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INTRODUCTION 



The problem o£ the privacy of the mind and the 

r e l a t ed problem of the p o s s i b i l i t y or otherwise 

of a pr iva te language have been the subject of 

much debate in recent philosophy. The problem 

was posed in a very s t r i k i n g manner by Wittgenstein 

i n h i s Philosophical I n v e s t i g a t i o n s . But what 

Wit tgenstein did was to make e x p l i c i t what was 

already impl i c i t in an e n t i r e t r a d i t i o n of 

philosophy, i t i i s i s the t r ad i t i on in which 

s t a t e s of the mind were regarded as ina l i enab ly 

p r iva t e e n t i t i e s d i r e c t l y accessible only to the 

owner of such s t a t e s . And both what has been 

ca l l ed cartesianism and Empiricism belong t o t h i s 

t r a d i t i o n . 

In the f i r s t chapter of the present work 

I have t r i e d to show how d i f fe ren t philosophical 

undercurrents belonging to the t r a d i t i o n referred 

to above give r i s e to an idea of privacy which 

leads to the t he s i s of solipsism and the co r r e s ­

ponding idea of the imposs ibi l i ty of l i n g u i s t i c 

communication between persons . In t h i s connection, 

I d iscuss and r e l a t e the views of c l a s s i c a l 
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empiricism (Locke, Berkeley and Hume) and modern 

so ca l led log ica l empiricism as also the views 

of Descar tes . 

In the second chapter , as the t i t l e 

suggests I concern myself with phi losophical 

problems r e l a t i n g to the idea of self-knowledge. 

Although there i s a wide divergence of views about 

the self and our knowledge of the self in the 

phi losophical t r a d i t i o n I mentioned, there i s 

none the l e s s a bas ic s i m i l a r i t y of approach 

which leads to the idea t h a t knowledge of the 

self / if there i s any such knowledge, i s pecul ia r ly 

p r i v a t e . Here i make use of the d i s t i nc t i on 

made by Kant between empirical self and t ranscen­

denta l self to counter t h i s idea of the privacy 

of self-knowledge. 

In the t h i r d chapter I argue tha t an 

empi r i c i s t approach to the problem of language 

and meaning has inevi tab ly lead to the considerable 

mistake of psychologizing l o g i c . This l a t t e r 

has been primari ly responsible for much of the 

confusion in the debate about the above problems. 



I a lso suggest^ a f te r Wittgenstein^ tha t the 

c o r r e c t philosophical e luc ida t ion of the concept 

of meaning cannot be in terms of "images", "simple 

i d e a s " and such o t h e r s , but must be in terms 

pr imar i ly of the use of language. 

The concepts of "pr iva te" , "private 

language" and "private experience" are fu r ther 

discussed in chapter four . The purpose of t h i s 

i s to c l ea r l y specify the c l u s t e r of concepts 

around which the controversy about pr iva te language 

revolves « 

In conclusion I consider what I take to 

be Wi t tgens te in ' s major argument against the 

p o s s i b i l i t y of p r iva te language . In my opinion 

t h i s argument has been generally misunderstood 

by commentators as well as de t rac to rs of Wittgenstein, 

I t r y to present the argument in a form which i s 

not open to many usual objec t ions , and in t h i s 

form the argument i s s t r ik ing ly s imi lar to many 

things that Kant has said in h i s c r i t i que of 

Pure Reason. 



CHAPTER - I 

SOLIPSISM AND PRIVACY 



' so l ips i sm' and 'p r ivacy ' are the log ica l outcome 

of both c l a s s i c a l and logica l empiricism on the 

one hand, and 'mind-body' dualism of Descartes on 

the o t h e r , I wi l l argue out in t h i s chapter how 

t h i s thes i s i s j u s t i f i e d . 

The epistemology of Locke i s e s s e n t i a l l y 

a s h i f t in emphasis from what one knows to how 

one knows/ for Locke considered tha t an inves t iga­

t i o n in to the o r i g i n , nature and ex tent of knowledge 

must invariably precede the quest for r e a l i t y . He 

s t a r t s with h i s polemics against the innateness-

t h e s i s of knowledge. I t i s argued tha t the t h e s i s , 

t h a t some ideas are innate i s not only fa l se but 

a l so log ica l ly untenable . If un ive r sa l i ty be 

the mark of innateness then there can hardly be 

any idea or p r inc ip le which i s found everywhere 

and in every ind iv idua l . Moreover, even if some 

p r i n c i p l e s as those of mathematics e t c . are uni-

ve r sa l tha t does not account for the i r innateness . 

This c l ea r ly paves the way for the empi r ic i s t 

t h e s i s that knowledge i s a p o s t e r i o r i . Mind, a t 

b i r t h , i s a tabula rasa and a l l knowledge, what­

soever, are only l a t e r acquis i t ions made possible 



5 

by sense object con t ac t . Being a r e a l i s t . 

Locke advocates a two-vjorld theory^ v i z . , the 

world of objects and the world of mind'» Locke 

recognizes three elements in the knowledge 

s i t u a t i o n , yXz*, the ob jec t , the mind and i t s 

i d e a s . The ideas are nothing but the consequences 

or the r e s u l t s of the mind's contact with the 

s t imu l i external or i n t e r n a l . 

In Locke's philosophical work, we find 

very frequent use of the teirm "idea", so one 

must be very c lear about the meaning of t h i s 

te rm. Locke, in the very beginning of the Essay, 

defines i t in the following way j 

^ t being t h a t term which, I thinl j , 
serves best to stand for whatsoever 
i s the object of the understanding 
when a man th inks , I have used i t to 
express whatever i s meant by phantasam, 
no t ion , species or whatever i t i s 
which the mind can be employed about 
in the th inking; and I could not avoid 
f requent ly using i t . I presume i t 
w i l l be e a s i l y granted me tha t there 
are such ideas in mens* minds; every­
one i s conscious of them in himself, 
and mens' words and actions wi l l ^ 
sa t i s fy him t h a t they are in otherst"*^ 

John Locke, An Essay concerning Humaji 
Understanding, v o l , ! , p . 9 . 
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Thus for Locke "ideas" are the object of 

understanding, "Thinking" i s used widely to 

cover a l l possible cognit ive a c t i v i t i e s . He 

express ly includes vxithin the connotation of the 

term what have l a t e r been cal led sense-data , 

memories, images and abs t rac t concepts , 

so the meaning of "idea" in Locke's work 

i s not c l e a r . Many things are included within i t . 

Even sense-data , memories, images, concepts, and 

a b s t r a c t ideas f a l l under t h i s head. But these 

not ions are d i f f e ren t from, each other and i t i s 

very confusing to put them under one head. For 

example, memories and images are mental e n t i t i e s . 

In a sense concepts are mental cons t ruc t ions . But 

the Lockean simple idea i s not a mental construc­

t i o n in the sense a concept or an image i s . I t 

en te r s into the mind from 'w i thou t ' , To lump 

them together under one head looks l ike t r e a t i ng 

mental e n t i t i e s as non-mental and vice ve rsa , A 

simple idea, for ins tance , i s defined as whatever 

i s 'g iven ' or ' d i r e c t l y p resen t ' in perception? 

they are the object of sensing, of ' d i r e c t ' or 

' immediate' or ' a c t u a l ' awareness in percept ion . 



It seems, Locke does not maintain these distinc­

tions and he uses the term 'idea' to cover all 

these notions. 

An important part of the Lockean doctrine 

of ideas is that an idea is the intermediary 

between the knowing mind and the object known. 

When one perceives an object, the perception is 

nothing but an idea which represents the object. 

So in terms of ideas and ideas alone one gets 

the knowledge of the physical world. Although 

one's knowledge is confined only to ideas, Locke 

still believes in the independent existence of 

things which are the source of these ideas• He 

distinguishes betvjeen two types of qualities 

that things have, viz., (a) primary qualities 

and (b) secondary qualities. Primary qualities 

are there with the object itself and secondary 

qualities are mere powers to produce certain 

sensations. Let us take an example of the ideas 

of qualities which ̂jgo to make up our complex idea 

of a 'mango': we find some of the qualities which 

are there in the mango itself in the sense that 

the mango cannot be conceived of without them. 
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v i z . , the mango i s so l id and extended. But there 

are q u a l i t i e s l i ke t a s t e , colour , smell e t c . , 

which may or may not belong to the mango i t s e l f • 

And Locke holds the view tha t ideas of primary 

q u a l i t i e s are exact representa t ion of these q u a l i ­

t i e s but those of secondary q u a l i t i e s are not so . 

Another curious thes i s of Locke's i s t h a t 

the q u a l i t i e s of a th ing need a substratiam to 

subs i s t i t ; and t h a t t h i s substratum i s necessar i ly 

unknown and unknowable. 

But Berkeley considers the above pos i t ion 

of Locke's unsound and d i r ec t s h i s polemics against 

Locke. According to him, if ideas are a l l t ha t 

mind knows or has access t o , then there i s no 

reason as to why one should suppose t h a t there 

must be a r e a l i t y over and above the realm of i dea s . 

If ideas are the representa t ions of the ob jec t s , 

the knowledge of' objec ts means the knowledge of 

r ep resen ta t ions only . And in t h a t case the know­

ledge of an object i s a piece of unwarranted in fe ­

rence from the idea of i t . So a l l t ha t mind knows/ 

i s not r e a l l y the object but only ideas and from 
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t h i s the r e a l i t y of the object i s postulated as 

causing such r ep re sen t a t i ons . Berkeley argues 

t ha t if the ideas are a l l tha t the mind has access 

t o , the pos tu la t ion of an unknown substance remains 

l og i ca l l y unsound and unwarranted. To e x i s t i s 

t o e x i s t as an idea or a group of i d e a s , in o ther -

words^ the statement about an object ean be t r a n s ­

l a t ed in to the statement about i dea s . To e x i s t i s 

to be perceived as an i dea . To b e y i s t o be per ­

ce ived . Thus the existence of r e a l i t y i s mind 

dependent* The refu ta t ion of the tvra"world theory 

leads Berkeley to maintain the inev i tab le idea­

l i s t i c t hes i s ( e s s e - e s t - p e r c i p i ) . So for Berkeley 

ideas and the mind are the only r e a l i t i e s ' . The 

reasons which prevent him from accepting any ex t ra — 

mental r e a l i t i e s are p rec i se ly the ones which also 

ought to be prevented him from accepting the 

r e a l i t y of other minds. The Berkeie.an pos i t ion / 

can only r e s u l t in an eventual acceptance of one ' s 

own mind and one 's own ideas as the only r e a l i t i e s . 

The subjective idealism or the solipsism 

of Berkeley has enormous impl ica t ions . If one ' s 
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ideas are the only r e a l i t i e s one cannot have any 

knowledge of other minds• Knowing becomes a 

subjec t ive phenomenon and knowledge becomes some­

th ing personal and pr iva te ' . This can be deta i led 

out in the following manner. 

Being a staunch supporter of Lockean empi­

r i c i sm, Berkeley also bel ieves t ha t knovTledge begins 

with experience, in other words, mind has acquain­

tance only with i t s exper iences . This i s what led 

Berkeley to asser t the f ac t t h a t physical objects 

are nothing other than exper iences . There i s no 

unkno\ijable pa r t l e f t out in the ob jec t , because an 

object i s a l l tha t we see or pe rce ive . For example, 

a ' cha lk ' i s nothing but the conglomeration of some 

ideas l i k e smoothness, whiteness, s o l i d i t y e t c , 

which we perce ive . 

But if Berkeley r ea l l y bel ieves tha t our 

knowledge i s r e s t r i c t e d to(only)-our exper iences , 

then the knowledge of other minds become immediately 

ques t ionab le ; because one can observe another ' s 

body, but one cannot observe h i s thoughts, f e e l i ngs , 

and sense-experiences, so how can one be sure tha t 
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ano ther ' s body i s connected with a mind l ike h i s 

ov7n̂  if knowledge i s confined to experience only. 

Thus for a Berkeley one ' s own mind and i t s expe­

r iences are the only r e a l i t i e s , and i t has no way 

out of so l ips ism. 

