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Philosophical Grammar: Wittgenstein and Chomsky 

Dr. Mudasir Ahmad Tantray 

 

Abstract 

This paper attempts to show the real nature of Universal Grammar. Universal grammar is 

separate part of human mind which makes language learning possible and generative. Universal 

grammar is the symbolic and systematic rules inside our mind. These rules help us to classify, analyze, 

differentiate, assimilate, understand and recognize human language. This paper determines the real 

nature of philosophical grammar and discusses the modular and non-modular approach of it. I shall 

examine the critical approaches of Wittgenstein and Chomsky and their comparison to investigate the 

philosophical grammar.    

 

Key Words: Philosophical Grammar; Wittgenstein; Chomsky; Analytical Philosophy; Universal 

Grammar; 

 

Introduction 

Philosophical grammar is also known by many names like scientific grammar, universal 

grammar and general grammar. This type of grammar resides in the rules of every subject matter and 

things. Grammar is the set of rules and philosophical grammar is the set of grammar which is universal 

in human mind. Rationalist philosophers, Descartes, Spinoza and Leibnitz argued that human mind have 

certain rules, norms and axioms which helps him in understanding, doubting and reasoning. Thus, 

universal grammar according to rationalist philosophers could be examined deductively. The structure 

of universal grammar for the knowledge of sound, meaning and form could be innately scrutinized and 

functions naturally with the data. While, on the other hand, Empiricists philosophers like, Locke, 

Berkeley and Hume argued that Universal grammar exists in things not in mind. This set of rules and 

norms could be understood inductively with respect to acquired truths. John Locke assumed that human 

mind is a Tabula Rasa, blank slate on which ideas lead their impressions. So, in this sense universal 

grammar could be acquired from the classification and differentiation of things. However, Immanuel 

Kant produced the argument that rules exists in the mind but can work only if we could acquire idea 

through sense perception.  

Wittgenstein believed that universal grammar exists in the propositions in which we are making 

our thinking possible. When we speak or utter any proposition, we utter it in symbolic language and 

then this proposition represents our thoughts. Our observation, experiences or impressions are 

universally wired with universal grammar but Wittgenstein does not believe that there is separate 

module for universal grammar as Chomsky did. He termed that it is the propositional attitudes which 

describe the nature of universal grammar. Everyone could see, observe, hear, think, smell and taste, so, 

everyone could use his/her universal grammar ability to analysis, rectify, clear and classify thoughts.   

The connection between ‗language and reality‘ is made by definitions of words, which belongs 

to grammar. A gesture language used to communicate with people who have no word-language in 

common with us. Do we feel there too the need to go outside language to explain its signs? It looks that 

the correlation between objects and names is a part of the symbolism. It gives the wrong idea if you say 

that the connection is a psychological one. A proposition shows the possibility of the state of affairs it 

describes. ‗Possible‘ here means the same as ‗conceivable‘; representable in a particular system of 

propositions. The proposition ‗I can imagine such and such a colour transition connects the linguistic 

representation with another form of representation; it is a proposition of grammar, so, the sense of a 



 

 5 

proposition and the sense of a picture, the different grammar of the expressions; ‗This picture shows 

people at a village inn‘ and ‗This picture shows the coronation of Napoleon‘ are two examples. The 

rules of grammar are arbitrary in the same sense as the choice of a unit of measurement. The rules of 

grammar cannot be justified by showing that their application makes a representation agree with reality, 

i.e., the analogy between grammar and games. In order to get clearer about the grammar of the word 

‗understand‘, let's ask: when do we understand a sentence? When we've uttered the whole of it? Or 

while uttering it? - Is understanding, like the uttering of a sentence, an articulated process and does its 

articulation correspond exactly to that of the sentence? Or is it non-articulate, something accompanying 

the sentence in the way a pedal note accompanies a melody? 

A grammar is an organization of rules that produces an infinite class of ‗potential percepts‘, 

each one with its phonetic, semantic and syntactic aspects; the class of structures that comprise the 

language in question. The percepts themselves are first order constructs; we decide their properties by 

testing and observation. The grammar that causes the configuration of percepts is a second order 

construct. To study it, we must abstract away from the other factors that are concerned in the use and 

understanding of language and think on the knowledge of language that has been internalized in some 

manner by the language user.
1
 

 

Chomsky on Philosophical Grammar  

Noam Chomsky is one of the most influential linguists of the twentieth century and still today. 

He dominates the scene of theoretical linguistics. He is most famous for his unique linguistic 

philosophy. He has revolutionized the discipline of linguistics with his much-talked-about theory of 

Transformational Generative Grammar (TGG), in which he emphasizes the mental capacity of 

generating sentences with the use of unconscious knowledge of language which he calls Universal 

Grammar (UG). He says, TGG attempts to specify ‗what the speaker actually knows‘ (Chomsky, 1965: 

8). He asserts that human brain is biologically programmed to learn language, so language faculty is 

innate. For him, mind works during the course of learning a language. These innatist and mentalist 

views made his theory distinct, placing him in head on collision with behaviorism, which was much in 

fashion during the first half of the twentieth century. Chomsky dealt a serious blow to behaviorism, after 

which stimulus-response theory of language learning was abandoned, giving a boost to cognitive 

psychology. This paradigm shift in the history of linguistics is recognized as Chomskyan Revolution. 

Chomsky‘s particular kind of philosophy is also known as Chomskyan Hierarchy.   

The philosophical grammar or general grammar is also known as scientific grammar and this 

concept was influenced by Cartesians conceptions (Chomsky, The Mind-Body Problem, 2011). The 

organization of rules that identifies the sound meaning relation for a given language can be called the 

‗grammar‘ or to use a more technical term, the ‗generative grammar‘ of this language. To say that a 

grammar ‗generates‘ a definite set of structures is merely to say that it specifies this set in a exact way 

in this sense, we might say that the grammar of a language generates an unbounded set of ‗structural 

description‘, each structural description being an abstract article of some kind that establishes a 

particular sound, a particular meaning, and whatever formal properties and pattern serve to intercede 

the relation between sound and meaning.
2
 

The grammar was immediately the set of propositions which the linguist put together and 

characterizes that entity is called a language. Generative grammar has completely a different concern. 

From the point of view of generative grammar, language may not even subsist. In fact, in my view it is 

very indistinct what the idea of languages refers to. Language is not one of the things in the real world; 

that is, it isn‘t a thing out there. Whatever it is, it is something class of derived complex idea, may be 
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no notion: in fact, it doesn‘t seem to be a linguistic notion or at least not linguistically definable. 

However, there is something in the real world, namely what is in your head and what is in my head, 

more or less common between your head and my head, this makes this discussion possible. That is 

something in the real world, but it is not a language, we don‘t have a language in our heads. Rather, 

what we have in our heads is some sort of system of rules that determines the properties of expressions 

over an indefinite range.
3
 

Chomsky judges that UG is special device of human brain which can help people learn 

language quickly. It is an unconscious and potential knowledge which exists in human brain without 

learning and determines the existing appearance of human language (Ren Hulin, 2014).  Grammar 

exists in the world, as components of steady states attained. As for languages, one may possibly think 

of them as determined by grammars, or in some other way, but in any event they are clearly at a further 

remove from real mechanism of the brain than the grammars represented in these mechanisms. 

Likewise, the theory of universal grammar is not the study of general properties of language, but rather 

universal grammar is assumed component of genetic endowment.
4
 

Chomsky squabbled that the clarification of a productive faculty like language demands that we 

admit the existence of complicated set of formal processes inside the head of the person. In particular, 

Chomsky postulated the existence of a mentally represented set of rules is called a generative grammar 

that underlies speakers, grammaticality judgments. A key feature of a generative grammar is that it 

specifies recursive rules for how words and phrases can be accumulated into sentences, thus explaining 

how speakers with finite minds are able to form judgments of the grammaticality of any of an infinite 

number of sentences.
5
 

Generative grammar is an idea which dates back 2500 years. It didn‘t have to be discovered in 

the late 1940; it goes back to Paninean tradition which developed for centuries.
6 

According to Fodor, 

‗the fact that understanding a language is an intellectual achievement provides at least some reason for 

regarding as mental processes the data-processing that it requires‘. Objections also might be raised 

against saying that these alleged mental events are ‗unconscious‘. It is possible to maintain that to 

entertain the notion of an unconscious mental process is either to indulge in incoherence or to implicitly 

suggest that we reduce ‗mental‘. Fodor explains that he calls these processes ‗unconscious‘ because 

‗they cannot be reported by the subject‘.
7 

 

Wittgenstein on Philosophical Grammar 

According to Wittgenstein, philosophical grammar is the set of rules which can be represented 

and used deductively. There are different types of norms, rules and axioms which determines the nature 

of thing. So, different types of rules designate different types of languages. Wittgenstein gave the 

example of a chess game, as the rules of the chess determines the type and nature of game, similarly, 

rules of language determines the nature and mechanism of a language. Grammar as in example ‗the 

geometry of negation‘, we would like to say: ‗Negation has the property that when it is doubled it 

yields an affirmation‘. But the rule doesn't give a further description of negation, it constitutes 

negation. Geometry no more speaks about cubes than logic does about negation. It looks as if one could 

infer from the meaning of negation that ‗p‘ means p. What does it mean to say that the ‗is‘ in ‗The rose 

is red‘ has a different meaning from the ‗is‘ in ‗twice two is four‘? Here we have one word but as it 

were different meaning-bodies with a single end surface: different possibilities of constructing 

sentences. The comparison of the glass cubes. The rule for the arrangement of the red sides contains the 

possibilities, i.e. the geometry of the cube. The cube can also serve as a notation for the rule if it 

belongs to a system of propositions. ‗The grammatical possibilities of the negation-sign‘. The T-F 
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notation can illustrate the meaning of ‗not‘. The written symbol becomes a sign for negation only by 

the way it works - the way it is used in the game. If we derive geometrical propositions from a drawing 

or a model, then the model has the role of a sign in a game. We use the drawing of a cube again and 

again in different contexts. It is this sign that we take to be the cube in which the geometrical laws are 

already laid up. My earlier concept of meaning originates in a primitive philosophy of language. - 

Augustine on the learning of language. He describes a calculus of our language, only not everything 

that we call language is this calculus. As if words didn't also have functions quite different from the 

naming of tables, chairs, etc. - Here is the origin of the bad expression: a fact is a complex of objects. 

In a familiar language we experience different parts of speech as different. It is only in a foreign 

language that we see clearly the uniformity of words. If I decide to use a new word instead of ‗red‘, 

how would it come out that it took the place of the word ‗red‘? The meaning of a word: what the 

explanation of its meaning explains. (If, on the other hand by "meaning" we mean a characteristic 

sensation, then the explanation of meaning would be a cause.) Explanation can clear up 

misunderstandings. In that case understanding is a correlate of explanation.  

It seems as if the other grammatical rules for a word had to follow from its ostensive definition. 

But is this definition really unambiguous? One must understand a great deal of a language in order to 

understand the definition. The words ‗shape‘, ‗colour‘ in the definitions determine the kind of use of 

the word. The ostensive definition has a different role in the grammar of each part of speech. So how 

does it come about that on the strength of this definition we understand the word? What's the sign of 

someone understands a game? Can't he learn a game simply by watching it being played? Learning and 

speaking without explicit rules. We are always comparing language with a game according to rules. 

The names I give to bodies, shapes, colors, lengths have different grammars in each case. The meaning 

of a name is not the thing we point to when we give an ostensive definition of the name. What 

constitutes the meaning of a word like ‗perhaps‘? I know how it is used. The case is similar when 

someone is explaining to me a calculation ‗that I don't quite understand‘. ‗Now I know how to go on.‘ 

How do I know that I know how to go on? Is the meaning really only the use of the word? Isn't it the 

way this use meshes with our life? The words ‗fine‘, ‗oh‘, ‗perhaps‘  ... can each be the expression of a 

feeling. But I don't call that feeling the meaning of the word. I can replace the sensations by intonation 

and gestures. I could also treat the word (e.g. ‗oh‘) itself as a gesture. A language spoken in a uniform 

meter, relationships between tools in a tool-box. ‗The meaning of a word: its role in the calculus of 

language.‘ Imagine how we calculate with ‗red‘. And then: the word ‗oh‘ - what corresponds now to 

the calculus? Describing ball-games. Perhaps one will be unwilling to call some of them ball-games; 

but it is clear where the boundary is to be drawn here? We consider language from one point of view 

only. The explanation of the purpose or the effect of a word is not what we call the explanation of its 

meaning. It may be that if it is to achieve its effect a particular word cannot be replaced by any other, 

just as it may be that a gesture cannot be replaced by any other. - We only bother about what's called 

the explanation of meaning and not about meaning in any other sense. Aren't our sentences parts of a 

mechanism? As in a pianola? But suppose it is in bad condition? So it is not the effect but the purpose 

that is the sense of the signs (the holes in the pianola roll), their purpose within the mechanism. We 

need an explanation that is part of the calculus. ‗A symbol is something that produces this effect.‘ - 

How do I know that it is the one I meant?‘ We could use a colour-chart: and then our calculus would 

have to get along with the visible colour-sample. ‗We could understand a penholder too, if we had 

given it a meaning.‘ Does the understanding contain the whole system of its application? When I read a 

sentence with understanding something happens: perhaps a picture comes into my mind. But before we 

call ‗understanding‘ is related to countless things that happen before and after the reading of this 
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sentence. When I don't understand a sentence - that can be different things in different cases. 

‗Understanding a word‘ - that is infinitely various. 

One of the great eighteenth century rational grammarians portrayed that ‗general grammar‘ as a 

deductive science concerned with ‗the immutable and general principles of spoken or written language‘ 

and their consequences; it is ‗priori to all languages‘, since its principles ‗are similar as those that direct 

human reason in its intellectual operations‘. John Stuart Mill later uttered the same leading idea that 

‗the principles and rules of grammar are the means by which the forms of language are made to 

correspond with the universal forms of thought. The structure of every sentence is a lesson in logic. 

The generative grammar of a particular language (where ‗generative‘ means nothing more than 

‗explicit‘) is a theory that is concerned with the form and meaning of expressions of this language. 

Language faculty is the basic component of the human mind. Universal grammar is characterization of 

the genetically determined language faculty, one may think of this as ‗language acquisition device‘, an 

innate component of the human mind that yields a particular language through interaction with the 

presented experience, a device that changes experience into a system of knowledge attained: 

knowledge of one or another language.
8
 

Structural and descriptive linguistics, behavioral psychology, and other contemporary 

approaches be predisposed to view a language as collection of actions, or utterances, or linguistic forms 

(words, sentences) paired with meanings, or as system of linguistic forms or events. In Saussurean 

structuralism, a language (langue) was taken to be a system of sounds and an associated system of 

concepts; the notion of sentence was left in a kind of midpoint, perhaps to be lodged within the study of 

language use.  

 

Comparison  

Universal Grammar: According to Chomsky, Universal Grammar (UG) is the system of 

principles, conditions, and rules that are elements or properties common to all languages – the essence 

of human language. All human beings share part of their knowledge of language. UG is their common 

possession regardless of which language they speak. The rules of UG provide the basic blueprint that 

all languages follow. (Chomsky, 1976: 29; Cook & Newson, 1996: 1-2; Fromkin, Rodman and Hyams, 

2007: 25) UG theory attempts to clarify the relatively quick acquisition of the mother tongue on the 

basis of minimum exposure to external input. Learning would be impossible without universal 

language-specific knowledge. Chomsky says: It is reasonable to suppose that UG determines a set of 

core grammars and that what is actually represented in the mind of an individual even under the 

idealization to a homogeneous speech community would be a core grammar with a periphery of 

marked elements and constructions. (Chomsky, 1982: 8) Chomsky says that human babies are born 

with the core linguistic sense common to all language, which helps them to acquire any specific 

language from the environment. According to Chomsky, the language faculty is part of our biological 

endowment, and as such it is largely genetically determined. Neuropsychologist Eric Lenneberg in his 

Biological Foundations of Language (1967) lends support to Chomsky‘s view. He says the capacity to 

learn a language is indeed innate, and, like many such inborn mechanisms, it is circumscribed in time. 

If a child does not learn a language before the onset of puberty, the child will never master language at 

all, as claimed in the critical period hypothesis. The proposal of universal grammar puts Chomsky in 

the core of rationalist tradition. Chomsky‘s proposal bears an affinity with the concept of archetype 

theorized by noted Swiss psychiatrist Carl Jung. According to Jung, human beings are born with certain 

inherited modes of functioning rooted in collective unconscious, referred to as archetypes. Archetypes 

are conceived as innate neuropsychic center possesses the capacity to initiate, control, and mediate the 
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common behavioral characteristics and typical experiences of all human beings. According to 

Chomsky, although grammars differ from one another, their basic forms – deep structures – are 

universal; that is, at the deepest neuropsychic level, there exists a universal or archetypal grammar, on 

which all individual grammars are based.  

This paper attempts to bring out a comprehensive outline of Wittgenstein's philosophical 

grammar and draw the limits of such a grammar vis-a-vis the empirical grammar and their logical 

counterparts in linguistic theory. My main contention is that philosophical grammar is not bound by the 

empirical constraints which appear in the structure of a nonphilosophical linguistic grammar. 

Wittgenstein distinguishes between two sorts of grammar, the one of the traditional linguistic variety to 

be called the empirical grammar and the other one of the logical variety to be called philosophical 

grammar. Traditional descriptive grammar concerns parts of speech (such as nouns, verbs, adjectives, 

adverbs, etc.). It examines forms of pluralizing nouns, regularities and irregularities in the conjunction 

of verbs and so on. All the above problems seem to have nothing to do with philosophy. Philosophy is 

concerned with philosophical grammar. As Moore puts it, grammar is a sort of thing one teaches small 

children at school e.g. we do not say ‗Two men was in the field but‘ and ‗Three men were in the field‘. 

And what has that to do with philosophy? According to Wittgenstein, the above example has nothing to 

do with philosophy. It only tells what people do in a particular language. It only describes the particular 

grammar e.g. English grammar. It has nothing to say about what grammar is all about or what one does 

in following a grammatical rule. Philosophical grammar is concerned with the latter issues in that it is a 

reflection on grammar itself. Philosophical grammar therefore, is a reflection on grammar. In this sense 

philosophical grammar is more general and comprehensive than traditional grammar. It contains no 

information as to how a particular grammar works but concerns itself with the general issues relating to 

the availability of grammar as such. We may say here that there are not two kinds of grammar but two 

approaches to the study of grammar. They represent two kinds of interests in the rules of a language 

determined by different purposes. Philosophy is concerned with rules of grammar, i.e. rules for the use 

of expressions. It sheds light upon these problems. So, the range of its concern is wider and more 

comprehensive. Philosophy thus concerned with rules is philosophical grammar itself. Philosophical 

grammar is as wide as the concept of rule itself. A grammarian in a narrower sense concerns himself 

with a particular natural language or languages and its forms and structure. A philosopher of language, 

on the other hand, is typically concerned with forms shared by many languages. Of course, it precludes 

language-specific enquires like to syntactic structure of sentences of a particular language, e.g. English, 

Sanskrit, etc. Philosophy does not aim at producing a universal grammar; it even does not aim at 

producing a grammar at all. Rather it aims at resolving philosophical issues concerning grammar, its 

structure and limits. The grammarian classifies parts of speech into noun, adjective etc, and states rules 

for them. The philosopher will typically concern himself with different classifications, e.g. sensation 

words, words for feelings, emotions, moods, attitudes etc. The philosopher can resolve conceptual 

puzzles concerning these words and resolve confusions arising out of their (miss) uses. He can clarify 

our knowledge of the world by arranging and contrasting the different rules for the use of perception 

words.4 An example of the philosopher's concern is: ‗I see better, more distinctly than you‘ makes 

sense but, ‗I feel pain better, more distinctly than you‘ makes no sense. What is philosophically 

important here is the rules of use (grammar) of the words ‗see‘ and ‗feel‘. Grammarian's interest fall 

outside the interests of the philosophers, since while the latter's interest includes issues of more general 

kind, the former's interests do not go beyond what is interesting for a particular language or all 

languages taken together. The more complex problems concerning the nature and limits of language do 

not concern the empirical grammarian. For Wittgenstein, philosophical grammar is an account book of 
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language (PG). It determines the limits of sense by examining the nature of rules. The philosopher is 

primarily interested in the limits of sense in so far as they are determinable by examine the rule-

structure of the languages concerned. Wittgenstein's notion of philosophical grammar is aimed at 

solving the problems of the limits of sense. Wittgenstein, in a general way, may differentiate 

philosophical grammar from empirical grammar in the following ways: Firstly, philosophical grammar 

is concerned with rules for the use of words just as ordinary grammar is, except that where ordinarily 

grammar specifies and classifies those rules, philosophical grammar examines their structure. 

Philosophical conclusions about rules affect the very concept of language we have. Philosophical 

grammar does not discover anything new. It only puts language in a certain logical perspective. 

Secondly, the important difference between grammarians' interest in the use of words and philosophers' 

lies in their purposes. Though grammarians may concern themselves with meaning, they hardly raise 

questions, about whether meanings are at all possible, whereas philosophers do raise fundamental 

questions about the possibility of meaning e..g. whether meaning is extensional or intentional or 

whether meaning itself is an ontological entity, etc. Thus the grammarians' distinction between syntax 

and semantics which separates meaning from the structure of language is hardly binding for the 

philosophers. Philosophers do see the whole problem as one. Wittgenstein clearly thinks that there is no 

essentially dividing line in the patterns of the use of words between the so called syntax and semantics. 

