.

Berkeley further attacks the Lockean conception of
substance and the distinction between primary and secondary
qualities, by pointing out that there is no such distinction
between primary quality and secondary gquality in respect of

their dependence on mind.

Berkeley's objection is that there can be no distinc-
tion betvueen the primary and secondary qualities such as to
make secondary qualities related to mind in a way in which

primary qualities are not. In the 'Three Dialogues', Berkeley

elaborates tne argument already used by Locke to show that
the ideas we have to secondary qualities are relative to the
percipient, Things have no colour in the dark, the same
matter can feel hot or cold, in different hands. To Berkeley
both the primary and secondary qualities are dependent upon
the mind. But he points out that both the primary and the
secondary qualities are dependent upon the knowing mind, If
the mind is absent, if attention is not there, nothing of
these qualities can be perceived or known. As such, there

cannot be any certainty about their existence independent



21

of mind. He also argues that nothing can have the primary
quality without having the secondary quality; so that if the

latter cannot exist without the mind the former cannot exist

without the mind either,

Berkeley also differs from Locke on the point that
there is an unknown substratum of all qualities because to

say something exist unknown to anybody involves contradiction.

In order to understand his argument, it is necessary
to understand his use of the word 'idea'., He gives the name
idea to anything which is immediately known. Thus a particu-~
lar colour which we see is an idea; so is a Vvoice which we
hear and see., There are also things remembered or imagined,
for which such things also have immediate acquaintance of the
moment of remembering or imagining. All such immediate data

he calls ideas.

Berkeley considers common objects such as trees,
rocks etc., all of which are immediately perceived, consist
of 1deas in this sense of the word, he further argues that,
there is not the slightest ground for supposing that there
is anything real about the tree except what i1s perceived, Its
being, he says, consists in its being perceived, 'esse-est

percipi'. He fully admits that the tree must continue to
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exist even when we shut our eyes or when no human being is

near it.

This continued existence is due to the fact that God
perceiving the 'recal tree!' which corresponds to what we call

the physical object, consist in ideas in the mind of God.

Thus the ideas we perceive are more or less like
those of physical things which we perceive, He further holds
that all the perception which we have, consists in a partial
perception in God’s perception and it is only because of this
perception that different people see more or less the same
thing. Thus apart from minds and their ideas there is nothing
in the vworld nor is it possible that anything else should
ever be known, since whatever is known is necessarily an

idesa.

Berkeley in his 'Tree in the Ouad' example, has
given a few arguments in order to prove the same, The argu-

nment goes as Iollovs:

(1) Yo idea, and therefore no collection of ideas, can,
exist when not perceived by some spirit;

(2) objects are collections of ideas, and therefore cannot
exist when not perceived by some spirit;

(3) objects do sometimes exist when not perceived by any

human spirit; therefore,
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(4) there must be one or more non-human spirit which per-

ceives objects when no human spirit perceives them.

Thus it appears that according to Berkeley percep-
tion is the only source of knowledge. What is perceived may
be granted of its existence and whatever is not perceived
can never be assured whatever it is really existing or not,
Berkeley rejects the existence of such a thing which has not

been perceived by anyone at any time.

As a result of this, Berkeley admits the existence
of mind as the only substance and denies the existence of
matter, because it is simply the perception of certain qua-
lities taken together. A substratum behind the qualities is
not anything perceived by anycne and as such Berkeley does
not accept it as anything really existing. By perceiving the
qualities by the sense organs and also by analysing the
nature of such consciousness Berkeley comes to the conclusion
that mind alone is real and not matter, which is extramen-
tal. Again by positing the existence of mind as a co-ordi-
nate of different sensations, and different perceptions
Berkeley further admits the existence of God and the Univer-
sal Mind. To explain the unity and uniformity and homoge-
neity of different thoughts in different individuals mind,

according to Berkeley there is one God or one universal
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mind prevailing the whole of the universe and it is the uni-
versal mind from which variety of thought in different indi-
vidual mind have come out and spread in different ways at

different times.

According to Berkeley, what we call nature is simply,
a sum total of different ideas originating in the universal
mind or God, mind is communicating itself to us through
nature and in this sense all laws of nature are the laws of
God, or truths of the universal mind. The main purpose of
studying philosophy is, therefore, to realise the existence
of the universal "ind and also its revealing through the dif-

ferent happenings in nature,

Hume is one of the greatest philosophers, probably
the greatest philosopher who ever wrote in BEnglish language.

Among his philosophical works 'A Treatise of Human MNature',

'The Inquiry Concerning Human Understanding' and 'The Prin-

ciple of Morals' are very important. The latter two works of

Hume can be regarded only as a diluted version of the
'"Treatise of Human Nature' which is his masterpiece in phi-
losophy. I think that his philosophical work should be
judged on the basis of his treatise and not on the basis of
inguiry. Though Hume virote the-rreatise in his early twen-

ties it is of great philosophical significance, I want to
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base my evaluation of Hume as a philosopher mainly on the
basis of the treatise, I would go to the extent of claiming

that Hume is the father of modern empiricism.,

Hume's philosophy is much more tough than that of
Locke and Berkeley, for the reason that as an empiricist he

is willing to come to the logical conclusion of his premises.

The main purpose of the treatise is to study the
science of man by examining the nature of man. Hume's empi-
ricism may be summed up into two propositions which are as

follous:

(1) All our ideas are derived from impressions of sense or
inner feeling,

(2) A matter of fact can never be provided by reasoning a
priori. It must be discovered in or inferred from expe-

rience,

From these two propositions it follows that for Hume
metaphysical systems telling us of the existence of God, the
origin of the world, and other matters transcending human
experilence, have no meaning, and even if they had, it could

not be shown to be true.

Hume is a thorough going empiricist. He ig the

first philoscopher to make a distinction between analytic
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and synthetic propositions without using the said terms, He
makes a distinction between relation of ideas and matters

of fact, Let me first discuss Hume's theory of ideas
because Hume's account of idea of existence is of great phi-
losophical interest. In the treatise, Hume argues that eﬁery
idea is the ijdea of a being. Existence must either be deri-
ved from a distinct impression or must be the very same with
the idea of the perception or object, Hume chooses the
seogond alternative and says 'Any idea vwe please to form is
the idea of a being; and the idea of a being is any idea we

7

please to form. From this position, two main consequences

follow, namely,

(1) We cannot form an idea of anything specially different
from ideas and impressions.

(2) Since to conceive of God or any other being and to con-
ceive of the existence of that heing are the same thing,
it is non-sensical to say that the idea of God has the
peculiar characteristics of entitling the idea of exis-

tence,

Hume 1is of the opinion that idea of anything or
anybody necessarily implies that the idea is existing. So

in order to understand his philosophy we have to know his

1. David Hume, 'Treatise! Book I, Pt. iI, Sec, vi, p.€7.
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theory of ideas first. Let me now exnlain Hume's theory of
idea because the theory of idea plays a very important role
in his philosophy.

Hume uses the term impression in a somewhat diffe-
rent wayhég\we usually use the term. An impression, for Hume,
designates any sensation, passion or emotion as it takes our
first appearance in the mind., As for example, all our lively
perceptions, when ve hear,or see,or feel, or love, or hate,
or desire, or will. An impression is different from an idea
which are less lively perceptions, of which we are conscilous,
when we reflect on any of these sensations or movements.

Hume maintainé that all the materials of knowledge are de-
rived either from our outuard or inward sensations and the
mixture and composition of these helong alone to the mind

and will, or all our ideas or feeble perceptions are copies

of our impressions, the more 1lively ones.

Hume draws his distinction between impressions and

ideas as follows:

The difference betwixt these consists in the
degrees of force and liveliness with which
they strike upon the mind, and make their
way into our thought or consciousness., Those
perceptions, which enter with most force and
violence, we may name impressions; and under
this name I comprehend all our sensations,
passions and emotions, as they make their
first appearance in the soul, By ideas 1 mean
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the faint images of these in thinking and
reasoning; such as, for instance, are all
the percepntions excited by the present
discourse; excepting only, those which
arise from the sight and touch, and excep-
ting the immediate pleasure of unconsclous-
ness it may occasion,.?2

He thinks that the distinction does not need much
explanation, since as he says, 'every one of himself will
readily perceive the difference betwixt feeling and thin-~
king.'3 We knov there is a difference between actually per-
ceiving something and having an idea of it. And the distinc-

tion between impressions and ideas is simply a distinction

between the degrees of force and liveliness of perceptions.

Hume further points out that all the perceptions of
the mind are double, and appear both as impression and ideas.

Hume says,

When I shut my eyes and think of my chamber,
the ideas I form are exact representations of
the impressions I felt; nor is there any cir-
cumstance of the one, which is not to be found
in the other, In running over my other percep-
tions, I find still the same resemblance and
representations, ideas and impressions appear
alvways to correspond to each other, This cir-
cumstance seems to me remarkable, and engages
my attention for a moment.t

2. David Hume, 'Treatise of Human Nature' p. 1.
3. David Hume, 'Treatise of Human Nature' pp. 1-2.
4, David Hume, 'Treatise of Human Nature', p. 3.
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Hume contends that not only every perception of the
mind is either an impression or an idea, it also means that
there is an exact resemblance of impressions and ideas,
Thus, when we analyse our thoughts or ideas, however, either
simple or complex, ideas resolve themselves into such simple
ideas vw'iich are covies of precedent feeling or sentiment.
And he says that if we proceed with this inquiry then we
find that every idea is a copy of a similar impression. In
order to prove that for every idea, there must be a corres-
ponding impression, we can take one of the famous examples,
that is, a blind man can have no notion of colour. Ideas are
coples of impression, or knowledge is derived from impres-
sion. The vway to determine the truth of any simple or com-
plex ideas is to trace its origin to the impression or
impressions. Hume then appeals to the experience to show
that simple impressions always precede their corresponding
simple ideas in the mind and that simple ideas are caused by
simple impressions. Thus complex ideas or complex percep-
tions are made up of simple ideas. Therefore, Hume proceeds
on to say that everytlhing in the mind is either an impres-
sion or an idea, But Hume points out that it is important
to note that impression of reflection occur only as a result
of something occurring before the mind, and as the impres-

sion and ideas are the only things that appear, and therefore,
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it cannot be the case that the only impression that ever
occur in a mind are impression or reflection. So tber@ would
be no impression of reflections unless there are some sensa-
tions. From the above consideration it appears that, what-
ever appears in the mind, appears as a result of our having
impression of sensation, Such impression€are casually requir-
ed for the appearance of ideas. From the above considerations,
it appears that Hume accepts that there is a mind. But he

does not accept that there is a mind, Hume may be regarded

as a pioneer in the empirical study of self, and he is the
first philosopher to study self from the aspecis of plurality.
His theory of self is not only original but also revolutiona-
ry. Hume mercilessly attacks the Platonic-Aristotelian con-
cept of self and reduces the unity of the self to an unend-
ing series of sensations and perceptions. He analyses the

so called self into one kaleidoscopic series of experiences
and offers a psychology which 1s nothing but the study of a
series of experiences combining and re-combining, and follow-

ing one another in an endless chain.

Hume maintains that there cannot be any impression
about unreal things so impression of self is not possible
as vie have possible impressions in cases of things, objects
etc. He is of the view that once can discover that he is

having various perceptions at any moment like pleasure, pain,
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sights, sounds, desireg, thoughts and the like. But no one ctan
discover that there is an unchanging self which can be regar-

ded as a unitary principle behind the multiplicity of exper-

ience,

Thus, ilume is confident that there can be no self as
an entity thot remains the same in the manifold changes in
life. 5o there can be no icdentical impressions corresponding
to this identical self. He has two arguments in support of

his view,

(1) A1l our distinct perceptions are distinct existences.
(2) Mind never perceives any real connection among distinct

existences,

Hume comes t5 the conclusion that self is nothing
but a bundle or collection of different perceptions which
succeed each other in a perpetual flux and movement. Thus,
there is no doubt that there is unity among different percep-
tions and that these different perceptions are bound by a

force which he calls association.

Hume's theory of self identity is known by different
names, namely, 'The Bundle Theory', 'The Serial Theory',
'The Associationalist Theory' and 'The Logical Construction
Theory', I woull make an endeavour to interpret Hume's
theory of the selfl as a different sort of logical construc-

tion ctheory in my third chapter.
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Hume's theory of mind may be summarised as follows:

There is no thought or mental activity unless there is a
perception before the mind.

Every perception is either an impression or an idea.
Every perception is either simple or complex,

Every complex perception consists completely of simple
perceptions.

For every simple idea there is a corresponding simple
impression.

Every simple idea arise in the mind as the effect of its
corresponding simple impression.

There are no impressions of reflection without some
impressions of sensation. Therefore,

There is no thought or mental activity unless there are

impressions of sensation.

e

According to Hume, complex impressions are composed

of simple impressions., Thus, through efforts of our dmagina-

tion or from the errors of our memory we may ford complex

. - . . k3 k3 . . // .
ideas, which in their combination are copies 4f complex im-

pressions, but in every such complex ideas4 the various con-

stituents are all copies of simple ideas that we have pre-

pd

s
viously perceived at sometime o?/ether.

-,
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But how should we form a complex idea? In order to
answer this question he points out that our thoughts or
ideas, hovever, are not entirely loose or connected or joined
by chance, They introduce one another with a certain degree
of method or regularity. He further points out that there is
a principle of connection between the different thoughts or
ideas of the mind. There is a bond of union between them, so
much so that one recalls another, This is the phenomenon
called association of ideas. These associations are resem-
blance, contigent din time and space; and causc and effect,
Thoghts, in other words, tend to call up thoughts of like
things, of things contiguous in time and space, and of

things related as cause and effect.