If i deas , meanings and concepts are merely 

mental contents pecul ia r to the individual and 

unique of t h e i r kind then the language by which 

they are sought to be expressed i s bound t o be 

p r i v a t e . And t h i s i s but a logica l consequence of 

Berkelean analysis of knowledge. Let me explain 

how privacy of language follo\^7s from the solipsism 

of Berkeley. 

Language af te r a l l i s a "ca r r i e r " of i d e a s . 

In every act of communication there i s a content 

or 'what' to be communicated and ' t h a t ' or the 

medium which communicates. The purpose of language 

i s to communicate the ideas , f eelings. ,etc . . I t i s 

in te r - sub jec t ive^but since the ideas or the f e l l i n g s 

under the above hypothesis remains s igni f icant only 9 

t o the person concerned however per fec t the commu­

n i c a t i n g medium may be , i t would not make sense 
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t o the h e a r e r . For understanding a language 

implies a capacity to r e l a t e the symbol with the 

symbolized, since the symbolized here are by 

t h e i r very nature personal and p r i v a t e , the syrnbols 

would be , for the heare r , nothing more than ce r ta in 

vocal a r t i c u l a t i o n s or some wri t ten marks. Thus, 

necessary privacy of language i s the natural out­

come of Berkeley's t h e s i s . 

Hume who car r ied empiricism to i t s logical 

end, argues t h a t if ideas are the only r e a l i t i e s , 

there i s no j u s t i f i c a t i o n to uphold the subs tant ia l i ty 

of self and mind. This pos i t ion of Hume can be 

s t a t ed in the following manner. 

Hume agrees with the bas ic assumptions of 

empiricism and holds the same t h e s i s t ha t mind a t 

b i r t h i s a tabula r a s a , void of ideas and a l l 

t h a t mind receives comes from experience only. 

But he does not agree with Locke's t he s i s t h a t 

ideas are the only thing t h a t mind perceives ra ther 

he divides the objects tha t the mind perceives in to 

impressions and ideas as follows r 
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"̂ 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 l comprehend all our sensations, 
passions and emotions, as they make 
their first appearance in the soul. 
By ideas I mean the faint images of 
these in thinking and reasoning : such 
as, for instance, are all the perceptions 
excited by the present discourse^ except­
ing only those which arise from the 
sight and touch, and excepting the 
immediate pleasure or uneasiness it 
may occasion ./'I 

So impressions are the contents of mind in 

perception, and ideas are of imagination etc.. He 

further divide^ ideas into those of sense and those 

of reflection, and again into those which are simple 

and those which are complex. Like Berkeleŷ ĥe 

denies the existence of anything beyond impressions 

and every simple idea is a copy of the corresponding 

impression. Knowledge or understanding can there­

fore refer to nothing other than these mental con­

tents, Hume calls his method "experimental method": 

the necessity of referring, in all philosophical 

•T)avid Hume, A Treatise of Human Nature, p. 1. 



problems, to the discover ies of exper ience . No 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n can be given for bel ief in the self 

and extramental world. Reason cannot j u s t i fy 

such b e l i e f s , because a l l t h a t are given are 

nothing but a bundle of impressions and i dea s . 

Thus Hume's arguments can lead only to scepticism, 

A l thou^ Hume argues tha t he does not 

be l ieve in the existence of the self or mind the 

l o g i c a l av;lswardness of h i s pos i t ion i s immediately 

apparent from what he says; "when I enter most 

in t imate ly what I c a l l my self , I always stumble 

on some p a r t i c u l a r perception or o the r . " Here 

they very use of ' I* re fe rs to one subjec t , because 

percept ions without r e f e r r ing to one subject have 

no meaning. The analysis of Hume's pos i t ion leads 

us to believe tha t in sp i te of h i s asser t ions to 

the contrary he must bel ieve in the exis tence of 

a se l f and i t s impressions and i d e a s . His pos i t ion 

then becomes s imilar to that of Berkeley and has 

no way out of so l ips ism. Thus B r i t i s h empiricism 

•"•Ibid., p .252, 
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in any form what-so-ever, leads to solipsism and 

the e s sen t i a l privacy of the mind. 

The l a t t e r -day log ica l p o s i t i v i s t , of course , 

derived h i s primary in sp i r a t i on from Hume. Logical 

p o s i t i v i s t s divided meaningful discourse in to two 

groups/ v i z . / ( i ) necessary proposi t ions as found 

in logic and mathematics and ( i i ) empirical propo­

s i t i o n s as found in d i f f e ren t fac tua l sciences/ 

and t h i s was foreshadowed in Hume's d i s t i nc t i on 

betvjeen ' r e l a t i o n s of i deas ' and 'matters of f a c t ' . 

So far as the necessary proposi t ions are concerned 

they pose no problem; problems a r i se v/ith the 

empirical p ropos i t ions . In order to j u s t i f y the 

empirical bas i s of knowledge, p o s i t i v i s t s devised 

a p r inc ip le known as the p r inc ip le of v e r i f i c a t i o n . 

According to t h i s p r i n c i p l e / the meaning of a p ro­

pos i t i on i s the method of i t s v e r i f i c a t i o n . A.J . 

Ayer 'expresses the same theme in h i s ^Language 
/ 

Tru th and L o g i c / , i n a modified manner t h u s : 
'A sen tence i s f a c t u a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t 
t o any given p e r s o n , i f , and only i f , 
he knows hov/ to v e r i f y the p r o p o s i t i o n 
which i t p u r p o r t s to e x p r e s s - t h a t i s , 
i f he knows what o b s e r v a t i o n s would l ead 
h i m , under c e r t a i n c o n d i t i o n s , t o accep t 
i t as be ing t r u e o r r e j e c t as be ing f a l s e . / 

-/v. A.JwAyer>i Language Truth and Log ic , p . 2 0 , 

/v B®! Ll̂ AI 
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But even if one admits that is_ an 

adequate theory regarding meaning, from another 

point of view it is inadequate because it also 

inevitably leads to privacy and solipsism. The 

positivists relate verification to experience, 

verification is to be made in terms of experience. 

But once verification is related to experience 

the following problems arise. The same proposition 

can be verified by different persons, and in this 

connection whose verification is to be regarded as 

sure and certain? There may be as many different 

results of verification, as there are different 

individuals. It opens up two possibilities: (i) 

If we accept that verification can be made by 

different individuals in their own ways then the 

results of verification may differ from case to 

case. This will lead to solipsism, (ii) if we 

accept that the results obtained by verification 

of different individuals are to be compared and 

contrasted, it may either lead to interminable 

dispute, for whose verifications is to be regarded 

as standard one ?» and whose verification is to be 



17 

re jec ted? So p o s i t i v i s t i c pos i t ion i s in no way 

b e t t e r than tha t of Br i t i sh entpiricism because 

privacy and solipsism are inev i tab le in t h e i r 

t h e s i s . 

The theory of sense-data also leads to 

the idea of privacy and sol ips ism. Russell and 

o thers have argued tha t physical objects are 

nothing but logica l construct ions out of sense-

d a t a . According to them knov^ledge of the external 

world i s constructed out of sense-data and we do 

not perceive the physical objects ra ther our pe r ­

cept ion i s confined to sense-data only . Instead 

of saying we are d i r e c t l y acquainted with material 

o b j e c t s , i t i s b e t t e r to say, we are d i r e c t l y 

acquainted with sense-data, because "material 

th ings may present d i f fe ren t appearances to 

d i f f e r e n t observers or to the same observer in 
1 

d i f f e r en t cond i t ions . " For example if one puts 

a s t i c k , half deep in water , due to r e f r ac t i on , 

the s t i c k wi l l appear crooked. But, in r e a l i t y * 

i t i s not s o . Moreover the s t i ck cannot be 
/ 

A.J.Ayer, The Foundation of Empirical 
Knowledge, p.3. 
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b o t h c r o o k e d and s t r a i g h t a t t h e s a m e t i m e . And 

i t i s f o r t h i s p u r p o s e p h i l o s o p h e r s have t a k e n 

r e c o u r s e t o t h e t e rm ' s e n s e - d a t u m ' . Thus R u s s e l l 

and o t h e r s a r g u e t h a t w h a t e v e r i s g i v e n i n o u r 

i m m e d i a t e e x p e r i e n c e i s n o t m a t e r i a l t h i n g b u t 

s e n s e - d a t u m . 

I t c a n be s a i d w i t h R u s s e l l t h a t when we 

p e r c e i v e a t a b l e we p e r c e i v e o n l y t h e s e n s e - d a t a 

l i k e brown c o l o u r , o b l o n g s h a p e , smoothness -aod—— 

e t c , , which vre u s u a l l y a s s o c i a t e w i t h t h e t a b l e . 

R u s s e l l s p e a k s of two t y p e s of knowledge i n t h i s 

c o n n e c t i o n , v i z . , knowledge by a c q u a i n t a n c e and 

knowledge by d e s c r i p t i o n . And t h e l a t t e r depends 

upon t h e form.er k i n d of k n o w l e d g e . Knowledge by 

a c q u a i n t a n c e i s t h a t "wi th which we a r e d i r e c t l y 

a w a r e , w i t h o u t t h e i n t e r m e d i a r y of any p r o c e s s 

of -• t n r f e r e n c e o r any knowledge of t r u t h s , " 

Thus i n t h e above example when somebody i s p r e s e n t 

b e f o r e a t a b l e he i s d i r e c t l y a c q u a i n t e d w i t h 

t h e s e n s e - d a t a , i , e . , i t s c o l o u r , s h a p e , h a r d n e s s , 

s m o o t h n e s s e t c . , which i s knovjn as knov/ledge by 
f 

Ber t rand R u s s e l l , The problems of Ph i losophy ,p ,25 , 



acquaintance.  Thus a l l  k inds  of knowledge of 

t h e  empirical world are reduced t o  sense-data  

knowledge. 

The Way, t h e y  have de f ined  the phrase  

' sense-datum' u l t i m a t e l y  l e a d s  t o  s o l i p s i s m  and 

p r ivacy .  According t o  t h e m  a sense-datum i s  

t h a t  which i s  given i n  o u r  immediate acquaintance 

w i t h  the objects. And this immediate acquaintance 

i s  a s u b j e c t i v e  phenomenon and i s  p r i v a t e  t o  each 

i n d i v i d u a l .  To m a k e  it more c l e a r  we may quo te  

21 canno t  expe r i ence  " ,says Prof , w, 
anyth ing  e x c e p t  my own exper ience  I can 
see my r e d  b u t  I can  never  see yours.  
I can  f e e l  a p a i n  i n  my l e g ,  But I can 
neve r  f e e l  the p a i n  i n  your l e g .  I 
c a n  f e e l  my emotion b u t  n o t  yours.  Even 
i f  your anger i n f e c t s  m e ,  s o  t h a t  I f e e l  
i t  i n  sympathy w i t h  you, it i s  y e t ,  i n  
s o  f a r  as I f e e l  it, my a g e r ,  n o t  yours.  
I c a n  never  be you, nor you m e .  I can- 
n o t  see through your eyes ,  nor  you 
th rough  mine. Even if you can telepathi- 
c a l l y  t r a n s £  er  a mental  s tate,  say  an 
image, from your  mind t o  mine, y e t  
when I become aware of it, it i s  then  
my image and n o t  yours.  Even i f ,  a s  
some t h i n k ,  I can directly p e r c e i v e  your 
mind, w i thou t  h a v i n s  t o  infer it from 
your body, sti l l  t h i s  pe rcep t ion  of 
your  mind w i l l  t h e n  be to  m e  my percep- 
t i o n ,  my exper ience  .pl 

%I .To S t a c e ,  Theory of Knowled9 -- and Exis tence ,  
p -67 0 
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This i s not a case of physical incapac i ty , 

l i k e my i n a b i l i t y to see through a brick w a l l , or 

of a psychological incapac i ty , such as my i n a b i l i t y 

to remember a l l the events of my childhood. The 

b a r r i e r s t ha t prevents us from enjoying one another ' s 

experiences are not na tura l but l o g i c a l . I t i s 

meaningless to a t tach meaning t o the expressions 

l i k e "I am experiencing your stomach pain^" "Mour 

s t a t e of anger i s numerically the same as mine." 