For him the study syntax involves the study of the semantical questions and vice versa, as the 

philosophers' goal is to study the whole of language. Lastly, Wittgenstein takes grammar as covering, 

in the widest sense, all the conditions and methods necessary for comparing the propositions with 

reality. Philosophers' interest is in the language-world relations; therefore, for him, grammar must take 

into how language, though autonomous and self-contained, is yet related to the world. Language 

becomes a significant phenomenon only against the backdrop of the phenomenal world of which it 

itself is a constituent. The signs are spread over the world. So the study of the signs is a study of the 

world. What is, however, philosophically significant is that for grammar studies ‗the harmony between 

reality and thought to which indeed a form of our language corresponds‘. Philosophical grammar 

studies primarily the question of sense as we have indicated earlier. Hence the distinction of sense and 

non-sense is fundamental for philosophical studies of grammar. There is a distinct idea of grammatical 

nonsense. The sentences, ‗Green ideas are ‗idle‘, ‗Socrates is identical‘, etc. are philosophically 

nonsense, though they may appear as well formed. Philosopher‘s major concern with grammar lies in 

detecting well concealed form of nonsense. It is this nonsense which pervades language and the 

philosopher's task is to bring them to light. Wittgenstein writes, the results of philosophy are the 

uncovering of one or another piece of plain nonsense and of bumps that the understanding has got by 

running its head up against the limits of language. These bumps make us see the value of the discovery. 

Chomsky has formulated two distinct types of sentential structures. These are surface structure and 

deep structure. Surface structure, according to Chomsky, is the observable grammatical structure of a 

sentence. The phonological component of a generative grammar operates on surface structure. This is a 

product of syntactic rules and is responsible for the phonological representations of the sentence. Depth 

structure is distinct from phonological representation. It is associated with the underlying grammatical 

form of sentences. Depth structure accounts for the grammatical relations which are not observable on 

the surface structure. It explains how the infinite sentences of the natural language are generated. Thus 

Chomsky's generative grammar has a stake in the concept of depth structure of sentences. Chomsky has 

given an interesting example to support the above point: (i) ‗John is eager to please.‘ (ii) ‗John is easy 

to please.‘ Both the sentences have the same surface  structure. They have the form 'Noun + Verb + 

Adjective + infinitive'. But there is an underlying grammatical difference between the two. We cannot 
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paraphrase (i) in the following way. (i) ‗It is eager to please John‘; though we can paraphrase (ii) as (ii) 

‗It is easy to please John‘. Thus the sentences (i) and (ii) are different though. Their surface structures 

are alike because they have different deep structures. Chomsky's theory explains the similarity of the 

surface structure in terms of the operation of transformational rules which convert the deep structure 

into the respective surface structures. Surface structures are derivatively linked with the depth 

structures.  

The distinction between surface structure and deep structure is introduced in the 

transformational model of grammar. This distinction is a part of the syntax of language. According to 

Chomsky, syntax is logically prior to semantics. In other words, meaning depends on the structure of 

the sentences. The semantic component of language depends upon the deep structure postulated by the 

grammarian. The transformational generative grammar has the following model built it into it. In this 

model the base rules generate the fundamental grammatical relations of the language and produce deep 

structure of the sentences. There are transformational rules which convert the deep structures into 

surface structures. The phonological and morphological component operates on those structures to 

produce 'phonological representations. Besides, the amalgamation rules operate to produce semantic 

interpretation. The surface structure of language resulting in semantic interpretation accounts for 

meaning. Meaning (semantics) is thus linked with the depths-structure (syntax). 

 

Chomsky demonstrates in his contribution to the scientific study of language that there is an 

exhibition of the (much discussed) competence/performance distinction. In Aspects of the theory of 

syntax a fundamental distinction is drawn between what speaker actually ‗the ideal speaker-hearer‘ 

knows by virtue of which he or she has mastery of language, and what a (speaker or hearer) does. A 

study of the former yields a theory of competence; of the latter a theory of performance. A grammar of 

a language is an open statement of competence. Consequently, we make a fundamental distinction 

between competence (the speaker-hearer knowledge of his language) and performance (the actual use 

of language in concrete situations).
9
 Chomsky presupposed that the relation which exists between mind 

and language or among the above levels is certainly not a logical relationship of induction or deduction 

but of particular level. All the levels are linked together. It is not unreasonable to suppose that the study 

of this particular human achievement, the ability to speak and understand a human language, may serve 

as a evocative model for question into other domains of human competence and action that are not 

quite so amendable to direct investigation. By studying the properties of natural languages, their 

structure, organization, and use, we may hope to gain some understanding of the specific characteristics 

of human intelligence. 

Logically, there is a natural order of thoughts that is mirrored by the order of words, when we 

speak of a grammar as generating a sentence with a certain structural description. We mean simply that 

the grammar plans this structural description to the sentence. The term ‗generate‘ is known in the sense 

intended here in logic, particularly in theory of combinatorial systems. The notion ‗acceptable‘ is not to 

be confused with ‗Grammatical‘ acceptability is a concept that belongs to the study of performance, 

where as grammaticalness belongs to the study of competence. Chomsky pointed out that a native 

speaker‘s knowledge of his language must have a generative character. Since there is no rule limiting 

the length of grammatical sentences, there must be an indefinitely large number of sentences that native 

speakers could produce and understand. It is unthinkable that this set of grammatical sentences could 

be mastered them, once at a time. Some kind of generative system must lie at the heart of linguistic 

competence. Chomsky implied that cautious analysis of that generative system could disclose much 

about the cognitive architecture of the human information processing system. The knowledge system 
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expands as children learn to shape their innate and universal grammar to the local requirements of the 

particular language community into which they happen to have been born. The basic design features of 

human languages are universal.
10

 

According to Chomsky, children study their native language with remarkable ease and speed, 

despite the fact that children are rarely explicitly instructed in their language and their linguistic 

experience consists of little more than a fairly limited set of examples of often degraded adult speech. 

Thus, Chomsky maintained that there is a gap between the learning target achieved by the child, i.e. the 

child‘s mature linguistic competence, and the small inputs available to the child. He argued that the 

only way to bridge this gap is to postulate that the child antecedently possesses extensive innate 

knowledge of language and brings this knowledge to the language learning task.
11

   

Chomsky's conception of how difficult it is to arrive at a theory of grammar can perhaps best be 

conveyed if we paraphrase a famous saying of Kant's: ‗To write the theory of the grammar of an 

ordinary language is surely the most difficult of all scientific undertakings. Thus far no such theory of 

grammar has been set forth.‘ For what we really have in the way of so-called theories of grammar is an 

enormous mass of factual material, furnished with numerous more or less artificial ad hoc rules which 

afford us no view of the inner structure and operation of language. That is to say, these rules, in the best 

of cases, report only the surface structure of a grammar and not its deep structure. These words 

immediately call to mind Wittgenstein's distinction between surface grammar and depth grammar. In 

the execution of the program, however, there is an essential difference between the two thinkers. 

Wittgenstein's concern is to eliminate those philosophical confusions which have their root in the fact 

that we are misled by the surface grammar of language and neglect the depth grammar. His 

deliberations are aphoristic in character and hence, from the standpoint of a systematic theorist like 

Chomsky, remain more or less those of an amateur. According to Chomsky, both surface structure and 

deep structure are to be provided in a systematic form by a generative and transformational grammar. A 

grammar of this sort consists in a system of rules. The rewriting rules are the fundamental ones. They 

allow us to produce sentences with the simplest structure. The starting-point of the derivation is always 

one and the same letter (initial symbol) flanked on the left and right by the boundary symbol. The result 

of a derivation is a sentence with the simplest structure. All sentences of this kind can be derived in this 

manner. Subsuming the expressions of this sentence under the appropriate grammatical categories 

furnishes us with the grammatical surface structure. On the other hand, the end-result of a derivation 

(i.e., the concrete sentence) together with the derivation tree constructed for it - and called 'phrase 

marker' by Chomsky - provides us with a glance into the deep structure of the utterance. In this way 

each of the simplest statements obtains a corresponding structural description. Sentences of a more 

complex and involved character are generated by a second class of rules, the rules of transformation. 

The end-results of applying the first class of rules (the rewriting rules) become the point of departure 

for the application of the second class. Again it is a derivation tree - this time called transformation 

marker - that affords us an insight into the grammatical deep structure of the complex statement.  Given 

a natural language L and a grammatical theory of L, this theory is to be regarded as adequate in 

Chomsky's sense only if it enables us, by means of the two kinds of rules, to generate all the 

meaningful sentences of L from the initial symbol. The fact that he works with systems of rules has 

given rise at times to the erroneous view that what Chomsky is after is an axiomatization of linguistics 

according to the mathematical model. Such an interpretation rests on a basic error. Chomsky's systems 

of rules are comparable rather to the so-called Post systems. But the application of rewriting and 

transformation rules involves peculiarities for which no analogues can be given in logical calculi. For 

instance, the rules, as Chomsky conceives them, must be applied in an ordered sequence. Again, certain 
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rules are not 'context-free'; the way they are applied to a linguistic expression depends on the context in 

which this expression is embedded. These few indications will have to suffice. However, we must at 

least illustrate briefly the task and power of a theory of grammar, which Chomsky is engaged in 

constructing. For example, compare the two English sentences: (a), I persuaded a specialist to examine 

John. (b), I expected a specialist to examine John. If by grammar one understands what is ordinarily so 

designated - namely, surface grammar - then these two sentences have the same grammatical structure. 

Yet in their grammatical deep structure they differ altogether. It is characteristic that, to the extent we 

are familiar with the usual grammatical procedures; we must resort to auxiliary semantical ideas or 

representations if we are to grasp at all the difference in structure between these two sentences. We 

construct, say, the following two statements, obtained from the first two by transforming one part from 

active to passive: (c) I persuaded John to be examined by a specialist. (d) I expected John to be 

examined by a specialist. Now we confirm that whereas (b) is synonymous with sentence (d), the 

sentence (a) is not synonymous with (c). This is the way we determine structural differences - we make 

clear the 'meaning content' of the statement in intuitive fashion and in addition utilize the concept of 

synonymy, which belongs to in tensional semantics. An adequate generative and transformational 

grammar would permit us to obtain this result without auxiliary considerations of that sort. The last 

piece of the derivation trees would be of the same kind in both instances, and this would show that the 

surface grammar is the same. On the other hand, the underlying 'stories' - the full derivation trees that 

are involved - would be essentially different and would reflect the differing grammatical deep structure. 

 

The theory of generative grammar, both particular and universal, points to a conceptual lacuna 

in psychological theory that I believe is worth mentioning. Psychology conceived as ‗behavioral 

science‘ has been concerned with behavior and acquisition or control of behavior. It has no concept 

corresponding to ‗competence,‘ in the sense in which competence is characterized by a generative 

grammar. The theory of learning has limited itself to a narrow and surely inadequate concept of what is 

learned, namely a system of stimulus-response connections, a network of associations, a repertoire of 

behavioral items, a habit hierarchy, or a system of dispositions to respond in a particular way under 

specifiable stimulus conditions. Insofar as behavioral psychology has been applied to education or 

therapy, it has correspondingly limited itself to this concept of ‗what is learned‘. But a generative 

grammar cannot be characterized in these terms. What is necessary, in addition to the concept of 

behavior and learning, is a concept of what is learned, a notion of competence, that lies beyond the 

conceptual limits of behaviorist psychological theory. Like much of modern linguistics and modern 

philosophy of language, behaviorist psychology has quite consciously accepted methodological 

restrictions that do not permit the study of systems of the necessary complexity and abstractness. One 

important future contribution of the study of language to general psychology may be to focus attention 

on this conceptual gap and to demonstrate how it may be filled by the elaboration of a system of 

underlying competence in one domain of human intelligence. 

 

Wittgenstein‘s most basic conception of grammar is that it consists in rules which govern the 

use of words and which thereby constitute meanings or concepts. Thus, he identifies grammar in 

general with the ‗rules for use of a word‘ or to cite a more specific example, he says of mathematics, 

which he understands to be an important part of grammar, that ‗in mathematics we are convinced of 

grammatical propositions; so the expression, the result, of our being convinced is that we accept a rule‘. 

And since, famously, he believes that a word‘s use may (generally) be equated with its meaning, he 

holds that the rules for use of words which make up grammar ‗determine meaning (constitute it)‘ that 
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‗the meaning of a sign lies . . . in the rules in accordance with which it is used/in the rules which 

prescribe its use‘ or to cite a more specific example, the mathematical part of grammar again, he says 

that ‗mathematics forms concepts‘. Wittgenstein maintains, in an important and persistent analogy, that 

‗grammar . . . has somewhat the same relation as one to the language as . . . the rules of a game have to 

the game‘. Hence in his notorious characterization of linguistic practices as ‗language-games‘, 

grammar plays the role of the rules which govern these ‗games‘ in contrast to the moves that are made 

within them. 

 

Conclusion  

Philosophical grammar determines the phonetic, semantic and syntactic structure of the 

propositions. It classifies, analysis, distinguishes, synthesis and grades different types of languages. 

Chomsky believes that child‘s mind is endowed to different types of language and it is natural faculty 

to learn language. Our mind at the time of learning languages, functions innately.  The rules of 

grammar are abstract in the same meaning as the selection of a unit of measurement. The rules of 

grammar cannot be acceptable by screening that their application makes a demonstration agree with 

reality, i.e., the analogy between grammar and games. Universal grammar is the natural faculty of 

generating sentences with the use of unconscious data of knowledge of language. Chomsky argues that 

Universal Grammar is special component of human brain which can help people understand language 

fast. It is an unconscious and potential knowledge which exists in human mind without observation and 

shows the existing form of human language. Thus, Wittgenstein argued that philosophical grammar is 

the natural rules which exist in our thoughts and we only represented things through these rules. Rules 

designate the quantity, quality, relation and co-existence of things.  

Wittgenstein and Chomsky argued that universal grammar is the set of rules in our mind. 

Language represents our thoughts symbolically and universal grammar functions as a device to choose 

and distinguishes different types of grammars. Humans are born with special capacities for language. 

Wittgenstein and Chomsky articulate that language learning is natural. Language is not taught rather it 

is caught. If we don‘t expose child in linguistic environment, then he or she shall acquire language 

symbolically and will make rules innately. However, it remains better that child should be put in 

sophisticated and good environment.  

Universal grammar helps the child in developing productivity, creativity and reasoning in 

language. It also generates different phonetic, semantic and syntactic components. Just like birds are 

designed naturally to fly, similarly, humans are designed naturally to speak language. Thus, it is job of 

analytical philosophy to clear and analyze universal grammar, meaning, form, language and thought. 

Even, thoughts have their own language mechanism. So, it appears that Universal grammar is a set of 

rules, axioms, laws or form which is either innate, or acquired. There are also other views that universal 

grammar is nothing but rules which designates learning of a language deductively. So, we cannot 

observe this special faculty for language classification and recognition but we can easily understood 

from the thesis that a Chinese speaker can learn English, Kashmiri speaker can learn Chinese, Sanskrit 

speaker can learn English, Arabic speaker can learn Japanese and so on.      

 

Notes: 
1. N. Chomsky, Mind and Language, 3rd ed., Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006, p. 150. 

2. Chomsky, Mind and Language, pp. 91-92. 

3. See N. Chomsky, Modular Approaches to the study of the Mind, California: San Diego, 1984, p. 26. 

4. See Noam Chomsky and Language Descriptions, ed., J. O. Askedal, I. Roberts, T. Matsushita, p. 68. 

5. Kelby, Mason. Chandra Sekhar Sripada. Stephen Stich: Philosophy of Psychology, Routledge Companion to Twentieth century 

philosophy (London: Routledge), p. 9.  
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6. See ‗Of Minds and Language: A Dialogue with Noam Chomsky in the Basque Country, Edited by M. P. Palmarini, J. 

Uriagereka & P. Salaburu, Oxford: Oxford university press, 2009, p. 379. This statement is also cited by ‗Lele and 
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7. Stephen N. Thomas, The Formal Mechanics of Mind, Hassocks: The Harvester Press, (1978), p. 226.  

8. See Noam Chomsky, Knowledge of Language: its Nature, Origin, and Use, Edited by R. N. Anshen, New York: Praeger 

Publishers, 1986, pp. 1-3. 
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Necessity and Analyticity: Not an Equation 

Dr. Soma Chakraborty  

 

Abstract 

Most of the western philosophers are of the opinion that all necessary propositions are analytic and all 

analytic propositions are necessary. The pre-Kantian philosophers like Leibnitz and the post Kantian 

positivists equate necessity with analyticity. But Kant shows that no such equation between necessity 

and analyticity holds good. In this paper an attempt is made to examine the question whether all 

necessary proposition are analytic. The claim here is that the question between necessity and analyticity 

was not conclusively established by Kant‘s critics and that Kant has rightly pointed out that all analytic 

propositions are necessary but not vice-versa. In other words necessity-analyticity equation is 

untenable. 

Key Words: Necessity; Analyticity, Proposition; Leibnitz; Kant  

 

Let us start with the identity view of Leibnitz who is represented as the most prominent ancestor 

of the widely held contemporary doctrine that all necessary truths are analytic.
1
 

Leibnitz distinguishes between ‗truths of reason‘ and ‗truths of fact‘. For Leibnitz, ‗truths of 

reason‘ are necessary, whereas ‗truths of fact‘ are contingent. According to Leibnitz, ‗a necessary 

proposition is a proposition whose contradictory is impossible.‘
2
 So, for Leibnitz, if ‗p‘ is impossible 

then ‗not-p‘ is necessary. Let us consider an example of ‗truths of reason‘, i.e. a necessary proposition.  

        ―All bachelors are unmarried men.‖ 

This is a necessary proposition, because the contradictory of the above proposition is self-

contradictory. The contradictory proposition of the above proposition is — 

         ―Some bachelors are not unmarried men.‖ 

    This proposition is self-contradictory and the contradiction involved in it can be proved thus: 

1. Some bachelors are not unmarried men.  

2. Some bachelors are married men. [1, D.N.] 

3. Some unmarried men are married men. [1, Definition of bachelor & law of synonym] 

 

Symbolically— 

 

1. ( x)(~Mx . Mx) 

2. ~Ma . Ma……………..1, E.I. 

3. Ma .~Ma…………….2, Com.  

So, it is proved that the contradictory of the proposition ―All bachelors are unmarried men‖ is 

self-contradictory. Hence, the proposition ―All bachelors are unmarried men‖ is a necessary 

proposition. This proposition is also analytic, because the above mentioned Leibnizian criterion 
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of necessary truth is identical with the Kant‘s criterian of analytic truth. For Kant, an analytic 

proposition is that of which the contradictory is self-contradictory. So, it is clear that like 

necessary propositions analytic propositions are also demonstrable by the law of contradiction. 

Therefore, we can say that for Leibnitz, all necessary propositions are analytic. In this connection 

it should be mentioned here that Leibnitz does not explicitly distinguish between a-priori and a-

posteriori, and between analytic and synthetic. But as the Leibnizian criterion of necessity 

coincides with Kantian criterion of analyticity, Leibnitz can be regarded as the pioneer of the 

view that there is an identity between necessity and analyticity. 

Kant, however, is against the view that there is an equation between necessity and analyticity. 

Kant makes a two-fold distinctions—(i) distinction between analytic and synthetic propositions; 

(ii) distinction between a-priori and a-posteriori propositions. Both these distinctions are 

fundamental in the sense that a proposition which is analytic cannot be synthetic and that there is 

no such proposition which is neither analytic nor synthetic. Fundamentality of the a-priori a-

posteriori distinction also be understood in the same way. Following Kant, let us consider the 

distinction between analytic propositions and between a priori and a posteriori propositions in 

turn.         

For Kant, an analytic proposition
3
 is that in which the predicate concept is already contained 

(although covertly) in the subject concept. A synthetic proposition
4
 is that in which the predicate 

concept lies outside the subject concept, although it otherwise stands in connection with it. 

Examples of these two kinds of propositions are respectively, ―All bodies are extended‖ and ―All 

bodies are heavy.‖ 

The predicate concept in an analytic proposition is contained in the subject concept in the sense 

that it is identical with at least one of the logical constituents of the subject concept. Analysis of 

the subject concept of the body yields two simpler concepts: the concept of extendedness, and the 

concept of substantiality. These are the logical constituents of the subject concept. The predicate 

concept of extendedness is identical with one of these. 

In the synthetic proposition the predicate concept lies outside the subject concept in the sense 

that it is not identical with anyone of the logical constituents of the subject concept. Thus the 

concept of heaviness is not anyone of the logical constituents of the concept of the body. 

Kant was aware that the above definitions of analytic and synthetic propositions are applied only 

to the categorical propositions. So he gives another definition of analytic and synthetic 

propositions applicable to any kind of propositions. The second types of definitions of analytic 

and synthetic propositions are as follows:  

 An analytic proposition is that of which the denial leads to a contradiction. A synthetic 

proposition is one of which the denial does not lead to a contradiction.  

 Thus the denial of the analytic proposition ―All bodies are extended‖ is ―Some bodies are not 

extended‖, and this is reducible to the contradiction ―Some extended substances are not 

extended‖. But the denial of the synthetic proposition ―All bodies are heavy‖ is not reducible to a 

contradiction.  
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 Now let us consider the distinction between a priori and a posteriori propositions. This 

distinction is epistemological. For Kant, empirical knowledge is defined as that which is derived 

from experience and is called a posteriori, because of its dependence upon experience. A-priori 

knowledge, on the other hand, is defined as that which is absolutely independent of all 

experiences. According to Kant, ―we shall understand by a priori knowledge, not knowledge 

independent of this or that experience, but knowledge absolutely independent of all experience.
5
 

The Kantian criteria of a priori knowledge
6
 are strict universality

7
 and necessity. Strict 

universality, for Kant, means validity under all actual or possible circumstances. It does not 

depend upon its external logical form. The proposition ―All swans are white‖ is universally 

quantified, but it is not universal in the strict Kantian sense, whereas the proposition ―2+2=4‖ is 

not universally quantified and yet it is universal in the strict Kantian sense. 