When ve examine Hume's theory of knowledge, we find
that his theory is mainly based on the distinction between
two kinds of relation between ideas. In the !Trecatise', the
distinction is between relations that depend completely on
the related ideas and those that can be changed without
changing the ideas, i.e., he makes the distinction between
those (i) that constitute necessary connection and (ii?) fhe- fac-

tual ones. In the 'Enquiry concerning human understanding,’

the distinction is between relation of ideas and matters of
fact. He has given some examples about relation of ideas as

vell as matters of fact, to make this point clear. The first
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is about the relation of ideas, He is of the view that judge-
ments about the relation of ideas are necessary which can be
found in Geometry, Algebra, and in Arithmetic. The laws, or
rules about either geometry or of Algebra are well establish-
ed truths and that, it is impossible to draw out one conclu-
sion without depending -n the other or of the former views,
Hume further points out that if we take any affirmation about
these laws or rules then it appears that these laws or rules
are either intuitively or demonstratively certain. He gives
further examples to prove this view., That the square of the
hypotenuse is equal to the square of the two sides, is a
proposition which expresses a relation between these figures,
That 'three times five is equal to that of half of thirty',
expresses a relation between these numbers. Thus he points
out that by the mere operation of thought, proposition of
this kind are discovered, and they are not dependent on any-
thing else of the universe, He further points out that though
the geometrical triangle or a circle is not really existing
in nature, yet the truth about circles or of the triangles
established by 'Euclid v»Huld remain certain and will remain

as evidence,'

Regarding the matters of fact he holds the view
that judgements about matters of fact can never be necessary

due to the fact that they are based on experience and judge-
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ments concerning matters of fact can never be attained
through apriori relations. Hume maintains that matters of
fact are nothing but the second object of human reason, and
that, the truths about the matters of fact are not certain
in the same manner as we ascertain in case of relation of
ideas, The evidences of truth ve get about the matters of
fact are not exact 1like those of relation of ideas, There-
fore regarding the propositions about matters of fact, it is
possible to deny them without any self-contradiction. For
example, 1f someone says that 'the sun will not rise tomor-
row'! 1s a proposition vwhich does not involve contradiction,
for it might be the case. Matters of fact are either true or

false whereas the relations of ideas are alviays true.

Hume has a theory of probability regarding the mat-

ters of fact, which may be summarized as follows:

The first judgement about matters of fact involves a
doubt, the second with another doubt, and the third is also
atone with another doubt and as a result it reaches to ad-
infinity. As a result no judgement about matters of fact is
possible, But he points out that ve still continue to make
juGgements., He belleves that this conclusively proves that
certain beliefs are fundamental to the very nature of human

beings and that these beliefs are not founded on reason but
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on imagination. Imagination according to Hume, is a princi-
ple which is found in all the human beings withoul any excep-
tion. Though human beings have certain universal beliefs,
these beliefs cannot be justified by philosophical arguments.
If we try to justify these beliefs by producing wide ranging
philosophical arguments, we cannot succeed because our human
understanding is limited by experience. Hume considers three
sources of the belief in the existence of the external world
namely senses, reason and imagination. He rejects the first
two and comes to the conclusion that the belief has been

illegitimately derived from sense experience by imagination.

Humme in his next explanation says that all the state-
ments concerning matters of fact are based on relation of
cause and effect i.e. we always seek a connection between
a present fact with another. But his view is that the state-
ment about causal connection cannot be a necessary truth,
because the causes precede their effects, are contiguous to
them and are as such that there is a constant conjunction
between them. As a result, mind tends to pass from one to
another, Hence, there can be no objective justification for
inference from cause to effect. He allows that, it is a truth
that certain rules can be provided vwhich, when followed will
give some kind of probability to those inductive inferences
which vie actually do make. The aim of these rules is to

make custom reliable and avoid superstition,
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Hume points out that the knowledge about causal rela-
tion arise not from a prior reasonings but by experilences,
Regarding the knowledge about the matters of fact or of the
real existence, whatever knowledge we get or inference we
draw are not independent of experiences. Thus the proposition
that causes and effects are not discovered by reason but by
experiences will readily be omitted if we understand properly
how knowledge comes or how apriori knowledge is possible,
Hume believes that foundation of all apriori knovledge is
experience, Thus, Hume who precedes Kant, accepting the usual
view as knowledge apriori, discovered that, in many cases
which has previously been supposed analytic and notable in
the case of cause and effect, the connection is really synthe-
tic. Before Nume, rationalists had supposed that the effect
could be logically deduced from the cause, if only we had
sufficient knowledge. Hume argues correctly that this could
not be done, He comes to the conclusion that there is no

objective relation holding between cause and effect.

J, S, Mill's philosophical method can be called as
a construction or propagation of the positive assistance to
the progress of scientific method. His epistemological method,
consists largely of an account of experiential knowledge. The
method is applied in order to show, why nothing beyond such

kind of knouledge is either possible or necessary. About the
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reality of the external world, Mill presents an empiricist
theory of knowledge, His method is very different from the
skeptical method of Hume and from the theological method of

Berkeley,

Mill believes that true knowledge is possible. He
says that if vwe want to know anything at all truly, this is
possible only by means of intuition. He rejects inferential
knowledge on the ground that it is not certain because there
is no fixed starting point. Knowledge is not possible by
means of inference, because thereof, we would be involved in
a vicious infinite regress of premises, His view is that the
knowledge acquired by means of intuition is beyond the realm
of rational discussion and experimental test, In the 'Logic'
he argues that no intuvition is necessary for mathematics,
logic or the procedures of natural sciences. If ve pay spe-
cial attention to his writing then it appears that in his
examination of Sir Hamilton's philosophy he wants to deal
specially with those questions regarding the nature and
foundation of human knowledge, He also wants to find out
the nature of bodies and minds. According to Mill, though it
is possible to have knowledge by means of intuition, it is

not enough. His view is that the knowledge acquired by

5. Mill, J.S. 'System of Logic' Edited by J.M. Robson,
Introduction by R.F. Merae, Toronto University.
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intuition can be accepted by us as a best method of acquiring
knowledge, He further holds that as men are rational everyone
must have the feeling of consciousness. He points out that
human beings are conscious of a thing or happening directly
or indirectly. I'v direct consciousness he means the conscious-
ness, the awareness vwhich is immediately pmesent to the mind,
Indirect consciousness, on the other hand, means the con-
sciousness which is presented to the mind in a suppressed
way. Thus in order to distinguish between direct conscious-
ness and intuition, we must try to make an investigation of
the origins of the present convents of our minds. But there
arise a logical difficulty because this kind of investigation
cannot be done directly. Thus Mill says that the original
elements can come to light as a residual phenomena by a pre-

vious study of the mental facts which are not original.

But he points out that this method is actually origina-
ted in Locke and that it is a kind of psycholoesical method.
Mill further holds that, experience acts in accordance with

the known laws of our knowledge,

Mill believes that the existence of matter or body
as well the existence of Mind is possible., This he explains

in the treatise 'Psychological theory of the belief in an

external viorld.!' ¥is view is that the mind is capable of
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expecting, of forming the conception of possible sensations
vhich would be felt, if certain conditions are realized and
second, the psychological laws of association, and those fac-
tors operating on experiential sensation and reminiscences

of them, would generate not only a belief of an external
wopld but in addition a blief that this belief is immediate

intuitive.

Mill argues that by external object we generally
mean only something which remains same even if the sensations
we get from its change and which is common to many observers
in a vway that sensations are not. According to him, the
notion of the external can be made intelligible only in terms
of actual and possible sensation. The possible sensations are
thought of as being in groups. Further, there is regularity
in the sequences of our actual sensations., The groups of
possible sensations depend on regularity and succession, but

not necessarily the actual sensations.

He concludes by saying that sensation and feeling
are the data of experience, He is also of the view that the

1ink betvieen past and present is known intuitively.

Russell's philosophical viork is a reaction against
the absolute idealism, He points out that every knowledge

is dependent on the doctrine of 'internal relations'
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according to which any relational fact, for example, that

X is above Y is really a fact about the natures of the terms
involved., Whenever X and Y are related, each enters into the
nature of the other for when X is above Y then being ¥ is
part of the nature of ¥ and being below X is part of the
nature of Y. Since evefything is related vith everything else,
the very concept of relation enters into the nature of any
'given'! which is just another way of saying that there is no
other thing relative to a given thing. From the relative
principle it appears that when we are conscious of something,
that something enters into the nature of the awareness of
the mind which has the awareness, It follovs from this that
it is impossible to conceive anything which is not included
within consciousness, Thus, the all comprehensive unity is

a unity of consciousness,

Wittgenstein can be regarded as one of the greatest
philosophers of Twentieth Century. As an empiricist he exerts
an enormous influence on the contemporary philosophical
thought. His philosophical approach differes from those of
the other philosophers I have discussed so far, because he
applies a new method in his philosophy. Among his philoso-
phical vworks his fame lies mostly on those tvwo books, the

first is the "Tractatus Logico Philosovhicus'" and the second

is his "Philosophical Investigations." But my concern here
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is only to discuss his 'Tractatus' which can be regarded as

the better starting point of his earlier philosophy. The
following proposition can be regarded as the primary thesis

of his book. Wittgenstein says,

(1) The world is all that is the case., - (1.21)
(2) The world is the totality of facts, not of
things. - (1.11)

(3) The vorld divides into facts. - (1.2)

Wittgenstein is of the view that, in order to know the world
one must have to give a description of the viorld, and the
description will be a comnlete description. But when one
goes on describing the world, he naturally describes the
things or objects which are there in the world, For example,
if anybody tells me to give a complete picture of a room I
may offer a very poor answer because I may say that the room
is composed by certain articles plus the walls, windous
floor and so on. But what is actually wanted is not just
this kind of list but something else i.,e, how the room is
arranged. And in such a case it is necessary to furnish not
only the 1list of objects but also the facts about the room.
According to Wittgenstein, in order to know the truth about

this world one must be aware about facts, not of objects.
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The world can be known uniquely by means of facts
only because it 1s possible for us to know the facts., But
he says that the objects cannot be known. As a result, world

camot be known uniquely.
q

When Wittgenstein points out that the world is the
totality of facts, one very important question arises. 'What
Wittgenstein means by the term 'fact'?' He points out that
'a fact as being a kind of complex entity existing in the
world, as being a group of things arranged or combined in a
certain way.'6 He gives the following example to explain
this position. 'The fact that the cat is on the mat' is a
sentence, and it is a comnlex sentence consisting by these
two vwords the 'cat' and the 'mat' and they are arranged in
such a way that the former is on the latter., To explain this
position more elaborately ne applies some example about the
state of facts and about the state of affairs (objects)

Wittgenstein says,

2.01 A state of affairs (a state of things) is a
combination of objects.

2.03 1In a state of affairs objects it one another
1like the 1links of a chain,

2.031 In a state of affairs objects stand in a

determinate relation to one another.

€. George Pitcher, 'The Philosophy of Wittgenstein,' p. 20,
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Thus, he appears to be believing that there are facts
really existing and these facts are related to one another
like the links of a chain, and as a result of this he thought
that there are really complexes existing in the world, Fur-
ther, he thought that the facts have the most basic kind of
reality because the facts are the only things which can exist
themselves 1ndependently of anything else in the universe,
The facts are there in the vworld and the vord is divided
into facts. He points out that though objects make up the

substance of the world; they cannot exist apart from facts,

Therefore, nothing exists in this world except facts
and facts are composed of highly complex and are composed of
less complex facts and so on, But he further says that there
are not only complex facts, but there ere also atomic facts.
For him, an atomic fact is one 'which canrot be further re-
duced, which do not consists of any further, less complex,

7

facts, He further says that though atomic facts are simple,
they are not absolutely simple because they are composed by
those components which are not simple. But he says that those
atomic facts are the ultimate building blocks of the world
because the word is ultimately divided into them. Thus the
atomic facts are the simplest things ﬁhat are self subsis-
tent, that can exist by themselves, in isolation. So if any~

body wants to assert the existence of a state of affairs he

mast hove t2 assert an atomic facts.

7. George Pitcher, 'The Philosophy of Wittgenstein' p. 21.



45

Regarding the nature of the state of affairs, Wittgen-
stein is of the view that the state of affairs are either
actual (existent) or merely possible and non-actual (non-
existent), i.e. states of affairs are either positive of
negative, because it follows from this that according to
Vittgenstein some combination of objects exist and some com-
bination of objects do not exist., Thus the former one i.,e,
‘state of affairs are existing' can be associated with posi-
tive facts and 'state of afTalrs are non-existent' can be

c~sociated with negative facts,

put the question arises, what Wittgenstein means by
a posiivive fact? Tow the positive facts are associated with

the existing states of affairs.

Wittgenstein's answer is that,

1. 14+ The world is the totality of facts not of
things.

2.0% The totality of existing states of affairs is
the world.

Here, Wittgenstein identifies the facts with the existing
states of affairs, i.e., all existing states of affairs are
facts. But in Tractatus 2.0€, he points out that the exis-
1ing states of affairs are to be identified only with posi-

vive facts and as the state of affairs are atomic, we must
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say that the existing state of affairs are nothing but posi-
tive atomic facts. Thus the world is composed of positive
atomic facts and the world is also divided by these positive

atomic facts.

In orcer to describe reality, Wittgenstein polnts out
that, reality includes not only the positive facts but also
the negative facts., But 'what is a negative fact?' Wittgen-
stein says that negative facts can be regarded as a state of
affairs that have no existence and it implies something which
is not existing. As for example, "S is P" and "R is not P"
asserts the non-existence of a state of affairs that 'R is
not P," Wittgenstein therefore says that if the former i.e.
the positive state »f affairs is true then the latter i,e.

the negative state of affair is also true,

Thus, he comes to the conclusion here that the real
world then includes the positive as well as negative facts
(i.e. existing facts as well as, non-existing facts). Thus he

says,
2.0€63 The sum total of reality is the world.