Thus our knowledge of the externa l world i s 

confined to our sense-data jajil^. This pos i t ion of 

the sense-data t h e o r i s t s i s no way d i f fe ren t from 

t h a t of the e m p i r i c i s t s . So privacy and solipsism; 

follow from c l a s s i c a l empiricism, logocal empiri­

cism of the p o s i t i v i s t s and the sense-data theory, 

Descar tes ' theory of mind also leads t o 

sol ipsism and pr ivacy . His notion of Go'd as the 

absolute substance, and mind and body as r e l a t i v e 

substances was a£ paramount importance, not only 

from the point of view of the o r i g i n a l i t y of the 

t h e s i s which evoked a storm of controvers ies but 

^A.J, Ayor, o p . c i t , J p .138 , 
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also it had far reaching consequences in the 

history of philosophy, Descartes conceives of 

body as essentially extended and mind as a think­

ing substance, in other words, one could neither 

think of an unthinking mind nor of an unextended 

body. As per the above postulation, body becomes 

something spatial, public, observable and workings 

of body therefore becomes something objective and 

phenomenal• But mind being something unextended 

is neither public nor observable. Since body is 

public the physical process and workings of body 

are public. And since mind is an unextended sub­

stance the mental process are private occurrances. 

Thus the thesis that mind is a private chamber 

and the mental processes are private processes, 

owe their origin to Descartes' definition of mind. 

It is a fact that by postulating mind as a think­

ing and unextended substance. Descartes malĵ es a 

possible case for the thesis of privacy. So far 

as physical processes are concerned communication 

may be carried on without much difficulty. There 

is obviously no difficulty on the part of the 

hearer of the language in co-relating symbol with 
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the symbolized. For in t h i s case both the symbol 

and the symbolized are equally objective and 

p u b l i c . But while communicating one 's feel ings^ 

ideas r e l a t i n g to the mental phenomena one would 

have to face an insuperable diff iculty. Even if we 

have adequate symbols for expressing the mental 

phenomena yet we cannot do i t successful ly . The 

symbols can hardly make any sense to the hea re r . 

The symbolized here remains meaningful only to the 

p e r c i p i e n t . Thus the language wi l l remain mean­

ingful only t o the user of i t but not to the 

h e a r e r . From the above discussion i t follows 

t h a t the mind-body dualism of Descartes also leads 

to privacy and sol ips ism. 

So^ empiricism, e i the r c l a s s i ca l or logical , 

on the one hand and Descar tes ' mind-body dualism on 

the other hand ul t imate ly lead to p r i v ^ y and s o l i ­

psism. We wi l l argue in de t a i l in subsequent chapters 

how the empir ic is t approach to knowledge as a whole 

i s de fec t ive . The empi r ic i s t s made a serious 

mistake in defining knowledge in terms of sense 

experience only . We wi l l also show l a t e r on t h a t 

the concept of knowledge cannot be expl icated in 
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terms of experience alone. Any attempt to define 

knowledge in terms of experience is bound to lead 

to solipsism and privacy. 



CHAPTER - II 

SELF KNOWLEDGE - ITS CRITERION 
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The notion of the 'self ' has been understood in 

widely divergent manners by d i f fe ren t thinkers in 

the h i s to ry of philosophy. Ma te r i a l i s t s reduce 

self to matter^ but ^ d e a l i s t s and ^Absolutists find 

such an attempt r i d i c u l o u s . They argue t h a t 'self* 

i s non-mater ia l , Sorre th inkers maintain i t to be 

i nd iv i s ib l e s p i r i t u a l substance. There i s another 

group of th inkers who are of the opinion tha t self 

i s nothing but an aggregate of d i f fe ren t mental 

s t a t e s . Regarding the theor ies of ' s e l f ' I wi l l 

not en te r in to d e t a i l , i wi l l h ighl ight in t h i s 

chapter only the notion of 'self-knowledge' and 

' i t s c r i t e r i o n ' and also argue tha t 'self-knowledge* 

does not lead to the idea of inal ienable pr ivacy. 

Before en te r ing in to the discussion proper 

l e t me make a brief sketch of the ways in which 

self has been explained, 

Descartes t r e a t s the mind or self as a 

subs tance . Descartes in h i s Meditations makes the 

famous d i s t i nc t i on bet\i;een mind and body. Body i s 

passive^ subject to a l l mechanical laws^ be re f t of 
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thought, fee l ing and power of spontaneous ac t ion . 

In con t r a s t to the extended body there stands a 

non-extended se l f , whose essence i s thought. 

'Thinking' includes a l l our mental a c t i v i t i e s , 

se l f i s t h a t thing which i s i n d i v i s i b l e , unexten-

ded substance as opposed t o one 's body which i s 

e s s e n t i a l l y extended, so Descartes regards ' se l f ' 

as a thinking substance. He argues tha t i t i s 

absurd to t a l k of a self without thought and a 

body without extension. Thus unextended body or 

extended self i s a cont radic t ion in terms • Regard­

ing the knowledge of the se l f , Descartes says 

tha t i t i s by a d i r ec t in t rospect ion in to our­

selves tha t we obtain self-knowledge. There i s 

no external c r i t e r i o n for knowing the ' s e l f ' . 

In Descar tes ' epistemology, c lear and d i s t i n c t 

percept ion or conception i s that c r i t e r i o n of 

any knowledge what-so-ever. And ' s e l f ' knowledge 

i s possible for the simple reason t h a t i t can be 

conceived as a substance c l ea r ly and d i s t i n c t l y . 

Locke thinks tha t the self i s a soul -

substance and / i t i s the substratum of our psycho­

log ica l s t a t e s l ike th ink ing , f e e l i ng , wi l l ing e tc , 
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This self, he calls a spiritual substance which 

is radically distinct from corporeal substances 

like gold, silver, iron, stone etc. Corporeal 

substances can be known by our sense perceptions, 

but spiritual substance like 'self' cannot be 

known in the same way. 

Berkeley says on the other hand that all 

•.Objects of human knowledge are 'ideas'̂ '/ 

...either ideas actually (1) imprinted on 
the senses, or else such as are (2) per­
ceived by attending to the passions 
and operations of the mind, or lastly, 
ideas (3) formed 3py the help of memory 
and imagination. •'•• But besides all 
that endless variety of ideas or objects 
of knowledge, there is likewise some­
thing which knows or perceives them, 
and exercises diverse operations, as 
willing, imagining, remembering about 
them. This perceiving, active being is 
what I call mind/ spirit, soul or myself. 
By which words I do not denote anyone 
of my ideas, but a thing entirely distinct 
from them, wherein they exist/ or, which 
is the samething, where by they are per­
ceived; for the existence of an idea 
consists in its being perceived»! 

With regard to the existence of spirit after defying 

all power or agency to ideas he writes;^ 

George Berkeley, A New Theory of vision & 
Other Writings, pp,113/ll'4. 
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we perceive a continual succession 
of ideas There i s , therefore 
some cause of these ideas whereon they 
depend^ and which produces or changes 
them A s p i r i t i s one simple^ un-
devided, ac t ive being: as i t perceives 
ideas i t i s cal led the understanding, 
and i t produces or otherwise operates 
about them, i t i s ca l led t h e w i l l . l -

Berkeley argues t h a t ideas aire sources of a l l 

knowledge. If he remains f a i t h fu l to t h i s pos i t ion 

how can he a t a l l pos i t an active uni tary s p i r i t ? 

Berkeley, in order to get r i d out of t h i s defect 

used the concept 'no t ion ' as giving us knovjledge 

of the sou l . Thus Berkeley instead of explaining 

what the self i s , t r e a t s i t as the cause of a l l 

mental s t a t e s and processes . 

Being aware of the defects of h i s predece­

s so r s Hume searched within to discover the s e l f . 

He opens h i s Trea t i se with the words "All the per ­

cept ions of human mind resolve themselves in to 

two d i s t i n c t k inds , which I shal l ca l l Impressions 
2 

and I d e a s . " By perception Hume re fe rs to any 
mental p rocess . Moreover, since according to Humê  

^ Ib id . , pp.125,126. 
2 David Hume, A Treat ise of HiangnNature, Book.I, 

p a r t 1, p . I . 
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"a l l our simple ideas in t h e i r f i r s t appearance 

are derived from simple impressions, which are 

correspondent to theiti/ and which they exactly 

r e p r e s e n t . " Therefore, nothing of which we have 

no impression can be r e a l . There i s no impression 

of ' se l f ' as there are of red , b lue , sweet e t c . . 

All t h a t one can discover a t any moment of h i s 

consciousness are ce r t a in perceptions l i k e pleasure 

pa in , s i g h t s , sounds, thought e t c . But one cannot 

f ind the self of the phi losopher , Hume says : 

V vtthere are some phi losophers , who 
imagine we are every moment int imately 
conscious of what we c a l l our se l f ; 
t ha t we fee l i t s exis tence and i t s 
continuance in ex is tence ; and are cer ­
t a i n , beyond the evidence of a demon­
s t r a t i o n , both of i t s per fec t iden t i ty 
and s imp l i c i t y . For my p a r t , when 
I en te r most int imately in to what I 
c a l l myself, I always stumble on some 
p a r t i c u l a r perception or o the r , of 
hea t or cold , l i g h t or shade, love 
or hatred pain or p l ea su re . I never 
can catch myself at any time without 
a percept ion , and never can. observe 
anything but the percept ion.2 

For Hume there i s no self which i s an en t i ty 

which continues invar iably the same throughout a l l 

•^Ibid. , p a r t I , p . 4 . 

^ I b i d . , par t lY, pp.251-252. 
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the manifold of inental s t a t e s , Hume says, self 

i s "nothing but a bundle or co l l ec t ion of d i f fe ren t 

pe rcep t ions , which succeed each other with an in ­

conceivable r a p i d i t y , and are in a perpetual f lux 

and movement." 

In some of the re l ig ious t r a d i t i o n s ' s e l f ' 

has been regarded as an e therea l or s p i r i t u a l being. 

This self i s completely d i f fe ren t from the body or 

m a t t e r . I t i s the body which comes in to exis tence 

and i s destroyed in a p a r t i c u l a r period of t ime, 

but the self i s e t e r n a l . I t does not die and i s 

not born . In t h i s sense, ' s e l f ' and ' s o u l ' are 

synonymously used. In most of the Puranas t h i s 

view of self has been vigorously advocated. In the 

Bhagayat Gita soul or self has been regarded as an 

e t e r n a l s p i r i t u a l substance. I t i s not boiDn, i t 

does not d i e , f i r e cannot destroy i t , nor can sword 

c u t i t . 

But I want to point out tha t t h i s view of 

self i s untenable . Self cannot be regarded as a 

•^Ibid., pa r t IV, p.252, 
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s p i r i t u a l and non-material substance. Can we even 

t a l k of such a substance? If the ca tegor ies of 

thought such as space, t ime, causa l i ty e t c . can­

not be applied in charac te r iz ing self then i t wi l l 

tu rn out to be u n i n t e l l i g i b l e , can we even say 

t h a t such a self i s ne i ther in space nor in time? 

How do we locate such sel f? HOV; do we ident i fy 

and re iden t i fy such se l f? All such quest ions remain 

unanswered, if self i s regarded as a s p i r i t u a l 

subs tance . To be - means to be in space and t ime. 