Necessity is another criterion of a-priori knowledge. For Kant, a necessary proposition is such 

that what is stated by it cannot be otherwise. This means that it is a proposition of which the 

opposite or the contradictory is impossible.  

From the above discussion it is clear that as necessity is one of the two criteria of a priori 

knowledge so the propositions which express a-priori knowledge can be regarded as necessary 

propositions. Now the question arises whether necessity can be identified with analyticity. Here 

Kant‘s answer is negative. Unlike those philosophers who believe in the equation between 

necessity and analyticity, Kant says that all analytic propositions are necessary, but from this, 

says Kant, it does not follow that all a priori or necessary propositions are analytic. What follows 

by conversion is simply that some a priori or necessary propositions are analytic. Actually Kant 

accepts the possibility of synthetic a priori propositions. For Kant, there are propositions which 

are synthetic and at the same time a priori or necessary. So, it is clear that, for Kant, there is no 

identity between necessity and analyticity. Now the question naturally arises: How are synthetic 

propositions a priori possible?  

But before we discuss the answer of this question it should be mentioned here that, the vast 

majority of the post Kantian philosophers, however, deny the possibility of propositions which 

are both a priori and synthetic.
8
 They reject the Kantian view on the ground that the propositions 

which Kant regards as synthetic a-priori (necessary) are really not so. But for Quine, this method 

of refutation of Kant cannot be regarded as satisfactory. Indeed, if the propositions regarded by 

Kant as synthetic a-priori (necessary) turn out, on scrutiny, to be not so, it does not follow that 

synthetic a-priori propositions are impossible. If the Kantian view is to be refuted conclusively, 

what needs to be shown is that all a-priori, i.e. necessary propositions must, in principle, be 

analytic.  

Now the question is whether the analytic thesis of the a-priori, according to which all apriori or 

necessary propositions must in principle be analytic, has been conclusively established by Kant‘s 

critics. Quine claims that he has provided a conclusive defense of the analytic thesis of the a-

priori, i.e. necessary. Let us examine Quine‘s claim mentioned above. Quine starts with the 

notion of an a-priori proposition, and proceeds, by way of certain argument steps to conclude that 

such a proposition must be analytic. Thus he argues as follows:  

i) An a-priori statement is one that is necessary. 
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ii) A necessary statement is one that is true in virtue of itself. For a necessary statement is 

opposed to a contingent one, which is true in virtue of something else.   

iii) A statement which is true in virtue of itself is true in virtue of either its constituent 

words alone or the meanings attached to the words. For a statement is composed of 

certain words with meanings attached to them.  

iv) No statement is true in virtue of its constituent words only. For e.g., the statement 

―Every lie is a falsehood‖ has to be regarded as true or false according as the word 

―lie‖ is taken to mean ―false statement made with intent to deceive‖ or ―statement 

believed false made with intent to deceive.‖ So whether a statement is true or false 

does not depend on its constituent words alone. 

v) So a statement, which is true in virtue of itself, is true in virtue of the meanings of its 

constituent words. 

vi) A statement which is true in virtue of the meanings of its constituent words is analytic.  

vii) Therefore, an a-priori statement is analytic. 

 

Thus Quine rejects the possibility of synthetic a-priori proposition and in this way he also 

proves that there is an equation between necessity and analyticity. For Quine, ―all and only necessary 

truths are analytic.‖
9
 

A little reflection will show that the above defence of the analytic thesis of the a-priori does not 

really contradict the Kantian view that an a-priori judgment (proposition) can be synthetic. Let us 

consider the second step in Quinton‘s argument, where he says that a necessary statement is one that is 

true in virtue of itself. This is a quite non-Kantian construal of the notion of necessity. Kant, by a 

necessary proposition, does not mean a proposition which is true in virtue of itself. This can be shown 

as follows: 

A synthetic a-priori proposition is, for, Kant, a-priori, and so necessary. Now a synthetic a-

priori proposition, which is necessary is not however, true in virtue of itself, according to Kant. For he 

clearly maintains that such a proposition is certifiable only by reference to a third something=X 

Since, then, Quine in his defence of the analytic thesis of the a-priori exploits a sense of 

necessity which is not adopted by Kant, it is clear that Quine has failed to offer a conclusive refutation 

of Kant, that is, he fails to show that all necessary truths are analytic.  

 

Now let us consider an objection by Robinson against Kant‘s notion of necessity. Robinson argues that 

the Kantian sense of necessity is not clear, and is indeed a confusion of the following four clear senses 

of necessity: 

1. The Compulsory belief sense: In this sense a proposition is necessary to a person who is 

compelled to believe it for some reason or other. 

2. The Aristotelian or apodictic sense: In this sense necessary proposition is a modal proposition 

containing such an apodictic expression as ‗must‘, ‗necessary‘, ‗cannot‘ etc.  

3. The Leibnitzian or analytic sense: In this sense a true proposition is necessary if it is analytic. 

4. The Universal sense: In this sense a necessary proposition is one which is unrestrictedly 

universal. For if absolutely every S is p, and then it is necessary that any S is p. 

 

Robinson maintains that the Kantian sense of necessity is not precisely identical with any one of the 

above mentioned four clear senses of necessity. Thus — 
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a) The Kantian sense is not identical with the compulsory belief sense. For Kant, if a proposition is 

necessary then one is compelled to believe it. This shows that for him compulsory belief is a 

consequence of necessity and not its defining mark.  

b) The Kantian sense again is not identical with the apodictic sense. For, although some of Kant‘s 

necessary propositions are apodictic, he also admits many other necessary propositions which 

are not apodictic, e.g. ‗7+5=12‘. 

c) The Kantian sense is moreover distinct from the analytic sense of necessity. For Kant, all 

analytic propositions are necessary, but all necessary propositions are not analytic. Thus 

synthetic a-priori propositions are necessary, but not analytic. 

d) The Kantian sense is also distinct from the universal sense. For Kant intends to distinguish 

between necessity and strict universality.  

Robinson concludes that the Kantian sense is just a muddle of the above mentioned four senses of 

necessity. Thus some of Kant‘s necessary propositions are psychologically compulsory, some are 

apodictic, some are analytic and some are universal.    

Robinson‘s criticism, however, is not fair. The Kantian sense of necessity is tolerably clear. 

According to Kant, a necessary proposition is one of which the opposite (i.e. contradictory) is 

impossible, i.e. either logically impossible or transcendentally impossible. A proposition is 

logically impossible if it is self-contradictory. Thus the proposition ―Some bachelors are not 

unmarried‖ is logically impossible, because it is equivalent to the self-contradictory proposition 

―Some unmarried men are not unmarried.‖ A logically possible proposition is, however, 

transcendentally impossible if it is un-constructible, that is, descriptive of a state of affairs that 

cannot be exhibited in space or time or otherwise rendered intelligible to us. Thus the proposition 

―two straight lines enclose a space‖ is transcendentally impossible because a two-sided figure is not 

constructible in space. 

So we see that for Kant a necessary proposition is one of which the contradictory is either self-

contradictory or un-constructible.  

A necessary proposition of which the contradictory is self-contradictory is for Kant analytic, while 

a necessary proposition of which the contradictory is un-constructible is for him synthetic a-priori. 

Thus Kant has not identified a-priori necessity with logical or analytic necessity. 

Now let us consider the problem how are synthetic propositions a-priori and hence necessary 

possible?  

According to Kant, synthetic a-priori (necessary) propositions are contained in all theoretical 

sciences of reason as principles. For Kant, pure mathematics, pure natural science and metaphysics 

are the theoretical sciences of reason. Let us take an example from mathematics to show that all 

mathematical propositions are at the same time synthetic and    a-priori and therefore necessary.  

In this connection it should be mentioned here that the a-priority or necessity of mathematical 

propositions
10 

 was not questioned by any pre-Kantian philosopher. The controversial point is 

whether such propositions are analytic or synthetic. Philosophers, who believe in the question 

between necessity and analyticity, argue for the analyticity of the mathematical propositions. Kant, 

however, holds that they are synthetic.  
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In section V of the Introduction to the ‗Critique of Pure Reason‘ Kant begins his discussion with 

arithmetic. His famous example is the proposition ―7+5=12‖. He seeks to show that this proposition 

is synthetic on the following grounds.  

i) The concept of 12 is not already contained in that of 7+5. In thinking of 7+5 we are simply 

thinking of the union of the two numbers, 7 and 5, and in this thought the concept of 12 is 

not by any means contained. If we analyze the concept of 7+5, we get only the simple 

concepts of 7, 5, addition and a unitary number. Clearly the concept of 12 is not one of 

these. So this proposition is not analytic. It is then synthetic.  

ii) This proposition cannot be established except by appealing to some intuition. Corresponding to 

the concept of 7, we may take seven dots which are the relevant intuitions. Similarly, we 

may take five dots which are the intuitions corresponding to the concept of 5. Then we 

count the dots and the counting brings us to the number twelve. Counting is a synthetic 

operation of combining unit to unit. The proposition in question is synthetic because of this 

need to appeal to intuition.  

iii) The synthetic character of an arithmetical proposition will be clearer if we take larger numbers. 

For then the results cannot be achieved merely by logical analysis and without arithmetical 

calculations in concrete.  

Now an objection raised by Ayer is to be considered. Before we discuss the objection it needs to be 

mentioned here that Kant‘s actual account suggests two criteria of analyticity and so of syntheticity, 

namely, the containment criterion and the contradiction criterion. Ayer calls the first of these two 

criteria psychological and the second logical and he contends that Kant‘s employment of these two 

criteria generates confusion. The alleged confusion is that a proposition which is synthetic according to 

the one criterion is analytic according to the other. Thus he points out that, the proposition ‗7+5=12‘ 

has been shown by Kant to be synthetic by employing the containment criterion, that is, by appealing to 

the fact, as Ayer puts it, ―that one can think of the sum of seven and five without necessarily thinking 

of twelve….‖
11

 But this proposition, Ayer says, turns out to be analytic, according to Kant‘s logical 

criterion, that is, contradiction criterion. Ayer argues that this proposition cannot be denied without 

contradiction. He observes, ―….the symbolic expression ‗7+5‘ is synonymous with ‗12‘, just as… the 

symbol ‗eye-doctor‘ is synonymous with ‗oculist‘.
12

     

Here it should be mentioned that Ayer is one the logical positivists and it is already mentioned that the 

pre-Kantian philosophers like Leibnitz and the post-Kantian positivists equate the necessity with 

analyticity. Like other logical positivists, Ayer also believes in the equation between necessity and 

analyticity. That is why he denies the possibility of synthetic a-priori or necessary propositions; and so 

he tries to show that the necessary propositions which are, for Kant, synthetic, are not synthetic at all, 

but analytic. Ayer says, ―For while it is true that we have a-prior knowledge of necessary propositions, 

it is not true, as Kant supposed that any of these necessary propositions are synthetic. They are without 

exception analytic propositions…
13

 To prove this point Ayer raises his above objection against the 

Kantian explanation of the arithmetical proposition ―7+5=12‖.  

But Ayer‘s objection is not satisfactory. Actually Ayer‘s criticism of Kant is based on a total 

misunderstanding. Although Kant has employed his criterion in his attempt to show the syntheticity of 

the proposition ―7+5=12‖, it is not because he is afraid that the proposition will turn to be analytic 

according to his contradiction criterion. Surely, Kant would not admit that the denial of this proposition 

leads to a formal contradiction. In other words, he would not admit that the expression ―7+5‖ is 
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synonymous with the expression ―12‖. It is Kant‘s clear contention that these two expressions differ in 

their meaning. His letter of November 25, 1788, to Johann Schultz makes it clear that the expressions 

―7+5‖ and ―12‖ and other such expressions, exhibit only extensional agreement and not intentional 

identity. They denote the same number, but have different connotations of meanings. In view of their 

extensional agreement, they are no doubt interchangeable salva veritate, but then, for him, 

interchangeability salva veritate does not constitute synonymy. Since Ayer takes synonymy to consist 

in interchangeability salva veritate and since Kant does not take this view, we can say that Ayer‘s 

criticism of Kant is based on a misunderstanding. Accordingly, it is rather Ayer‘s confusion as to the 

nature of Kant‘s view which is responsible for his change of confusion against Kant. So far as Kant is 

concerned, the proposition ―7+5=12‖ even when it is judged by the contradiction criterion, is synthetic, 

because its denial is not logically impossible, i.e. does not involve a formal contradiction, although the 

denial is otherwise impossible in the sense that the state of affairs projected by it cannot be exhibited in 

the pure intuition of time. Thus Kant proves the syntheticity of the necessary proposition ―7+5=12‖, 

taken from mathematics. In a similar way it also can be proved that not merely the mathematical 

propositions, but any proposition taken from any branches of theoretical sciences is synthetic a-priori 

and hence necessary.  

From the discussion so far it is proved by Kant that there are propositions which are both synthetic and 

a-priori or necessary. So we can conclude that necessity and analyticity cannot be understood as 

identical. In other words, necessity-analyticity equation is not tenable.  

Notes:  

1) Pap, Arthur, Semantics and Necessary Truth, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1958, pg. 7.  

2) Ibid  

3) An analytic proposition is purely ‗explicative, it makes explicit in the predicate what is implicit in the subject 

concept. So it gives no materially new information.  

4) A synthetic proposition is ‗ampliative‘. Its predicate concept is added to the subject concept on the basis of an 

intuition which is a source of new information.   

5) Immanuel Kant‘s Critique of Pure Reason, Translated by N. K.Smith, Macmillan St. Martin‘s Press, 1970, pg. 43.  

6) A priori knowledge, for Kant, can be pure or non-pure. A priori knowledge is called ‗pure‘ when it does not 

contain any empirical admixture, e.g. ―two plus two is four‖. An a priori proposition however is non-pure if it 

consists of an empirical concept or concepts, e.g. ―Every event has a cause.‖  

7) Strict universality is distinguished from comparative or inductive universality. An inductively or comparatively 

universal proposition is based on the non-observation of any actual exception, but it logically admits of a possible 

exception.  

8) Schlick, the founder of the Vienna Circle, observes: ―…synthetic propositions seem…to constitute a logical 

impossibility.‖ Semantics and Necessary Truth by Arthur Pap, New Haven: Yale University Press, 1958, pp.94-95.  

9) The A priori and the Analytic by A. Quinton in Philosophical Logic, edited by P. F. Strawson, Oxford University 

Press, 1968,  p.110.  

10) Kant actually uses the term ‗judgment‘ in his book Critique of Pure Reason. But in this paper the term 

‗proposition‘ is used for judgment.    

11)  ‗The a priori‘ in Language, Truth and Logic by A. J. Ayer, Penguin Books Britain, 1971, p.104.  

12)  ‗The a priori‘ in Language, Truth and Logic by A. J. Ayer, Penguin Books Britain, 1971, p.113. 

13)  ‗The a priori‘ in Language, Truth and Logic by A. J. Ayer, Penguin Books Britain, 1971, p.112.  
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Rejection of Metaphysics: An Analytical Study 

 

Tariq Rafeeq Khan 

 

 

Abstract 

The tendency of the refutation of metaphysics is very prominent in the history of philosophy. 

With the time different philosophers eliminated metaphysics on different basis. Of them Kant evidently 

affirmed that metaphysics as a science is impossible. He held that thing in itself is supersensible and 

there is no means to know it. However the argument offered by the logical positivists in rejecting 

metaphysics is rather new. Its rejection is based on the analysis of language. In this paper we shall try 

to examine the arguments put forwarded by the logical positivist, particularly A.J. Ayer, in rejecting 

metaphysics. To do this we should take different arguments given by Prof. Ayer in his book language 

Truth and Logic. There are ample reasons to think that the arguments which Ayer himself put 

forwarded in this book in rejecting metaphysics is sufficient arguments which can be taken against the 

logical positivism itself. 

 

Introduction 

 In the history of western philosophy different philosophers dominated at different times. In the 

first half of twentieth century a new trend of philosophy came into existence known as logical 

positivism. With the establishment of Vienna Circle in 1928, this trend of philosophy came into 

existence. With the chairmanship of Moritz Schlick, a group of philosophers and scientists with a little 

philosophical knowledge were prevalent at that time. They declared this philosophy as unscientific, 

speculative and non empirical. Thus based on science and experience they tried to give a new turn in 

philosophy and thereby they expressed their reaction against all speculation. Speculative philosophy in 

the past, according to them, looked all kinds of truth and validity. So, they wanted to introduce a new 

type of philosophy abandoning all speculation in philosophy. It is difficult task to say what is 

metaphysics is. But still there are certain conceptions about it. Philosophy of ancient and medieval 

period thought that Metaphysics has to be defined by its subject matter, as it is found in other 

disciplines of science. They thought that metaphysics is a science which studies ‗being as such‘ or ‗the 

first principle of the universe‘ or ‗ things which are unchangeable.‘ But this definition of metaphysics is 

no longer acceptable because there are many philosophical problems such as, the problem of free will 

or the problem of mental and physical, which are not related to the first principle or unchanging things 

but still these are now considered as the problems of metaphysics  

The traditional disputes of philosophers are, for the most part, as unwarranted as they are 

unfruitful. The surest way to end them is to establish beyond question what should be the purpose and 

method of a philosophical inquiry. And this is by no means so difficult a task as the history of 

philosophy would lead one to suppose. For if there are any questions which science leaves it to 

philosophy to answer, a straightforward process of elimination must lead to their discovery. We may 

begin by criticizing the metaphysical thesis that philosophy affords us knowledge of a reality 

transcending the world of science and common sense. Later on, when we come to define metaphysics 

and account for its existence, we shall find that it is possible to be a metaphysician without believing in 

a transcendent reality; for we shall see that many metaphysical utterances are due to the commission of 

logical errors, rather than to a conscious desire on the part of their authors to go beyond the limits of 

experience. But it is convenient for us to take the case of those who believe that it is possible to have 
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knowledge of a transcendent reality as a starting point for our discussion. The arguments which we use 

to refute them will subsequently be found to apply to the whole of metaphysics.  

One way of attacking a metaphysician who claimed to have knowledge of a reality which 

transcended the phenomenal world would be to inquire from what premises his propositions were 

deduced. Must he not begin, as other men do, with the evidence of his senses? And if so, what valid 

process of reasoning can possibly lead him to the conception of a transcendent reality? 

 

Rejection of Metaphysics 

Logical Positivism featured an unique distinction in the criticism of metaphysics in the 

contemporary period of analytical philosophy, from which ‗metaphysics‘ seemed to have received the 

most hard-line attack, after David Hume. It was David Hume, the thoroughgoing sceptic, who by this 

empiricistic theory of knowledge, committed ‗metaphysics‘ to flames since it contains nothing but 

sophistry an illusion, as he opined. Hume‘s distinction of knowledge into ‗relation of ideas and matters 

of facts‘ was the basis for such outright rejection of metaphysics. Logical Positivism stood for the 

philosophy of a group of thinkers called 'Vienna Circle' who all resolutely set up a group, joint 

campaign against 'metaphysics' or philosophy as a speculative enquiry of some sort, having all learnt 

from the background of science and mathematics, and all working on the borderlands of science, 

mathematics and philosophy. Almost all the exponents of this anti-metaphysical movement essentially 

belonged to a wider movement of the "Unity of Science" or "Scientific Empiricism" which often 

shaded off into scientific philosophy or philosophy of science. 

Logical positivists approached metaphysics on purely analytical and linguistic ground and 

consider the question of its possibility from the standpoint of the logic of language or the criterion of 

meaning. The fundamental question that now arises: In what sense metaphysics has been condemned 

by the logical positivists? Why they consider metaphysics impossible? How do the statements about 

'metaphysical' become senseless, devoid of any cognitive meaning? How do the metaphysicians 

commit the violation of the logic of language and render statements into meaningless nonsense? By 

'metaphysics' the logical positivists mean any theory of Reality beyond or behind what can be grasped 

by experience. As Prof. A.J. Ayer puts it in an article entitled, "Demonstration of the impossibility of 

Metaphysics", in Mind, July, 1934, "The fundamental postulate of metaphysics" is that there is "a super 

(or hinter) phenomenal reality". He further points out that "it is the aim of metaphysics to describe a 

reality lying beyond experience and, therefore, any proposition which would be verified by empirical 

observation is ipso facto not metaphysical". 

The above contention of Prof. Ayer provides a clue to the nature of metaphysical' which 

metaphysics claims (or pretends) to describe and question. 'Metaphysical' is understood to mean "trans-

phenomenal empirical reality" that necessarily transcends our means of representation or experience. 

Hence, metaphysical statements about these 'super (or hinter) phenomenal reality' are ipso facto not 

subject to the conditions of meaningful representations or of 'experience' and, as such, are not 

meaningfully determinable either as true or false by reference to 'empirical verification' or logical 

conditions of verifiability by facts of experience. All meaningful representations or statements in the 

view of the logical positvists are required, as fundamental requisites, to be verifiable by observation 

directly or indirectly or by at least some conditions of verifiability by experience (in principle), if there 

are to be meaningful at all. These are to be analysed into simple statements expressing what is called 

"observation sentences" that bear the reports of the immediate experience. As all experiences and so the 

statements required to be verified for their truth and falsity, these ultimately must depend on the 

method of verification (or conditions of) by facts of experience.  
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What is not subject to such 'principle of verification' or the conditions of verifiability by 

experience and so, not subject to determinability either as true or false is ipso facto not a genuine 

statement expressing a proposition at all and, hence, it is determinable on such count as "senseless 

nonsense and pseudo devoid of cognitive meaning". It is also, in this sense of the criterion of 

significance, "counter-syntactical" being a product of the commission of logical errors or as it is 

otherwise called "violation of the logic of language". It would be seen that on lines of the logical 

positivists' analysis, metaphysical statements are turned out to be "senseless, pseudo and counter-

syntactical", as the metaphysicians in their pretension to state "trans-phenomenal reality" and to 

produce significant statements which they claim to be 'certain and objectively true', render statements 

which express no genuine proposition at all but only "a meaningless combinations of words or signs 

they have used in their language by commission of logical errors - that is, violating the logic of 

language. They fail to understand the rules of language - syntactical and semantics, fail to discriminate 

between the superficial structure and "the deep structure of language" and, thus, fail to assign meaning 

to the component expressions in their language which ultimately terminate all statements "pseudo and 

meaningless nonsense". 