Put the vworld he savs is divided into atomic facts
and not into -~eneral facts because the general or universal

propositions are ultimately analysable elementary proposition.
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All propositions are truth functional molecules or structures
of elementary propositions and all non-atomic situations and
facts are moleculegs or structure of those of the state of

affairs and atomic facts, Wittgenstein says,

I am afraid that it may be somewhat misleading
to speak of non-atomic situation and facts
being molecules or structures of states of
affairs {(atomic situation) and atomic facts.
This way of putting it is apt to suggest that
they are molecules or structures in the same
way that physical molecules or structures are
composed of physical atoms and parts —in the
vay that a house, for examvle, is a structure
of beams, floors, roof, and so on. But besides
all the other diffcrences in the two kinds of
cases, thcre is this crucilal difference: in the
case of physical molecules or structures, all
the components must at least exist, whereas in
the case of situation or facts, some of the
components may he components precisely by not
existing, To take a simple example, one possi-
ble situation can be described by a proposition
of the form “p, q;T", wherc p, g and r arc
elemcentary propositions. The states of affairs
described by p, q and r are all components of
the complex situation; but if the situation
exists, the states of affairs described by p
and q exist (i.e. are atomic facts), while that
described by r does not exist. So although to
speak of non-elementary propositions being mole-~
cules or structures of elementary propositions
is not, I think, apt to mislcad, the analogous
talk of non-elcmentary situations and facts
being molecules or structures of states of
affairs and atomic facts is slightly misleading.
Still, no harm need be done if only the picture
is not taken to seriously.8

8. Wittgenstein, 'The Philosophy of Logical Atomism.'
by B. Russell, Marsh volume, p.23€,
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Wittgenstein points out that there is nothing which
binds the state of affairs together to constitute a complex
whole. He says that the truth function of the elementary pro-
position describes a complex situation and those states of
affairs described by those elementary proposition in order
to make a complex situation, so it can be said that if there
is anything that connects the state of affairs these are
nothing but the truth functional operates. They are called
by him as logical constants, These logical constants, he says
are very much needed in the language to construct non-ele-
mentary propositions, and they are thus indispensable

derives, but they are not names,

In . : conclusion it can be said that as this philo-
sophical work of Wittgenstein can be regarded as 'logical
atomism' on the ground that his theory can be regarded as a
theory of proposition and also at the same time it can be
regarded as a metaphysical theory, because he is of the view
that all genuine propositions are the molecules which are
constructed by logical atoms and are thus called elementary
proposition. Moreover, he says that all situations are mole-
cules constructed by logical atoms and are called the state
of affairs., Thus the elementary propositions are atomic by
nature and are incapable of reducing themselves to any more

basic propositions (state of affairs).
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From the above consideration it appears that for

Wittgenstein objects are simple. He says,

2,0001

2,021

2,021

2.0212

Bvery statement about complexes can be resolved into
a statement about their constituents and into the
propositions that describe the complexes completely.
Objects make up the substance of the world., That is
vhy they cannot be composite,

If the viorld has no substance, then whether a propo-
sition has sense would depend on vhether another
proposition was true,

In that case vie could not sketch out any picture of

the viorld (true or false).

From the above arguments it follows that for Witt-

genstein, vithout simples there cannot be any proposition

with a

world.,

sense and we cannot sketch out any picture of the

Thus we cannot deny the existence of simples, In the

'lotebooks' Wittgenstein says,

It does not go against our feeling, that we
cannot analyse PROPOSITIONS so far as to
mention the elements by name; no, ve feel
that the world must consist of elements,

And it appears as if that viere identical

with the proposition that the world must

be what it is, 1t must be definite, In other
words, what vascillates is our determinations,
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not the world. It looks as if to deny things

vere as much as to say that the world can, as

it were, be indefinite in some such sense as

that in which our knowledge is uncertain and

indefinite. The world has a fixed structure,9

In order to know what Wittgenstein means by vorld
we can take few examples from Wittgenstein's Tractatus. He

says,

2.0k The totality of existing states of affairs is the
world,

2.66 The existence or non-existence of states of affairs
is reality.

2.0€3 The sum total of reality is the world.

From above it is evident that Wittgenstein draws a
distinction between world and reality. The world is denota-
tive of sUm: - total of the existing state of affairs. But the
reality refers to the totality of actual and possible state
of affairs, The relationship between language and reality
is 'one of the picture and the pictured' language pictures
reality in the sense that the structure of the world is

reflected in the structure of language.

Thus in conclusion it can be said that Witt-
genstein has adopted a novel procedure in order to deter-

mine the true nature of the vworld. Though he also appears

9. Wittgenstein, 'Notebooks' p.€2.
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to be an empiricist on the ground that Wittgenstein based
his view on his ontological atomism i.e. he wants to define
the vorld by means of simples, because he says that simples
determine the true picture of the world, and picture is
attached to reality, it reaches right out to it. A& picture
is thus a logical form of the world ie.e. the form of reali-

ty. Thus reality is known only by means of pictures.

It is very difficult to furnish right at the begin-
ning a clear cut definition of logical positivism because
logical positivism is the name given by Herbert Blumberg in
1931 to a group of allied schools of philosophy who derives
their inspiration from the positivists and empiricists tra-
dition, and their ideas were put forward by the 'Vienna
Circle.' The expressions like 'consistent empiricism,’
'logical empiricism', ‘'scientific empiricism', and 'logical
neo-positivism', etc, are synonymous, Logical positivists
are philosophers for the following important reasons. Logi-
cal positivism is a movement and an international one pro-
moted by philosophers in Germany, Austria, Holland, England
and the United States., There are number of philosophers who
agree on what may be called and what will be, presently,
analysed as the core of logical positivism, but who would

not like to be labelled as logical positivists, For they
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have their own peculiarity and preferences relating to the
same approach, terminology and aims of the philosophy. It

is very much quG-conscious and action minded. Thus it can

be said that logical positivists adopt a linguistic approach
to knowledge and promote knowledge through analyses and
specification., Thus in short it can be said that logical
positivists are interested in the promotion of knowledge
through promotion of communication. Thus logical positivists

are unlike the traditional philosophers,

The logical positivists thought of themselves as
continuing a nineteenth century Vienese empirical tradition
closely linked with the British empiricism, They accept
Berkeley's empiricism though of course they have rejected
Berkeley's materialism. Hume's consistent, thorough going
and relentless empiricism injected inspiration and confi-
dence to logical positivism, The logical positivists share
his empirical, cautious, sober and warranted approach to
the problems of vhilosophy. This also share the view that
a pPhilosopher has no warrant to be definitive or absolutis-
tic about his view on philosophy, theology, ethics, psycho-
logy metaphysics and so on. Indeed there is no definitive
or absolutistic bases for human knowledge since the limits

of human knowledge are the limits of human experience, which
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does not admit of any definite or absolutistic treatment

or prediction. They also share with him the despair of
having any necessary connection between cause and effect
which in effect not only questions but constitutes the very
basis of induction, They share the distrust of metaphysics,
any philosophy or any branch. : of knowledge which claims to
be definitive or absolutistice. . =~ T~ -o. But they do
it for different reasons. While Kant despires the possibi-
1ity of knowledge of the things beyond the phenomenal world
because, on employment of this critical method he finds that
the possible knowledge of the noumenal world is not amena-
ble to the categories of knowledge, Logical positivists
maintain their distrust on the strength of the fact that the
questions concerning ethics, metaphysics or about the things
beyond the phenomenal world are either in spite of their
grammatical soundness are not genuine questions at all, To
them, what is expressible about things is much more impor-

tant, than vwhat should be actuaily said about them,

The whole essence of linguistic approach of logical
positivism consists in its demand that before one claims
anything to be knoviable one must be sure of its being ex-
pressible. What cannot be meaningfully said or expressed,
cannot be, fruitfully, studied or known. Thus by an inten-

sive and thorough going adoption of linguistic approach
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some problems are eliminated outright while the remaining
ones are sought to be resolved by subjecting them again to
the same method, Thus from the above consideration it
appears that logical positivists look upon language as an
inexhaustible source of muddles and problems, on the other
hand, they 1look upon it as an instrument of resolving such
muddles and problems or any problems for the matter of that.
From the above it appears that the role of a true philoso-
pher according to logical positivists is to analyse and
elucidate proposition of sciences, to bring economy and
effectiveness in the use of language. Carnap would accept
that proposition would be true if they stand the test of
being reducible to his 'protocol statements.' Ayer would
accept them as true if they refer to meaning situvations. In
any case, all logical positivists agree that elucidation
and clarification of sentences or proposition is the first
and foremost aim of'philosophy‘ Philosophy, in other words,

must issue in definitions.

Philosophy must provide a grammar of science (accor-
ding to Wittgenstein or 'logical of science,' according to
Carnap 1.e. philosophy must form rules and forge techniques
to facilitate and further the purpose of science for the
conduct of life). In other words, philosophy has a tremen-

dously positive, constructive and useful role to play.
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From the point of logzical positivism a genuine

science does not have to be apologetic. It is scientific

and respectable of its own, it does not owe the validity or

vorthwhileness of 1ts inquiry to philosophy. Thus on this

view, sciences and similar emerging disciplines have every

reason to assert their autonomy from philosophy.

In the light of above discussion it is possible to

enumerate by way of summary the outstanding features of

logical pesitivism on which the different schools of 1t are

in broad agreement.

T
2.

A1l knowledge is knowable in so far as it is expressible,
The natural and social sciences can be studied competen-
tly and fruitfully by adopting the logico-linguistic
approach and method.

The logical positivist accept and carry forward Hume's
legacy which consist in disputing the possibility of
valid metaphysics, epistemology, ethics, aesthetics,
psychology and questioning the very basis of causation
and thereby of all induction.

The combination of logico-linguistic approach and
Humeian legacy disqualifies all the traditionally res-
pectable branches of knowledge, like metaphysics, ethics,

aesthetic, and philosophy which are bound to contain
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emotive propositions or meaningless sentences-from being
worthy subjects of study.

5. Consequently, the traditional role of philosophy as a
super science shrinks into a science of analyses and
elucidations in language, into an approach and a tech-
nique designed to promote knowledge through the promo-

tion of communication,

Conclusion

Though it is very difficult to determine the place
of Hobbes in the empiricist tradition, I have no doubt that
he is more an empiricist than a rationalist., I have argued
for this position., The empiricists doctrines are found in
the writings of Hobbes though in a rudimentary form. Though
I do not agree with the view that Hobbes' is paradigm case
of emﬁiricism, I have no hesitation in claiming that he is
an important member of this tradition. It is no exaggeration
to say that his political philosophy is based on his empiri-

cism,
»

Many consider Locke to be the father of modern em-
piricism. I have examined his theory of perception. Locke,
in my opinion is the first philosopher to have made a phi-
losophical distinction between primary and secondary quali-

ties. I think that his distinction between these two sorts
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of qualities on the basis of the concept of body as original
and worth pursuing., I have also discussed his theory of per-
ception in detail. George Berkeley believes in the infalli-
bility of sense perception, I think, therefore, that he can
be said to advocate a kind of sensationalism, I have examined
his immaterialism thoroughly. I have also examined the pro-
blems concerning the 'principle.' I have also analysed

Berkeley's proofs for the existence of God.

The significance of Hume's philosophy can hardly be
over emphasised. His philosophy has therapeutic function.
I think he is the first philosopher to have pointed out what
question are relevant in philosophy and what questions are
not relevant in philosophy. He occupies a central position
in the empiricist tradition. I have discussed his distinc-
tion between impression and ideas, his theory of the exter-

nal world and his theory of causality in great detail,

J.S., Mill, though differs with Hume regarding cer-
tain problems, he is basically an empiricist. I have tried
to bring out the various aspects of his epistemological

methods.

Bertrand Russell is nothing but a re-incarnation of
David HFume in the Twentieth Century, His reaction against
the absolute idealism has been spelt out clearly in this

chapter.
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Barly Wittgenstein can be regarded as an empiricist
and he is a source of inspiration for many an empiricists.
I have given a comprehensive account of his ideas contained

in the 'Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus,' Wittgenstein has

taken a new procedure in order to determine the true nature
of the world which differs from those of the other empiri-
cists. For he tries to do it mainly on the basis of his

ontological atomism,

Logical positivism is an off shoot of modern empi-
ricism. This movement in philosophy has been mainly respon-
sible for clearing a lot of cob-webs in philosophy. I think
that their theory of meaning, namely, verification princi-
ple is still relevant as far as cognitive meaning is con-

cerned,
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IDEALTISYM AT PHEMOMMENALISM

Idealism in its philosophical sense is the view that
'mind' and 'spiritual values' are fundamental in the world
as a whole or the world of experience has not any extramen-
tal existence of its own as the realist thinks, The world
is only an idea of the min”, Thus ideas alone are real, and
the world and its objects are merely the projections of

ideas.

There are different kinds of idealism such as pheno-
menalistic idealism (Kant), objective idealism (Hegel),
absolute idealism (Fichte ), aesthetic idealism (Schelling)
etc., My concern in this chapter is to discuss only the sub-

jective idealism of George Berkeley.

Berkeley is an exponent of subjéctive idealism, His
basic argument is that what we immediately perceive are
sensations or icdeas, that sensation and ideas are necessary
otjects of perception, that what we call physical thing
such as trees and rocks and tables are orderly groups or
collections of sensation and ideas and are thus mind depen-
dent. This argument proceeds on the assumption that only

sense experience is basic and reliable,
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Berkeley's idealism is mainly based on empiricism
and his viéw is that all truths must be founded on truths
of sense experience, and that all the ideas about the exter-
nal world coune from sense experience, He noints out that
statements about experience are statements about reality
and these statements have a meaning which can be expressed
by ideas or by means of sense data, and that these ideas are

the only objects of the understanding.