To e x i s t means to e x i s t in space and t ime, if 

such a view of self i s not acceptable then the 

quest ion of knowing the self in a specia l way may 

not a r i se a t a l l . As a matter of f ac t we never 

ask such quest ions (except in a metaphorical sense 

or in a joke) as to whether someone has the know­

ledge of h i s own self . But t h i s does not bar us 

from asking such ques t i ons . One may very well 

ask for a conceptual d i s t i n c t i o n between sel f -

knowledge and knowledge of other t h i n g s . In answer 

t o t h i s question we can say tha t we knov/ the self 

in a way d i f fe ren t from knowing other t h i n g s . In 

case of the knowledge of the worldly ob j ec t s , a 

d i s t i n c t i o n e x i s t s between the subject and the 
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object or the knower and the known. We can t a lk 

about the independent exis tence of worldly 

objec ts l i k e , the chai r e x i s t s , the book e x i s t s 

e t c . . But in the same manner we cannot claim 

the exis tence of the ' se l f* . Again we can claim 

t h a t we have the knowledge of the t a b l e , cha i r , 

books e t c . , but in the same breath we cannot claim 

the knowledge of the ' s e l f ' . 

The very notion of consciousness p r e ­

supposes the knowledge of the s e l f . To obtain 

self-knowledge means to be se l f -conscious , self 

i s known in and through i t s e l f as se l f - revea l ing 

consciousness . I t i s not known as standing 

ex te rna l t o , or referred to by anything. 'Conscious­

n e s s ' and 'self-knowledge* cannot be separated. 

Thus one does not have self-knowledge v*ien one i s 

unconscious. This i s the l imi t ing stage of self-

knowledge. The lixnit here i s not an empirical 

l i m i t r a the r i t i s a log ica l one, l i k e K a n t ' s ^ a c e 

and time which are the l im i t s of exper ience . In 

case of empirical l i m i t s , if one does not follow, 

i t hardly ma t t e r s . For example - when one drives 

a motor vehicle 35 mph., in a r e s i d e n t i a l zone. 
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surely he i s crossing the speed l imi t / s t i l l 

then we do not accuse him/ because i t does not 

make much difference between the speed l imi t of 

tha t area which i s 30 mph., and the ex i s t ing 

d r iv ing speed. Thus in case of empirical l i m i t s 

the ru les are very often a rb i t r a ry and loose . 

But in case of logica l l i m i t i t wi l l be sel f -

cont rad ic tory if one v i o l a t e s i t . So during the 

unconscious stage not only 'self-knowledge* i s 

not poss ible but also we cannot simply t a lk about 

any other kind of object ive knowledge. 

The c r i t e r i o n of knowing ' s e l f ' i s r ad ica l ly 

d i f f e r en t from knowing other worldly o b j e c t s . 

Whether somebody knows how to r ide a motor cycle 

can be determined by a speci f ic c r i t e r i o n . For 

example - when somebody'.claims t h a t he knows how 

to dr ive a motor cyc l e , i t e n t a i l s , if a motor 

cycle has been given to him, he can handle i t 

properly and can go from one place to another with­

out f a l l i n g down. Here the c r i t e r i o n of knowing i s 

empir ica l ly s a t i s f i a b l e . But whether somebody has 

self-knowledge and self-consciousness cannot be 

determined by any speci f ic c r i t e r i o n . To know the 
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self i s not t o achieve a special f e a t . In our 

l i f e time v;e undergo d i f fe ren t types of exper iences , 

v i z . , th inking about a problem, or remembering some 

events seeing or hearing something or fee l ing some 

emotion such as jea lousy, f e a r , anger e t c . . Any 

one of the items of experience can be picked up 

and sorted out as an evidence or c r i t e r i o n of self-

knowledge and se l f -consciousness . In t h i s sense 

to have self-knowledge means to be conscious of 

something. If one i s not conscious tha t i s , one 

i s non-conscious, one cannot have any knowledge at 

a l l . There i s no occasion when we can say tha t we 

have knowledge of ourselves but we do not have 

the knowledge of any other th ings• Knowledge of 

other things includes and presupposes the knowledge 

of the s e l f . The c r i t e r i o n / c r i t e r i a of the knowledge 

of other things turns out to be c r i t e r i a also of 

self-knowledge. The c r i t e r i o n of knowledge of 

o ther th ing i s bound to be public in na tu re , 

ipso fac to the c r i t e r i o n of self-knowledge must 

be p u b l i c . 

' self ' cannot be known in the way we know 

the empirical ob jec t s , since i t i s not one among 
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the items of exper ience- l ike books, t a b l e , chair 

e t c . One can be said to have come across an objec t , 

a piece of f u r n i t u r e , a motor cycle e t c . But in 

the same sense one cannot be said to have come 

across h i s ovm se l f , Descartes and others v^ere 

mistaken in ass imi la t ing the concept of ' s e l f ' to 

the concept of an ' o b j e c t ' . 

The comments made above may become c leare r 

in the l i g h t of the Kantian d i s t i nc t i on between the 

empirical self and the transcendental self'. In 

t h i s connection we find a s i m i l a r i t y between Kalit 

in the West and samkara in the Eas t . Both of them 

make the same d i s t i n c t i o n in d i f f e ren t languages. 

Empirical self and transcendental self are rad ica l ly 

d i s t i n c t from each o t h e r . The idea of empirical 

self or ego i s t h a t self to which our psychological 

s t a t e s l i k e f ee l i ng , w i l l i n g , thinking e t c . belong. 

I t i s a dynamic p r inc ip le of unity as the governing 

f a c t o r of our mental l i f e . But the idea of empirical 

self i s insuf f i c ien t to explain our knowledge and 

exper ience , so fa r as the psychological explanations 

are concerned, empirical self i s suf f ic ien t to 

explain them. But knowledge and experience cannot 
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be explained by empirical self, since it leads 

to infinite regress. In knowledge situation there 

exists a dichotomy between knower and known or 

subject and object. Here 'self* is the subject 

which knows. But if one tried to know the 'self* 

then the subject itself becomes an object, thus 

one has to postulate another subject so that the 

object 'self' can be known, and the chain will go 

so on ad-infinitum. 

Thus in order to get of-f these difficulties 

the idea of a * Transcendental self ' has been postu­

lated. The idea of transcendental self is a 

logical necessity. It is only a logical postulate 

for the explanation of knowledge and experience. 

The logical, postulate is different from mathematical 

postulates. Mathematical postulates are very often 

arbitrary, we can replace or can form new postulates 

according to our need. But the postulates regard­

ing transcendental self cannot be arbitrary in the 

sense that it can be replaced by some other new 

postulates. The necessity of logical postulate 

i.e., transcendental self is such that without which 

one simply cannot talk about the explanation of 
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knowledge and exper ience. In mathematics, p a r t i ­

c u l a r l y in geometry we pos tu la te ce r t a in theorems 

and deduce conclusions on the bas i s of these theorems, 

But the pos tu la t ion of transcendental self i s not 

l i k e t h i s . When one t a lks about the explanation 

of knowledge and experience automatically the notion 

of transcendental self i s presupposed. I t i s not 

l i k e ; f i r s t we pos tu la te transcendental self and 

then we t a lk about knowledge and experience. Thus 

without the pos tu la t ion of t ranscendental self any 

t a l k of knowledge and experience wi l l be meaningless. 

The subject by which we know everything 

cannot i t s e l f be an object of knowledge. In t h i s 

connection Kant and Samkara come very close t o each 

o t h e r . Kant i s r i g h t in saying tha t the transcen­

denta l self however i s not an object of experience, 

r a t h e r i t i s a necessary condit ion of objective 

experience and so of the app l i cab i l i t y of the 

c a t e g o r i e s , Kant s a y s : / 

We do not have any knowledge, whatsoever, 
of any such sub jec t , consciousness i s , 
indeed, t h a t alone vAiich makes a l l r e ­
presenta t ions to be thoughts, and in i t , 
the re fo re , as the transcendental sub jec t . 
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a l l our percept ions must be found, but 
beyond t h i s log ica l meaning of the ' I ' , 
we have no knowledge of the subject 
i t s e l f which as substratum under l ies 
t h i s ' I ' as i t does a l l t h o u ^ t s . The 
propos i t ion , "The Soul i s subs tance ' , 
may, however qu i te well be allowed to 
s tand, if only i t be recognised tha t 
t h i s concept does not carry us a single 
s t ep fu r the r , and so cannot y ie ld us 
any of the usual deductions of the pseudo-
r a t i o n a l doctr ine of the sou l , as for 
ins t ance , the eve r l a s t ing duration of 
the h\jman soul in a l l changes and even 
in death - i f , t h a t i s to say, we r e ­
cognise t h i s concept s i gn i f i e s a sub­
stance only in idea , not in r e a l i t y . l 

Thus only in a conceptual or in a logica l 

sense 'self* i s t ranscendental and i t s knowledge i s 

presupposed by a l l types of knowledge, se l f -

knowledge i s the h ighes t type of knowledge or 

primary knowledge only in t h i s sense, samkara also 

says t ha t Atman-jnana (self-knowledge) i s superior 

t o other types of jnanas (knowledge). The method 

of knowing i t , i s also d i f f e r e n t . In ordinary know­

ledge s i t ua t ion there e x i s t s a d i s t i nc t i on between 

subject and ob j ec t . Both are d i s t i n c t from each 

o t h e r , in the sense tha t both can be known seperately 

or independently. But when one obtains the know­

ledge of the transcendental self the d i s t i nc t i on 

Cr i t ique of pure Reason, Norman Kemp Smith 
T r a n s . , p .334. 
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betvjeen subject and object does not e x i s t . Both V '^v, 

are merged into one pure consciousness, ' ^ 

Gilber t Ryle seems to r e j e c t the idea of 

t ranscendental self as a 'myth' , as a 'shadow'. He 

argues t ha t there i s no such thing corresponding 

t o the expression of ' I * . Proper names l ike Jack, 

J i l l / Tom e t c . / have got reference and these names 

ind ica t e ce r t a in p a r t i c u l a r persons . But T ' i s 

a pronoun. I t can name everybody. A proper noun 

denotes a p a r t i c u l a r person only. Thus the proper 

pronounti wi l l a l so denote tha t th ing , which i s 

common among a l l the persons . Gi lber t Ryle says 

t h a t the present mode of analysis of the noun and 

proper pronoun i s not only mistaken but a lso 

i l l o g i c a l . According to him ' I ' , 'you' e t c . , 

pronouns are not the names of any p a r t i c u l a r person 

or object nor the names of person as such or names 

of any common ob jec t . Month of January can be a 

name of a p a r t i c u l a r month/ but the cur ren t month 

can never be a name of any p a r t i c u l a r month. So 

:9 i lber t Ryle' s argument i s tha t if one does not 

r e f l e c t on the behaviour of pronouns l ike ' I ' , 

'you' e t c . , a super f ic ia l awareness could create 
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some a rb i t r a ry philosophical problems* Ryle 

even goes to the extent of saying t h a t the notion 

of ' I ' systematical ly eludes our g rasp . His main 

contention i s ' I ' i s an autoreferr ing express ion. 

I t r e fe r s to the person who makes a statement or 

an a s s e r t i o n . But Ryle seems to have missed the 

p o i n t , we don ' t say t h a t the concept of ' I* stands 

fo r an immaterial substance. But we simply point 

out tha t the idea of a t ranscendental ' i ' i s a 

l og i ca l necess i ty for the explanation of knowledge 

and experience « 

Thus if self i s regarded as a t ranscen­

denta l p r inc ip le i t s knowledge carT^ot be regarded 

as p r i v a t e . Self as a transcendental p r i n c i p l e , 

we have argued out / i s a logica l necess i ty for 

expla in ing uni ty and coherence of knowledge and 

exper ience . Surely such a transcendental p r inc ip le 

cannot be known e i t h e r by inference or by percep­

t i o n . I t i s odd to say t h a t we know a logica l 

p r inc ip l e e i the r by inference or by percept ion. 

we as persons have the knowledge of t h i s p r inc ip le 

but t h i s i s not self-knowledge, self-knowledge 

means knowledge of the self by i t s e l f , If self 
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i s regarded as a transcendental p r inc ip le i t i s 

odd to say tha t the transcendental p r inc ip l e 

knows i t s e l f , in Advaita t r a d i t i o n of Indian 

philosophy i t has been claimed t h a t the self i s 

the bas i s of a l l knowledge what-so-ever, All kinds 

of knowledge presuppose i t but i t cannot be known 

e i t h e r by perception or by inference . In ordinary 

modes of knowing^ a d i s t i n c t i o n e x i s t s between 

subject and ob jec t . But in case of a self-knowledge 

the d i s t i n c t i o n does not e x i s t a t a l l . 