 

Logical Analysis and Rejection of Metaphysics 

 

In his famous (Carnap, 1932) Carnap claims that it is only now, thanks to the development of 

logic during recent decades, that logical analysis reveals the alleged statements of metaphysics to be 

pseudo-statements. As is evident from (Carnap, 1930-1931), this development concerns primarily 

formal logic. What is new in Carnap‘s criticism of metaphysics is that his rejection of metaphysics is 

claimed to be a matter of logic. As Philipp Frank put it: ―People who have always had an aversion 

against metaphysics felt an almost miraculous comfort by having their aversion justified by ‗logic‘.‖ 

(Frank, 1963: p 159). 

In all his anti-metaphysical writings it is logical analysis that passes judgment on metaphysics 

and, therefore, we have to find out what exactly Carnap has in mind when he uses this term. The term 

logical analysis has, as Carnap himself admits, a quite broad meaning, and this has fundamental 

consequences for his rejection of metaphysics. The terms ―logic‖ and ―logical analysis‖ are taken by 

Carnap, in several places, to include both formal logic and applied logic, or epistemology. For instance, 

in (Carnap, 1930-1931: p. 133): ―Logic is the method of philosophizing. Logic is understood here in 

the broadest sense. It comprehends pure, formal logic and applied logic or the theory of knowledge.‖ 

The fact that logical analysis covers both formal and applied logic, or epistemology, has far reaching 

consequences for the status of Carnap‘s criticism of metaphysics. This fact comes to the fore, for 

instance, in two different kinds of pseudo-sentences, which have their origin in respectively formal 

logic and epistemology. It may be useful to say a few words about formal logic. To Aristotle and Kant, 

for instance, formal logic is a discipline that has no subject matter of its own and only takes into 

consideration the so-called formal aspects of our thinking and knowledge. Quite generally, most 

philosophers and logicians seem to agree that formal logic, lacking any special subject matter, is 

characterized by relevance to all science, partiality toward none (Quine, 1970: p. 98), in short, by 

―topic-neutrality‖ (Quinton, 1967: p. 123). Since for Carnap formal logic consists of analytical 

sentences that supposedly do not give any information about extra- logical reality, we may assume that 

Carnap subscribes to the conception of logic just described. 

In general, the postulation of real non-existent entities results from the superstition, just now 

referred to every word or phrase that can be the grammatical subject of a sentence, there must 
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somewhere be a real entity corresponding. For as there is no place in the empirical world for many of 

these ‗entities‘, a special non-empirical world is invoked to house them. To this error must be 

attributed, not only the utterances of a Heidegger, who bases his metaphysics on the assumption that, 

‗nothing‘ is a name which is used to denote something peculiarly mysterious, but also the prevalence of 

such problems as those concerning the reality of propositions and universals whose senselessness, 

though complete.  

Among those who recognize that if philosophy is to be accounted a genuine branch of 

knowledge it must be defined in such a way as to distinguish it from metaphysics, it is fashionable to 

speak of the metaphysician as a kind of misplaced poet. As his statement has no literal meaning, they 

are not subject to any criteria of truth or falsehood: but they may still serve to express or arouse 

emotion and thus be subject to ethical or aesthetic standards. And it is suggested that they may have 

considerable value, as means of moral inspiration, or even as works of art. In this way, an attempt is 

made to compensate the metaphysician for his extrusion from philosophy. 

It is true, however, that although the greater part of metaphysics is merely the embodiment of 

humdrum errors, there remain a number of metaphysical passages which are the work of genuine 

mystical feeling; and they may more plausibly be held to have moral or aesthetic value. But as far as 

we are concerned, the distinction between the kind of metaphysics that is produced by a philosopher 

who has been duped by grammar and the kind that is produced by a mystic who is trying to express the 

inexpressible, is of no great importance: what is important to us is to realize that even the utterance of 

the metaphysician who is attempting to expound a vision are literally senseless; so that henceforth we 

may pursue our philosophical researches with as little regard fir them as for the more inglorious kind of 

metaphysics which comes from a failure to understand the working of our language. 
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Rationality and Religious Consciousness: An Analytical Approach to Morality  

Ifrah Mohi ud din Rather 

Abstract 

This paper tries to explain and investigate the knowledge and understanding of morals or ethical 

standards. Ethics is the study of freedom of will and choice. In the same sense, epistemology is the 

study of ‗How we know or understand this will or choice in order to make ethical standard. There is an 

intense relation between ethics and epistemology while the former deals with ought, ideal and 

especially with the formulation of criteria for norms, latter deals with the justification of theories that 

lay stress or imply sources for the knowledge of morality i.e. what is right or wrong, good or bad, truth 

or falsehood, valid or invalid, ‗is‘ and ought i.e. ―whatever is ethical depends upon the epistemic 

criteria‖. In this paper, I have used two approaches to determine what is right or wrong i.e. rational 

approach and theological approach/ religious perspective. These two approaches act as the sources of 

origin of the knowledge of morals or moral statements. While rational view defines norms or laws of 

the ethics by reason or by logical way. However, the theological view exemplifies norms or character 

on the basis of three metaphysical entities i.e. God, Man, and Society. This paper exemplifies the 

evolution of morals with respect to rational and theological exploration. It also tries to evaluate the 

morals on the knowledge of a-priori and a-posteriori truths. Moreover the social aid of the evolution of 

the morality as well as rational, empirical, intuitional and religious has been enlightened with the norms 

of the methods of ethics. 

Keywords  

Ethics, morality, reason, theology, religion, society, knowledge, norm, experience, intuition, logic, 

good, and bad.     

Objectives 

1. To explore and examine rational and theological sources about the knowledge of morals. 

2. To analyze the relation between epistemology and ethics 

3. It tries to clarify and demonstrate the difference between knowing values/norms and scientific 

matter of fact. It also explains the role of epistemological theories to know the origin of 

morality.   

Introduction 

Ethics is the normative science which is also called regulative science. Ethics investigates certain 

uniformities or laws which govern them. It is different from positive science which deals with the facts. 

However, normative science is concerned with values and positive science is concerned with 

observation and induction. Epistemology is the philosophical discipline that inquires into the nature of 

knowing morals, its origin, validity and limits of knowledge. Epistemology is the science of 

understanding and ethics is a normative study of this understanding of morality. Ethics is the science of 

character, customs, freedom of choice and moral behavior. Ethics provides us the knowledge of morals 

and this knowledge has its source in reason, intuition, and society and in tradition or religious in 

scriptures. The knowledge of morals, source of moral consciousness, and limitation of ethical 

understanding has been interpreted and clarified in many ways by the moralists in contemporary era. 

These concepts are the most important and crucial domain which discusses moral issues according to 
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the norms of those standards which are palpable within the time scale of different relative modes. Out 

of the three concepts of God, Man, and World, ethics deals with the concept of man, his choice and 

acceptance. In ethics there is a hot controversy among the hedonists and intuitionists, rationalists and 

theologians, determinists and indeterminists, absolutists and relativists. While hedonists believe that 

what is right or wrong of an action depends on the consequence and so far as intuitionists are concerned 

what is right or wrong depends on the motive of the agent towards the action. There are three ideals of 

human life; truth, goodness and beauty: logic interprets intellectual values, aesthetics interprets 

aesthetic values, and ethics interprets judgments of moral values. Truth is the ideal of knowledge, good 

is the ideal of will and freedom and beauty is the ideal of feeling or emotion. According to Socrates, 

moral judgments are modes of reason as well as forms of knowledge.
1
 As we know that normative 

science studies what ought to be and positive science studies what is? One is axiomatic and other is 

factual. In modern philosophy most of the interest is exerted by moralists, academicians, professors, 

theologians in delivering lectures on the field of ethics to develop discipline among students and to  

make people‘s  character as well as to enlighten them with moral knowledge. But it is a matter of 

confusion that ethics is a normative science and this type of science cannot make up people with moral 

knowledge or we can say like that ‗as by studying aesthetics (which is a normative science) does not 

enhance beauty of the agents; same is the case with the normative nature of ethics which cannot build 

morality of the agents. So by ethics we cannot craft morality in immoral agents. There is a long debate 

today on ethical knowledge by logicians, theologians and rationalists on this issue ―whether delivering 

lectures on ethics can compose or build morality among people or it is a barren thing to do on and then 

why we are organizing seminars, debates, seminars, guest lectures and workshops on the area of ethics 

to enlighten and develop morality in students and as well as in people. This type of approach I have 

discussed in my discourse with analysis. Sidgwick remarks that the question what is moral effect of 

thinking is highly probable that one will not choose to act rightly. 

Ethics and epistemology  

Epistemology or the theory of knowledge is a branch of philosophy which investigates the nature, 

scope, quality, limits, and validity of knowledge. There is a close relationship between ethics and 

epistemology, without epistemology morality is barren and without ethics, epistemology is meaningless 

and non-existent. What is moral knowledge? How good it is? Just as the metaphysics tries to discover 

what knowledge is and how it differs from mere opinion. Same is the case with epistemology; it tries to 

establish normative criteria for what is to count as moral knowledge. Epistemology formulates a 

distinction between opinion and genuine knowledge. Ethics encompasses both individual behavior, as a 

personal ethics, and the large question of the good life; what sort of behavior leads to the most 

enjoyable existence? Do I have a duty to others? What is it? Ethical questions of this kind are as old as 

Western philosophy and are explored at great length by Aristotle. We find him wrestling with such 

questions as: what is good life? How do we achieve it? To what extend does it depend upon living in a 

good society? Moral questions involve questions of right and wrong, good and evil. According to 

Aristotle, morality functions best when it fulfills its purpose and it is according to nature. A good horse 

for example embodies all the qualities that we look for in a horse similarly, a good human being should 

embody these characteristics that flow from the essential nature of what it means to be human. For 

Aristotle reason is essential. To be good human beings means we should act in accordance with 

reason
2
. It is written that ‗as physics deals with the laws of nature and ethics deals with the laws of free 

moral action. For physics laws must apply to nature as an object of experience, while ethical laws must 

apply to human wills as effected by desires and instincts which can be known only by experience.
3
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Knowing or understanding moral judgments  

Moral concepts are the presuppositions of ethics. It depends on the choice of the individual what he 

recognizes well for him and for others; and sometimes it is not the agent which postulates morality but 

the societal regulations. Immanuel Kant postulates three types of morality i.e. freedom of will (choice 

or will which determines what is right or wrong), immortality of soul (virtues or moral judgments are 

traits for the soul) and existence of God (what we do is only the duty to obeys God‘s will). Moral 

judgments include the propositions about duties, obligations, emotions, descriptions, prescriptions, 

virtues, rights etc. moral judgments are the judgments of values. There is no conflict in moral 

judgments in what we recognize as right and what we recognize as factual which are judgments having 

no moral worth. The statements which are having moral worth and the statements having legal or 

factual value are as under.  

1. Do  not cut forests 

2. Implant trees in your surroundings and in forests to maintain its glory. 

3. Do not harm others by words, deeds and thoughts. 

4. Thou shalt not lie, kill, assault, and steal. 

5. Do not pollute water, soil and air. 

6. Do not suck thumb.  

7. To grow or to keep beard. 

In the above statements 1, 6, 7 are not ethical or moral judgments but either factual or legal and at some 

times religious, because there is no freedom  of will in which agent is responsible to the actions but to 

the government or to the religious sanctity i.e. God. The statements 2, 3, 4, 5, are moral judgments 

which are normative in character and with regard to these statements the moral agent is free to decide 

according to the standards of the deeds. In certain conditions these moral concepts or statements 

become relative. if we take the moral judgment do not harm others by words, deeds and thoughts is a 

relative concept it is applicable only for the person who is truthful and honest in his words deeds and 

thoughts but not applicable to the person who is using harsh and abusive words drinking alcohol 

playing gambling receives bribe and also for the person who is a mean, jealous and pessimistic. 

Chastity and modesty is a moral judgment both in Indian context and Western perspective but what it 

connotes here in India is not the same in the Western world, to pay charity to beggars is moral 

judgment; but in various countries it is against their morality and law to give charity to beggars because 

their way of paying charity to others is different. So we can argue that all moral judgments are legal but 

all legal judgments are not moral. Moral statement is an action or duty on which on which one is of 

having free will. Free will or choice is not an ordinary choice or freedom; it is the freedom with 

responsibility and accountability for oneself and for others. Free will does not mean that an individual 

is free to do each and every thing. It means indeterminism in which an agent is free within the 

boundaries of passion, society, self, religion, culture and also linguistic limits. No government can 

impose laws on moral agent. 

Sources of the knowledge of Ethics 

Ethics is the science of human conduct which enlightens human beings with the validity of moral laws, 

customs or habits. Moral consciousness is the consciousness of right and wrong. Moral consciousness 

is the awareness or information of moral quality as well as values of voluntary actions of a person‘s 

behavior. However it involves cognitive or intellectual; effective or emotional; conative or volitional 
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factors. Ethics deals with the volitional part of the moral act. So there are many resources or 

foundations from which we derive morality. The most essential and morally sanctioned are:  Reason, 

Authority/Religion, Intuition and Social norms/society.  

Reason 

Reason is the presupposition for ethical judgment or moral thinking. In ethics there are many 

philosophers who regard reason as the source for moral knowledge, while some ethical philosophers 

believe that reason is either the element in human mind or it is the thesis which we derive from 

experience and customs with the help of abstraction, analysis and argumentation. Some of the ethicists 

accept that the element of reason in mind is created and operated by the will of God. Hence in such a 

case, knowledge of moral statements in the domain of rationalism depends upon the deductive system 

of the nature, world or man
4
. According to Immanuel Kant, ―Reason is the element in human 

cognition‖. Reasoning is scientific way of apprehending ethical knowledge. According to Masud ul 

Hassan; ‗understanding raises man‘s dignity. Those who do not use the intellect are like a herd of 

goats, deaf, dumb and blind. No better than lowest of beasts. The ideal of intellect is to know truth from 

error, as an ideal or basic value for man‘s wisdom means the knowledge of faith, ideals and values.
5
 

According to Kant, the a-priori or pure part of ethics is concerned with the formulation of moral 

principles with such term as ‗ought‘, ‗duty‘, ‗good‘, ‗evil‘, ‗right‘, and ‗wrong‘. This a-priori part of 

ethics may be called metaphysics of morals. Kant‘s doctrine of a pure knowledge rests mainly on the 

assumption that mind or reason as he calls it-functions actively in accordance with principles with 

which it can know and understand. He holds that such rational principles can be manifested not only in 

thinking as such (which is studied in logic), but also in scientific knowledge and in moral reason. We 

can separate out these rational principles and we can understand how they are necessary for any 

rational being, so far as he seeks to think rationally about the world and to act rationally in the worlds. 

If we believe that reason have no activity and no principles of its own. It implies in contrast to Kant 

that mind is merely a bundle of sensations and perceptions; there can be for us no a-priori knowledge, 

but we are hardly entitled to assert this without considering the arguments on the other side.
6
 Many 

philosophers have argued that rationality is unique to human being who means that our ability to reason 

sets us apart from all other creatures and gives us the unique capacity to attain wisdom or knowledge. 

Some ethicists contend, however, that some nonhuman creatures are also rational, or at least that they 

are capable of certain behaviors usually associated with rationality for example, symbolic 

communication (language), or solving practical problems. But, despite this contention, the idea of 

rationality remains central to our conception of philosophical activity. This is especially true insofar as 

rationality is associated with logical thinking.7 According to Descartes ‗thinking‘ and ‗knowing‘ are 

the certain things of which human being are inclined. It is our duty and obligations to know things‘ 

what they are? And ‗How they are‘? Descartes placed the question ‗what can I know‘? Was a very 

determined pursuit of certainty in the answer at the centre of western philosophy for three hundred 

years?8 Aristotle rightly said that ―reason is the mean/source which prescribes what is right or wrong, 

virtue or vice. He further said that the function of reason is to attain truth.9   

 Theology 

Theological approach to morals studies the religious source of knowledge to ethics. Theology (science 

of God) plays a vital and crucial role to define and derive the moral knowledge either from the will of 

the God or from the metaphysics of the religious scriptures and texts. From theological point of view 
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moral knowledge and understanding is mentioned in the Holy Scriptures, and books of the religious 

catalogue. This moral consciousness is derived from the interpretation of the religious dialogue which 

according to some philosophers provides the philosophical source to ethical code. Moral consciousness 

or moral knowledge is innate in human beings as like Descartes and Leibnitz held. While other 

maintained that moral knowledge exists in the intellect of approaching these regulative actions or 

customs as per Locke and Hume. The deterministic approach to morals holds that we determinate by 

the nature and environment which means that we are not free to take moral judgments in the same 

manner indetermination holds that we are free to regulate moral knowledge and condition can abstract 

conscience to perform moral judgments: in theology the judgments of value are according to what is in 

the nature of scriptural knowledge one cannot go beyond. The Theo -centric philosophy in the religion 

of Islam, judicial, Christian and Vedas accept the centric ethics e g, canards of Judaism   one‘s own 

standard of religion. What is ethical in the religion of Islam is what ethical judgment taken from the 

scriptures holy faith and jurisprudence commands persist for us in scripture is morally good for us and 

what he prohibited for us is bad. Thus for these philosophers who are accepting theological view argues 

that goodness and bad of actions depends on the will of God. Same is the case with the Vedas. The 

highest good ―Summum, Bonum of  life‖ is what is in the authority of Vedas. The other God Theo-

centric religions believes that the value or moral judgments are considered as good or bad by their 

Prophets or trustworthy persons of their faith. So faith is emphasized and recommended as the value for 

moral knowledge. There are philosophers who are both Theo-centric as well as rationalistic in the west, 

i.e. continental rationalist philosophers and British empiricists and critical philosophers like Kant, 

further more in the Muslim Philosophy: Asharites who accepts faith for determining moral concepts 

and brought reason to subordinate the Theo-centric account for the knowledge of morals.  Asharities 

like Al-Gazali derived the moral consciousness from tradition with the help of reason or intellect but 

there is hot controversy between the philosophers of faith (theologian) and the philosophers of reason 

where from the former account of vision. Moral concepts like duty, obligation, customs, choice, norms, 

virtues, character, behavior, generosity, pleasure, etc are derived from the tradition of the religions and 

from the latter; the moral knowledge or consciousness of the same concepts depends on the 

consequence or causation or rational argumentation of their act of performing.10 As far as the 

scriptures of religion or tradition is concerned there are three sources of knowledge. 

(i) Knowledge by inference (logical knowledge) 

(ii) Knowledge by perception and reported perception or observation 

(iii) Knowledge by personal experience or intuition  

Likewise there are three types of errors 

(i). The error of reasoning. 

(ii).  The error of observation. 

(iii).  The errors of intuition.  

Intuition 

Intuition is the source from which we derive the moral knowledge. Intuition is explored in different 

senses. It is the inner knowledge of morals without using one‘s experience or immediate knowledge 

without observation. Those moral statements or morals which are derived from the axioms, laws and 

standards of what is good and bad are intuitional in character. Intuition according to Al-Gazali is the 



 

 40 

proper activity of reason. Thought is a form of activity imposed upon reason by the necessity of sense 

in a world of time and space and the finite as well as temporal nature of thought is conditioned by these 

limitations. Thus thought and intuition are originally interrelated.
11

 

Intuition, according to Descartes, is the undoubting conception of an unclouded and attentive mind, can 

spring from the light of reason alone. It is undoubted immediate apprehension of a self evident truth by 

reason. God imparts certain innate ideas on the mind at the time of birth. The ideas of causality, 

infinity, eternity, perfect being of God and the like are innate ideas.  

About intuition John Dewey opines, every act of knowledge is in same sense of others, the recognition 

of something self related, or in individual for it involves the synthetic return of the relation into the 

context known. Perception memory, imagination, conception etc each of these is an act of intuition and 

consequently the recognition of something self related.
12

   

People who do not make proper use of their intelligence, the Quran condemn them as beasts. The worst 

of breasts, in the sight of Allah are the deaf and the dumb who do not understand.
13

 

An intuition is the immediate apprehension of an object by the mind without the intervention of any 

reasoning process. A moral intuition is, accordingly one that apprehends some moral object 

immediately without there being any reasoning about it. There are three possible objects of moral 

intuitions. 

(i) Perceptional intuitionism/ individual intuitionism: it is type of intuitionism in which we can 

know directly that one particular act, such as assassination of Caesar by Brutus, is right. To 

have this type of intuition does not imply that political murder would be right in any other 

case. It deals with intuitions about individual actions. 

(ii) Dogmatic intuitionism/General intuitionism: in this type of intuitionism, we may know directly 

without reflection that a certain class or kind of actions is right or wrong; for example 

telling the truth is always right. The theory which holds that this is the only way of knowing 

the rightness or wrongness of actions is called by Sidgwick as ‗dogmatic intuitionism‘. This 

type of intuitionism deals with the intuitions about classes of actions.  

(iii)Universal intuitionism: in this type of intuitionism, we may know directly some moral principle 

by which we can judge actions to be right or wrong. We may know intuitively for example 

that any action which treats a man merely as a means is always wrong. This type of 

intuitionism deals with the universal principles of ethics.
14

    

 

Social customs 

Society is the source of morality from its two ends, on the one hand the society formulates its own 

moral standard and on the other, society copies moral standards from the people who differentiate from 

each other due to their caste, creed and religion. Social value gives us the knowledge of the morals. 