Berkeley's first view is that objects are collections

of ideas. Thus according to idealism,

F's are collections of G's

I'rom the above statement it follows that,

If there are ideas, someone is in a sensory state.
Therefore,

If there are objects someone is in a sensory state.

Berkeley's positions is that objects are collections
of dideas, and if there are ideas someone is in a sensory
state, “erkeley accepts this view, more or less for the
reason that no object can exist unless each of its member
jdeas is had by someone, Berkeley avnplies two arguments in
support of his view.

1. Objects are collections of qualities,

2. All gualities are collections of ideas,
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Therefore,

3, All objects are collections of ideas,

I would like to quote here one famous passage from
Berkeley, where he tries to »srove that all objects are col-
lections of ideas., Berkeley says:

"As several (ideas) are observed to accompany

each other, they come to be marked by one name,

and so reputed as one thing., Thus, for example,

a certain colour, tests... are accounted one

distinct thing, signified by the name apple.

Other collections of ideas constitute a stone,

a tree, a book and the like sensible things,'"1

According to Berkeley, such sensible things or quali-
ties are simply some subjective states of the mind, because
sensation needs a substantial support which comes very well
from the mind, The simple ideas about colour, whiteness,
sweetness etc. cannot exist anywhere other than in the mind,
and thus the existence of sensed object consists in its
being perceived. Things that are perceived are called sensi-
ble qualities or sense data or ideas. These sense data are

the passive objects of the mind, and the active being must

perceive and will perceive the object.

As to the origin of our knowledge, what we know as
matter, according to Berkeley, is the aggregate of sensa-

tion only. It is important to notice that if these sensations

1. Berkeley, Principles, S-1.
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are removed the perception of the object automatically stops,
and as a result what is known to be an object outside the
mind disappears. It is impossible to know objects which have
no colour, sound, taste, smell, etc. Thus what we call matec-
rial object or sense-data or are also known in the form of
our sensation and perception. Berkeley wants to maintain
that, an object is a collection of ideas, and that percep-
tion is having an idea. Berkeley says:

"The question, whether the earth moves or not

amounts in reality to no more than this, to wit

whether vic have reason to conclude from what

hath been observed by astronomers, that if ve

were placed in such and such circums tances, and

such and such a position and distance both from

the earth and sun, vwe srould perceive the for-

mer to move among the choir of the planets and

appearing in all respects like one of them,"2

Thus, Derkeley advocates the presentative theory of
perception according to which mind perceives things imme-~
diately. Berkeley says,

"The table where I right on... exists, that is,

I see and feel it; and 4if I were out of my

study, I should say it existed, meaning thereby

that if I was in my study I might perceive it,

or that some other spirit actually does perceive

it' 1!3

From the above, it appears that, according to Berke-

ley, existence of a thing consists in its being perceived

2, Berkeley . Principles S- 58,
3. Berkelev , Principles S-3,
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"esse-est percipi' i,e. existence is perception or in other
words, which 1s not perceived cannot exist, and cannot be

known to be existent.

Let me first explain what Berkeley exactly means by

the principle of "esse-est-percipi.”

Berkeley translates the word "esse" sometimes by
'being! but most often by 'existence.' In Pr - €, he says,
the 'being' of the sensible things 'is to be perceived or
known, ' Thus, according to the principle of '"esse-est-percipi'
the property of Deing perceived anything necessarily belongs

t» the idea of existence.

The term 'percipi' or !'percepntion'! has been used by
Berkeleyv in a very vwide sense i.e. by 'percipi' he means
direct awareness about an idea or object or about a thing,
i.e. an actual awareness of an idea. "Esse!" is also '"posse

percipi'" or possible awareness of an idea,

The interpretation of 'est'! involves many difficulties.
Berkeley, without being aware of it, takes the term in two
different senses, a stronger and a weaker. The stronger
indicates that 'esse~est percipi' is an analytic statement

and the weaker, a synthetic statement.
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Thus from the 'esse-est-percipi' principle it follows
that according to Berkeley -

(X) (X exists then X is perceived)

That is if there is anything as X, and if X is exis-

ting, then it naturally follows that X is being perceived,

This sensationalistic theory of Berkeley's philosophy
follows logically from the “esse-est-percipi" principle and
it is an identity relation between 'esse! and 'percipi!' as
identity wrich are strictly equivalent, or are formally equi-
valent. According to Berkeley, there is no doubt about sense
experience and things which we actually perceive by sense.
He says,

"It being a manifest contradiction, that any

sensible object should be immediately perceived

by sight or touch, and at the same time have no

existence in nature, since the very existence

of an unthinking being consists in being per-
ceived, "k

Berkeley denies the very possibility of existence
which is unperceived, From the "esse-est-percipi™ principle,
the following three arguments can be drawn.

(a) Ideas cannot exist without the minds.

(b) Their existence therefore consists in their

being mnerceived,

L4, Berkeley, 'Principle' - 88,
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(c) Where they are actuallv perceived there can be

no doubt of thelr existence.

Berkeley denies the existence of the external world
or objective world. To him there is no physical universe
apart from the mind, the existence of external vorld is a
superflous assumption., Thus instead of supposing that mind
1s in the world we have rather to suppose that the world is
in the mind. Mind is the only reality, matter and substances
are the creation of the mind, Ierkeley further holds that all
the qualities,; primary or secondary are simply some subjec-
tive ideas and as such a man is to be contented with a world
in which mind and its ideas alone exist., According to Berke-
ley, what we call the objects of the world are only expe-
riences or iceas of the mind, There is no object without a
subject to know it, or in other vwords, there cannot be any
existence without a consciousness of it. Berkeley says that
tto be is to exist' i1s a necessity to perceived or known and
this view of Berkeley is characterized by the doctrine of
"esse-est-percipi.”" Accordingly the world and its qualities
and the objects are nothing but perception or ideas of our

minds,

However, if this doctrine is right and if Berkeley
is correct then nothing can exist in this world unless it

is perceived or known, This view of Berkeley 1s a logical
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outcome of the view of empirical thinkers like Locke and his
followers and this may be called solipcism, according to
which the self alone exists. But there is no adequate rcason
for accepting this as correct view. Objects of knowledge
exist in nature and they have a2 tendency of being thrust
upon our minds., Whatever a man perceives, he is obliged to
perceive that and thus the object of perception cannot be

our idea entirely dependent upon our mind for its existence.

Berkcley's didealistic view as described above also
means that, mind is the only reality and objects are the
ideas of our mind. But this is not true because objects of
knovledge do not agree actually with outr own experience in

life,

- Besides, this subjective idealism of Berkeley does
not justify our belief in the continued existence of vnhysical
objects because if mind alone is real and if matter is only
an idea in the mind of a man who perceives them, then there
cannot be actually anything outside perception and there
cannot be any guarantee for any object to exist when there
is nobody to perceive it, Existence in such a case is always
a matter of doubt. Moreover, if an object cannot be perceiv-
ed more than once, i.e, it follows that object vanishes when

they are not perceived,
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If this doctrine is right and if by perception we
mean a perception by some knoving being, then we shall have
to face a lot of difficulty in explaining the different
experiences of our life, So long as we remain present in a
classroom we perceive the benches and chairs and thereby we
know that they are existing. When we go out of the classroom
and the room is kept uncder lock and key, there cannot be
any chancc for any man t0 perceive those benches and chairs
inside the room. Under this situation if Berkeley's "Esse-
cst-Percipi" principle is to be strictly avnplied in inter-
preting perception in the sense of human perception alone
then the benches and chairs are not to be existing vithin
the room as there is no man to perceive them there, But this
is quite contrary to our experience., If Derkeley's doctrine
is interprcted in this sense of subjective idealism i.e.
interpreting pircention as the human perception alone then
this contention cannot be accepted to us. There is continuity
of the existence of chairs and benches in the classroonm
irrespective of the fact that there are some person to per-

ceive them or not.

Berkeley himself is fully conscious of this difficul-
ty and confusion in the interpretation of his doctrine and
so to avoid this difficulty or confusion to explain the con-

tinuity of existence, Berkeley has stated of God, a Being
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possessed of mind universally present to perceive all things
at all times whether the human beings are thre to perceive
them again there or not. Thus Derkeley's answer is that
though vie are not able to perceive a thing always it is per-

ccived by God and pur perception is partially the reproduc-

tion of the Divine Mind. Thus the objects exist indcpendent

of our mind and they continue to exist as the idecas of infi-

nite minds.

Here is one source of Berkeley's error which is very
crucial, Berkeley says 'X has an idea belonging to object O

which X perceives 0 at T.!

The above statement is a combination of two statements.
X perceives idea O at T.
X perceives the idea O at other time or at a time

other than T,

Berkeley is right in saying that X perceivecs O at
time other than T is a conjunction of memory and ideas, But
he goes wrong in saying that only the first one is a genuine

perceptual statement while the other is not.

There are four bad consequences of Berkeley's idea-

1lism which are follows:
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Objects cannot have histories for the following reason,
I cannot 'perceive! at T a collection of ideas come of
which do not exist at T, This means that what I perceive
at T is only a collection of T - dated ideas - no member

of that collection can cxist at another time.

I cannot 'perceive!'! an idea which somecone else 'perceives'.

This means that I can never perceivc a whole objcct that
only 'my share of it' that is those members of which
oecur in my mind. In other words, objects are not inter-

personally perceived,

Two ideas belonging to two different senses cannot be
members of a single objcect -constituting even if they
occur in one mind at one time, This reduces Berkeley's
sensible things, Two 'collections of ideas!' which are so
poverty striken that they can hardly contain more than

one member each.

This distinction between appearance and reality does not
seem to have any place in Berkeley's theory, for their
perceived object tends out to e a single idea, and
Berkeley docs not think one can err about the idcas one

actually have,
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Moreover Berkcley's argument proves too little, What
Berkeley wants to prove is that there can be no idea which
is that there can be no idea which is unperceived at any

time but he falls to prove this thesis completely.

His argument also proves too much because his argument
contradicts onc of the premiscs of his argument that is, no
idea can perceive unless it is pcrccived by me but this argu-
ment proves that an idea must not necessarily be perceived

by mej-1t can exist as perceived by other minds at least by God.

In conclusion, I would 1like to point out that Berke-
ley's idealistic view is totally untenable because he
upholds both extreme empiricism and idealism, both immate-
rialism and common sense, both subjectivism and epistemolo-
glcal realism. Berkeley savs so much about the relativity of
each particular sense and says so little about our percep-
tion of the physical world. He makes a mistake by saying
that the existence of a sensible thing consists in its being
perceived, But he does not bother about the difficulties
which has arisen due to the view that perception is direct.
As Berkeley has nut great emphasis on sense experience, and
says that human knowledge is caused by experiences., There-
fore, we find that he has thus formulated a theory which

the twentieth century philosophers have formulated. Though
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it is true that he has not intentionally cdone this yet he
briefly formulates the theory of phenomenalism, the theory
that, the other enviricists have adopted in order to avoid
nostulating objects that transcends sense experiences. In
order to understand what phenomenalism is, ve have to know
the different phenomenalistic position given by different

philosophers.

J. Bennet; points out that there is a necessary con-
nection between 'sensory states as a whole' and 'the objec-
tive realm as a whole!' or between the concepts of appearance
and reality. According to phenomenalism if the question is
asked 'is appearance ever a reliable guide o reality?'! it
should be answered ‘yes' or 'no' on logical grounds. Pheno-
menalist holds that reality is a logical construction out
of appearances. J. Benett points out that, phenomenalism is
a natural development out of idealism and an improvement on
it. He further points out that +the gap between appearance in
general and reality in general can be bricged by logical or
apriori means which involves attention to meaning or concepts.
Accordingly, any objective statement is equivalent to a set
of sense datum ststements including counter-factual condi-
tions and any such set will be a long and comPlex and will

contain members of the form, "If it were the case that...

5. Bennetf J. 'Locke, Berkeley, Hume' Central Themes, 9.€8.
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then such and such sense data would be had," Thus phenomena-
1ist holds that objects are logical construction out of

sense datas.

J. L. Pollock6 in his book 'Knowledge and Justifica-
tion' points out that phenomenalism is a theory of percep-
tion, Pollock points out that according to phenomenalism, a
statement about physical object is to be analysed validly in
terms of sense data, i.e., the statement about physical
object must entail any statement about sense data, But Pol-
lock points out that any statement about physical object can-
not entail any statement about sense data, for it is possi-
ble for us to conceive circumstances in which the physical
object statement is true, whereas the statement about expe-
rience is false duvue to the malfunctioning of certain organs,

hallucinations etc.

MWMmyOMmhm7

discusses phenomenalism in his arti-
cle, 'The problem of perception."The problem of perception)
discusses the relationship between sense experience and

material object i,e, belief about object can be established

by means of immediate experience, Phenomenalist holds that

€. 'Knowledge and Justification' by Polock John L.
Princeton University Press.

7. Thc article 'The Problem of Perception' by Anthoney
Ouinton. From the book 'The Philosophy of Perception'
edited by G.J. Wornock, Oxford University Press.
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there is a necessary conncction between experience and
objects and the inference involved here is an inductive

extrapolation.