The enumeration of d i f fe ren t ways in 

which the expression *I ' i s used cannot solve the 

problem of the se l f , what i s selfT^Kow do we- know 

self?,What i s the nature of self-knowledge?^ Are 

a l l genuine problems. I t i s wrong to say tha t 

these problems are pseudo^probleirts, Ryle seems to 

maintain tha t these problems are pseudo ones . And 

once ve knovj the d i f fe ren t uses of the expression 

' I ' the problemi vanishes . The concept of self 

cannot be completely exhausted by the d i f fe ren t 

uses of the expression ' I ' , The logica l analysis 

of experience reveals t ha t there must be an 

indubi table element behind a l l exper iences . This 
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self lies behind all experiences but cannot be 

experienced. It is self-revealing only in this 

sense, it reveals everything else but cannot be 

revealed by anything else at all. This sort of 

self is regarded as witness consciousness (saksi-

caitanya) in the Indian tradition. It makes all 

experiences possible but is not a part of any 

experience, A comparison can be drawn between 

our 'eyes' and the notion of 'I'. By means of 

our eyes we can observe things of the world, so 

it makes observation possible but one's own eyes 

cannot be the object of observation for himself. 

In the same way the notion of 'self' cannot be an 

object of experience, nor can it be a part of any 

experience. 

The concept of the Kantian 'I' of the "I 

think" should be distinguished from the concept 

of a person as propounded by Strawson, The concept 

of person is an empirical concept. An empirical 

concept is that concept which has a counter part 

to it in the world. The concept of person is 

empirical because it has a counterpart in the world. 
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I t i s a matter-mind complex. One may agree with 

Strawson t h a t the concept of material body and 

person are necessary for human communication, but 

one does not find su f f i c ien t reason to agree with 

Strawson t h a t they are the pr imit ive ones, A 

person, again i s d i f fe ren t from a piece of material 

body, A person i s a psychophysical complex. How 

do we know the person? How do we know the psycho­

physical complex? Broadly speaking two types of 

ques t ion may a r i se in t h i s connection. How does 

the person knows himself? , and how do we know 

other persons? The f i r s t question poses no problem, 

Let us discuss the second question tha t i s how 

(doywe know other persons^, Robots can be designed 

in such a way so as to s imi la te the behaviours 

of persons . As a matter of fact , robots have been 

designed to perform ce r t a in actions performed by 

human persons . How do we d is t inguish a robot 

from a human person? What i s the c r i t e r i o n ? Take 

a hypothet ical s i t u a t i o n , where a robot performs 

exac t ly the s imi lar sor t s of actions as a human 

person could perform, shal l we t r e a t t h i s robot 

as a human person? To t h i s question our answer i s 
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y e s . If a robot performs a l l types of a c t i v i t i e s , 

answers a l l types of ques t ions , conducts himself 

l i k e a human person^ in a l l i n f i n i t e possible 

ways/ chooses, f e e l s , decides e t c . , we would 

t r e a t i t as a human person. This may sound l ud i ­

crous but i t i s compelling on u s . We do not say 

t h a t a robot i s a human person. As a matter of 

f act^even if a robot performs most of the actions 

performed by a human being yet we cannot t r e a t 

him as a human person. But if a hypothet ical 

s i t u a t i o n i s imagined where a robot performs 

exact ly the same sor t s of actions as can be per ­

formed by human beings then there i s no choice 

before us except t r e a t i n g the robot as human person, 

Actually the hypothet ical s i tua t ion puts the 

quest ion a s ; ^ h a l l we c a l l a human person as a 

human person? To know t h a t something i s a person 

means to d i s t ingu ish i t from material things and 

o b j e c t s . How do we do t h i s ? By looking to ce r t a in 

so r t s of behaviours . Something i s a human person 

i f and only if he exh ib i t s or can exh ib i t a very 

wide se t s of behaviours . In t h i s sense only the 

concept of human person i s much wider than the 
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concept of material body and other animals o 

Wi t t gens t e in ' s remark "if a l ion could t a l k , we 

could not understand him", i s very much suggestive 

Why i s i t t ha t we cannot understand a l i o n ' s 

^eech? Wittgenstein does not say tha t as a matter 

of f a c t l i ons do not speak. Nof: .does-he say t h a t 

l i o n s in future cannot speak at a l l . He i s not 

making any empirical claim nor i s refu t ing one'. 

He i s simply making us av/are of the incompatibi l i ty 

of the concept of ' l i o n ' and ' speech ' . The concept 

of ' speaking' i s i n t e l l i g i b l e only in a wider 

con t ex t . Talking and speaking are not i so la ted 

concepts . They are re la ted to a great var ie ty 

of concepts , which have appl icat ion with reference 

to hunian persons . 

There i s another sense in which the term 

the knowledge of other persons can be used. In 

t h i s sense i t stands for the knowledge of a t t i t u d e s , 

i n c l i n a t i o n s , pe r sona l i ty , bel ief of other persons . 

These things about a person can be known not by 

Philosophical Inves t iga t ions , G.E.M.Anscombe 
t r a n s . , p . 223 . 
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inference , nor by having access to any inner 

chamber "if there i s any" but by looking to t h e i r 

ex t e rna l behaviours . What I want to maintain 

in t h i s connection i s t h a t the c r i t e r i o n of self 

knowledge^ whether i t i s knowledge of the self by 

i t s e l f or i t i s knowledge of other selves by a 

p a r t i c u l a r self can never be p r i v a t e . I t i s bound 

to be public in n a t u r e , we have t r i e d to show 

t h a t self can never be regarded as something 

hidden behind the human body. We have shown t h a t 

the c r i t e r i o n of self-knowledge can never be 

p r i v a t e . 



CHAPTER - III 

LANGUAGE MEANING AND CRITERION 
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p a r t - I 

The concept of meaning and the concept of language 

are log ica l ly connected. If language i s a means 

of communication then meaningless language i s 

perhaps a contradict ion in terms. Meaningfulness 

and communicability are co-extensive if the idea 

of communic a b i l i t y i s also re la ted to the idea 

of unders tandab i l i ty . In a yagp r>̂  speaker-hearer 

s i tua t ion^ the speaker i s said to be successfully 

communicating something with the hearer if he i s 

able to understand what the speaker says . In t h i s 

chapter f i r s t of a l l I wi l l t r y to show tha t the 

empi r i c i s t concept of meaning i s rooted in pr iva te 

experience and the thes i s of p r iva te experience 

u l t imate ly makes the c r i t e r i o n of meaningf ulness 

purely p r i v a t e , secondly I want to show tha t 

meaning cannot be linked to pr iva te experience and 

the c r i t e r i o n of r i g h t use and wrong use can never 

be p r i v a t e . 

To a very large ex t en t , human communication 

i s ca r r ied on by means of language. Language 

c o n s i s t s of symbols/ in other words, i t can be said 

t h a t language i s a system of symbols. Regarding 
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language in general Locke says In h i s Essay J. 

Man, there fore , had by nature h i s organs 
so fashioned as to be f i t to frame 
a r t i c u l a t e sounds, which we ca l l words'^ 
But t h i s was not enough to produce 
language, for pa r ro t s and several other 
b i rd s wi l l be taught to make a r t i cu l a t e 
sounds d i s t i n c t enough, which yet by 
no means are capable of language* 
Besides a r t i c u l a t e sounds, therefore , 
i t was fur ther necessary tha t he should 
be able to use these sounds as signs of 
i n t e rna l conceptions, and to make them 
stand as marks for the ideas within?-
h i s own mind, whereby they might be made 
known to o the r s , and the thoughts of 
men's mind be conveyed from one to another," 

I t follows from the above statement t h a t 

three things are necessary for the meaningful 

employment of language, v i z . , "(i) one'must be 

able to frame a r t i c u l a t e sounds' ; ( i i ) one 'must 

be able to use these sounds as marks of i d e a s ' ; 

( i i i ) one must be able , if necessary, to use words 

general ly so tha t one word can 'mark multitude 
2 

of particular existences." so upholding the idea­

tional theory of meaning, Locke says that the 

meaning of a word is the idea produced by that 

word in the minds of the speaker. Locke again 

John Locke, An Essay Concerning Hum 
understanding, vol.2, p.9. ^ 

^D.J.0'Conner, John Locke, p.9. 
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says about the words of our language and t h e i r 

references i 

Thus we may conceive how words, which 
were by nature as well adopted to tha t 
purpose/ came to be made use of by any 
man as the signs of t h e i r ideas ; not 
by any natural connexion tha t there i s 
betvieen p a r t i c u l a r sounds and ce r t a in 
i d e a s , for then there would be but one 
language amongst a l l men; but by a 
voluntary imposition where by such a word 
i s made a r b i t r a r i l y the mark of such an 
i d e a . The use^ then, of vjords i s to be 
sensible marks of ideas , and the ideas 
they stand for are the i r proper and 
immediate s ign i f i ca t i on .^ 

Thus a word does not resemble what i t 

s i g n i f i e s . I t i s simply a conventional sign a rb i t ra ­

r i l y chosen by a voluntary imposi t ion. The very 

f a c t t h a t there are many languages proves t h e i r 

a r b i t r a r y cha rac t e r , Locke may be r igh t in empha-

•^sizing the a rb i t r a ry nature of language but the 

meaning of the term a rb i t r a ry stands in need of 

being spec i f i ed . Language i s a rb i t r a ry in the 

sense tha t a l together d i f fe ren t sets of symbols 

could have been used in place of the .ones tha t are 

in use but once a symbol i s used in language i t 

becomes i n t e r n a l i z e d . I t becomes a pa r t of the 

John Locke, o p , c i t . , p , 1 2 . 
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system of l i n g u i s t i c convention. Moreover the 

presence of onomatopoeic expression in every 

language goes to suggest that some of the words 

in our language are not a r b i t r a r i l y chosen. 

Onomatopoeic expression in a way p i c tu re s in t h e i r 

phonetic form the nature of the object named by 

i t . As for example the English expression "hiss" 

t o a large extent p ic tu res the sounds made by 

the snake• 

Later on Locke was not much in te res t ed in 

invent ing the kinds of signs in use^ ra ther he was 

confined to the more important ques t iona l , e • what 

does the sign s ignify? Usually^we think that the 

word "book" i s the sign of a physical ob j ec t . 

Thus generally we say words signify physical t h ings , 

at l e a s t to some ex ten t i t holds good. But Locke 

denies t h i s c a t e g o r i c a l l y . He says , a word instead 

of s ignifying physical t h ings , s ign i f i e s the idea . 

An idea has frequently a reference beyond i t s e l f , 

and in th i s way, no doubt, the word may signify 

a t h i n g , but d i r ec t l y i t s ign i f i e s the i dea , Locke 

says , "words, in t h e i r primary or immediate s i gn i ­

f i c a t i o n , stand for nothing but the ideas in the 
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mind o£ him t h a t uses them." -So one 's own word 

or ut terance s ign i f i e s d i r e c t l y one 's own idea 

o n l y . This idea i s the atom ot meaning, expressed 

by a word which i s an atom of language, 

But if each of us were content to keep a l l 

our thoughts to himself^ language could have been 

dispensed with, i t i s only because we fee l a need 

t o convey our thoughts to each other tha t we have 

to make use of publ ic ly observable indica t ions of 

purely p r iva te i d e a s . 

Let me fur ther analyse t h i s . For each 

l i n g u i s t i c expression there would have to be an 

idea such tha t when any expression i s used in tha t 

sense i t i s used as an indicat ion of the presence 

of t h a t i dea . This presumably means tha t whenever 

an expression i s used in t ha t sense , v i z , , (a) the 

idea must be present in the mind of the speaker, 

(b) the speaker must be producing the expression 

i n order to get h i s audiance to r e a l i z e t h a t the 

idea in question i s in h i s mind a t tha t t ime. 