Society is the one of the fundamental basis of validity, nature and limits of knowledge of the morals. 

What is good or bad (normative) is decided on the social criteria. Although social values and ethical 

values are dissimilar i.e. all values in the society can‘t be signed in the standard of ethics, because it has 

a special cause; society is a positive entity and morals are normative. As per the criteria of my paper 

society is governed by two main poles; religion and reason. The sanction of moral statements or morals 

are formulated on the customs and faith of the people to their deity. All social knowledge cannot 
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provide us ethical knowledge, only those social customs or societal regulations can become the moral 

that studies      

Experience 

Experience is the valid source of knowledge. Through this aid of knowledge we can apprehend morals 

or norms. Religious consciousness and rational enquiry, both provides us the criteria which can fit 

within the standard of morality. What is good or bad, right or wrong, virtue or vice, truth or falsehood, 

can be well determined on the schema of, when we observe the norms of orthodox people and the 

norms of the people who are using their reason and experience. the ethical philosophers who accepts 

experience as the source of moral knowledge are known as empiricists or hedonists. According to 

them, what is right or wrong depends on the experience or consequence of the moral standards.   

 Conclusion 

Epistemology is a significant branch of philosophy which study the about faculties of knowing, this 

field plays a lucid part to explain and determine the knowledge of morals, i.e. ‗How we know about 

morals, moral statements, standards, norms and also about values, obligations, choice. What knowledge 

makes something ethical (deals with values; good and bad) and factual (deals with facts and scientific 

ideals). Ethics is science of understanding free will and choice. Epistemology describes the method of 

debating ethical issues that rely on the theories of idealism, realism, rationalism, empiricism, criticism 

and intuitionism. Despite these epistemology theories which studies about the morals, we have also 

other sources of knowing morality i.e. social view and theological view point. The epistemological, 

rational and theological question to morality are: How we know them?, is morality innate or acquired?, 

what is the origin of morality, limits of knowledge of morality, Does moral issues depends upon 

society, Are they the creations of religious beliefs, is morality intuitional, What is the role of morality 

in the formulation of knowing new and old religious beliefs and social institutions. What is difference 

between statement of facts and statements of values? All these questions are clarified in this research 

paper with suitable examples. Thus morality exists only when there are agents of morality. It means 

that morality exists only if we are known about it. So epistemology has a great deal with ethics. 

Rationalism, empiricism, and intuitionism extended the role of understanding morality as in their own 

methodology and nature. Two things are reasonably exaggerated in this paper one is that reason or 

rationality extended the knowledge of the morals to its apex. It studied both the a-priori and a-posteriori 

judgments in the area of morality;  also it makes us aware about the causational and consequential 

nature of ethical issues, second is that the ‗theological or religious‘ approach to debate on the ethical 

issues. As rational part explained the role of reason and religious part explained the role of faith. 
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Reflections on Wittgenstein’s metaphysical approach to Unanalysable 

Dr. Bhaskar Bhattacharyya 

 

Abstract 

This paper attempts to explore Wittgenstein‘s metaphysical tendency towards unanalyzable. According 

to him, the concept of unanalyzable is nothing but the last or final residue of analysis, which cannot be 

further analysed. It also entails the hidden form of language, which Wittgenstein names as logical or 

pictorial form of language. Wittgenstein‘s picture theory tries to divulge this hidden or mystical form of 

language. Wittgenstein clearly states that there must be elementary proposition or unanalysable which 

consists of nothing but names that directly denote some objects. However, later Wittgenstein abandons 

this metaphysical tendency of language and accepts the anti-metaphysical approach through the 

ordinary language analysis. Thus, he writes in Philosophical Investigations- ―we must bring words 

back from their metaphysical to their everyday use.‖ (P.I:116) 

 

Keywords: Wittgenstein; Unanalysable; Metaphysics;  

I 

Wittgenstein‘s metaphysical concept of unanalysable can be derived from his sayings in his 

masterpiece Tractatus logico Philosophicus. 2.161 (TLP): There must be something identical in a 

picture and what it depicts, to enable the one to be a picture of the other at all.  2.17 (TLP) What a 

picture must have in common with reality, in order to be able to depict it- correctly or incorrectly- in 

the way it does, is its pictorial form. 4.221(TLP) It is obvious that the analysis of propositions must 

bring us to elementary propositions which consist of names in immediate combination. 5.134 (TLP) 

One elementary proposition cannot be deduced from another.  

These sayings of Wittgenstein in Tractatus Logico Philosophicus derive the metaphysical tendency 

embedded in the concept of unanalysable or elementary proposition. Wittgenstein, through these 

sayings, focuses on the hidden structure of language or logical form of language, which is not further 

analyzable like atomic proposition. All propositions are analysed into ultimate proposition i.e., 

elementary proposition. This kind of proposition focuses on the inarticulate structure of propositions. 

He called it by different names like pictorial form, pictorial relationship, representational form and 

logical form. The logical form is the common structure of all propositions. Every proposition is 

analysed into that form, which can depict the logical form, the essence of all propositions. Wittgenstein 

tried to bring the essence of language or proposition through the picture theory of meaning. Therefore, 

his earlier philosophy is labeled as essentialism. This undoubtedly leads to the metaphysics of language 

in his early philosophy. Thus, his metaphysics of language is inherent in logical or pictorial form of 

language that can be explored through the concept of unanalysable or elementary proposition. 

An elementary proposition is the limit of analysis, that is, it is incapable of any further analysis. 

However, it can be analysed into its constituent parts but these components are not themselves 

propositions. 

―An elementary proposition consists of names. It is a nexus, a concatenation of names.‖
1
 

―A name cannot be dissected any further by means of definition, it is a primitive sign.‖
2
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Wittgenstein is here in perfect agreement with Russell in not regarding either ‗cow‘, and ‗square‘ on 

the one hand or ‗Socrates‘ on the other to be logically proper names, since, while a cow or a square is 

obviously capable of being defined, Socrates and other so called proper names are also but concealed, 

abbreviated or truncated definitions. Hence, none qualify for being called a name must not allow any 

possibility of being defined except by ostensive definition, i.e., by pointing out a thing like ‗this‘. It 

follows, therefore, that a name must denote something observable. It must also be simple without any 

part or component. 

―A name means an object‖
3
 

―Objects are simple‖
4
 

In addition, an elementary proposition is a concatenation of such names that denote simples. But it is 

quite interesting to note that although Wittgenstein was speaking of names as observables, definable 

only by pointing at the object as ‗this‘, still he kept himself carefully away from citing any example 

either of a simple or of an elementary proposition. He insisted on their existence because he saw the a-

priori logical necessity of their existence, and he was contended with it. Finding actual examples was 

the task of an empirical investigation in which he, being a formal logician, was not interested. 

However, Russell tried to explain what an ―object- word‖ is: ―First: their meaning is learnt by 

confrontation with objects which are what they mean, second: they do not presuppose other words. 

Third: each of them, by itself, can express a whole proposition; you can exclaim ‗fire‘ but it would be 

pointless to exclaim ‗than‘.‖
5
 Objects words have meaning independent of their occurring in a sentence. 

It is through them that language is connected with non-linguistic occurrences. 

Elementary propositions consist of names, which denote simples. Therefore, Wittgenstein‘s analysis of 

propositions asserts that there ought to be simple things, which the names denote. 

The analysis of proposition into simpler kinds is based upon two assumptions. (A) It gives the real 

meaning of the proposition. (B) The meaning of a term is what it denotes. However, the second 

assumption does not mean that the phrases like ‗the golden mountain‘ also denote some real thing. On 

the contrary, here Wittgenstein accepts the Russellian way of analysis of descriptive phrases. On this 

view, the terms of a proposition signify something indirectly, that is, via the terms of the simpler 

propositions into which it is analysed. Therefore, the meaning of the terms of the complex proposition 

is dependent upon the meaning of the terms of the simpler proposition. These terms of the simpler 

proposition may be thought to be analyzable to still simpler terms. However, this process cannot go on 

ad infinitum. Because in that case the ordinary terms mean nothing. Hence, Wittgenstein thinks that 

there must be some residue in the process of analysis, namely elementary propositions which consist of 

nothing but names that directly denote some objects. They are not further analyzable. 

As regards the complex such as ‗a person or ‗a table‘ designated by a term Wittgenstein says that they 

are not logically proper names because they invite description or definitions. This is what Wittgenstein 

means indeterminateness of a proposition‘s sense. This indeterminateness is characterized by the 

indefiniteness concerning the exact description of the complex. It is indeterminate in the further sense 

that the description is always general and so it is not possible to determine which particular individual 

is referred to by the complex. So, propositions in their ultimate analysis must consist of only simples, 

otherwise they will be indeterminate. Wittgenstein maintains- ‗What a proposition expresses, it 

expresses in a determinate manner, which can be set out clearly; a proposition is articulated.‘
6
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Wittgenstein from his analysis of language comes to conclude that there must be simple things that are 

objects, denoted by the names that constitute elementary proposition. Otherwise, the elementary 

propositions would mean nothing and since the meaning of all propositions (language in general) 

depend upon the meaning of the elementary propositions, no proposition would have any meaning at 

all. 

Wittgenstein through his analysis of propositions makes clear that elementary propositions are the 

ultimate analysis of propositions, which do not require any further analysis. The regress of analysis 

comes to an end in elementary proposition, which denote the simple objects. Concerning the simple 

object, Wittgenstein seems to endorse the technique of classical and modern philosophers. The classical 

philosophers like Thales, Anaximenes, Parmenides regard the simple object as the ultimate analysis of 

things etc. Modern philosophers also like Descartes, Leibnitz, Locke, and Hume put enormous 

emphasis on reaching out simple object out of complex things. 

―To understand a proposition means to know what is the case if it is true.‖
7
 

A proposition then can have meaning even though it does not correspond to any fact (a false 

proposition, for instance). But, the constituents of a proposition, viz. names cannot have meaning 

unless they represent some objects. Here, Wittgenstein distinguishes between ‗Bedeutung‘ of a name 

and ‗Sinn‘ of a proposition. These two words are translated as ‗meaning‘ and ‗Sense‘ respectively. 

However, these two words were not inventions of Wittgenstein, they were used by Frege earlier, but 

Wittgenstein has fixed their uses to names and propositions strictly separately so that a name cannot 

have ‗Sinn‘ nor can a proposition have ‗Bedeutung‘. 

Thus, a proposition describes, and not names, a situation. The sense of a proposition is the situation it 

describes. A proposition is a ‗logical picture‘ of the situation. The ‗situation‘ and ‗the state of affairs‘ 

may be either actual (existent) or merely possible (non-existent). A false proposition depicts a possible 

situation, a non-existent state of affairs. 

A state of affairs is the objective counterpart of an elementary proposition-the latter depicts or 

describes the former. States of affairs are, therefore, unanalysable basic entities. They consist entirely 

of simple objects. A state of affairs is an atomic situation, there can however be non-atomic or 

molecular situations. ―A state of affairs (a state of things) is a combination of objects (things).‖
8
 

These combinations of objects or things may either exist or not exist. Existent combinations are 

associated with positive, and non-existent ones are associated with negative facts. An existing state of 

affairs is identical with a positive atomic fact; and the world is the totality of these atomic facts only.
9
 

While, a negative atomic fact is a state of affairs that does not exist. It is exemplified by the negation of 

an elementary proposition- ‗S is not P‘. If true, this proposition asserts the non-existence of the state of 

affairs that ‗S is P‘. 

The totality of existing states of affairs determines which states of affairs do not exist. A non-existent 

states of affairs is a non-actual arrangement or combination of existent objects. It cannot however refer 

to ‗non-existent‘ objects, because a name that does not denote an existent object is meaningless, so any 

talk of non-existent object is impossible. Hence, ―all possible or conceivable worlds must consist of 

precisely the same objects that this actual world of ours consists of.‖
10

 The only difference between the 

actual and any possible world is the difference in arrangements of the same stock of materials. 
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II 

Wittgenstein, through the concept of unanalysable has put a demarcation between ideal language or 

artificial language or logical language and colloquial language. He in his Tractatus insists on the 

former, because his view is that ordinary language creates puzzlement and ambiguities. Again natural 

language or ordinary language deals with the diverse functions of language or language games. Thus, it 

cannot express the logical form of language. Hence, Wittgenstein feels that an artificial language or 

symbolic language is required to disclose the inward form of thought, which is regarded as the essence 

of proposition. He writes ―In order to understand the essential structure of proposition, we should 

consider, hieroglyphic script which depicts the facts that it describes.‖
11

 And, he again says- ‗A 

proposition shows how things stand if it is true. And it says that they do so stand.‘
12

 And regarding the 

relation between the proposition and the states of affairs Wittgenstein asserts, ―a proposition 

communicates a situation (state of affairs) and so it must be essentially connected with the situation. 

And the connection (between the proposition and the state of affairs) is precisely that it is its logical 

picture.‖
13

 Russell in this connection writes- ―The logical picture of a fact, Wittgenstein says, is a 

Gedanke. A picture can correspond or not correspond with the fact and be accordingly true or false, but 

in both cases it shares the logical form with the fact.‖
14 

Wittgenstein holds that the logical form of 

propositions becomes prominent through analysis. He asserts that logical picture makes clear the 

relation between the proposition and the state of affairs. In addition, it can bring out the true or false 

picture of propositions. The logical form is the common structure of all propositions. Every proposition 

is analysed into that form, which can depict the logical form, the essence of all propositions. Warnock 

in this context writes that the account of language Wittgenstein gives in the Tractatus is...........intended 

to be an exposition of the essence of language; an account of its concealed foundation; an excavation, 

so to speak, to its deepest level.‖
15

 

Wittgenstein in his Tractatusstops the process of using natural language. Because he supports only one 

functions of language in his earlier philosophy i.e., to extract the logical form. He, therefore, 

corroborates the logical analysis of language. Because it represents the logical picture of the world. He 

believes that propositions are analysed into elementary propositions that represent structure of the facts 

or the states of affairs. 

Russell also employs logical analysis of language to arrive at the final residue, i.e., atomic propositions 

or unanalysable which represent the structure of the world. Russell‘s belief is that when a proposition 

corresponds to a fact then the corresponding proposition is true. Otherwise, the proposition will be 

false. Russell‘s approach to get the picture of reality or unanalysable through analysis is known as 

logical atomism. Therefore, there is a similarity in this context between Russell and Earlier 

Wittgenstein. Because both put importance on logical analysis of language to focus on the logical form 

of Propositions, which, they thought, represented the reality or unanalysable. 

Wittgenstein‘s technique of analysis asserts that the logical analysis of language is the strategy through 

which philosophical problems can be resolved. The proper task of philosophy is to clarify the logical 

form of language, which is considered the hidden form of language or can be viewed as unanalyzable. 

Because it removes the puzzlement and confusions rooted in philosophy. Thus, he writes –―Philosophy 

aims at the logical clarification of thought. Philosophy is not a body of doctrine but an 

activity.‖
16

Therefore, it is clear that Wittgenstein was a staunch advocate of logical analysis in order to 

bring out the logical form, which is unanalyzable. His main purpose in his Tractatus is to excavate this 

form of language. Logical analysis indicates the pictorial form of language. Because it can depict the 
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hidden form of language. Thus, his view is that when we fail to make a relation between the picture and 

the fact then philosophical problems emerge. That is why; he talks about the importance of logical form 

of propositions. R.C. Pradhan significantly mentions- ―The goal of philosophical critique is the 

discovery of the real logical form of language. The logical form is the most important aspect of 

language that has to be brought into the open by analysing language.‖
17

 

It can be asserted that propositions cannot represent or focus the logical form unless it is analysed by 

the logical analysis of language. Logical analysis of language reflects the logical form or hidden 

structure of proposition that is unanalysable. Therefore, he shows that it is the panorama of all 

propositions. Wittgenstein‘s technique of logical analysis of language can eliminate the philosophical 

problems engendered by linguistic confusions. Thus, his technique to dissolve the philosophical 

problems can be regarded as the therapy. Therefore, his philosophy is called therapeutic. 

Like Russell, Wittgenstein also clarifies that philosophical problems emerge due to not understanding 

properly the logical form of language. He divulges that philosophical problems can be resolved through 

grammatical investigation. He asserts that philosophical problems emerge because certain kinds of 

philosophical statements are clothed in misleading grammatical forms. According to Russell, ―we must 

examine the grammar of the statement. We will find, in some cases, that when we reformulate the 

statement in terms of its ‗logical form‘, the problem will be solved.‖
18 

Wittgenstein too in his earlier 

work lays much emphasis on grammatical similarity or surface grammar. His assertion is that 

philosophical problems are engendered by surface grammar. Because surface grammar insists on the 

similar or uniform structure of propositions, i.e. uniform structure of propositions, i.e., uniform 

grammatical form. Wittgenstein, therefore, states that ―Most of the propositions and questions to be 

found in philosophical works are not false but non-sensical...Most of the propositions and questions of 

philosophers arise from our failure to understand the logic of our language.‖
19

 

But later Wittgenstein discredited the role of logical language. Instead of logically perfect language, he 

advocates ordinary language. He holds that it will be wrong to say that language follows some fixed 

rules. Hence, later Wittgenstein makes a distinction between surface grammar and depth grammar. 

Surface grammar tries to focus on uniform appearance or structure of a sentence, which leads to 

logically perfect language. However, later Wittgenstein changes this style of philosophizing in the 

context of language and views that language is instrument and has diverse use. Here, his view is that 

philosophical problems emerge when ‗language goes on holiday.‘ By this metaphorical sentence, he 

implies that when words are to be used from the outside of ordinary context, then philosophical 

problems come to light. Hence, it can be emphatically asserted that Wittgenstein‘s later work 

encompasses around the circle of ordinary language. Therefore, he significantly writes that -―we must 

bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use.‖
20

 (P.I:116) 
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Contribution of Logical Positivism to Philosophical Analysis 

Jeuti Devi  

Abstract 

Logical positivism is an extreme version of the analytic philosophy. The logical positivists deal with 

logical and epistemological problems. The group of logical positivists includes the thinkers from a 

wide range of fields such as physics, mathematics, sociology etc. Logical positivists are supposed to 

have brought a revolution in the circles of philosophy by showing their dissent against speculative 

philosophy that had been prevalent in traditional philosophies. Logical positivism has been 

characterized by the method of logical analysis of language. Wittgenstein‘s Tractatus Logico 

Philosophicus was a text of great importance for positivists. The Tractatus introduced many doctrines 

which later influenced logical positivism. Analysis is the only adequate tool to deal with the types of 

problems encounter in philosophy. This paper has made an attempt to discuss about the contribution of 

Logical positivism in philosophical analysis. 

Key Words :Logical positivism; Analytical Philosophy, Metaphysical Statement, Pseudo proposition 

Objectives 

The main aims and objectives of this study are as follows— 

1. To analyse the concept of analytic philosophy. 

2. To analyse the concept of logical positivism. 

3. To explain the contribution of logical positivism in philosophical analysis. 

Methodology 

The study has adopted the qualitative method with the help of secondary sources. The data‘s are 

collected from books, journals and internet sources. 

Introduction 

Analytic philosophy is a branch of philosophy that came to dominate English speaking countries in the 

20
th

 century. In the United Kingdom, United States, Canada, Australia, New Zealand Scandinavia, the 

majority of university philosophy departments today identify themselves as ‗analytic‘ departments. 

Analytic philosophers aim for argumentative clarity and precision, draw freely on the tool of logic and 

often identify, professionally and intellectually more closely with science and mathematics.  

The term ‗analytic philosophy‘ can also refer to a broad philosophical tradition characterized by an 

emphasis on clarity and argument and a respect for the natural sciences. The more specific set of 

development of early 20
th

 century philosophy that were the historical antecedents of the broad sense: 

e.g. The work of Bertrand Russell, Ludwig Wittgenstein, G.E.Moore, Gottlob Frege and logical 

positivists. In narrower sense, analytic philosophy is identified with specific philosophical 

commitments, such as the logical positivists principles that there are not any specifically philosophical 

truths and that the object of philosophy is the logical clarification of thought.  

 



 

 50 

Ethics in Analytical Philosophy 

Philosophers working in the analytic tradition have gradually come to distinguish three major branches 

of moral philosophy--- 

1. Meta ethics -whose function is the investigation of moral terms and concepts.  

20
th

 century Meta ethics has two roots. The first is G.E. Moore‘s investigation into the nature of 

ethical terms (e.g. good) in his Principia Ethical (1903), which identified naturalistic fallacy. 

The second is logical positivism and its attitudes that statements which are unverifiable and 

meaningless.  

2. Normative ethics whose function is the examination and production of normative ethical 

judgments.  

The first half of the 20
th

 century was, marked by scepticism toward and neglect of normative 

ethics. Related subjects, such as social and political philosophy, aesthetic and philosophy of 

history, moved to the fringes of English language philosophy during this period.  

3. Applied ethics whose function is the investigation of how existing normative principles should 

be applied in difficult or borderline cases, often cases created by the appearance of new 

technologies or new scientific knowledge. 

Logical Positivism 

Logical positivism is an extreme and radical version of the analytical approach to philosophy. 

During the late 1920s ,30s and 40s ,RUSSELL and Wittgenstein‘s formation was developed by a 

group of philosophers in Vienna and Berlin , who were known as the Vienna Circle and Berlin 

Circle respectively, into a doctrine known as Logical Positivism. Logical positivism used the 

formal logical methods to develop an empiricist account of knowledge. Philosophers such as 

Rudolf Carnap and Hans Reichenbach, along with the other members of the Vienna circle, claimed 

that the truth of logic and mathematics were tautologies and those of science were verifiable 

empirical claims. 

According to logical positivism, there are two cardinal features of their philosophy, on one hand to 

promote the reasoning concerning ‗science and mathematics‘ and on the other hand to eliminate 

‗metaphysics‘ from the sphere of philosophy.  