Nuinton points out that the drawback of phenomenalism
is that it consists in making the unobserved object as mere
possibilities and in making this the actual effects come from
mrerely potential causes, and by doing so it creates a serious
difficulty because reference to objects cannot be replaced by
reference to ones orienting experience. This assumption
amounts to begging the very question at issue since it is not
possible for anyone to assume that statements about experien-
ce are equivalent in meaning to statement about object in
order to show, what they are, The phenomenalists try to
avoid the above difficulty by translsting the statements
about experiences into statement about objects instead of
claiming that there is a strict logical eguivalence of state-
ment about experience and statement about objects. Ouinton
says that we are never directly aware of or acquainted with
objects. Ayer agrees with Ouinton that the antecedent of
hypothetical statements do mention objects., He is of the
view that the translation of physical object statement is
impossible because the reference to physical object is
required to ideptify the sense data - in question due to the

poverty of our sensory languages, This sort of translation
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is not possible even in principle since it would lead to the
erroneous view that a physical object statement cannot be

equivalent to a finite set of sense datum statement.

The sense datum theory holds that knowledge is of two
kinds (1) direct, and (2) indirect. It holds that knowledge
of object is indirect while knowledge of experience is
direct. In other words, the statements about objects are not
basic but statements about experience are basic, Ouinton
points out that the crucial terms 'direct' and 'basic:.'
given by sense datum theory is wholly unintelligible. Two
sorts of definitions are offered to explain these two terms,
one in terms of certainty and the other in terms of inference,
For example,T'directly know that 'P! (or P is a basic state-
ment) if I know for certain that 'P!'., This conclusion has
been arrived at from three premises, namely (1) beliefs about
object are never certain, (2) something that must be certain
for any uncertain belief to be even probable, -and (3) all
beliefs about object are logically derived from belief about
experience, Quinton points out that all these statements are
false, Ayer's believes in the incorrigibility of statements
about experience., Bccording to him, the mistake in the state-
ment about experience are merely verbal, but Ouinton points
out that this view of Ayer also cannot defended. Sometimes

a definition in terms of inference is preferred. For example,
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'T directly know that 'P' (or P is a basic statement if I
knov P without inference)., There is no conscious process of
reasoning involved here, but only imnlicit inference 1is
involved, Thus it is the business of philpsopher to show
that reasons exist for beliefs about object., Quinton says
that there is no relevant sense of 'reason' in which a rea-

son for such belief always exists,

The sense datum theory asserts three different things
namely, (1) sensation as well as physical stimulation, if
the sense organs are casually necessary conditions of our
knowledge of matters of fact. (2) The establishment of any
such truth about objects logically requires that someone shall
have perceived something, and (3) the statements about ob-
jects are logically derived from statement about experience.
Ouinton wants to refute the third vrinciple that the state-
ment about objects are logically derived from statement about

experience,

The definition of 'direct' and 'basic' in terms of
certainty and inference are the conclusions to the argument

from illusion,

The argument from illusion claims that there is no
discoverable distinction between what appears to be the case

and what actually is the case, This argument comes from the
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conclusion that the only thing we really perceive are appea-
rances since we know only what appears to be the case, Quin-
ton wants to show that this argument is false, He points out
that the mistake in the argument is due to the identification
of what appears to be the case with sense experience., The
sense datum theory holds that, three form of words. 'This
appears to be @', 'there is a @ appearance', 'there is a

@ sense datum'y, to be equivalent in meaning. Ouinton wants

to show that a statement of what appears to be the case is
seldom a description of our sense experience, but it expres-
ses an inclination to believe something about objects. Ouin-
ton points out that the statements about sense experience

are not claims to knowledge but only tentative expepience of
beliefs. Therefore, the statement about sense experience
cannot be the premises from which the statement about objects

can be inferred.

OQuinton points out that the problem of perception is
to bring out the relation of thought or language to the
world, As to the ultimate relation of, or of the ultimate
support of knowledge to body, Ouinton says, there are dia-
metrically two opposite views,; (1) that, the ultimate sup-
port is 1ogica11y related to the body of knowledge, and
(2) ultimate support is not related to the body of knowledge.

OQuinton takes the second view to be the correct one. The
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argument from illusion states that we have direct knowledge
only of appearances. This argument claims that the appea-

rancesarc sense data.

Quinton argues that some uses of 'appear', 'seem'
etc. clearly indicate that they do not describe experience
and therefore there is nothing 'basic'! about them. From this
it becomes clcar that 'appearances' are not ordinarily sense
objects. Though these appearances are incorrigible and
uninferred, in a way thelr incorrigibility is imperfect and
spurious. They are imperfect bccause they are not making a
definite claim about something private, but they are making
weak claim about something public. Thus Ouinton argues that
experience cannot be regarded as the sole object of acquain-
tance because we are not only always aware of experience in
all the perceptual situations. He further thinks that his
argument can be strengthened by considering what is mcant
by saying that experience is the only object of acquaintance.
He considers the view that only through experience we can
have certain knowledge. This view holds that statements
about object can ncver be certain on the ground that these
are only empirical statements. Since the empirical statements
can be scemed to be false, there can be reasonable doubt of
their truth. It follows from the above that if there can be

reasonable doubts about their truth they cannot be certain.
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This kind of argument brings about the consequence that,
only necessary truths can be certain., Some philosophers want
to show that a statement is certain only if there can be no
reasonable doubt of its truth, Quinton here wants to prove
that those philosophers who want to prove that no empirical
statement is true, are trying to prove too much because if
the argument is valid the different epistemological status
between objects and experiences cannot consist in a diffe-
rence on the basis of certainty between the stqtements des-
cribing objects and experiences, Quinton here wants to con-
sider the arguments which purport to show that there is —
always doubt about descriptions of objects which 'go beyond?
or 'lie outside' the given observation. The first argument
holds that no description of object is certain since it is
alviays possible to obtain evidence against it. Ouinton is

of the opinion that the same argument can be directed against
the descriptions of experience and thus the difference in
epistemological status disappears, He points out that this
argument is fallacious by concluding that, statement with
open consequences are never certain. He points out that if
the 'logical neighbourhood' has sufficient favourable evi-
dence then a remote unfavourable evidence wil} not be taken

as refuting the statement.
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The second argument asserts that statements about
objects are always necessarily predictive and as such they
always logically imply something which the given observation
is not sufficient to establish. Ouinton points out that it
is a mistake to hold that the statement about objects are
always necessarily predictive., His view is that these two
arguments involve a crucial error, i.e. both the arguments
are based on the supposition that certainty and probability
are exhaustive and mutually exclusive. It may be worth
noting here that Hume also holds such a view, Quinton argues
that all the less than certain statements are not probable,
because they are the conclusions of those inferences which
are drawn from uninferred premises, which are always less

certain,

There is another argument which denies that all des-
criptions of experience are certain., Ouinton wants to examine
the above view. This view states that a statement of fact
must be expressed by a sentence having a predicate and as
such involves classification and descrimination of the pre-
dicate concerned. Therefore, it argues that this classifi-
cation can go wrong as any other learnt, regular procedure,
because it is impossible to classify and descriminate any
experience. This argument further points out that not only

we cannot revise past descriptions of experience but also we
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can De uncertain about present descriptions of experience,
There is another op-osite argument which claims that the
errors corrected by such a revision are merely verbal, Ayer
holds such a view and says '"All that one doubts whether this
(sense datum) is green is that one is doubting whether green
is the correct vword to use."8 Quinton asks the following
questions to Ayer that 'what else is one doubting whether
this object is green,!' Ouinton further says that there is a
difference between ones doubting whether this sense datum is
green and ones doubting whether this object is green, because
we can have a better look at the object whereas it is not
possible to do so as regards sense datum.  However, it does
not follow from this that all mistakes are not merely verval,
According to Ouinton, 'a merely verbal! errors are due to

the wrong expressions of beliefs which is due to the slips
of tongue or pen or laziness and inattention. Ayer says that
experience is described not by relating it to anything else
but by indicating that a certain word applied to it in
virtue of a meaning rule of the language., Quinton says that
the meaning rules are not so simple so as to enable us to

apply them correctly.

8. 'The Philosophy of Perception' edited by Warnock, G.J.,
article, 'The Problem of Perception' by Anthoney
Ouinton, p.?77.
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Ouinton comes to the conclusion that there is no dis-
tinction between statement about object and statement about
experience because both are certain sometimes and sometimes
not, The certainty of a description of object devends mainly
on the circumstances in which it is given and what is known
about the object, The certainty of a description of experience
devends on its familiarity and stability. We can be mistaken
about statements about object and the statement about expe-
rience on account of linguistic incapacity and the loose
correlation of language and the world, We commit these sort
of errors about objects due to unfavourable conditions of
observation and about experience and sometimes about objects
due to their fleeting appearance. Ouinton points out that the
differences into the sources of error is not sufficient to
show that the statement about experience is logically prior

to statements about object.

There are also some philosophers who have developed
a new definition in terms of inference, and those philoso-
phers believe that there are inefficiency in realising that
certainty is a criterion of inference or of basic statements.
According to these philosophers basic statements are primi-
tive and uninferred and as such they believe that only acqu-
aintance can give us such statements., They further believe

that descriptions of experience are uninferred, whereas
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description of objects are inferred. They say that only
uninferred premises can validly determine the knoviledge
about the matters of fact, and it is therefore the business
of the theory of knowledge to make a rational reconstruction
of the knowledge of matters of fact on this basis. They
argue that people seldom use those inferences consciously,
Finally, the point out that experiential uninferred premises

must 'underline' what we believe about objects.

Quinton's position is that if the above view is
correct, then from this we must satisfy two main conditionms

which are as follovis:

1) Statement about experience must count as reason
or evidence for statement about object, and

2) the statement about experience cannot count as
reason or evidence unless one is aware of his

experience,

By considering the above conditions, OQuinton points
out that the second condition of inference theory is a mis-
take because in every perceptual situation we are not aware
of our own experience. Quinton points out that the first
condition of inference theory is not also satisfactory
because if these conditions are true, it must prove that

statement about objects are inferred from statement about
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experience, but what happens here is different, He points
out that there are many such inferences where no conscious
process of reasoning is involved. Ouinton says that a true
inference is such which must involve a conscious process of
reasoning, and which are unfamiliar and complex. He holds
the view that this sort of conscious process of reasoning 1s

not very freguent,

fuinton concludes that, from the above, it appears
that experience cannot be regarded as the basis of knowledge,
but the objects are the basis of our empirical knowledge,
The statement about objects are open to error and therefore
we should revise our way of speaking and thinking completely
so as to use them as a basis. He says that the relation
between experience and object is causal rather than logical
as the 'sense datum theory' holds., There is no doubt that
our beliefs about objects are based on experience but expe-
rience are not reason for our beliel about object, they may
be causes of our beliefs and explain them and not justify

them,

Conclusion

Ayer believes in the incorrigibility of statements
about sense experience because he believes that mistake in
the statement about experience are only verbal. But Ouinton

rejects this view on by saving that in order to have a belief
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about the external wopld not only experience but reason also
plays a vital role, So in order to have correct knowledge
about objects not only experience but there must be conscious

process of reasoning.

OQuinton also rejects the position described by Jona-
than Bennett i.e., the gap between appearance and reality
can be bridged by logical means. Ouinton argues that there
is no such bridge or logical connection between statements

about sense data and statements about external object.

By considering the position of J. Pollock it appears
that he is right in pointing out that in order to justify
our knowledge claim about cxternal object which are based on
perception can be answered in two ways. The first one,1s by
inductive justification, and the second,one, is by logical
justification. Fe is also right in pointing out that in
order to justify our perception or experience as the source
of our knowledge about objects the statement about object

must have to be analysed into perception.

According to Quinton, statement about experience do
not constitute in any sense the logical foundations of all
beliefs, judgement about material world. Nuinton is of the
view that the phenomenalistsdo not claim that therc is a

strict logical connection betwcen statements about experience



85

and statement about object. Thus he says that the phenome-
nalist have to accept that there are no direct awareness
betueen external object and sense organs. He rejects sense
datum for the same reason that they say that the statement
about object are direct and basie., He also rejects the argu-
ment from illusion which is itself false because it identi-
fies what appears to be the case with sense experience., But
Quinton says that statements about experience cannot be a

promise from which statements about objects are inferred,

Ouinton is of the opinion that experience cannot be
regarded as the basis of empirical knowledge, On the other
hand, objects form the basis of our empirical knowledge, He
rightly points out that we can be mistaken about experience
about objects as well as statement about experience. He con-
cludes by saying that the connection between experience and

object is not logical but causal.

By considering the above position it appears that
phenomenalism cannot be accepted at all. But when we consi-
der the position given by John Pollock it appears that phe-
nomenalism can be regarded as the only acceptable theory
about the external vworld. Because when ve consider phenomec-
nalism with Berkelian idealism it appears that Berkelean

theory cannot bc accepted at all because he is of the view
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that the existence of sensible thing consists in its being
perceived and objects are merely the projection of our mind.
But this statement crecates a great difficulty which I have
tried to discuss in this chapter. Thus by comparing thesec
two theories about theexternal world it appears to me that
though there are many difficulties in phenomenalism yet
phenomenalism can be regarded as an acceptable theory about

»

the external world, and not the Berkel§?n idealism,



CHAPTER - IV
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SELF AND SELF_ IDENTITY

There are different theories of self, Most of these
theories consist in saying that, there is a dynamic princi-
ple of unity which can be regarded as the governing factor
of our mental life, We choose to call this fundamental or
dynamic principle as 'Self,'! There are some philosophers
who use the term 'mind' as synonymous with 'Self,!' It is
also held that the self or mind is something which unifies
all our sensation, feeling, perception and action into a
living harmony which is our personality. This notion of
self involves the fundamental problem of 'self identity!.
In order to solve the problem of self ldentity different
philosophers have given different views. I want to begin

my discussion with Hume.

Hume denies the simplicity and identity of the self,
According to Hume, it is not possible to have constant
psychology or science about the soul just as we cannot have
a rational cosmology or metaphysics. The idea of self is
meaningless and that we cannot have any idea of a simple
or identical self because there is no evidence for the
existence of such simple and continued principle in us.