F in a l l y the expression would have to ca l l up some 

^ I b i d , 
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idea in the mind of the h e a r e r , i n a t l e a s t the 

c l a s s i c a l empi r ic i s t t r a d i t i o n , the word "idea" 

i s taken as equivalent to the vjord "image". The 

meaning of an expression, on t h i s theory, therefore 

comes to be iden t i f i ed with an "image" (of which­

ever so r t ) . Moreover 1 i t wi l l lead to the absurd 

conclusion t h a t not only the same expression wi l l 

have d i f f e ren t meanings for the same person at 

d i f f e r e n t occasions but also d i f fe ren t meanings 

fo r d i f f e ren t persons on the same occasion. The 

same expression for example * t iger ' may evoke 

d i f f e r en t images in the mind of the same person on 

d i f f e r en t occasions . Shall we, then , say tha t 

the expression " t ige r" has d i f f e ren t meanings? 

Again when a speaker uses the expression ' t i g e r ' 

i t may evoke the image of, say a ' c a t ' in the minds 

of the h e a r e r . Shall we, then, say, the expression 

tigei?'means, t i g e r for the speaker and ca t for 

the hearer? What about the sentences used in a 

book, which i s not read by anybody a t present? 

Are the sentences in the book meaningful or meaning­

l e s s ? An empir ic i s t ought to say t h a t the expressions 

are meaningless. For they do not evoke any image. 

What images are evoked by the ut terance of such 
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expressions as ' i f ' , ' n o t ' / ' b u t ' , e t c . ? Again 

whenever a t random we are u t t e r i n g a sentence 

the re I s no such dis t inguishable idea corr^espending 

t o each of the meaningful l i n g u i s t i c uni ts of the 

sen tence . For example "whenever in the course of 

human h i s to ry i t becomes necessary for 

• . . . e t c . " I s there a d is t inguishable idea in 

one ' s mind corresponding to each of the l i n g u i s t i c 

u n i t s of t h i s u t terance? Can one discern an idea 

of 'when'/ ' i n ' / ' c o u r s e ' / 'becomes' e t c . ? If a t 

a l l one can, can one recognize the idea tha t 

accompanies 'when' in t ha t sense? I s i t something 

t h a t i s i den t i f i ab l e and produceable apart from 

words? Thus the image if any, a t a l l evoked of 

the ut terance of expression i s not a pa r t of the 

meaning of express ion . Language might be used to 

evoke c e r t a i n types of images/ sensations and 

f ee l ings but these are no pa r t of the meanings. 

This theory of meaning cuts a t the root of the 

f a c t t ha t language i s conventional . 

What i s d is turb ing about the questions 

r a i s e d above i s not t h a t they have one answer other 

than another , but t h a t we do not know how to go 
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about answering them. What ve are supposed to 

look for by way of an idea of 'when'? HOW can we 

t e l l whether we have i t in mind or not? The r ea l 

d i f f i c u l t y i s t ha t we are unable t o spot 'idea* as 

we would have to t e s t the ideat ional theory. 

Again Locke i s wrong in saying tha t mean­

ing i s something which one does or undergoes while 

u t t e r i n g . Because if we understand meaning in t h i s 

way, communication wi l l be paralysed/ since no one 

can know what i s going on in the speaker 's mind. 

So na tu ra l ly we cannot know the meaning of anyone's 

u t t e r a n c e . Secondly if an inner act theory of mean­

ing i s c o r r e c t , i t i s very d i f f i c u l t to say tha t an 

inner process i s going on when we u t t e r some words 

but in case of animals no such process goes on. 

Thus Locke cannot claim, when a pa r ro t makes a r t i ­

cu la t e sounds there by i t does not mean anything 

and i s not using language. How does Locke know 

t h a t the inner process i s not going on in the case 

of a pa r ro t? 

Berkeley argues on the other hand tha t words 

owe t h e i r meanings to the idea associated with i t , 

bu t so fa r as the abs t rac t ideas are concerned 



54 

there i s a disagreement between Locke and Berkeley. 

Locke's notion of abs t rac t idea has been discarded 

by Berkeley. He says tha t one cannot thinlj of a 

general idea as such. For example f one cannot 

have an idea of 'beauty ' as such. The idea of 

•beauty' one can ta lk about only with reference to 

a p a r t i c u l a r flower, pa in t i ng , cottage, e t c . . So 

meaning i s always associated with speci f ic idea of 

image. In p r i n c i p l e , there i s no difference betxveen 

Locke's and Berkeley 's theory of meaningo Berkeley's 

wordings in the int roduct ion of h i s Pr inc ip les 

j l e y ' s 

Whoever therefore designs to read the 
following shee t s , I en t rea t him to make 
my words the occasion of h i s own 
th ink ing , and endeavour to a t t a i n the 
same t r a in of thoughts in reading, tha t 
I had in wri t ing them. By t h i s means 
i t w i l l be easy for him to discover the 
t r u t h or f a l s i t y of what I say . He wi l l 
be out of a l l danger of being deceived 
by my words, and I do not see how he can 
be led in to e r ro r by considering h i s 
own naked, undisguised i d e a s . l 

So both Locke and Berkeley agree to the point t ha t 

meaning of a word depends upon the idea associated 

with i t . 

Hume's theox-y of meaning was d i f fe ren t from 

George Berkeley, A New Theory of v is ion And 
o the r Wri t ings , p . 1 1 1 . 
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t h a t of h i s predecessors ' but in s p i r i t i t agrees 

with tha t of Locke and Berkeley, Hume says t h a t 

t o understand the meaning of a word i s to associate 

i t with a kind of ' i d e a ' and ' i d e a ' i s a quasi 

sensory s t a t e . Like h i s predecessors Hume also 

says t ha t there i s no rad ica l d i s t i n c t i o n between 

th ink ing , imagining, meaning, understanding, since 

Hume includes imagining in the l i s t , thus i t i s 

na tu ra l tha t he wi l l not make any absolute sharp 

d i s t i n c t i o n between, when one th inks about a problem 

and when one perceives a r ea l object l ike ' t a b l e * . 

Hume c a l l s the sense-data of normal perceptions 

as ' impress ions ' and the difference between 

impressions and ideas i s merely one of degree only , 

Hume says in h i s Treat ise^/^ 

Those percept ions , which en te r with 
most force and v io lence , T̂re may name 
impressions; and under t h i s name I 
comprehend a l l our sensa t ions , passions 
and emotions, as they make t h e i r f i r s t 
appearance in the sou l . By ideas I 
mean the f a in t images of these in th ink­
ing and reasoning,J-

Hume r e l a t e s impressions and ideas in 

d i f f e r e n t ways, v i z . , in terms of exact resemblance, 

David Hiome, A Trea t i se of HumQt)Nature, 
Book I , p a r t . I , p.TI 



56 

d e r i v a b i l i t y of ideas from impressions/ p r i o r i t y 

of impressions to ideas^ constant conjunction of 

the two e t c . . Among these , Hume gives importance 

only to the p r i o r i t y of impressions to ideas . Hume 

employs t h i s p r i o r i t y of impressions to ideas as 

t he c r i t e r i o n of meaning, Hume's conviction was, 

• any expression which i s not u l t imate ly cashable 

by means of impressions i s to be regarded as 

devoid of cogni t ive s ign i f icance* . The major 

d i f f i c u l t y with Hume's t h e s i s of impression i s 

the d i f f i c u l t y with the privacy of impressions, 

s ince the data of our experience are inaccessible 

to o t h e r s , i t i s impossible to communicate our 

ideas by language. 

Thus the empiricist concept of meaning in 

general is defective. The blunder they committed 

was that they were psychologizing logic. Bradley 

is right in pointing out that: 

In England at all events we have lived 
too long in the psychological attitude, 
We take it for granted and as a matter 
of coLirse that, like sensations and 
emotions, ideas are phenomena. And, 
considering these phenomena as psycholo­
gical facts, we have tried to distinguish 
between ideas and sensations. But, intent 
on this, we have as good as forgotten the 
way in which logic uses ideas.^ 

T'.H. Bradley, The Principles of Logic, 
vol.1, p.2. 
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Secondly empiricists confused between two 

senses of ideas, viz., "idea" as "meaning" and 

"idea" as "image". They were arguing that the mean­

ing is the mental picture• Meaning can be analysed 

in terms of mental pictures, mental images, subjective 

simple ideas etc.. For exampleiwhen one says "Ehe 

bird is sitting on the top of the tree". In this 

case the empiricist will claim that the meaning of 

this sentence depends upon the mental picture or 

subjective simple ideas produced by it. But this 

way of analyzing the notion of meaning is defective. 

Because the mental picture may vary from person to 

person, so Frege is right in pointing out that 

empiricists confuse between meaning and reference. 

An expression may have a reference and sometimes 

the image evoked by it is the reference. But it is 

not part of the meaning of the expression. Bradley 

puts this position nicely t 

And, if you take this mere idea by 
itself, it is an adjective divorced, 
a parasite cut loose, a spirit with­
out a body seeking rest in another, 
an abstraction from the concrete, a 
mere possibility...^ 

Bradley tried to rescue empiric!stab theory 

•̂ Ibid., pp.7,8. 
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of meanings out of i t s menta l i s t i c associat ions* 

Ideas as meanings, cannot be associated with 

mental contents and images. Ideas as meanings 

are l i k e Pla tonic universa ls free from any admix­

t u r e of mental or psychic images. I may conclude 

now t h a t the ideat ional theory of the empir ic i s t s 

i s defective because i t i s rooted in pr iva te 

experience and ipso fac to the c r i t e r i o n of r i g h t 

use and wrong use u l t imate ly becomes p r i v a t e . 

Pa r t - I I 

The primary function of language i s to 

f a c i l i t a t e communication. Language cons i s t s of 

words and sentences . But problem comes regarding 

the meaningfulness of the small un i t s of our language. 

We have already seen the f a i l u re of the empi r ic i s t s 

regarding the explanation of meaning, 

"^"^eaning can be understood by looking in to 

the use of our language. Wittgenstein r i g h t l y 

po in t s out - "For a large c l a s s of cases though 

not for a l l in which we employ the word "meaning" 

i t can be defined thus : the meaning of a word i s 
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i t s use in the language". The s ignif icance of 

the words i s determined by the concrete s i t ua t i on 

in which i t i s used .̂ "̂  For example, ĵ one may thj.nk 

of ' t ime ' in the model of a stream such as ' t ime ' 

l i k e a r i v e r , flows from the future in to the pas t 

through the present carrying the events or 

occurrences with them. These odd i t i e s regarding 

the use of the concept of ' t ime ' spring up if we 

do not take care to find out the actual ways in 

which the term "time" functions in our language. 

So absurd i t i e s l i k e time i s a substance, i t i s the 

name of a pecu l ia r e t h e r e a l , medium in which the 

events occur are generated. This kind of use may 

be termed as the metaphysical use of expiression. 

One remains in a s t a t e of v i r t u a l puzzlement as 

long as one uses expressions beyond contex t . So 

the only way to put an end to t h i s confusion i s to 

b r ing back the expression from t h e i r metaphysical 

use to t h e i r ordinary use . Instead of considering 

in abs t rac t ion what the meaning of a p a r t i c u l a r 

expression i s one has to go back to the actual 

context in which the teirm i s meaningfully used,J) 

Ludwig Wit tgenste in , Philosophical Inves t iga t ions 
t r a n s . G.E,M, Anscombe, s e c , 265. 
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Words as such are meaningless. But they obtain 

t h e i r s ignif icance in t he i r employment in d i f fe ren t 

contexts o^-^ 

But the notion of ' u se ' i s again ver~y 

ambiguous for there are d i f fe ren t aspects of the 

use of a word and what these aspects wi l l vary with 

the kind of thing in ques t ion . In Philosophical 

Inves t iga t ions / Wittgenstein enumerates these 

d i f f e r e n t aspects .Fir is t of a l l one can say t h a t 

words are used as the mater ia l s of our speaking 

and w r i t i n g , words are things with which we want 

t o u t t e r or wri te something, j u s t as i t i s food­

stuff tha t we most often use as the mater ia ls of 

cooking. But t h i s aspect of the use of words i s 

not of much importance because, from t h i s point 

a l l words might be said to have the same fionction. 