Contribution of Logical Positivism in Analysis  

Logical positivism is also known as Logical Empiricism. It is a strange admixture of HUME‘S 

empiricism, Comte‘s positivism and logical analysis of Moore, Russell, Whitehead and 

Wittgenstein. These philosophers has two principal aims— 

1. Establishment of science on a solid foundation. 

2. Showing the meaninglessness of metaphysics. 

To fulfil these two ends, they adopted the method of logical analysis, specially the logical 

analysis of language. Logical positivism is differed from Hume‘s empiricism. Hume made a 

psychological analysis was based on the rule of logic.  

Logical positivism holds the view that they are, as philosophers not concerned with the truth or 

falsehood of scientific statements. They are chiefly interested in logical and epistemological problems. 

The common claims of all the members of the school was that they regard language as the only subject 
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matter of philosophy and its method is analysis, though their types of analysis were different from one 

philosopher to another.  

The attitude of the logical positivists to metaphysics depends on their interpretation of the term 

‗meaning‘. Wittgenstein in his book Tractatus Logico Philosophicus has discussed this. According to 

logical positivists, every assertive sentence is based on some experienced facts. Analysis of such 

statements leads us to some significant assertion called proposition. All propositions consist of some 

elementary proposition. if we analyse the proposition ―it is a line of red colour‖ , we shall get three 

elementary proposition-1. It is a line, 2. It is a coloured line and 3. It is red. The elementary proposition 

of this type is called the meaning of particular facts. These are called atomic facts. By a fact is meant 

―what the case is‖, that which makes a proposition true. Every proposition asserts a relation between 

the subject and the predicate. If this relation really exist between the words then it is true, otherwise it 

is false or meaningless. The proposition ‗the sky is blue‘ can be true if it is experienced as blue.  

If all propositions are analysable into elementary simple proposition and if these proposition pictures 

the atomic facts of the world, it follows that the ultimate objectives of the propositions are empirical 

facts. Hence, a proposition which does not refer to any experienced facts is not a proposition. It is a 

non-sensical expression, it is a pseudo proposition.  

Logical positivism stands in glaring contradiction to actual scientific proof, there is no doubt that 

logical positivism is credited with posing a number of interesting problems which are common to 

philosophers as well as scientists. Logical positivism, as a school of thought, is for contradicting on a 

number of interesting problems that occupied the minds of the philosophers as well as the scientists 

.Logical positivism can be credited with the development of logic of scientific cognition and 

investigation of specific problems of logic of science. 

Logical positivism was anti-metaphysical. They held that nothing can be learned about the world. 

According to the logical positivists, metaphysics is a theory of reality beyond our experience and they 

tried to prove the non-sensical nature of metaphysics through the theory of verification. Logical 

positivism‘s implication of metaphysics is that the metaphysical statements picture no such entity 

which can be found in sense experience. In religion, for example, it would render suspect about the 

statements that ‗God exists‘ which being metaphysical, would be strictly speaking meaningless.  

As the logical positivists established their principle on verification of meaning and refutation of 

metaphysics, they divided the propositions into two types-Analytical proposition and empirical 

Proposition. Mathematical and logical propositions are analytical and tautologous, while the statements 

which could be directly and indirectly verified and be meaningful are empirical. Metaphysical 

statements which include the concepts of God, soul, life etc do not fall into these two categories, since 

they are beyond experience, therefore they are meaningless.  

The central doctrines of this school were developed by a group of philosophers, scientists, and 

logicians centre in Vienna who came to be known as the ‗Vienna Circle‘. Among the members of this 

group, Rudolf Carnap, and Moritz Schlick have perhaps had the most influence on Anglo- American 

philosophy. 

In response to criticism of verification, A.J. Ayer proposed a weak version. In ―Language, Truth and 

Logic‖, he defines the distinction between ‗strong‘ and ‗weak‘ verification.  In the strong sense, a 

proposition is said to be verifiable, if and only if its truth could be conclusively established by 
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experience. Again the weak sense of verification states that ―a proposition is verifiable if it is possible 

for experience to render it probable.‖  

Conclusion 

From the above discussion we have come know the contribution of logical positivism in philosophical 

analysis. Logical positivism spread throughout almost the entire western world. It is the logical 

positivism which has made the whole philosophical trend to reject the non-sensical questions about the 

universe. Logical positivism was immensely influential in the philosophy of language.  

Logical positivism stands in glaring contradiction to actual scientific proof. There is no doubt that 

logical positivism is created with posing a number of problems that are common to philosophers as 

well as scientists. Logical positivists can be credited with the development of logic of scientific 

cognition and investigation of specific problems of logic of science.  

The downfall of logical positivism is largely attributed to be the internal contradictions that are 

prevalent in its own structure and also its inadequacy in understanding the genuine nature of the 

scientific investigation. 

The view of logical positivism corresponds to the commonsense view. Some philosophical views like 

metaphysical views are totally meaningless in our life. No logical answer is possible for this type of 

views.  
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Wittgenstein’s Notion of ‘The Philosophical Self’ 

Dr. Manoranjan Mallick  

  

Abstract 

This paper aims at exploring the metaphysical significance of self by redefining it as the philosophical 

self in contrast to psychological self. Wittgenstein has not really rebuffed the idea of seeing ‗I‘ or self 

as psychological or empirical but calls attention to another dimension of self, i.e. viewing it as 

metaphysical. The self which philosophy talks about has reference only with metaphysical self. The 

notion of metaphysical self becomes very crucial in Wittgenstein‘s philosophy as it gives primacy to 

what is higher in life and what lies outside the world. The metaphysical self is viewed as the higher 

self, which cannot be captured within the network of the facts in the world. ‗I‘ has no place in the world 

as it cannot be identified with a physical body. ‗I‘ being a metaphysical ‗I‘ in philosophy has only 

grammatical function. The grammatical ‗I‘ dispels the illusion that it is merely affiliated with human 

body, and mind. Wittgenstein‘s notion of philosophical ‗I‘ symbolizes the self which is different from 

ordinary use of ‗I‘.  

Keywords: Wittgenstein; Philosophy; Psychology; Self; World 

I 

Wittgenstein doesn‘t deny the psychological aspect of self but resists any attempt to reduce self as a 

psychological entity. The subject matter of psychology is of no concern to philosophy. ―Psychology is 

no more closely related to philosophy than any other natural science‖ (TLP#4.1121). Hence, 

philosophy is concerned only with metaphysical self not with psychological self. Wittgenstein 

redefines the self as ‗philosophical self‘ by making an intriguing claim that the ‗self is not in the world 

rather with it‘. ―The philosophical self is not the human being, not the human body, or the human soul, 

with which psychology deals, but rather the metaphysical subject, the limit of the world--not a part of 

it‖ (TLP#5.641). It is the philosophical self which cannot be equated with psycho-physical life. This is 

evident in Wittgenstein‘s emphasis on the higher aspect of self which he calls deeply mysterious (NB, 

80). ―It is not the case that there is a higher self in addition to the lower self. But it means that we must 

be able to see the self from higher point of view for understanding the self in the world‖ (Pradhan 

2009: 168). It is not correct to say that there are two distinct types of self or subject thinking self and 

metaphysical self. It would be more appropriate to see them as two aspects of the self. 

Wittgenstein makes it very clear by drawing a distinction between ‗empirical self‘ and ‗metaphysical 

self‘. The empirical self is indentified with psycho-physical self as the combination of mind and body 

or soul. The self, that is part of the world, is the psychological self which is different from the 

metaphysical self which remains transcendental. And the self as a phenomenon is of interest only to 

psychology (TLP#6.423). But the metaphysical subject is the willing subject, which is not a part of the 

world but stands over the boundary of the world. Wittgenstein makes use of the eye analogy to clarify 

his point. Here, ‗I‘ is compared with an ‗eye‘ and the world is compared with the visual field of an eye. 

‗I‘ cannot be found in the world as it is not part of the world. It is like an eye which cannot be part of its 

own visual field. Wittgenstein‘s notion of the willing subject identifies with the metaphysical ‗I‘ which 
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is not situated anywhere in world rather it is the limit of the world (TLP#5.632).1 When the self or ‗I‘ 

ceases to exist, and all that is left is the world. Here, Wittgenstein‘s notion of the solipsistic world i.e. 

the-limit-of-the-world seems to coincide with pure realism that there is an existence of world which is 

independent of the subject. Self or ‗I‘ has limited view of the world and in that sense, the world is 

mine. This way, self or ‗I‘ is brought into view with solipsistic claim that ‗the world is my world.‘2 

It has transcendental character and cannot be identified with ‗Ego‘. This conceptual duality between 

‗empirical self‘ and ‗metaphysical self‘ is significant and is to be noticed in philosophy. As Pradhan 

writes, ―The empirical self is not completely denied as it is significant only in so far the empirical 

world is concerned‖ (Pradhan 2002: 303). The metaphysical self is the real self.  It is the higher self 

that cannot be captured within the domain worldly facts. In this way, self cannot be reduced only to a 

thinking or empirical self in the domain of philosophy. Wittgenstein emphasizes on metaphysical self 

or ‗I‘ in order to understand the higher order of life and the world from philosophical perspective. The 

self or ‗I‘ is not an object in the world (NB, 80) as an experiencing subject. In that extent, Wittgenstein 

says, ―all experience is world and does not need the subject‖ (NB, 89). Thus, necessity of the 

experiencing subject is completely denied because subject is not affiliated with any individual or 

human body. 

Wittgenstein finds Cartesian subject as illusory because there is no such thing as the subject that thinks 

or entertains ideas (TLP#5.631). There are no such things as thoughts and ideas floating as independent 

                                                           

1. The main contention of Wittgenstein‘s solipsism is that the world remains independent of the self 

which is metaphysically located outside it. The self or ‗I‘ shrinks to a point without extension, and 

there remains world coordinated with it. By ‗world‘ Wittgenstein is referring to ‗physical world‘, the 

world which is extended in space. This extended world is coordinated with the non-extended point 

which is the self of the solipsist. The coordination between the two is made possible only through the 

world being my world i.e. the-limit-of-the-world. This is the co-ordination of physical world with 

something which is non-physical, the self (Chandra 2002: 63). My world gets metaphysical status only 

within the framework set by the self. When the world is seen as a limited whole, as my world, the 

willing subject finds a transcendental moral sphere to interact with the world.   

2. By claiming that ‗the world is my world‘ (TLP#5.62) Wittgenstein commits to a solipsistic position. 

Though such position would have severe limitations when analyzed in our material mode of speech 

(Cook 1994: 55-56) but Wittgenstein recognizes and highlights the inherent merit in solipsist‘s point of 

view. In his attempt to bridge this apparent incompatibility he undertakes a philosophical journey from 

idealism to solipsism and from solipsism to realism. Finally, he ends up propounding a unique notion 

of solipsism without a solipsistic self and tries to resolve this incompatibility. He further argues that 

solipsism coincides with pure realism (Mallick & Sirola 2015: 111). This is quite contrary to the 

classical stand on solipsism which holds that the solipsism is a consequence of subjective idealism; and 

subjective idealism is incompatible with realism. 
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items in the world (Chandra 2002: 68). Self does not think and experience. The Cartesian self is located 

in the mind. Wittgenstein refutes that if there is mind, there is also a subject or self to whom the mind 

or the mental phenomena are attributed. The self is not essentially bound up with the mental 

phenomena. Revoking the analogy of eye he writes, 

Where in the world is a metaphysical subject to be found? You will say that this is 

exactly the case of the eye and its visual field. But really you do not see the eye. And 

nothing in the visual field allows you to infer that it is seen by an eye. (TLP#5.633) 

How do I, the person come in? How, for example, does a person enter into the 

description of the visual sensation? If we describe the visual field, no person necessarily 

comes into. We can say that the visual field has certain internal properties, but its being 

mine is not essential to its description. That is, it is not an intrinsic property of a visual 

sensation, or a pain, to belong to someone. There will be such thing as my image or 

someone else‘s. (WL, 22)  

The self or ‗I‘ has no location in spatio-temporal world and in this sense, Wittgenstein‘s notion of self 

seems to disappear from the world.  

Wittgenstein‘s anti-Cartesian position rests on the assertion that ‗I‘ itself cannot be part of the world 

but is the presupposition of the existence of the world. It is like an eye which does not belong to its 

visual field but is its presupposition. ‗I‘ loses its uniqueness when it is seen as part of the world. ‗I‘ 

remains independent of the world the way eye remains independent of its visual field. The ‗I‘ is viewed 

as the locus of transcendental position, the limits of the world. It makes the world a limited whole. 

Wittgenstein claims that if we write a book with the title ‗The world as I found it‘ then all that it would 

contain is a full description of the world with reference to our body. The description of the world would 

exclude any description of self. There is no need to introduce self or ‗I‘ while we describe the world. 

Similarly, it is not necessary to introduce any individual body while we talk of ‗I‘ or self. Self does not 

require a location in individual‘s body. No significance is given to human body above the bodies such 

as plants, beasts, tables, stones, etc. In Wittgenstein‘s words: 

If I wrote a book called The World as I found it, I should have to include a report on my 

body, and should have to say which parts were subordinate to my will, and which were 

not, etc, this being the method of isolating the subject, or rather of showing that in an 

important sense there is no subject; for it alone could not be mentioned in that book 

(TLP#5.631).  

Self is the owner of the world but does not own the experiences in the world. It shows that self has a 

metaphysical limit which doesn‘t necessarily come into picture in any description of the world. ‗I‘ 

objectively confront every object but not the ‗I‘ (NB, 80). In this sense, ‗I‘ is not a physical entity and 

hence, is not a matter of factual investigation. If the self is a part of the world and counted as equal to 

other members in the world like human body, animals, plants, stones, etc. then its uniqueness cannot be 

recognized. Emphasizing on self as metaphysical Wittgenstein aims at attaining the uniqueness of ‗I‘ or 

self which cannot be equated with other physical entities.  

II 

Further, in his later writings, Wittgenstein examines how grammar of linguistic usage plays an 

important role to understanding the metaphysical aspect of self. His solipsistic position gets a 

grammatical justification. The self, as a grammatical notion ‗I‘, is not reducible to any worldly items. It 
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does not contain a reference to either a physical or a mental entity. The word ‗I‘ appears as having 

totally unique grammar.  

Wittgenstein rejects the traditional solipsistic notion of ‗I‘ as an experiencing subject. The solipsist 

says, ―I have pain‖ which shows the monopoly of ego or its concentration in ‗I‘ or self. On the other 

hand, Wittgensteinian notion of self demands for vanishing of the ego. In accordance with his notion of 

self, Wittgenstein suggests for bringing a grammatical change in our usages of ‗I‘ where ‗I‘ should not 

be confused with objects in the world. ‗I‘ doesn‘t have a place in the world and cannot be used for 

describing a personal experience. Instead of solipsist‘s notation, ―I have real toothache‖, Wittgenstein 

proposes the change in the expression that ―There is a real toothache.‖ Wittgensteinian solipsism is not 

looking for a notation in which the ego has a monopoly, but one in which the ego vanishes. In the 

above example, the solipsist expression describes one‘s personal feeling of toothache and may help a 

doctor to understand the patient‘s status. But such expressions may cause serious confusions in 

philosophy as the word ‗I‘ is viewed as metaphysical subject. In that sense, the ‗I‘, being not part of the 

world, is indescribable.  

Wittgenstein‘s understanding of the self differs from traditional view of solipsistic self. Wittgensteinian 

solipsistic mood can only be grasped in its linguistic terms. He points out that the grammatical form of 

‗I‘ misleads us by viewing it as a physical entity.  

We could have a language from which ―I‖ is omitted from sentences describing a 

personal experience. (Instead of saying ―I think‖ or ―I have an ache‖ one might say ―It 

thinks‖ (like ―It rains‖), and in place of ―I have an ache‖ ―There is an ache here‖. Under 

certain circumstances one might be strongly tempted to do away with the simple use of 

―I‖. (WL, 21)  

The suggestion is to avoid the simple use of ‗I‘ which may confuse its metaphysical status with 

material mode of speech. It would be a mistake to refer ‗I‘ as a physical entity in the world. ‗I‘ is 

redundant in the statements like, ―I am in pain‖, ―I am awake‖, ―I am happy‖, ―I am poor‖. 

Wittgenstein sees ‗I‘ is bereft of ego. Pain, awakening, sleep, happiness, etc., cannot be ascribed to an 

‗I‘. ‗I‘ is not the owner of experiences.  

Wittgenstein‘s fundamental aim is to deny the ontology of self and proposes the notational change in 

which ‗I‘ doesn‘t stand for a particular person. The ‗I‘ has grammatical role in our everyday usages 

though it is not experiential one.  

One of the questions which come up in discussion of memory is the following: Can I 

and my body be indentified? It might be argued that ―I‖ is not used to refer to my body 

because two persons might have the same body. I want to say that realizing that the 

word ―I‖ does not mean the same as ―my body‖, i.e. that it is used differently, does not 

mean that a new entity besides the body, the ego, has been discovered. (WL, 60) 

‗I‘ does not require a location in an individual body. We do talk of ‗I‘ but no individual body is seen to 

be a possessor of it; we don‘t require to introduce it. Since ‗I‘ is not affiliated with human body and 

mind, it does not necessarily come into picture in any description of individual‘s own feelings, images, 

and thoughts. It is the ‗I‘ which does not entertain ideas or experiences. The solipsist‘s use of the 

material mode of speech such as ―I have pain‖, ―I am thinking‖, ―I believe it will rain‖, etc., are 

unintelligible for Wittgenstein. The traditional solipsist is deceived by the fact that, ―in the cases in 

which ―I‖ is used as subject, we don‘t use it because we recognize a particular person by his bodily 

characteristics; and this creates the illusion that we use this word to refer to something bodiless, which, 
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however, has its seat in our body. In fact this seems to be the real ego, the one of which it was said, 

Cogito, ergo sum‖ (BB, 69). ‗I‘ cannot come and situate itself within the place of experienced world as 

‗I‘ transcends the experienced world.  

‗I‘ as a non-grammatical subject is monopolizing ego in the physical world. It can be abolished by the 

use of grammatical ‗I‘. It becomes a non-mental, non-physical entity.  

The kernel of our proposition that that which has pains or sees or thinks is of a mental 

nature is only, that the word ―I‖ in ―I have pain‖ does not denote a particular body, for 

we can‘t substitute for ―I‖ a description of a body. (BB, 74)    

The word ‗I‘ is a class by itself (Chandra 2002: 76). The word ‗I‘ does not refer to owner of experience 

of ‗pain‘ in the expression, ―I am in pain‖ unlike its use in ―I have a cigar‖ (WL, 21). It is not necessary 

to avoid the use of the word ‗I‘ in all cases because sometimes the word ‗I‘ is not used as an 

experiencing subject. In the expression, ―I have a cigar‖ the word ‗I‘ does not possess the monopoly of 

ego and it is not used as subject of experience. In this case, the monopoly of ego is not found in the use 

of ‗I‘ since I can give my cigar to somebody else, I can sell it, I can throw it away, others may have 

same cigar, etc. In this case, the word ‗I‘ is used as owner of the object ‗cigar‘, which can be 

objectively verified. It is possible to segregate the owner ‗I‘ from the object ‗cigar‘ because ‗cigar‘ is a 

secondary experience being associated externally with ‗I‘. A cigar can have an owner, ―because it can 

lack one. It makes sense to speak of ownership only where it makes sense to speak of none‖ (Hacker 

1986: 219). If anyone can own something like ‗cigar‘ then she/he can disown it too. Wittgenstein‘s idea 

of ownership can be understood in terms of transferable ownership.  

On the other hand, when someone says, ―I have pain‖, the ego monopolizes ‗I‘ and becomes the only 

subject of experience of ‗pain‘. This ‗pain‘ cannot be shared with others as others cannot experience 

‗my pain‘. That way, the experience of ‗pain‘ cannot be owned or disowned like a cigar. Also it cannot 

be transferred to others and cannot be objectively verified. ―If the experiences are not the kind of things 

of which the ownership is transferable, then they are not the kind of things that can have owners‖ 

(Chandra 2002: 78). If my pain cannot be transferred to someone else, it can also not be owned by me. 

I alone know when ‗I have pain‘ and thereby, I can ascertain only my own experience of pain. ―It 

makes no sense to speak of an owner, because it makes no sense to speak of an unowned pain‖ (Hacker 

1986: 219). One cannot conceive of the possible existence of sensation ‗pain‘ without associating it 

with a personal pronoun. It is a primary experience associated with an individual‘s body. The primary 

experiences are internally embodied with an individual.  

The primary experience such as ‗pain‘ is only to be accessible to a person who is in pain. I verify ―I 

have pain‖ by a direct comparison of the concept ‗pain‘ as a datum with reality. The verification does 

not require the identification of an owner (Hacker 1986: 220-21). It would be nonsensical to ask, how 

do you know that you have pain? ―The primary is compared directly with reality, it is not possible to 

‗have it‘ and not to be ‗conscious of it‘‖ (Hacker 1986: 221). The primary experiences are associated 

directly with the person, so it is not question of whether ‗to cognize them‘ or ‗not to cognize them‘. ―‗I‘ 

in the context of primary experience is an eliminable expression. Its elimination would of course not be 

more correct, but would enable one to grasp the logical essentials of the form of representations of facts 

of personal experiences (PR,§65). That is why, ‗I‘ has to be eliminated when primary experiences are 

expressed. Therefore, the statement such as ‗I have pain‘ has no significant use because ‗I‘ does not 

delimit a place within a logical space but merely indicate primary experiences (Hacker 1986: 219).  