The self indicates nothing but sum total of experiences,

Hume believes in Berkeley's 'esse-est-percipi! principle
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and he denies the perception of any such substance distinct
from our perceptions or ideas. Thus there is no impTression
about the self and as such the question 'From what impres-
sion could this idea be derived?' cannot be answered viith-

out contradiction and absurdity.

Here one important question arises, that is, if it
is the case then 'how should we determine the identity of
a person?' Hume's position regarding such a view is that
since we do not have any idea about the self so we do not
have any impression about the self, Thus to say that there
is a perfect identity and simplicity is contrary to the
facts of experience, His view is that a person consists of
impression and ideas only. The notion of identity has the
same origin as the »nlant vegetable etc., Therefore, the
notion of personal identity depends on the smooth and un-
interrupted progress of thought along a chain of ideas,
Identity is determined only by means of memory because
memory discovers identity by giving us the notion of causa-
tion among different perceptions. Thus identity goes beyond
memory, According to Hume, self-identity exists in thought
alone and that it is an illusion. Hume reduces the unity
of self to an unending series of sensations and perceptions.

He analyses the so called self into one series of experience.
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Thus the study of self is nothing but a series of experien-
ces, combining, recombining, and following one another in
an endless chain, 7ume regards the self as a bundle or col-
lection of different perceptions, which succeed each other
with an inconceivable rapidity, and are in a perpetual flux
and movement, The self is thus nothingz but a bundle of per-

ceptions,

Strawson discusses the concept of person in the third
section entitled 'persons' of his book 'Individuals,' His
discussion can be summarised as follows: we ascribe to our-
selves actions, intentions, sensations, thoughts and fee-
lings, perceptions and memories and position. We also
ascribe to ourselves certain relatively enduring characte-
ristics including physical characteristics like hight,
colouring, shape and weight. Thus we ascribe to ourselves
two different kinds of perceptions, namely, states of con-
scilousness and certain physical. characteristics., This leads
to two questions, namely, (2) why are one's state of con-
sciousness ascribe to anything at all? and (2) why are they
ascribe to the very same thing as certain corporeal charac-
teristics, a certain physical situation etc? The answer to
these two questions are not independent of one another, It
may be thought that an answer to both of these questions

could be found in the unique role which each persons body



90

plays in his experience, The uniqueness of body will not
suffice since it is a contingent fact that it is the same

body.

According to the Cartesian's view, the second ques-~
tion does not arise; it is only a linguistic illusion. Since
it is a2 mistake to talk about a common owner of two diffe-

rent types of predicates.

According to Wittgenstein and Schlick, the first
question too does not arise, it is also a linguistic illu-
sion, they advocate the 'mo-ownership'! or 'no-subject! doc-
trine of the self. The 'no-ownership'! theorist maintains
that the uniqueness of human body is sufficient to give
rise to the idea that ones experiences can be owned by‘this
body. He thinks that though this idea is misleading when
expressed in terms of ownership, it would have some validi-
ty, if 'body', is considered to be the owner of these expe-
riences, While we describe a particular state of conscious-
ness of this body, we may say something that is falses
because the experience in ocuestion might have belonged to
some other individual., But now the theorist suggests, one
becomes confused if he considers this particular thing not
as body, but as something else, say an ego, we may call

the first type of possession, which is really a certain
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kind of causal dependence, ’having1' and the second type
of possession ‘bavingg‘; and call the individual of the
first type 'B' and the individual of the second type 'E'.
The difference between these two kinds of possessions lies
in the fact that while it is generally a contingent matter

that all my experiences are had1_bz B, it appears as a

necessary truth that all my experiences are nggz;gz;g, But

the belief in E and the belief in having2 is an illusion.
Any sort of ownership must be logically transferable., But
in the case of B, the ownership is supposed to be logically
non-transferable, Since there is no such sort of ownership,
E must be removed completely out of the picture. It has

comec into the picture due to 2 confusion.

Though this 'no-ownership' doctrine explains some
facts, it is not coherent. If the theory maintains that

'all the experiences of person P' means the same thing as

'all experiences contingently dependent on certain body B!,

then the position would not be contingent; but analytic,

This internal incoherence is philosophically conse-

quential when something nrima facie obvious, is denied.

We do identifyingly referred to except as the states or
experiences of some identified person. From this it follows

that if these particulars are to be so identified, they
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would be logically 'non-transferable,' The requirements of
identity rule out logical transferability of ownership. The

'no-~-ownersnip' theorist could deny his position only by

denying a prima facie case, that is, that we can never

refer to particular states or experiences at all; and this

position leads to an absurdity.

The above two gquestions are connected in the follow-
ing way: A necessary condition of States of consciousness
is that they should be ascribed to the very same thing as
certain corporeal characteristics., In other words, states
of consciousness could not be ascribed at all, unless they
were ascribed to persons, One is tempted to think of a per-
gon as a compound of two kinds of subjects: an ego, on the
one hand, and subject of corporeal attributes, on the other,
But it is not a compound of two subjects; it consists of
one subject and one non-subject., The word 'I' never refers
to the pure subject or ego. This does not mean that 'I!

does not refer at all, 'I' refers to persons.

The concept of a person is logically prior to that
of pure ego. The concept of vperson is logically primitive
concept, It cannot be, therefore, derived from any other

concept, The concept of pure ego on the other hand, is a
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derivative concept as it is derived from the concept of

person., Thus the pure ego can have a logically secondary

existence,

I would like to compare and contrast the views of
Strawson as regards the concept of person with that of
Hume, Both Strawson and Hume agree that pure consciousness
or pure ego is a derivative concept. But they differ as
far as the primitive concept 1s concerned. According to
Strawson, the concept of person is a primitive concept
whereas according to Hume the 'impression' is the primitive

concept.

hv/&ow I would 1like to discuss the views of Hampshire as

regards the problem of personal identity. He says:

"The deepest mistale, in empiricist theories
of perception, descending from Berkeley and
Fume, has been the representation of human
beings as passive observers receiving impres-
sions from “outside" of the mind where the
"outside'" includes their own bodies, In fact,
1 find myself from the beginning able to act
upon objects around me.., I not only perceive
my body, I also control it; I not only per-
ceive, external objects, I also manipulate
them, To doubt the existence of my body would
necessarily be to doubt my ability to move,..
I find my pover of movement limited by the
resistance to my will defines for me, in con-
junction with my perceptions, my own situations
as an object among other objects.'"1

1. Prof, Hampshire., !'Thought and Action', pp. 47-8.
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According to him,it is a gross mistake to represent
human beings as mere passive observers., It is also a mis-
take to doubt the existence of ones' body. He contends that
the concept of human action provides the key to the problem

of personal identity.

According to Hampshire, the notioq of a disembodied
person and the notion of personal survival in a disembo-
died state is self-contradictory or meaningless. Strawson
thinks that there cannot be an underived concept of a pure
individual consciousness, but he finds no reason why such
concept should not have what he calls 'a logically seconda-
ry existence,! and in such a case one can easily think of
one self as surviving one's bodily death. For one can in
such a case imagine one self to have continuing experience
of various types without any power to make physical changes
in the worldu and without having any perception of the body
which is related to these experiences in the way as one's

living body is related to one's present experiences.

Russell also holds the view that 'a person is a cer-
tain series of experiences', He points out that the gramma-
tical form of the sentence 'I think!', 'you think', and
"™Mr. Jones thinks' are misleading, because it suggests

something that is false, This kind of grammatical sentences
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suggest that thinking is an act of a person., He denies that
‘thinking is a mental act, because an act needs an agent and

this is ‘exactly what he has been trying to deny,

According to Russell,a total group of my experience
through time may be defined in terms of memory, What we
know 1s the string of experience that makes up a person and
that is put together in a certain relation such as memory.
Locke is perhaps the originator of this view., According to
Hunie, memory is a kind of perception that resembles and is
caused by the past perception. The memory testifies to the
identity of a person. It also helps to make prediction by
producing the relation of resemblance among the perceptions.
Ayer holds that a series of experience constitute the his-

tory of a single person,

Thus memory or personal identity or the unity in the
series 1s sought to be explained in terms of 'common somé-
thing', This 'common element' are the 1aw§ peculiar to the
mental vorld, But the crucial problem is who would reco-
gnise those series of experiences as similar or being cau-
sally linked up so as to form an idea about the unity of
the series, Such a position indicates that there must be
an agent or an owner which brings unity in the experiences.

So there must be certain organising principle which unites
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these experiences which may be the brain or something

beyond the services of the experiences themselves.

This theory would have to meet the serious challenge
of explaining the first person psychological statement 1like
'T see an image', 'I feel better now,' Though this theory
denies ownership of the mental states yet this theory can-
not reject statements such as 'I see an image' as meaning-
less. This theory gives due importance to the diverse men-

tal phenomena than to recognising one super principle,

which discovers how we think, feel and will,

In the chapter entitled 'self identity and memory!
_Shoemaker makes an attempt to show that first person state-
ments which are completely based on memory are not judge-
ments of personal identity. He feels that people are always
led to the conclusion that the criteria of personal identity.
are mental or psychological because people make statement
regarding the past without asserting personal identity.
When we malte memory statements we do not use any criteria
of identity at all. He opines that if we make memory state-
ments in a law like manner, then we are able to make a dis-
tinction between what is actually right and what seems to
be right. In such a case only it is possible for one to

make the generalization regarding certain matters, and also



97

make consistent statements with all his memories. Thus he
wants to find out those memory judgements which seem to be

correct and memory judgements which are actually correct.

Hume is of the opinion that we have correct as well
as false memory. He believes this on the basis that one
remembers a past experience by having a present experience,
. This implies that one can assert about the identity of a
mind by perceiving the resembling states of one and the

same object on the basis of memory.

Accordinz toqghoemaker, Hume's view does not imply
that someone can observe his own mind. This view does not
represent something by which he can observe his own mind,
Even if it is possible for someone to make a generalization
that all of his memories are correct, yet, it is absolutely
impossible to make all the memory judgements consistent
with each other, Thus, in order to find out the correctness
of my memory I have to0 compare my memory statement with the
memory statements of another person which are actually cor-
rect. He further points out that when we use our own memory
we are not absolutely sure of its truth or falsehood,
because it is not possible for me to collect all the evi-
dences which happened at a particular time place‘and cir-~

cumstances. Bernard Williams also believes that only memory
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cannot be treated as a criteria of personal identity at all.
He points out that bodily criteria are also necessary con-

dition of determining personal identity. Thus he says:

"If I am asked whethey the person in front of

me is the same person as one uniguely present

at place a, at time t, I shall not necessarily
be justified in answering 'yes' merely because

I am justified in saying that this human body

is the same at that present at a at t, Identity
of body is at least not a sufficient condition
of personal identity, and other considerations,
of personal characteristics and, above all,
memory, must be involved,"2

Antony Flew has formulated Lockean thesis of personal
identity as follows.

"X at time two is the same person as Y at time

one if and only if X and Y are both persons

and X can remember at time two (his doing)

what Y did, or felt, or what have you at time

one."3 .
Flew points out that the parenthetical (his doing) must be
included in the formulation because as Bernafd Williams has
pointed out he constantly say things like "I remember my
brother joining the army without implying that I and my

brother are the same person.”h

2. Bernard Williams, 'Problem of the Self!', p.1.

3, A, Flew - 'Locke and Problem of Personal Identity'!
from 'Locke and Berkeley' Edited by C.B., Martin and
D.M. Armstrong,

L4, B. Williams - 'Problems of the Self', p, L,



99

He believes that the above mentioned formulations of
Lockean thesis on personal identity will take care of the
criticism of Bernard Williams. Antony Flew is of the view
that the concept of person involves an 'open texture.' He
borrows the term 'open texture' from F. Waismann, The notion

of open texture runs as follows.

'Open texture! is different from vagueness which can
be remedied by giving more accurate rules. While 'open tex-
ture! cannot. This is t9 say that definition of ‘'open tex-
ture! such as pcrsons are always corrigible or amendable,
'"Open texture' then is something like the possibility of

vagueness,

'Open texture'; Flew argues, is a very fundamental
characteristic of the concept of person. Flew, therefore,
comes to the conclusion that the concept of person defines.

a definition since it involves 'open texture!,

I agree with Flew's view that the problem of personal
identity does not admit ofamy definitive answer for the
following reason. The concept of person is such that the
descriptions will be always incomplete and that it is not

possible to foresee all the possibilities. Though as a

5. F. Waismann - 'Verifiability' In Logic and Language
Ed, by A.G,N, Flew, Black Wellmm 1951,
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matter of fact, we are able to ldentify persons, this does

not preclude thc possibility of being vrong.

Conclusion

So far I have digcussod about the concept of self or
about self identity. It appears that no philosopher is able
to give a correct cxvlanation about self or self identity.
Hume is of the view that we do not have any idea of the
self since we do not have any impression about the self,
Thus to say that there is a perfect identity and simplicity
is contrary to the facts of experience because a person
consists of impression and ideas only and he says that the
notion of identity has the same origin as the plant, vege-
table etc,, therefore, the notion of personal identity
depends on 'the smooth a;a uninterrupted progress of thought
along a chain of ideas.' He holds that identity is deter-
mined only by means of memory because memory proves the
identity by giving us the notion of causation among diffe-
rent perceptions. Thus, the notion of identity is an illu-

sion.

Strawson is of the view that Hume's theory cannot be
accepted because there cannot be any principle of unity
without any principle of difference and Hume tried to look

for the principle of unity in the purc consciousness and
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though they differ on this point yet both of them regard
that there is no duvalism between mind and body and there-

fore, they reject the soul substancc theory.