A more s ign i f i can t aspect has to do with 

the grammar of tlrie word in ques t ion . Every language 

has a grammar, i . e . , c e r t a in ru les which every user 

of the language must obey. The v io la t ion of these 

r u l e s leads to meaninglessness, for example : 

"The i s taking t e a " , A se t of words l ike 
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' S a tu rday ' , 'goodness' can never be subs t i tu ted 

fo r the blank, but 'man', ' boy ' , ' g i r l * can well 

occupy the blank space. If somebody frames a 

sentence subs t i t u t i ng Saturday for the blank space, 

he w i l l render himself u n i n t e l l i g i b l e and i t wi l l 

prove t h a t he does not know hov; t o use language. 

Knowing how to use the word in t h i s aspect of use 

includes knowing in what so r t s of l i n g u i s t i c 

contexts the word can occur without grammatical 

odd i ty . 

words are also used to do cer ta in th ings , 

t o perform ce r t a in l i n g u i s t i c j obs . When we speak 

of the word in t h i s way we mean tha t words are 

used to perform c e r t a i n speech a c t s . The grammarians 

rough c l a s s i f i c a t i o n does not ac tual ly correspond 

t o various kinds of speeck a c t s , for example, 

dec la ra t ive sentences a re 'no t always used to s t a t e 

something and also in te roga t ive sentences are not 

always used to ask ques t i ons . The sentence "Am I 

a foo l?" u t t e red by a f a t h e r , though in te r roga t ive 

in form i s not ac tual ly i n t e r r o g a t i v e . This means 

t h a t he i s not ac tual ly a f o o l . Though i t i s in 

i n t e r roga t i ve form, i t does not perform t h i s speech 
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act of questioning a man rather it has an assertive 

force. 

When we speaX of using words to perform 

speech acts we are concerned with the use of the 

word to do or to accomplish one thing or the other. 

The use of words to do something ought to be distin­

guished from the use of words in doing something. 

By that Wittgenstein means their use in speech 

activities, for exampley^^ in course of narrating a 

story one can make use of declarative sentence in 

interrogative sentences. Here narrating an 

experience is speech activity in which different 

speech acts occur. 

Semantic condition is another important 

aspect of the use of words, A given word group is 

meaningfully used when certain conditions are 

fulfilled. To say this is to say that there are 

certain semantic regularities associated with the 

utterance of a given word group. If for example, 

two people A and B are having their dinner with 

all the usual items in the table and with the 

salt celler near B, A can say ase pass the salt" 
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without the least oddity, without deviating from 

any semantic regularities, for this is the kind 

of situation in which those words are generally 

uttered. But under these same conditions A can't 

say to B "look out for the horse" without deviat­

ing from semantic regularities, although he can 

say it without oddity for example - if he says 

it playfully as part of a gam.e they play at dinner, 

or if he says it in the course of telling a story 

to B over their dinner. 

Wittgenstein insists that to escape from 

philosophical puzzlement one has to command a 

clear view of actual workings of language, (jso 

instead of treating the words in abstraction one 

has to mark the actual context in which the word 

can be meaningfully employed.^He says do not 

think but look. But by insisting so he does not 

urge upon us to look to the grammatical aspects 

of the use of words, Grammar is important to the 

extent that it is necessary to form a meaningful 

sentence, but this is not all. To make a correct 

use of a sentence or word group is also to ensure 

that the necessary conditions for the meaningful 
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employment of the word are also available. 

To speak a language is to behave in certain 

highly complex ways, which require a skill of a 

very sophisticated sort, and which can be right 

or wrong, correct or incorrect* To speak a language 

is to exercise certain techniques. Linguistic and 

non-linguistic behaviour are woven together into an 

intricate organic whole. Let us see how a child 

learns the meaning of a word 'ball'. Making the 

sound 'ball' or writing the word ball is not enough, 

since a parrot or an idiot can do that. What more 

is required, then? well, what has the child 

learned when he has learned the meaning of the 

word ball? TO begin with, he has learred to behave 

in certain ways; he has learned for example, to 

reply 'ball' if someone, pointing to a ball, asks, 

*S^at is this'7 if asked to draw a picture of 

ball, he does so, when asked which of severed 

objects is the ball, he picks the right one, he 

speaks in appropriate ways. So speaking a language 

which includes understanding, is engaging in certain 

modes of behaviour that exhibit in variety of ability 

and skill, it is to engage in what Wittgenstein 
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calls forms of life. 

The modes of behaviour are so very important 

that Wittgenstein compares the using of words to the 

playing ot games. Words are not pictures but 

pieces used in various language games and just as 

the significance of a piece in a chess board depends 

on the type of move which it takes, so the meaning 

of a word is its role in the various language games 

in which it figures. As Wittgenstein puts it "an 

expression has meaning only in the stream of life", 

so if we forget these intimate connections between 

language and behaviour and try to treat words in 

isolation from the actual situation in which they 

are used we end up in riddles and paradoxes. And 

if the above explanation of meaning is satisfactory, 

the criterion of right use and wrong use cannot 

be private. 

If private experience is treated as the 

criterion of the right and wrong use of language 

then (1) we cannot learn a language, (ii) we cannot 

teach a language to anybody, (iii) we cannot decide 

p.93. 
Norman Malcolm, Ludwig Wittgenstein A Memoir, 
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between the r i gh t use and wrong use o£ sentences. 

To learn a language means to learn how to use 

words under ce r t a in s i t u a t i o n s . If these s i t ua t i ons 

were purely p r iva te then we couldn ' t learn a 

language. Even words re fe r r ing to one 's "inner" 

fee l ings must be learned in s i t ua t i ons which are 

p u b l i c . Take the word "depression". I might be 

r e f e r r i n g to ce r t a in mental s t a t e s of mind by i t 

bu t I learn t h i s word not by looking at the "inner" 

s t a t e s of others when they use the word. When we 

teach a language to some body we do not teach 

with reference to h i s p r iva te experiences and 

fee l ings ra the r we teach i t with reference to 

imaginable and actual s i t u a t i o n s . The treatment of 

p r i va t e experience as the critericn of learning wi l l 

not help us in d i s t inguish ing betv;een the r i g h t 

and wrong use of express ions , when we say tha t 

a sentence i s r i g h t l y and wrongly used we do not 

say thsem with reference to somebody's p r iva te 

experience ra ther we decide between the r i g h t and 

wrong use of an expression with reference to 

ex te rna l s i t u a t i o n s . If the c r i t e r i o n of l ea rn ing , 

teaching and d is t inguish ing between r i g h t use 
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and wrong use of language cannot be pr iva te then 

no language can be p r i v a t e . To be a language 

means to be learnable and teachable . Teachabil i ty 

and l e a r n a b i l i t y are dependent on ex terna l s i t ua t i ons , 

External s i t ua t i ons are necessar i ly t i e d to in te rna l 

and pr iva te s i t u a t i o n s . 



CHAPTER - IV 

CONCEPTS OF •PRIVATE', 'PRIVATE LANGUAGE* 
AND 'PRIVATE EXPERIENCE* f AN EXPOSITION 
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The concept of 'private' is opposed to tl̂ at of 

'public'. The literal meaning of the term 'Private' 

according to the Oxford English Dictionary is that 

which is "kept av;ay or removed from public knowledge", 

"not open to public"/ "personal", "not affecting 

the community" etc.. Accordingly we do talk of 

private property, private enterprise, private letter, 

private chamber, private motor car.etc.. In these 

cases there remains the possibility of throwing 

these things to public. As for example, a motor 

car which is put to personal or private use may 

also be kept open for public use. A house which is 

used as private residence may be converted to a 

club house or a public library. In this sense, 

the term 'private' refers to personal ownership 

whereas public refers to collective ownership. Thus, 

here private and public can be distinguished in 

terms of ownership or use. A motor car or a house 

is regarded as private if the number of its owners 

is relatively small and its use is exclusive, 

whereas if the number of owners and users is 

relatively large then the vehicle or the house, 

is regarded as public. 
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In philosophy, when we discuss the 
c 

problem of private language, the word 'private' 

may be used in a similar sense. Although, here, 

the idea of "intelligibility" must also be added, 

"fhose who would argue in favour of private language 

in this sense may claim that, a language is regarded 

as private when it is intelligible only to a limited 

number of people or to one person only. This point 

will be clear if we consider the following examples. 

Imagine the case of Robinson Crusoe in an island, 

he may devise his own language to maintain his 

daily diary, instead of his mother tongue. He may 

not be using any other languages which he knows. He 

might be using arbitrary symbols, but the language 

is translatable to any other languages which he 

knows. This language is purely personTand private 

in the sense that Robinson crusoe is the only one 

who understands it. Two friends may decide to 

correspond with each other not in any known languages, 

but in an "artificial" language, devised and mutually 

agreed upon. The intelligence personnel use a code 

language which cannot be deciphered except in a 

close circle. In this sense the morse code is also 
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private. The morse code cannot be deciphered by 

anybody who is not conversant with it. In this 

sense private, personal, secret- and confidential 

are near synonyms. As we saw, to say that some­

thing is private means that a particular person 

or a group of persons has access to it or right 

to use it. so a language is sometimes regarded 

as private, if it is used only in a particular 

exclusive group. Language of the intelligence 

personnel, morse code, symbolic language used by 

friends are private only in this sense. To say 

that these languages are private is to say that 

these are usually used by a particular more or less 

small group. But from the fact that a language is 

used by a particular group it does not follow that 

it is intelligible to that group alone and nobody 

else can possibly understand this language. Others 

could 2 very well understand the morse code or 

the language of the intelligence personnel if they 

were given proper training. But philosophically 

speaking perhaps these languages may not be called 

private in the sense in which there is a controversy 

about the concept of a private language. 
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Private language, in the l a s t sense, i s 

t h a t language which i s i n t e l l i g i b l e exclusively 

t o one person only. Here the p o s s i b i l i t y t ha t 

o thers can understand the language i s t o t a l l y ruled 

o u t . Thus when a philosopher uses the term 

• p r i v a t e ' to qual i fy a language and argues e i t l ier 

fo r or against i t , he i s l i ke ly to define i t not 

in terms of ownership or use but in terms of i t s 

necessary i n t e l l i g i b i l i t y to one person only . If 

language i s defined as a system of phonems and 

worphems, no language can be pr iva te in the fo re ­

going sense . The same" s e t of phonems and morphems 

can be used by any person. If I use the sentence 

''the c a t before me i s black in colour" , to 

descr ibe the ca t before me, the same sentence 

can be used by anybody to charac te r ize any black 

c a t . The defenders of the pr iva te language argu­

ment cannot claim now the symbols or the vocal 

sounds to be p r i v a t e . Only the meaning conveyed 

by the sentence can be regarded as p r i v a t e . Those 

who explain meaning in terms of p r iva te image, 

mental conten ts , subjective simple ideas for them 

meaning i s bound to be p r i v a t e . This t h e s i s I have 
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already explained and examined in my previous 

chapter, and the conclusion I have reached is 

that meaning cannot be explained in teirms of 

private image, subjective simple ideas, it has to 

be understood in terms of the use of our language. 

Let me distinguish now between experience 

on the one hand and occurrence, happenings and 

events on the other hand. Like an experience an 

occurrence, event or happening takes place in 

space and time. Experience is an occurrence in 

the sense that it occurs, happens or takes place. 

All these are similar in the sense that they are 

spatio-temporal happenings. Except this similarity 

the difference between experience and occurrence, 

events and happenings is so much that it is wrong 

to treat them as belonging to the same logical 

type. There cannot be any experience without an 

experient. There must be a person to experience 

something. The concept of person is internally 

connected with the concept of experience • if 'E ' 

is an experience then there must be an experient 

of it. we cannot simply talk of experience without 

an experient. But there can be occurrences. 



^3 

events and happenings without there being a 

person to experience it. An event need not be an 

event to anybody. An occurrence may not occur to 

anybody, A happening need not happen to anybody. 