The notion of ‗I‘ according to Wittgenstein is not identified with bodily or thinking self. The ‗I‘ cannot 

be used to substitute for a person in the world. It is completely distinguished from things in the world. 
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Hence, error arises when ‗I‘ is identified with a person to make a statement like ―I am in pain‖, ―I have 

toothache‖, etc. ―When I say ‗I am in pain‘, I do not point to a person who is in pain, since in a certain 

sense I have no idea who is‖ (PI§404). Here, it is not important to inquire for whom this ‗I‘ stands for? 

‗I‘ is a class by itself. It cannot be personified to be somebody in pain. The ‗I‘ only has a grammatical 

role in the language.  

To say, ―I have a pain‖ is no more a statement about a particular person than moaning 

is… The word ‗I‘ does not mean the same as ―L. W.‖ even if I am L. W., nor does it 

mean the same as the expression ―the person who is now speaking.‖ But that doesn‘t 

mean: that ―L. W.‖ and ―I‖ mean different instrument of our language. (BB, 67) 

It clearly shows that the word ‗I‘ cannot be substituted for any person even if I am the one. The word 

‗I‘ also does not mean same as a name which is used to identify a person for others. As said above the 

word ‗I‘ and the name L. W. are not same because the first person pronoun ‗I‘ is used as a subject and 

the name L. W. stands for an object, person. Names and designations are subject to change. A person 

can have different names and designations for her/his identification as a person in different 

circumstances. However the word ‗I‘ cannot change and it does not point to any person. The word ‗I‘ 

and the name L. W. are different linguistic instruments.  

III 

Wittgenstein agrees with traditional solipsist‘s intent but he finds their notion of self quite primordial. 

He says, ―What the solipsist means is quite correct; only it cannot be said, but makes itself manifest‖ 

(TLP#5.62). Disagreement is with the material mode of speech where self is identified with ‗ego‘ or 

person. In saying ‗I alone exist‘ or ‗Only my experiences are real,‘ such sentences appear to have 

genuine negations, i.e., they appear to allow that it is conceivable that there is something beyond 

immediate experience (Cook 1994: 58). Language is not conceivable if it does not represent this world 

(PR,§80). Names are given to objects in our immediate experiences which can only be conceived of. 

Therefore, the very idea of things beyond immediate experience is a delusion (NB, 51). Solipsists fail in 

theorizing the a priori claim that ‗I alone exist‘.  

Self as a combination of human body and soul or as a combination of human body and mind does not 

attain the purpose for which the idea of self is philosophically introduced. So, there really is a way in 

which there can and must be a mention of ‗I‘ in a metaphysical sense in philosophy. The self is 

metaphysically related with the world and manifests itself by seeing the world as my world. It is the 

philosophical self which does not belong to the world but it is the-limit- of-the world. It is the 

realization of the higher consciousness where there is no scope of looking at the empirical contents and 

identifying with them. Only in this sense, the self becomes eternal and realizes the higher order of life 

and the world. In order to understand the higher order of life and the world, it is required to understand 

the transcendental vision of reality rather than empirical vision alone. So, the notion of the 

philosophical self subject comes at the center to establish the primacy of ‗the higher.‘ The 

philosophical self, for Wittgenstein, is the willing subject which serves the purpose of human existence 

and its meaning in life. This purpose can be realized when the willing subject is viewed as the limit of 

the world. Will, as an attitude of the subject, brings the willing subject into philosophy. The will as 

bearer of ethics, morally interacts with the world at metaphysical level making the world ethically 

meaningful. The self can change the meaning of the world with the change in the attitude but not the 

facts in the world. The self determines the ethical status which provides meaning to the world. 

Depending on the attitude of self the same world may appear good or bad. Subsequently, good or bad 

will result in making it happy or unhappy.  
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TLP: Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus 

PI: Philosophical Investigations  

NB: Notebooks 1914-1916 

BB: The Blue and Brown Books 

WL: Wittgenstein Lectures: Cambridge, 1932-35 

PR:  Philosophical Remarks  
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Analytical and Normative Inquiry of the Nature and Purpose of Philosophy       

 

Rajan 

 

                                                                     Abstract  

  For the thinkers of antiquity, ‗the mere word Philo-Sophia - the love of wisdom – was enough 

to express this conception of philosophy. In the Symposium, Plato had shown that Socrates, the symbol 

of the philosopher, could be identified with Eros, the son of Poros (expedient) and of Penia (poverty). 

Eros lacked wisdom, but he did know how to acquire it.‘
i
 But now to define and analyse the philosophy 

and its disciplines has become a herculean task because the world has moved forward a lot, now 

philosophy and its disciplines are not alone to find and solve the problem of the world. it is a 

challenging thing for philosophy and philosophers to preserve the legacy which has been given to us, 

so many opponent disciplines have come up with some challenging allegations like philosophy is dead, 

philosophy is obsolete, philosophy is for those whose heads are in the clouds and time to kill etc. so it 

is also a task of thinkers to preserve their disciplines legacy without losing their path, so we will try to 

interpreted and preserve the legacy of philosophy and its main  approaches through critical analysis, , 

reason and logic which behold the true spirit of philosophy. There can be two ways to understand 

something one is what it is? And another can be why do need that or through what purpose of that 

thing? So based on this assumption this paper aims to analyse the nature and purpose of philosophy and 

concludes that it is an analytical and critical inquiry and way of life. 

 

 Key words – Philosophy, Analytical, normative, Nature, Way of Life 

 

A thirsty ambition for truth and virtue, and a frenzy to conquer all lies and vices which are not 

recognized as such nor desire to be; herein consists of the heroic spirit of the philosopher.
ii
  

Philosophy as an Analytical Inquiry and A Way of Life 

 In the analytic speculation, the central concern mostly locates in the field of philosophy of 

language, mind and epistemology; few thinkers will handle the problem about the metaphysics and 

ethics directly. Based on the first criticism, many philosophers inside or outside the analytic tradition 

think that the problems concerned by analytic thinkers are too trivial and academic, which betray the 

soul of progressive philosophy which is a by-product of the philosophy of antiquity -- to answer the 

basic, ultimate questions of metaphysics, ethics and aesthetics logically and rationally and not merely 

preaching, that‘s why it is considered ‗as a way of life‘. Some argue that analytic philosophy has too 

relied on the methodology of formal logic, language analysis while our understanding of the world is 

not so much way exhausted by that form of logic. The criticisms above are very common in the 

continental tradition, but some inside the analytic thinking also hold them as well. Despite this criticism 

analytical philosophy doesn't lose its value, it has given so much to the philosophical world with its 

unique methodology and philosophization for an instance, its logical method or technique to attain 

conceptual clarity is a new phase of thinking. The lacuna which we find in it can be fillup with the help 

of philosophy of antiquity so that both ‗method and matter‘ become rich with the help of each other. To 

anyone familiar with the modern way of doing philosophy, it may seem quite strange that philosophy 

itself, as a whole, or any philosophy—a discipline of philosophical, however comprehensive—could all 

by itself constitute, for its adherents, a total, all-consuming way of life. ―Philosophy‖ modern time 
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represents itself as a rigorous academic philosophy, as opposed to work of consolation and service of 

humanity, including ones that are spoken to contain and advocate a ―philosophy as a way of life.‖ By 

contrast with such more popular conceptions of philosophy, philosophy in the strict and narrow usage 

is taken for an enterprise of reasoned analysis of language and words, antagonistic argumentation, 

rigorously disciplined which give no place for ethics of care or any other positive and essential 

emotion.it should not be an essence of philosophy as henry David Thoreau penned  ―To be a 

philosopher is not merely to have subtle thoughts, nor even to found a school…it is to solve some of 

the problems of life, not only theoretically, but practically.‖
iii

 

  Modern-day crisis for philosophy is quite critical, Some today consider philosophy to be a 

superfluous task, valuable only to those with their ―head in the clouds‖ and time to kill. This view may 

be partially attributable to the growing interest that contemporary philosophers have with producing 

ideas intended only for their fellow academics. ―…modern philosophy appears above all as the 

construction of a technical jargon reserved for modern specialists.‖
iv

 But it is a crisis which so many 

thinkers have exploded so many times in the history of philosophy. Stoic philosophers, when 

philosophy was considered to be a way of life, when one of the main tasks of Philosophy was to 

moulds the soul towards goodness from any wrongdoing and evil; philosophy for them was a way to 

orders our life, guides our moral standards, shows us what we ought to do and what we ought not to do, 

and focus on the being good (virtue ethics) rather than discussing what one should do in particular time 

and situation. “There are indeed mistakes made, through the fault of our advisors, who teach us how to 

debate and not how to live. There are also mistakes made by students, who come to their teachers to 

develop, not their souls, but their wits. Thus, philosophy, the study of wisdom, has become philology, 

the study of words.‘‘
v
 These words sound true at the current time when the philosophy of ethics has 

strongly lost its sight due to the domination of some philosophies such as logical positivism, analytical 

philosophy, and linguistic trend etc. the question which strongly demands the attention of the wise 

people of the world has somehow lost its the strength of vowing the intellectual.
vi

 

  In contrast, to present way of philosophizing, the philosophy of antiquity was concerned not 

with just mere speculation of a word through permutation and combination,   but with the attainment of 

the wisdom of life for the sake of instigating a transformation of self as well as the society and the 

world. ―Modern philosophers are ―artists of reason‖, says Hadot while ancient philosophers were 

―artists of life‖.
vii

 Philosophy, as it is practised today, is abstract, theoretical, and detached from life, 

just one academic subject among others. Greek and the Roman philosophical world was something 

quite different in all sort of conception related to philosophy and its nature, argues the French 

philosopher Pierre Hadot. Philosophy was a normative inquiry and a way of life. Not merely a subject 

of study and parroting, philosophy was considered an art of living, a practice aimed at overcoming life 

suffering and shaping it also, and remaking the self-according to an ideal of wisdom, Knowledge and 

understating; ―Such is the lesson of ancient philosophy:  says Hadot in his book philosophy as a way of 

life an invitation to each human being to transform himself. Philosophy is a conversion, a 

transformation of one's way of being and living, and a quest for wisdom.‖
viii

 

  Thinking and philosophization guide and transform lives and the direction determines the 

distinction and quality of the life of the people of the different period. The philosophy of antiquity has 

never been welcomed as a dry exercise. The seers preach what they live. Thoughts must be 

disinterested and independent from different allegiances of mind: otherwise, they may misguide the 

thinking. The openness of thoughts and thinking useful for uncovering wisdom within must dawn in a 

self -conscious activity. Since discriminating knowledge of what to do is good and what is harmful and 
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hence to be avoided   is determined by philosophical reflection, escaping the light of philosophy, not 

only individual but social, political and ethical life also cannot run properly. ‗‗We should exercise 

ourselves with realities, not with dialectical speculations, like a man who has devoured some textbook 

on harmonics but has never put his knowledge into practice. Likewise, we must not be like those who 

can astonish their onlookers by their skill in syllogistic argumentation, but who, when it comes to their 

own lives, contradict their teachings.‘‘
ix

   

 

  Some thinkers proclaim that the techniques, method and predilections of analytic thinking are 

not only unhistorical but anti-historical, and primarily against textual commentary. Analytic philosophy 

might not be uninformed, but it usually tries to seek a very high degree of consistency, clarity and 

precision of formulation and argument, and it often seeks to be informed by, compliment with natural 

science. One of the big problem occurs with analytic philosophy, in my opinion, with its occasional 

contextual blindness.it shouldn't fail in checking them. This thing needs to be taken into account, but 

despite having this strength analytic philosophy might have some pros and cons which need to be 

addressed for the service and spirit of philosophy like there must be some philosophical material which 

it will analyse. History of philosophy, metaphysics, and descriptive ethics is that material which 

deserves to be mean (philosophical material) to be analysed. the paper concludes that although the 

history of philosophy might not be conducive to analytic thinking, even though we can argue that 

history of philosophy, metaphysics and descriptive and normative ethics is capable to tell us the 

essence of philosophy and it‘ major discipline otherwise strawman fallacy dominates (what source give 

any particular method to decide what philosophy and it‘s discipline ought to be?). We should take a 

history of philosophy including all its disciplines into account according to which we are ―edified‖ by 

learning of the ―great philosophical arguments‖, and which can be explored and analysed further for the 

development of philosophy. 

 

  Now one may argue that if philosophy is about knowledge and when it's objectivity is 

debatable, but here if we will to discuss daily life issues and forget about epistemology, it should be 

called just 'cafe', or ‗self-help therapy‘ why call it philosophy ? It's a good and interesting point. 

Epistemology is a part of philosophy, and it has crucial role to play in knowing and understanding. 

Unfortunately,   philosophy is reduced to it by some thinkers a. To quote, Richard Rory, epistemology 

was in 17th century. Philosophy has not always been like we perceive it today. Vienna circle eliminated 

metaphysics and philosophers like Richard Rorty are taking anti-epistemological stand. Ethics has 

already been reduced to emotions and excluded from philosophy by David Hume's analytic synthetic 

distinction. Now, we have only two options; either to declare philosophy is dead or proceed further 

without epistemology and imagine "philosophy as conversation of mankind as mention by Rorty. 

 

  To answer this allegation we can try that The major difference between philosophy and other 

disciplines is that philosophy is a second order of enquiry, thus we can‘t   say that the job of philosophy 

is to tell what's Real, we cannot forget epistemology while doing philosophy, because epistemology is 

not a part of philosophy but it is a method of doing philosophy, it gives us pursuit a direction. Without 

epistemology one can get away with saying anything, but in Philosophy if we say something, we must 

know how you know it. We can't say something is philosophy just because Plato or Aristotle said it, 

their work is diverse and not everything they said is philosophy.  So the option we are giving   that 

philosophy is dead or we proceed further without epistemology and imagine "philosophy as 

conversation of mankind", is problematic, thus are not the only two options.  Obviously, philosophy 
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should be reduced to epistemology but philosophy cannot leave epistemology either, epistemology is a 

method to do philosophy, without it philosophy will lose its one essence. So question remains, if we are 

discussing our daily life problems, and friendship, relationship, etc., then everyone does it, and there 

are experts from field of psychology and other felids who do it better according to their specialization.  

So what is peculiar about this act of discussing practical issues that we should call it philosophy?  

 

  If we retrospect we find that Philosophy as second order discipline comes after Wittgenstein's 

declaration that there are no true philosophical problems. It is a kind of death certificate for philosophy. 

But what about this ‗There is only one really serious philosophical problem,‖ Camus says in the 

stranger, ―and that is suicide. Deciding whether or not life is worth living is to answer the 

fundamental question in philosophy‘.
x
 If there are no true philosophical problems then what's left for 

philosophy except to be the hand maiden of other disciplines. Psychologists don't dig deeper into 

concepts. They are primarily concerned with unconscious. They focus on soothing rather than 

understanding. Difference between philosophies as psychology resurfaces again and again in 

philosophical approaches. There is a clear cut distinction between philosophy and psychology e. g. 

psychology is concerned with emotion while philosophy is concerned with reason etc.   

 

  Philosophy sometimes is seen not only an inquiry of the truth about things but as 

the exploration and elaboration of various perspectives on the nature of reality. Philosophy presents us 

with ways of seeing how things fit together consistently and the status that individuals and humanity, in 

general, occupy in the overall scheme of things. Most of us favour some very general picture of what 

the world is like, nearly all of us philosophise because we have some sort of beliefs, norms and values 

by which we live our lives and also justification or like to think we do or feel uncomfortable when we 

don‘t do this activity. ―Philosophy also represents or imbibes the capacity to represent as a way of life,‖ 

since Philosophy was conceived as a love of wisdom, and wisdom does not merely cause us to know: it 

makes us ‗be‘ in a different way, to look at the actual nature of reality. Seers, sages, scholars preached 

what they practised and practised what they thought. Their philosophization is not merely a formal 

knowledge but also for the harmony and flourishment, for the cultivation of the individual and the 

social world also to the extent of wisdom or even to the liberation.  

  It is the bonafide nature of the reality which gives acceleration to the problem solution of the 

world and life with proper reasoning and philosophical arguments. Since philosophical reflections also 

aim at conceptual clarification, interpretation and lastly wisdom, the question of risk against philosophy 

does not hold merit. It is only by taking human aspirations that philosophy fulfils in view that the 

question of future of philosophy is warrantable.so we need to be emphasised over the applied and 

normative nature of philosophy which ought to be its bonafide nature since it helps humanity to live not 

just forced to survive reluctantly. Human is rational as well as social being so harmony and 

flourishment ought to be its primary requirement. At last, we would quote Cicero “unless the soul is 

cured, which cannot be done without philosophy, there will be no end to our miseries.”
xi
 Thus we can 

imagine and wonder about the importance of applied and normative nature of philosophy. 

  Another lacuna which we find in the analytical philosophy or positive philosophy‘s rejection of 

metaphysics and ethics and since the 70s in the 20th century, there was a so-called naturalism 

movement inside the analytic thinking. The naturalist philosophers suspect the traditional disciplines of 

philosophy especially those which are most close to human life. The basic idea of naturalism is, 

philosophy is continuous with science. So, if there is no distinction between philosophy and science, 
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we should refer to science if we want to get the truth in philosophy. This assumption has done so much 

damage to metaphysics, ethics and aesthetics by attracting the idea of radical realism and evolutionism 

etc.
 
 if we simply ask if there is no division between science and philosophy, then what will be the 

difference between the work of science and philosophy. Then the modern allegation philosophy dead 

seems sound. And if we want to tackle such kind of allegations then only metaphysics, ethics and 

aesthetics etc. discipline can help us to save that. 

 

  Sometime Analytic trend seems a bit like the medieval Scholastics because of their common 

focus on rigorous analysis. Both are large-scale represents delineated among many different 

practitioners who specialize in a particular area. Both are effectively subordinated to particular 

discipline; the Scholastics subordinate to theology, the analytics to natural science. The latter one is a 

little tenuous, though, since some analytic thinker used to repudiate scientism. The classical analytic 

philosophy of the 20th century was very much subordinated to science, though, as found in Quine‘s 

approach that ―only Philosophy of science is philosophy enough. This approach seems quite radical and 

a threat to the future of philosophy which need to be addressed by the thinkers. 

    For instance, Moving from Anthropocentrism to Cosmo centrism has always been considered 

a good philosophical approach which analytical trend solely misses. As far as ethical, metaphysical and 

socio-political arguments are considered Contemporary thinking scenario including analytical approach 

adds further weightage with anthropological/biological evidence due to its inclination towards natural 

sciences, as seen in quine‘s dictum. Well, One more interesting dimension might go with a famous 

argument (with a hint of evolutionism) that "Every Cosmo centrism is (in a way) a refined form of 

(thereby leads to) Anthropocentrism only‖. This sense can be traced in those trends whose arguments 

focus on or derived out from the influence of the natural sciences phenomena. The analytical trend is 

one of those trends; it unintentionally justified almost all wrong acts done by a human in the name 

anthropocentrism like environmental destruction. Thus it somehow can be traced that how the 

scientism is a threat to ethics and morality which need examine carefully. 

    Rationality, ethics of justice, analysis, is good but it also has a limit and some lacuna which 

leaves us incomplete. For instance, metaphysics, aesthetics, Ethics of care which gives enough 

importance to emotions, instincts, curiosity, wonder, and suffering and other aspects of the universe 

need to be accepted in philosophization. : And the crisis which we can felt about how anthropocentric 

arguments are quite dominating in the present scenario is genuine to arise, and one of the main reasons 

behind this would be scientific castism with which so many analytical thinkers like to associate the 

philosophy. The way it treats to metaphysics, dogmatic faith in sensory experience, consider matter 

only the foundation of everything and surprisingly consider a matter to be pointless, aimless. How this 

dogma defines life from a matter which is pointless and meaningless? They are thus failing in one of 

the basic duties of philosophy, which is to keep all one‘s assumptions under review and be willing to 

seriously question even the most basic of them. So the question and problem which analytical 

philosophy excludes to address are not so much useless and pointless. 

  

  To conclude, we can reach to one consistency which is that philosophy is an analytical inquiry 

because of its purpose which is to clear concepts and set consistency in ideas and thoughts and also a 

way of life, not in sense of preaching but in its rational and logical approach. As Bertrand Russell felt 

the crisis "Philosophy, throughout its history, has consisted of two parts inharmoniously blended: on 

the one hand a theory as to the nature of the world, on the other an ethical or political doctrine as to the 
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best way of living. The failure to separate these two with sufficient clarity has been a source of much 

confused thinking."
xii

 , this crisis can be overcome through a holistic approach in which we consider 

inquiry ,method and lived life experience equally important . It will make the philosophical wisdom 

flourish. Philosophy as used to conceived as a love of wisdom, and wisdom does not merely cause us to 

know and inquire: it makes us ‗be‘ in a different way, to look at the actual nature of reality through 

lived and rational experiences. We should be artist of reason, analysis and logic but also the ‗artist of 

life‘ which is possible when we take philosophy in holistic sense.  
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Analytic Position of Women in Society 

Suyasha Singh 

Abstract 

The history of philosophy has deviated the notions of truth, justice, and rationality to an androcentric 

approach. Analytic feminism has tried to establish a normative analysis to highlight the oppression of 

feminist politics and justify the claims of truth and falsity in the exercise of rights by women. This 

univocality must highlight the dimensions of this holistic approach towards their treatment as most of 

the factors are male-biased. Representing them as naïve with no rational quality in the political 

structure is but in principle they are denied reason to be oppressed and accept the ‗malestream‘ rule. 

Ludwig Wittgenstein in ‗On certainty‘ terms epistemic project to be a form of life. Feminists have tried 

to expose these beliefs of moral deliberations which furthers the ethical questioning. To precede this, 

Social identity is necessary to establish epistemic credibility. This paper attempts to be a reflexive 

stance for the analysis of evaluative principles. It will try to elaborate on how oppression occurs when 

the agent is oppressed relative to their social position. This makes it difficult to draw a universal 

position of ‗women‘. Analytic philosophy constitutes excessive argumentation and critical acceptance 

of certain values.  