Prof Hampshire maintains that the concept of human
action provides the key to the problem of personal identity,
and Hampshire like Strawson believes that the idea that
there being persons, who are not at any time embodied is
not intelligible. They hold that one can retain one's own
identity only in so far as one perceives the memory of one's

own embodied cxistence,

Shoemaker makes an attemnt to show that the 'Bundle
theory' and the logical construction theory are unintelli-
givle and incoherent, According to the 'Bundle Theory', a
person can have self knowledge by constructing the self
out of the perceptions which are observable. Russell's
view is that the mind of person is nothing but a bundle of
thoughts, and he further holds that a pcerson is a 'certain
series of cxperience.'! But shoemaker holds that the bundle
theory is not correct because nothing can be observed
without therc being somcthing that observcs. Russell's
vicw 1is also rejected on the ground of saying that 'a

person is a certain series of experiences! and there is no
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agent or subject is unintelligible and incoherent., And I
think that shoemaker is right here. But shoemaker mistakes
when he asserts that first person psychological statements
which are completely based on memory are not judgements of
personal identity at all. When we considér the position of
Bernard Williams I find that he rightly asserts that

though identity of body is a necessary condition of personal
identity yet it is'not a sufficient condition of personal
identity. He points out that, at least in some cases, memory
can be regarded as a criterion of personal identity (article-

personal identity and individuafiew).



CHAPTER -V
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SYNTHETIC APRIORI

Kant's philosophy can be best understood if we take
into acecHrunt the historical fackground against which his
system comes into existence, Kant's philosophy may be said
to be an evolution of the two lines of the contending
thinkers i.,e. the empiricist and rationalist, At first
Kant accepted the rationalistic position that knovledge 1s
possible only by means of reasoning but later on, he is
very much influenced by Hume's empiricism i.e. knowledge
is possible only by means of experience. Thus, he was
awakened from his dogm=tic slumber hy the writings of Hume
and he could agree neither with extreme rationalist nor
with extreme empiricist but set himself to find out the

A}

truth involved in both,

The fundamental problem which troubles Kant is the
problem of knowledge. Kant wants to ansvier the following
questions: What is knowledge? How is it possible? What are
the boundaries of human reason? In order to answer these
questions we must examine human reason and subject it to

criticism.

After proper examination, Kant comes to the conclu-

sion that knowledge 1is something which is always in the
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form »f judgement., But every judgement is not knowledge,

in an analytic judgement, the predicate merely elucidates
what is already contained in the subject e.g. 'Sody is an
extended thing.' Here in this statement no new information
is given. Hence such kind of judgement does not give us

any nev knowledge. Thus, in order to get knowledge, the
judgement must alvays be a synthetic i.e. the judgement
must surely add something new to the predicate, in order

to extend our knowledge and not merely elucidate it, as

for example, "All bodies have specific gravity' is a judge-
ment where the predicate gives some nev information about
the subject. So it gives us knowledge. But Kant says that
not all synthetic judgement gives us true knowledge, in the
proper sense of the term. There are some synthetic judge-
ments which are derived from experience and'these judge-~
ments éiso inform us, for example, 'that object has such
and such properties or behaves.so and so' is such a judge-
ment, there is lack of necessity. Though it is true that
from experience ve get knowledge about fact, as for exam-
ple, 'this flower is white' is a factual judgement and here
what we say is just that the flower is white, but we cannot
say that the flower must be white because such kind of
Judgements are lacking universality. Such kind of judge-

ments are aposteriori judgements and his view is that true
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knowledge cannot be attained by means of aposteriori judge-
ments. In order to get the proper knowledge in the proper
sense of the term, a synthetic judgement should be universal
and necessary and as such knowledge must be apriori. So the
problem before Kant is how synthetic apriori judgements are

possible,

Let me first try to exvlain what Kant actually means
}
by the term 'apriori' and 'aposteriori.' In the 'Critique
of Pure Reason' we find that Kant describes knowledge of

these two kinds as fosllows:

"Whether there is any knowledge that is thus
independent of experience and even of all
impressions of the senses. Such knowledge is
entitled apriori, and distinguished from the
empirical, which has its sources aposteriori,
that is, in experience,™1

In order to explain this point more clearly I would
like to quote one” passage from the 'Critique of Pure Reason'
which is as follows, Kant says,

"Experience tells us dindeed, what is, but not

that it must necessarily be so, and not other-

wise, It therefore gives us no true universa-

lity; and reason, which is insistent upon this
kind of knowledge, is therefore more stimulated

1. Kant Immanuel 'The Critique of Pure Reason', p.42.
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by it than satisfied. Such universal modes of

knovwledge; which at the same time possesses

the character of inner necessity, must in

themselves, independently of experience, be

clear and certain. They are therefore enti-

tled knowledge apriori, whereas, on the other

hand that which is borrowed solely from expe-

rience is, as we say, known only aposteriori,

or empirically."2

Kant points out that, there are certain knowledge
which are by their very origin apriori, that is if we elimi-
nate our sense experience {rom those of the other experiences,
there still remains certain original concepts, and as a
result, the judgements which derive from these original
concepts are purely apriori, i.e, independent of all our
experiences. These judgements, are true universal and stric-
tly necessary. ‘'Apriori' knowledge are not derived from

experience, but from a universal rule -— a rule which is

itself, borrovied from experience,.

What follows from the above consideration is that an
apriori knowledge is one which is not independent of this
" or that experience, but which is independent of all kinds
of experiences. On the other hand, an empirical knowledge
or an aposteriori knowledge is one which is attainable only
by means of experience. Kant says that necessity and strict

universality are sure criteria of apriori knowledge. If the

2. Kant's 'Critique of Pure Reason', p. k42,
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judgement 'All F's and G's' is apriori, then experience can-
not falsify it by yielding even a single F which is not C.
Whereas if the judgement 'All F's are G's' is not apriori,

it can be falsified by experience.

Thus 'analytic judgements are all apriori.’' If we say
'A11 bodies are extended' is analytic; then we can say that
"There cannot be a body which is not extended', and this
judgement appears to us as necessarily true so apriori and
hence analytic, Whereas on the other hand, the judgements
attained by means of experience are all synthetic because
these judgements are attained through aposteriori knowledge.
Therefore, 'all judgements which are synthetic are aposterio-
ri.' The distinction which Kant makes between analytic and

synthetic judgement can be summarized as follows:

When the relation between subject and predicate is
made in a judgement, in such cases, there are two kinds of

relation which can be expressed as follows:

1) The predicate B belongs to the subject A, as some-
thing which is (covertly) contained in this concept 4;
2) Or B lies outside the concept &, although it does

indeed stand in connection vwith it.
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According to Kant, the first argument can be regarded
as analytic while the second as synthetic. An analytic
judgement is one where the connection between the subject
and predicate is thought through identity, Whereas those
judgements which are thought without identity are synthetic
judgements, The former judgement does not give any new
information about the subject but is merely breaking up or
analysing those constituent concepts that we have all along
been thought of it, whereas in the case of synthetic judge-
ments, the judgement adds to the concept of the subject a
predicate which has not been in any way wise thought in it,
and where no analysis is possible. Thus analytic judgements
can be regarded as explicative judgements whereas synthetic
judgements can be regarded as implicative judgements. Kant
says,

"If I say, for instance, 'All bodies are

extended,' this is an analytic judgement. For

I do not require to go beyond the concept which

I connect with 'body' in order to find exten-

sion as bound up with it. To meet with this

predicate, I have merely to analyse this con-

cept, that is, to become conscious to myself

1 of the manifold which I always think in

that concept, The judgement is therefore analy-

tic. But when I say, 'All bodies are heavy',

the predicate is something quite different from

anything that I think in the mere concept of body

in general; and the addition of such a predicate
therefore yields a synthetic judgement.”Blf R

3. Kant's 'Critique of Pure Reason.' p. u8.
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According to Kant, every analytic judgement is either
necessarily true or necessarily false, and we establish the
truth or falsity of an analytic judgement by reference only
to definition of the terms it claims and by the principle
of contradiction. In a synthetic judgement on the other hand,
the connection hetween the subject and predicate term is
"thoughkwithout identity' i.e, in the case of every day
Judgement of facts, we need to consult experience to see

whether the connection asserted actually holds.

Kant is of the view that pure thoughts, as they depend
entirely on the principles of identity and contradiction,
are only 'analytic' judgements, the purpose of which is
only to clarify and analyze those concepts we already pos-
sess which do not give any new information or fresh know-

ledge,

Kant wants to make a synthesis between these two kinds
of ideas (i.e. synthetic and apriori). His view is that it
is possible for some judgements to be synthetic as well as
apriori at the same time because there are judgements which
are qulte independent of our experience and adds also to our

knowledge.

Xant says that a synthetic apriori judgement helps

the expansion of our knowledge about things and objects of
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this world and, that it claims to embody the knowledge a
necessity, and the predicate in it is not a mere totality
of what has been stated already in the subject, and also
in making a juégement as such that our human understanding

asserts to claim its universal validity and necessity.,

In Transcendental Exposition, Kant tries to prove one
part of his main programme that is,how synthetic apriori
judgement is possible., FHere, he is trying to prove the pos-

sibility of synthetic judgement; in mathematics,

&
. Kant says that mathematical propositions and fundamen-
tal principles of physics undoubtedly embody such judge-
ments which are both synthetic and apriori. A mathematical
judgement like 7 + 5 = 12, is both synthetic and apriori.
Though the number 12 is quite different from the other two
numbers 7 and 5, yet the relation of equality between the
sum of 7 and 5 on the one side and 12 on the other side is
acceptable to us as absolutely necessary and universal,
Similarly, some fundamental principles of physics, such as
'every event must have a cause', 'all things act and react
upon each other', 'a substance underlying phenomena remains
always constant in spite of various changes in and out.'
These judgements are both synthetic and apriori. They are

synthetic in the sense that they add much to our knowledge,
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but still they remain quite independent of our experiences
in life, This knowledge is something in born in us, and

does not require any of our experiences.

Such a view of Yant has been rejected by some of the
empiricists as impossible, According to Hume, admitting a
judgement to be strictly universal and necessary is nothing
but an indirect way of describing it as tautology, but it is
not actually a correct view, If the sum of the two numbers
would have been the same as the third number than the mere
presence of the two numbers could have immediately pointed
out three numbers and there should not have been any need
of synthesis or serving up. In order t3 arrive at the third
number we must have to add the third number, and for that
addition vie always take the help of successive out of intui-

tion.

Again as to the nature and principles admitted in
physics, the great empiricists hold that they are synthetic
no doubt, but not necessary or certain. Such a comment of
Hume cannot be accepted by us., The actual existence of
physics as a sciencg, and also its study and mathematical
progress throughout the ages, unmistakably points to their
validity and necessary truth. it we accept Hume's position

then the whole structure of physics as a science will surely
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break down. In the same viay, though there may be differences
of opinion among metaphysicians with regard to their asser-
tion of God, Soul etc., yet metaphysics as a genulne intel-
lectual enterprise can in no way be doubted or neglected,
Thus, synthetic apriori judgements are quite possible because
we have apriori syntehtic mind, There are certain universal
notions or forms inherent always in our mind., Whatever sen-
sations are at first admitted into our mind they all fall
under certain universal and necessary laws because our mind
in the process of consciousness have necessity to give them
certain forms, to unite them into certain ways by reason of

its apriori modes of synthesis. Kant also admits this fact.

Thus the main purpose of the 'Critique of Pure Reason' has
been to find out this apriori form of synthesis judgements

and to study their nature.

By considering the above position, it appears that
Kantian method can be called as one kind of intuitionism
because he vpoints out that the knowledge about synthetic
apriori judgement is not possible only by means of percep-
tion, one has to adopt this kind of thinking in his mind.
Thus intuition can be regarded as a necessary condition of
attaining synthetic apriori knowledge. Kantian method can

be regarded as a kind of intuitions because he is of the
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view that intuition can be regarded as a necessary condi-
tion of attaining synthetic apriori judgements. Kant
asserts that there are apriori as well as synthetic judge-
ments the knowledge of which is not limited to experience
only but also transcends experience. Thus in order to have
apriori knowledge, the knowledge must be contributed by the
mind. Kant comes to the conclusion that the knowledge of
everything must be made by us (out of given materials),
otherwise we are unable to explain those apriori categories
without which knowledge is impossible., Thus subjective
awareness is a necessary condition of attaining apriori
knowledge, While considering the above view, it appears
that for kant, space and time are sensible and yet apriori
means space and fime has both the perceptual and conceptual
property and those characteristics found in space and time
are true of all experience in general and are thus apriori.
From this it follows that the principles of geometry are
both apriori and synthetic., Synthetic because it is based
on something external, sensuous, apriori because space is
interpreted in all outer experience and therefore, the
object of this experience had to conform to geometry if
things are to be éxperienced at all. The justification of
the apriori concept though different has a certain simila-

rity. Kant therefore, says that the reason why we know these
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to hold of all appearances is that they are implied in the
sensible intuition of time, being deducible from the very
notion any possible experience in time. Kant says,

"A synthetic apriori judgement is valid if and

only if there is some third factor which

includes and unites its subject and predicate,

Twis third factor which unites its subject and

predicate together is experience in time."l

%ocording to Kant, there are no pure judgements which
do not contain any element of exverience, He points out
that judgements about formal logic also involves empirical
elements because if we do not have experience we cannot
follovi what is meant by S is P, Thus arithmetic also invol-
ves enmpirical element because 'to try to judge without
using anything derived from experience would be like trying
to build a house without any bricks or other building mate-
rials.'s Hence analyses of analytic judgements are also
impossible without applying any empirical content. I would
1like +9 apply the following examnle in support of this view.