A flood, a cyclone, an earthquake are events and 

happenings, but they are not necessarily the ex­

periences of anybody. 

There is a clear sense in which occurrences, 

happenings and events are public. They happen 

there in the 'public world'. But experiences are 

bound to be private, further a private or personal 

occurrence can be regarded as experience. If some­

body puts his finger into fire, the finger burns. 

This occurrence is purely private in the sense that 

others cannot experience the same burning sensation. 

If somebody is suffering from certain pain it is 

purely private because others cannot experience the 

same pain. Others may suffer similar sorts of 

pain but they cannot suffer exactly the same pain. 

The proper conclusion from the linking of 

meaning to private experiences ought really to be 

not that a particular language could be private, 

but that all language is private. As all experiences 
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are bound to be p r iva te so a l l languages are bound 

to be p r i v a t e . This r e a l l y i s i m p l i c i t in the 

general t h e s i s of fertfpiricism which bases a l l 

languages r e l a t i n g to matters of f a c t on sense 

experience . The phonems and morphemes of a language 

are surely publ ic t h a t i s to say tha t the same 

morphemic and phonemic system can be used by many 

peop le . When i t i s argued tha t language i s p r iva te 

i t i s not maintained tha t phonems and morphems are 

p r i v a t e . As a matter of fact.phonems and morphems 

of any language are public in the sense that 

persons belonging to a p a r t i c u l a r l i n g u i s t i c com­

munity use the same so r t of symbols in t h e i r com­

munication. Those who argue tha t language i s 

p r i v a t e , do not argue t h a t these phonemic and mor­

phemic system i s p r i v a t e . Also every language has 

a grammar. Language i s governed by grammatical 

r u l e s . Those who argue in support of the pr iva te 

language do not claim tha t grammatical ru les of a 

language are p r i v a t e . The speakers of a language 

do not use p r iva te gramjtiatical r u l e s . Those who 

speak English language must abide by the ru les of 

English grammar. One i s not free to frame h i s own 
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grammar. One may per fec t ly follow the ru les of 

English grammar, one may follow exact ly the same 

phonems, yet one may not convey one 's thoughts , 

and the re fore , one 's meaning to o t h e r s , so the 

claim of the private-language t h e s i s r ea l ly amounts 

to t h i s s what gives meaning to language i s the 

thoughts , i n t en t i ons , motives - in'' one word -

experiences which l i e , as i t were, behind the 

language. But one has no genuine access t o another 

p e r so n ' s thoughts e t c . . The p o s s i b i l i t y of such 

an access v;ould imply that two persons can have 

the very same thoughts e t c . . And t h i s l a t t e r i s 

impossible . No person can, therefore , t rue ly 

understand another ' s language. 

The log ica l p o s i t i v i s t s while advocating 

the ve r i f i c a t i on theory of meaning have to face 

such a problem of l i n g u i s t i c privacy and sol ips ism. 

The contents of language can be ver i f i ed only by 

the subject concerned but t h i s content cannot be 

made public in a way in which they wi l l be j ^ 

access ib le to o t h e r s . 

There i s however another t h e s i s which must 

be dis t inguished from the p r iva te language thes i s 
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as spelled out above. This thesis, unlike the 

private language thesis, is not only plausible, 

but might even be correct. This is the thesis 

that although our experiences are private, our 

ideas, intentions, motives etc., need not be 

wholly private. They are to a large extent 

accessible to others. In spite of this however 

it may be impossible in any given case to be 

certain about jaaSipther person's intentions, 

motives,etc ., So there is perhaps an inalienable 

private element in our language. The point may 

become clear if v;e consider cases where the 

speaker is not present. When we read a piece 

of poem, usually the author of the poem is not 

present there, HOW can we decipher the exact 

feelings and emotions which lie behind the written 

words, A piece of poem is not simply an aggregate 

of linguistic symbols put in black and white, 

if the feelings and emotions of the poet that 

endow significance on it. Unless we know these 

feelings and emotions, we cannot understand the 

poem. But perhaps, it is impossible for us 

ever completely to know and understand the feel­

ings and emotions of the poet. 



CHAPTER - V 

CONCLUSION 
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I would liXe^ in t h i s Chapter, pa r t l y to discuss 

in some de t a i l one of Wi t tgens te in ' s more f r e ­

quent ly quoted argvutients against the p o s s i b i l i t y 

of a necessar i ly p r iva te language. The argument 

may be s t a t ed as followstV 

Suppose per impossibele there i s such a 

p r i va t e language i n t e l l i g i b l e only to the speaker 

of the language and never, in p r i n c i p l e , to any­

body e l s e . Also suppose ' S ' i s the name of a 

sensat ion in t h i s language. But for ' s ' to be a 

word in t h i s language there must be a c r i t e r i o n 

of i t s cor rec t appl icat ion at any given t ime. In 

t h i s case however the only possible c r i t e r i o n of 

cor rec tness would be the memory of the user of the 

language in ques t ion . But the a v a i l a b i l i t y of 

the concept of memory depends equally on the availa­

b i l i t y of c r i t e r i a of correctness of any p a r t i ­

cu l a r memory cla im. In the case of the imaginary 

language however no such c r i t e r i a are ava i l ab l e . 

The user of the language can appeal t o nothing 

o ther than the memory impression i t s e l f whose 

cor rec tness i s in ques t ion . And t h i s wi l l not 

serve the purpose of a c r i t e r i o n for the simple 
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reason tha t an appeal t o the memory impression 

i t s e l f cannot in p r inc ip l e contain any grounds 

fo r i t s correc tness or o therwise . As Wittgenstein 

says "As if someone were to buy several copies 

of the morning paper t o assiire himself t h a t what 

i t said was t r u e . " In the absence of any 

c r i t e r i a of correc tness for the use of ' S ' / ' S ' 

cannot therefore be a word in a p r iva te language 

Since t h i s wi l l be t rue for a l l words in a neces­

s a r i l y p r iva te language, such a l angua^ therefore 

i s impossible . 

The force of the argument has frequently 

been misunderstood. I t has been thought for 

ins tance tha t what Wittgenstein i s demanding 

here i s the a v a i l a b i l i t y of a log ica l ly completely 

t rustworthy memory. And i t i s pointed out t h a t 

no memory impression whatever can be log ica l ly 

completely trustworthy t h i s way. Since the poss i ­

b i l i t y , i s not only of a p r iva te language but also 

of a publ ic language c r u c i a l l y depends on the 

a v a i l a b i l i t y of memory, a demand for a t o t a l l y 

t rustworthy memory in the above sense would make 

Ludwig Wit tgens te in , Philosophical Inves t iga t ions , 
t r a n s , G•E.^^. Amcombe, sec . 265. 
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a l l language impossible . Wi t tgens te in ' s 

argument would t hus , i t i s pointed ou t , have 

proved too much. 

This c r i t i c i s m of Wi t tgens te in ' s argument 

i s , I be l i eve , based on a simple but important 

misunderstanding of Wi t tgens te in . I do not think 

i t was ever a p a r t of Wi t tgens te in ' s claim t h a t 

t he concept of memory would not be avai lable to 

us unless we could get hold of a memory which 

was l og i ca l l y i ndub i t ab l e . All he needed to and 

d id i n s i s t upon was tha t in deciding viiether a 

p a r t i c u l a r memory impression was cor rec t or not 

one must have access t o considerat ion other than 

an appeal to the memory impressions i t s e l f • And 

he believed tha t in the case of the imaginary 

p r i v a t e language t h i s was ruled o u t . 

But why did he bel ieve so? His reason 

for be l iev ing so might be spe l t out as follows -

our publ ic language of sensat ions i s a language 

a t a l l because there are mutually accepted ru les 

governing the use of i t s words. What makes i t 

poss ib le t h a t there are such ru les i s the important 

f a c t t h a t our sensat ions are ina l ienably bound up 
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with the r e g u l a r i t y of the objective or the 

publ ic world* Howeverĵ  in the case of pr iva te 

language such as we envisaged about t h i s l ink 

with the object ive world must be assumed t o 

have co l lapsed , for otherwise the language could 

become i n t e l l i g i b l e to another person v i a a 

percept ion of t h i s l i n k . But once t h i s l ink -. 

i s assumed t o have col lapsed, i t would follow 

t h a t our so ca l led "inner world" i s t o t a l l y 

chaot ico This i s because the only th ing that 

endows order l iness to our experiences i s the 

f a c t of there being log ica l ly rooted in the 

r e g u l a r i t y of the objective world, (This argument 

i s s t rongly reminiscent of the famous Kantian 

argument ca l led the transcendental deduction of 

the ca tegor ies in the ci^itique of Pure Reason) . 

But if the experiences which would be the 

subject matter of a necessar i ly p r iva te language 

were bound to be chaot ic in t h i s way^ no ru les 

could be brought to bare upon them, because the 

a v a i l a b i l i t y of ru les depends necessar i ly on 

the a v a i l a b i l i t y of observable r e g u l a r i t y . 

There could therefore be no ru les ajovciroijag 

governing the use of a necessar i ly p r iva te language. 
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And t h i s a lso means t ha t there could be no 

c r i t e r i o n of ctorrectness for the appl icat ion 

of any word in t h i s language. And since memory 

would have been the only c r i t e r i o n of co r rec t ­

ness he re , the re would thus be no memory e i t h e r . 

I t may perhaps be sa id i t i s not 

absolute ly c l ea r tha t the above argument i s 

wholly Wittgensteii ian, However I do not here 

want to go in to quest ion of i n t e rp re t a t ion of 

Wi t tgens te in . All I want to say i s th^ t I f ind 

the above argument, whoereer might have held or 

not held i t , phi losophical ly highly p l a u s i b l e . 

If a necessar i ly p r iva te language i s 

impossible i t wi l l seem to follow t h a t a l l our 

experiences must be capable of being expressed 

and ta lked about in the publ ic language. There 

are however, so i t might be sa id , i n t e r e s t i n g 

cases of claims of people having experiences 

which cannot be expressed or talked about c l ea r ly 

in a publ ic language. Such for instance are 

the experiences of the myst ics . The p o s s i b i l i t y 

of mystical experiences r a i s e s perhaps important 
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philosophical questions. Unfortunately I cannot 

go into these questions here. The only point i 

wish to make is as follow 

Mystical experience, if there were any, 

would be such that not only would it be inexpres­

sible in a public language but it would be in­

expressible , in a literal sense^ in any language 

whatever* It is not as though the mystic has a 

language in terms of which he converses with 

himself and with nobody else about his private 

mystical experiences and this language is necessarily 

untranslatable into a public language. Such 

experiences to the extent that they are inexpres­

sible in a public language are inexpressible in 

any language whatever. And perhaps this is what 

Wittgenstein meant when he said at the end of the 

Tractatus that "where of one cannot speak there 

of one must be silent." we may add perhaps that 

there of one must be silent even to oneself. 

Sometimes in Indian philosophy the claim 

is made that there is such a thing as totally 

Ludwig, Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-
Philosophicus/ Trans, D,F .pears & B,F .McGuiness, 
Apphorism 7. 
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s t r u c t u r e l e s s experience (chaotic in our above 

s e n s e ) . Such experience as sometimes ca l led 

ni rv ikalpaka pratyaksa and t h i s i s also sometimes 

thought to be the bas i s of a l l exper iences . I 

have found t h i s view hard to make i n t e l l i g i b l e 

to myself • 

My claim t h a t a l l experiences vfriich are 

i n t e l l i g i b l e at a l l must be expressible in a 

pub l i c language, must be dis t inguished from the 

claim tha t occasionally because of one or another 

impediment people are not able to express t h e i r 

inner fee l ings in language. Such impediment 

might be : l imi t a t ions of vocabulary (for instance 

when one i s t ry ing to say something in a foreign 

language )y physical defects such as dumbness and 

any other speech disorder and so on. But such 

l i m i t a t i o n s are in p r inc ip le capable of being 

overcome, unlike the l imi ta t ions regarding say, 

myst ical exper iences . 
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