"I discover by considering a particular triangle

that its angles must be together equal to two

right angles, and I see that in making this
inference I have included in my premises neither

.C. Bwing - 'Idealism a Critical Survey', p.72.
C. BEwing,'Idealism a Critical Survey', p. 72
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the particular size of the angles in this

particular figure nor... therefore the

inference is valid of all triangles whether

perceived or not. This does not rule out

the possibility that..., 1f triangles do

exist unperceived, my conclusion must still

apply to them. Yet both this ftriangle and

the fact that its angles are equal to two

right angles are essentially empirical data."6

The Kantian view that, judgement can be distinguished
into two types, namely, analytic and synthetic has given
rise to a big controversy, i.e. whether there is really any

such distinction between judgements.

There are philosophers such as Ouine who are of the
opinion that, it is not possible to make such kind of dis-
tinction between judgements. He points out that analyticity
is a mere aogma and a metaphysical article of faith. Let me
consider his arguments by means of which he wants to prove

the same,
\

Nuine maintains that modern empiricism has been condi-
tioned by two dogmas, The first one is a belief in some
fundamental cleavage between truths which are analytic, are
grounded in.meanings independently of matters of fact, and
truths which are synthetic are grounded in facts. The other
dogma is empniricism: thehgéiief that each meaningful state~

ment is equivalent to some logical construction upon terms

€. Ibid., p. 75.
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which refer to immediate experience. Nuine has taken an

attempt to prove that both these dogmas are i1l founded.

Quine says that the distinction vhich Kant makes

between analytic and synthetic resembles very much with

that of Hume's distinction between truths of reason and
truths of fact. Leibniz holds that 'truths of reason are
true in all possible cases, i.e., truths of reason are some-
thing which cannot possibly be false. Like the same manner
Kant defines analytic statements as statements which are
necessarily true and the denial of analytic statements are

self contradictory by nature,

According to Nuine, this formulation of Kant has two
shortcomings: the first is that 1t limits itself to those
statements which are of the subject-predicate form, and
second, it appeals to a notion of containment which 1s left
at a metaphysical level, Quine says that Kant explains
analytic statement in a slightly different way.(Kant holds
that a statement is analytic when it is true by virtue of

meanings and independently of its fact. Quine has taken
an attempt to examine the concept of meaning which Kant

presupposed.

7. Willard Van Orman OQuine, 'The Two dogmas of empiricism'
from the book 'Readings in the Philosophy of Language'
by Jayf Rosenberg, p. €3.
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According to Quine, meanings are something which are
different from references, because meanings cannot be iden-
tified with name. But now the question arises what sort of
things are meanings? In order to understand this question,

Nuine seeks to know the nature of analytic statement.

Quine says that analytic statements are of two types.
The first kind of statements can be regarded as logically

true, as for example,

(1) '"No unmarried man is married!'. In this statement we
find that the statement is regarded as true in all circum-
stances and it remains true as long as we understand any

and all reinterpretation of 'man' and 'married.'

The second class of analytic statement can be typified

as {ollows,
(2) 'No bachelor is married.!

The peculiarity of such kind of statement is that
these statements can be turned into logically true state-
ments by putting synonyms for synonyms. Thus, (2) can be
turned into (1) by 'unmarried man' for its synonyms 'bache-
lor', But Quine says that we still lack a proper characteri-

zation of this second class of analytic statements, and
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therewith of analyticity generally, in as much as we have
had in the above description to lean on a notion of
'synonymy' which is no less in need of clarification than

analyticity itself.

Carnap has made an attempt to explain analyticity by
means of what he calls the 'state description.' Carnap

says,

'A state description is any exhaustive arrangement of
truth values to the atomic, or non-compounded, statements of
the language., All other statements of the language are,
Carnap assumes, built up of their component classes by means
of the familiar logical devices, in such a way that the
truth value of any complex statement is fixed for each state
description by specifiable logical laws. A statement is then
explained as analytic vhen it comes as true uncder every

state description.'

Quine rejects such a view of Carnap and says that the
theory of state descriptions aimed primarily not at the
general problem of analyticity but at another purpose, the
clarification of pyobability and induction. He points out,

this criterion cannot be avplied to analytic statements

8. Carnap (1), pp. 9 ff (2), pp. 70ff,
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hecause by means of this criteria the statement like 'no
bachelors are married' will be reduced to synthetic judge-
ments, The criterion in terms of state description is a
reconstruction at best of logical truths, not of analyticity.
Further the theory of state~description depends on the

notion of synonyms.

Ouine points out that, the notion of synonym of the
linguistic forms consists simply in their inter-changeabi-

lity in all contexts wvithout change of truth value.,

Ouine asks the qguestion whether inter-changeability
is a strong condition for synonym, or whether some hetero-
nymous expression might be thus inter-changeable, Ouine is
not here considering the synonym expressions of complete
identity but he is concerned here with those expressions
Which may be called cognitive synonymy. A cognitive synonym
is such that by means of this cognitive synonymy any analy-
tic statement can be turned into a logical truth by putting
synonym for synonyms., He says that we can express the cogni-
tive synonymy of terms as follows, to say that 'bachelor!
and 'unmarried man'! are cognitively synonymous is to say

no more nor less than that the statement.
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(3) 'A11 and only bachelors are unmarried men' is analy-

tic,

Nuine again asks the question 'whether such inter-
changeability is a sufficient condition of cognitive synony-

my.' Let me consider the folloviinz statement,
(W) 'Necessarily all and only bachelors are bachelors.'

It is a true statement and hence is an analytic state-
ment. Then if 'bachelor! and 'unmarried man' are inter-

changeable, then the following result follows,
(5) 'Necessarily all and only bachelors are unmarried.'

Nuine points out that if we accept (5) as a true state-
ment then we have to say that (3) is as true is analytic,
and as a result, 'bachelor' and 'unmarried man' are cogni-

tively synonymous.

OQuine rejects the theory of interchangeability for

the following condition.

Interchangeability is meaningless because it cannot
be regarded as an assurance of cognitive synonymy of the
desired type. That 'bachelor!' and 'unmarried men' are

interchangeable in an extensional language assures us of
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no more than that (3) is true, We can here simply assure
that the extensional agreement of 'bachelor's and ‘'unmarried
man' is simply based on the relation of accidental matters
of fact., Quine points out that the type of cognitive
synonymy required here is such as to quote the synonymy of
'bachelor'! and 'unmarried man' with the analyticity of (3),

not merely with the truth of (3).

. He comes to the conclusion that if construed in rela-
tion to an extensional language, it is not a sufficient con-

dition of cognitive synonymy to derive analyticity.

Quine says that a cognitive synonymy is one vhen their

bio-conditional is analytic,

Now I want to discuss the second dogma i.e. the theory

of reductionalism or the verification theory of meaning.

The verification theory holds that, the meaning of a
statement is the method of emvirically confirming or inform-
ing it. Two statements are synonymous if and only if they
are alike in point of method of empirical confimation or

infirmation.,

Here the question arises, if it is so, then 'what are

the methods which are to be compared for likeness?' What is
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the nature of the relation between a statement and the
experiences which contribute to or detract from its confir-

mation?

The most naive of the relation is that it is one of
direct report. This is radical reductionalism and holds that
every meaningful statement is held to be translatable into
a statement about immediate experience, Locke and Hume hold
that, every idea must either originate directly in sense
experience or else be compounded of ideas, thus originating
a term to be significant at all, must be either the name of

a sense datum or a compound of such names,

Thus it appears that the empiricists are greatly
influenced by this theory of reductionalism, which holds
that in each synthetic statement, there is associated a
unique range of possible sensory events such that the occur-
rence of any of them would add to the likelihood of truth
of the statement, and that there is associated also another
unique range of possible sensory events whose occurrence

would detract from that likelihood.

Quine points out that the dogma of such kind of reduc-
tionalism is that, this theory presupposes that each state-

ment, taken in isolation from its fellows, can admit of
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confirmation or infirmation at all. He maintains that our
statement about the extcernal world face the tribunal of

sense experience not individually but as a corporate body.

According to Nuine, these two dogmas are identical
in their very root, The truth of a statement generally
depends upon language and upon extra linguistic fact, i,e.
the truth of a statement is somehow analyzable into a
lingui tic componcnt and a factual component. The factual
components must boil down to a range of confirmatory expe-
riences, Ouine's suggestion is that it is non-sense and the
root of such non-sense consists in speaking of a linguis-
tic component and a factual component in the truth of any

individual statement.

. The analytic/synthetic distinction runs according to
Ouine, through the verification theory of meaning. He says
that if the verification theory can be accepted as an

adequate account of statement synonymy, the notion of analy-

ticity is saved after all,

This position of Quine has hcen vehemently criticised
and rejected by other philosophers 1like H.P, Grice and P.F.
Strawson and they approach Ouine's argument directly., They
argue that there must necessarily be a genuine distinction

grounding the classification,
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Let me explain how H,P, Grice and P.F, Strawson
reject the views of Ouine and wantec to prove that the dis-
tinction between analytic and synthetic judgement is possi-

ble for the following considerations.

If the question is asked whether the distinction real-
ly exist? In ansvier to that question they point out that,
it must be admitted that there is such a distinction. Thus

they say,

"An appeal to philsophical tradition is per-
haps unimpressive and is certainly unnecessary.
But it is worth pointing out that Ouine's ob-
jection is not simply to the words "analytic"
and "synthetic", but to a distinction which
they are supposed to express, and which at
different times philosophers have supposed
themselves to be expressing by means of such
pairs of words or phrases as '"necessary'" and
"continzent', "“apriori" and "empirical",
"truth of reason" and "truth of fact'; so
Nuine is certainly at odds with a philosophi-
cal tradition which is long and not wholly
disreputable, But there is no need to appeal
only to tradition; for there is also present
practice. We can appeal, that is, to the fact
that those vho use the terms 'analytic" and
"synthetic" do to a very considerable extent
agree in the applications they make of then.
They apply the fterm "analytic" to more or less
the same cases, ...This agreement extends not
only to cases vhich they have been taught so
to characterize, but to new cases, In short,
"gnalytic" and "synthetic" have a more or less
established philosophical use; and this seems
to suggest that it is absurd, even senseless,
t> say that there is no such distinction. For
in general, if a pair of contrasting expressions
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are habitually and generally used in applica-

tion to the same cases; where there cases do

not form a closed list, this is a sufficient

condition for saving that there are kinds of

cases to which the expressions apply; and

nothing more is needed for them to make a

distinction."9

Grice and Strawson point out that the supposition
which exists in favour of this distinction of analytic and
synthetic are mainly based on philosophical usages, Accor-
ding to them, if we are o accept Nuine's account of the
matter, the presumption in question cannot be based on well
foundation, They further point out that the confusion about

this distinction arises simply because the clarification

about the distinction is not clear at all to us.,.

Quine points out that the most trouble arises by the
term 'analytic!', yet the trouble can be removed if we '
replace 'analytic' by the term 'true'. Put Grice and Straw-
son point out that it is not the case, but the trouble
arises because the boundaries of words are not determined
by usage in all possible directions, and as a result the
example supplied by Onine is not applicable because we are
not troubled only by the term ‘'analytic' but also by the

term 'synthetic'. They point out that this kind of trouble

9. H.P., Grice and P.F, Strawson in the article 'In defence
of a dogma', p. 83, from the book 'Readings in the
Philosophy of Language' by Jayf Rosenberg.
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does not naturally create any obscurity in order to make

a distinction between analytic and synthetic,

ﬁhtnam is also of the view that the rejection which
Nuine made regarding the distinction between analytic and
synthetic is not correct.

"I do not understand 'he writes' what it would

mean to say that a distinction between two

things that different does not exist.'"10

Finally, in Kant the technical machinefy ~f transfor-
mational linguistics is used to develop precise definition
of 'analytic', 'synthetic', as adjuncts of a general seman-
tic theory, extended among other things, to satisfy Ouine's

6ritical demand.

Conclusion

Immanuel Kant is one of the greatest philosopher. He
tries to synthesize emniricism viith rationalism, He agrees
with the empiricist that knowledge begins with experience.
But he does not agree with the empiricists' contention
that knowledge arises out of experience. According to him
there are three fundamental faculties of the mind, namely,

sense, imagination and understanding. He is of the. view

10. Readings in the philosophy of language edited by
Jayl Rosenberg/Charles Travis, p.1k,
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that knovledge is possible due to the combination of those
three faculties, He believes that there are three kinds of
judgements namely, synthetic, apriori, and synthetic
apriori. I have discussed the problem of synthetic apriori
in this chapter., It is no exaggeration to say that Kant's
monumental work '@Gritigue of pure reason' stands or falls
with the possibility of synthetic apriori. These judgements
are synthetic, bccause they extend knowledge, and they are

at the same time apriori because they are nccessary.

I have highlighted the problem of synthetic apriori
in this chapter. Nuine in his article, 'The two dogmas of
empiricism' forcefully argues that there is no distinction
between synthetic and apriori propositions because he holds
that the notion of analyticity cannot be explained by means
of synonymy and by mcans of necessity. He points out that
analyticity is a mere dogma and a metaphysical article of

faith,

P,F, Strawson and H;P, Grice in their article, 'In
defence of a dogma' argued that there is a valid distinc-
tion between synthetic and apriori propositions and they
hold that this distinction is based on philosophical
usages, They point out that the confusion about this dis-
tinction arises simply because the clarification about this

distinction is not made clear,
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I agree viith Strawson and Grice that there is a wvalid
distinction betvwecen synthetic and avnriori propositions.
Only vhen there is a distinction between these two sorts
of propositinons would be meaningful to discuss the possibi-
lity of svnthetic apriori propositions. I have not discussed
the problem of synthetic apriori propositions., I have not
discussed the problem of svnthetic apriori as such since 1

think that it is outside the scope of my dissertation.
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