 

Keywords: Analytic Feminism, Normative, Universal, Moral 

Introduction 

In Greek origins, metaphysical principles invoked positive male and negative female attributes. 

This was distinguished based on possession of reason. The reason has been posed as a normative 

analysis that was shaped by masculinity. The male attribute is defined as ‗natural‘, ‗intuitive‘ and 

‗stable‘ whereas feminism judgments are rarely counted as immanent. This highlights the male/female 

and reason/emotion dichotomy. This is tried to be established as ideal knowledge. It ignores the fact 

that women are upholders of ethical principles in the family and that is how they work for unity.  

According to Ann Cudd, the analytical feminist philosophy consists of contesting sexism and 

androcentric. It works across its boundaries in moral, political, and legal philosophy. But such 

insistence has been objected based on its not being subjective in nature and in being too objective. 

These issues create confinement in defining women. It is termed as not being feminist enough. Sylvia 

Burrow states ―feminist anger as a political and epistemological response to oppression and a way for 

women to assert their rightful place in society.‖
1
  

Burrow asserts a very important patriarchal notion. This emotion displays various kinds of 

offensive interpretations such as being that time of the month, moody, weak, frail, loud, etc. Women 

through dialogues must resonate with the act that they are characterized by such emotions because the 

other group feels soft enough to let them go and regress their progress. This collective authority must 

be followed by moral responsibility and not as interpretations by the oppressors. For the comfort of 

men, women are expected to agree with these imposed qualities and do not live for themselves. 

Earlier women were defined in terms of ‗Substantialism‘, an idea there was a thing in women 

that could constitute them as women. But speaking in reality, women are connected by a relation. 

Being a woman is thus a relation external to individuals and individual women is external to the 

category. Assignments and identifications to her define her as a woman. It is difficult to give identity to 
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women. Identities are changing as history is changing along with future changes. Henceforth, they are a 

disjunctive set of beliefs
2
.  

 

To bring a subjective change it has to be implemented in a psychological sense. It has to be 

done socially, legally, economically, politically. 

 

Theoretical and Practical Position 

 

There are many attitudes and beliefs which exist in an individual without outside expression. 

This individualistic mindset is shaped by one‘s own ‗situatedness‘ in a social and cultural backdrop. 

Sandra Harding‘s Standpoint Theory which is a feminist theoretical perspective suggests that 

knowledge is something which stems out from a person‘s social position
3
. An error is made when 

certain definitions are represented universally. Such prefixes commit the fallacy of 'cultural 

essentialism.' There is a shared set of beliefs in the definition of a 'woman' which entails unwanted 

implications. These err are caused by biased sociological, psychological, cultural, and political 

constructions. Time and again feminists have called for a better integration as practices then formed 

could create a sense of distrust for the respective community. Their upheaval will be marked by 

resistance as those customs will always give them a subordinate status. 

One of the popular reasons given to marginalize women is their physiological weakness. 

Cultural depictions in movies, literature, etc. describe situations where women always need the help of 

men to get through normal and tough situations of everyday life.  Ex: 

 This box is too heavy for a lady to lift. 

            Accidents occur whenever a woman is driving.  

When women are subjected to such treatment, these kinds of apprehensions get attached to a 

girl‘s mind very early in her life. She is always surrounded by instructions of patriarchal norms who 

can quote her to be ‗inauthentic‘ if she tries to break out from that circle. The derogatory statements 

directed towards women which are misogynistic in nature attributes 'position' to them. They also give 

birth to stereotypes in society which in return influences this nature of behavior towards the other 

group. In this case, Positioning theory is used by others to locate women which also draws moral 

implications for them.
4
. It also dwindles the fact of subjectivity.  

The main issue that arises while building upon this thought is that people ground a social 

construct where these interactive practices are continuously created. Feminist researchers require an 

understanding of such categorizations on which these assumptions are based. To elucidate this idea, 

Speech act theory is used by Positionist theorists to understand that utterances state things.
5
  

Langton proposes that there are forms of silencing corresponding to each of these sorts of 

speech acts. A person is locutionarily silenced if she is prevented from speaking, or intimidated into not 

speaking. A person is illocutionarily silenced if she is unable to carry out the acts that she intends to 

carry out in speaking. A person is perlocutionarily silenced when her speech cannot have its intended 

effects.
6
 

 

The social world proposes to understand the communicating and controlling in its roles. She 

fears that such scenarios lead to the silencing of women during abuses hurled on them like sexual 

assault. At a time of understanding the intention of the female speaker, it is misinterpreted. When she 

asks for basic equality the audience dismisses them on the grounds of their oppressed state.  
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Discriminatory Writings 

In terms of discrimination in literature, for example, we start by reading a book. We have 

certain expectations while reading it. Whatever thoughts we extract out from it, they have reminiscence 

of those who came before us or wrote with their standpoint. For Lorraine Code, this is a form of the 

heritage of norms that are passed on to us.
7
 She says that it is important to put the epistemic agent in the 

epistemic analysis to understand well its dimensions in the social world. in this sense, virtue 

epistemology requires an ethical dimension. Miranda Fricker talks about testimonial injustice where 

people with lesser credibility are heard less.
8
 She suggests that when faced with such domination, 

people must develop an 'oppositional epistemic agency' to resist such values. There are certain other 

characteristics of this quotient. Sometimes, the speaker becomes more favorable on others molds her 

statement to fit in which defeats the entire purpose of confrontation. Agreeing with the oppressor would 

give advancement to their already held beliefs which would be more difficult to demolish. 

An individual‘s perspective is shaped by their social location. Henceforth, their world sets 

limits to their knowledge as it is a biased belief. This also affects the ‗epistemic‘ position. Ex: a slave 

has an epistemic position concerning his master. He is unable to carve out a position for himself as it is 

difficult to possess a dual vision.  

Gramsci‘s cultural hegemony, explains the conditioning of women which brings about their 

particular set of conduct.   

The ruling class manipulates the culture of society. The universally valid dominant ideology 

justifies social, political, and economic status quo as natural and inevitably beneficial for every 

social class rather than as artificial social constructs that benefit only the ruling class.
9
  

 

Joan Callahan lays down certain notes where it becomes essential to resist such dominant 

structures. According to Callahan, there are four conditions for an idea to be a feminist (theory or 

political movement is T): 

1. T begins with the realization that women and other underrepresented beings as a 

group have been and are still in a subordinate position about men and other 

privileges groups. 

2. T offers accounts of the sources of that subordination. 

3. T is an activist in just the sense that it always involves a commitment to bringing 

that subordination to an end. 

4. T offers strategies for overcoming that subordination.
10

 

 

For Callahan, all these accounts stay independent of each other. One of the ways of forming 

cultural identity to form justice is to assert it among people in the social landscape. For women to 

exercise their freedom, it is necessary to create a balance between internal desires and external forces. 

The historical construction of the latter made by patriarchal institutions has to be resisted since these 

conditions are unsympathetic to their expressions. 

Written accounts played a major role in misguiding people on the concept of women's culture. 

They are misguided as the writers do not have gone through of those first-hand experiences and are 

depicting merely based on account of an eyewitness. Expressions such as these give rise to racist and 

casteist speeches which also play a major role in their subordination. Women not only suffer because of 

the label of women but their journey becomes much more regressive as they have their belongingness 

to the nation, the community they belong to. The term 'Sex‘ constitutes of anatomical properties and 

‗Gender‘ constitutes social and cultural factors. Sally Haslanger uses the term analytical project where 
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the meaning of terms gender and women could be used to fight injustice. She posits that the world is 

socially constructed masculine so it is essential to make it less sexist
11

. The most sought out framework 

is to manage everything on the intrinsic properties of patriarchy but it should be done on relational 

properties. Women are mostly oppressed on the factor of gender-based on their biological approach. 

Different properties are attributed to both male and female and the injustice lies that they are very much 

context-dependent. Those instantiations are based on biasness. Bell hooks say that those in the margins 

have to be given importance as being both in the privilege and resistance
12

.   

On the other hand, sometimes even women indulge in a stereotyped conversation about men on 

their talk on the sexuality of women. This all depends on the majoritarian cases we hear/ read or 

experience about sexual harassment cases based on an illocutionary act. But women generally do not 

have evidence against making it a subjective conversation. These are assumptions based on normative 

values placed on male heterosexuality. But there are other factors which put male heterosexuality on 

higher pedestals like marriage, inheritance, promotions at public and private workplaces.   

These concepts also do injustice to transsexuals and homosexuals. There is an issue for 

transsexuals who identifies themselves as ‗women‘ but are denied the right for it since they do not 

possess reproductive extensions. They face domination in virtue of the non-functional body features. 

The dividedness in their thoughts is subjected to a lot of criticism and ridicule. They are still not 

accepted in the essence of societal culture because their ‗sexuality‘ does not adhere to the patriarchal 

rule. This does not apply to women but men as well. They too are expected to adhere to their 

definitional characteristics which are strong and aggressive. They are not expected to express 

themselves but just remain as a symbolic head.  So, the term women cannot be included in any sense. 

This means that a single meaning cannot be applied here. The promotion of women in legal and 

institutional equality will help to close the gap of conflict between men and women. Contemporary 

society needs to accept this relativistic nature to be more 'inclusive' for everyone rather than just remain 

in an exclusive scenario. 

                                                         

Autonomy 

The belief which is mostly imposed is that the reason to do something is based on the 

assertiveness to do it. This exhibits that authority is a form of social construction. If women do not 

resist the demeaning attitude directed towards them, then it legitimizes the actions of the perpetrators. 

To overcome this, it becomes necessary to implement self-determination. To exercise autonomy, an 

individual is influenced by inside and outside factors. 

Internal factors relate to her actions in autonomy and external include social practices. Social 

influences form a foundational character and the influence of parents helps inculcate the perspective of 

authenticity. The moral framework helps in nurturing relationships with other…..habits develop with 

practice and time. It is a kind of a comfort zone to escape from unpleasant setup.   

They possess moral autonomy to do so since they should act as a moral obligation.  In the gar of 

patriarchy, women sometimes make adaptive choices rather than authentic ones. They are also caused 

by infused gender hierarchy caused by expectancy and giving preferential treatment to men. This is 

based on income and power distribution. Women's work choices are directed mainly with a 'care' 

attitude. Therefore, the moral and political dynamism is based on moral and political choices made in 

day to day lives. Susan Babbitt argues that it is important to put one‘s well-being as the first choice. 

She claims that  

When we consider the social dimensions of knowledge, it turns out that interdisciplinary 

research directed at social justice must involve epistemology and metaphysics, for there are 
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questions about what we know and how to organize what we know. Without tackling 

metaphysical and epistemological issues, we risk losing track of categories that help make 

injustice visible rather than invisible
13

  

 

However, I do not advocate for an extreme approach rather a middle ground for the existence of 

women and men's proficiencies. There is a commitment by liberal feminism to term this issue into a 

universal human right. It is important to find a balance between individual and community as their 

association will produce a common good. The autonomy of individuals without community association 

is misleading and bare and vice-versa. The liberalist approach tries to reconcile these competing 

conceptions for a good life. 

 

Conclusion 

There is a strong historical layout of a male-female dichotomy. To construct a perspective on a 

social, political, psychological, and legal basis, it is necessary to grasp the situation of the 'other.' 

Deprivation of this will lead to a loss of authenticity with the moral implication in the functioning of 

society. Here, language plays a crucial role to understand the intention of the speaker and audience and 

shapes each other‘s thoughts. To safeguard the 'autonomy' of women it is necessary to strike a chord 

between her internal 'values' and external 'onuses.' Patriarchy subordinates both men and women as 

they are expected to behave in their defining characteristics. Non-resistance of unjustified actions 

legitimizes the norms. So, an objective value attached to particular sex is to accept its ‗authenticity‘ 

without adulterating with interference.  
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Hkk"kk gekjs fopkjksa dk okgd gksrh gSA ftl çdkj] gekjs fopkjksa dk gksuk LokHkkfod gS] mlh çdkj gekjh 

vfHkO;fä Hkh ,d LokHkkfod çfØ;k gSA bl vkys[k esa u dsoy bl çfØ;k dks Hkk"kk ds }kjk ljyrk ls 

le>us dh dksf'k'k dh xbZ gS cfYd vyx vyx Hkk"kk esa gekjs fopkjksa ds LFkkiu dh çfØ;k ij Hkh cy fn;k 

x;k gSA Hkk"kk ds }kjk gekjs fopkjksa ds çfriknu esa ladYiuk,a ,d egRoiw.kZ Hkwfedk fuHkkrh gSA vkys[k ds 

}kjk çk—frd ,oe~ —f=e Hkk"kk esa ladYiukvksa dh laHkkoukvksa dh Hkh leh{kk djus dh Hkh ps"Bk dh xbZ gSA 

******* 

vfHkO;fä ges'kk gh Hkk"kk dh dsaæfcanq jgh gS] Hkk"kk foKku us bls fo'ks"k egRo Hkh fn;k gS] ;s Hkh ,d dkj.k jgk 

gksxk ftlls Hkk"kkvksa dk foLrkjhdj.k vfHkO;fä dks /;ku esa j[k dj gh gksrk vk;k gS] vxj vfHkO;fä dks ,d 

çfØ;k ds :i esa le>k tk,] rks ladYiukvksa ds fcuk bl çfØ;k ds ckjs esa ckr dj ikuk vlaHko çrhr gksrk 

gSA lapkj dks ljy cukus gsrq Hkk"kk foKku fujarj Hkk"kkvksa esa ubZ rduhd dk ç;ksx djrk jgrk gS] tSls 

ladsr] rLohjsa] vkoktsa bR;kfnA fdlh Hkh fo"k; ds ckjs esa ckrphr djus ls igys ;g vko';d gks tkrk gS fd 

mls mfpr çdkj ls le> fy;k tk,A okLro esa tc ge fdlh oLrq dks ns[krs gSa rks gekjk fnekx mldh ,d 

rLohj cuk ysrk gS] tc ge nqckjk ml oLrq dks ns[krs gSa] rks ;g rLohj gesa ml oLrq ds okLrfod vfLrRo 

dks le>us esa enn djrh gS] vly esa bl rLohj dks gh ladYiuk dgrs gSaA 

ladYiuk,a vfHkO;fä dk ,d vfHkUu vax gSa vkSj blh çdkj vfHkO;fä Hkk"kk dkA çk—frd :i ls lapkj ds 

fy, Hkk"kk dks ,d ek/;e ds :i esa ns[kk tk ldrk gS] ijarq  vDlj lapkj dh çfØ;k dks ljy cukus ds 

fy, Hkk"kk] —f=e lalk/kuksa dks Hkh ç;ksx esa ykrh gSA 

bl vkys[k ds }kjk rhu egRoiw~.k ç'uksa dh laHkkoukvksa dh leh{kk djus dh ps"Vk dh x;h gS  & 

1½ ladYiuk,a D;k gSa\ 

2½ —f=e Hkk"kk esa ladYiukvksa dk D;k LFkku gS\ 

3½ D;k —f=e Hkk"kk esa ladYiukvksa dk çk—frdj.k laHko gS\ 

ladYiukvksa dks le>us ds fofHkUu rjhds gks ldrs gSa] Bhd mlh çdkj tSls muds gksus dh dksbZ fuf'pr 

ç.kkyh r; ugha dh tk ldrh gSA ladYiuk,a mu vewrZ fopkjksa dh rjg gks ldrh gSa] tks gekjs efLr"d esa 

mRiUu gksrh jgrh gS] ;k ekuo vuqHkwfr dk ,d bdkbZ ek= gks ldrh gSA rRo 'kkL= –f"Vdks.k ls] igyk ç'u 

;g mBrk gS fd ladYiuk,a D;k gSa\ 

lÙkk ehekalk bls nks çdkj ls ns[krk gSA 

1- ladYiuk ,d vewrZ oLrq dh rjg gks ldrh gSA 

2- ladYiukvksa dk çfrfuf/kRo dsoy ekufld fopkjksa ls gks ldrk gSA 
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;s dgk tk ldrk gSa fd vewrZ fopkjksa ds :i esa ladYiukvksa dk çHkko] efLr"d] erksa] vo/kkj.kkvksa ,oe~ Hkk"kk 

ij cgqr LokHkkfod gSA bUgsa gekjs fopkjksa ,oa erksa dh uhao ds :i esa Hkh ns[kk tk ldrk gSA ladYiuk,a 

vuqHkwfr dh igyh bdkbZ gksrh gSaA ;gka ij ,d egRoiw.kZ ç'u ;g mBrk gS fd D;k vuqHkwfr dk gksuk 

ladYiukvksa ds }kjk gh laHko gS\ vkSipkfjd n'kZu ladYiukvksa dks ,d e‚My] Ldhek;k dSVsxjh ds :i esa Hkh 

ns[krk gSA gkykafd vuqç;qä n'kZu bls dsoy fopkjksa rd gh lhfer dj nsrk gSA mi;qZä ç'u rd igqapus ls 

igys] ;g le> ysuk vko';d gS fd ladYiuk,a okLro esa D;k gSa\ 

ç—frokn ds vuqlkj] ladYiuk ,d ekufld çfrfuf/kRo gSa] ftldk bLrseky Hkk"kk ds }kjk fdlh oLrq ds 

oxhZdj.k dks fu:fir djus ds fy, fd;k tkrk gSA ;s dgk tk ldrk gS fd  ;g ,d ladsr ;k ladsrksa dk 

,d lewg gS tks efLr"d esa çk—frd :i ls mRiUu gksrs jgrs gSaA vly esa] nSfud thou esa ftu rRoksa ls 

gekjk lkeuk gksrk gS mudk vuqeku yxkus esa ladYiuk,a gekjh enn djrh gSaA okLro esa fopkjksa] erksa] 

/kkj.kkvksa] lansg vkfn dk x<+k tkuk] ;gka rd fd mUgsa Lohdkj djuk Hkh ladYiukvksa ds fcuk laHko ugha gSA
!
 

bu reke xfrfof/k;ksa ls gksdj gh fo"k; dks le>k tk ldrk gSa blfy, fuf'pr gh ;g dgk tk ldrk gSa 

fd vuqHkwfr dk gksuk ladYiukvksa }kjk gh laHko gSA gkykafd ;g dguk mfpr ugha gksxkfd ladYiuk,a fu:i.k 

dk çfr:i gSa] oks ekufld çfrfuf/kRo dk ,d mileqPp;ek= gSa] tks vuqHkwfr dh reke çfØ;k,a tSls Le`fr] 

oxhZdj.k] fopkjksa ds fuekZ.k] lh[kus vkSj le>us vkfn dks ljy cukrs gSaA ladYiuk,a vDlj gekjh nh?kZdkyhu 

Le`fr esa gksrh gS] tks fdlh oLrq ;k fo"k; ls Rofjr lkeuk gksus ij] mudh vuqHkwfr dh çfØ;k dks gekjs fy, 

ljy cukrh gSaA ladYiukvksa dk Lora= vfLrRo ugha gksrk] laHko gS fd ,d ladYiuk ls gksdj nwljs rd 

igq¡pk tk ldrk gSA okLro esa ladYiuk,a vpsru Le`fr ls mu  fo"k;ksa rd dk lQj r; dj jgh gksrh gS] 

ftudk vuqHko nSfud thou esa fd;k tkrk gSaA egku nk'kZfud vjLrw dgrs gS fd dbZ ckj LoIu esa ge vius 

nSfud thou dh fØ;kvksa dks vrhr ls tqM+h ladYiukvksa ls tksM+dj ns[krs gSaA ,slh ladYiuk,a vewrZ gksrh gSaA 

Hkk"kk foKku ds vuqlkj ladYiukvksa dk vewrZ gksuk LokHkkfod gSA vFkZ foKku dk ekuuk gS fd ladYiuk,a 

ekufld çfrfuf/kRo u gksdj ekuo efLr"d esa vewrZ fo"k;ksa dk ,d LFkkbZ Js.kh gSaA vxj ljy 'kCnksa esa le>k 

tk, rks ladYiuk,a ,d vewrZ oLrq dk HkkSfrd fp=.k djrh gSaA vewrZ ladYiukvksa dks ge ,d mnkgj.k ds 

}kjk le> ldrs gSa] dye ,d oLrq ds :i esa]  dye] Þ,d oxZß tks fd bl iwjs lewg dk çfrfuf/kRo djrh 

gS mlls fHkUu gksxk] IysVks ds n'kZu ds vuqlkj] lsaflcy lÙkk vkSj baVsfythcy lÙkk vkil esa vyx gSa] ;kfu 

,d oLrq dk lqanj gksuk] Þlqanjrkß ds vkbZfM;k ls tks fd bu oLrqvksa dk oxhZdj.k djrk gS] mlls fHkUu 

gksxkA ,slh ladYiuk,a ftudk] 'kkfCnd çfrfuf/kRo fu/kkZfjr fd;k tk lds] mUgsa ysfDldy ladYiuk,a dg 

ldrs gSaA
2
  

vxj ladYiukvksa ds çk—frd igyqvksa ij fopkj fd;k tk, rks ;g le> tk ldrk gSa fd ladYiuk,a fopkjksa 

dks okLrfod lÙkk ds :i esa çLrqr djrh gSa] tSls oks okLro esa dksbZ oLrq] O;fä] tkuoj] isM+ ikS/ks bR;kfn gksa] 

çk—frd :i ls ladYiuk,a okLrfod lÙkk ds oSpkfjd çfrfuf/k dk dk;Z djrh gSaA vewrZ fopkj tSls] Hkko 

¼[kq'kh] nq[k] lansg] {kksHk] ?k`.kk] gkL; vkfn½ Hkh ladYiukvksa ds gh v/khu vkrs gSaA ;g le>k tk ldrk gSa fd 

ladYiuk,a fdlh oLrq ds vewrZ gksus çrhd ek= gSA mnkgj.k] tc ge vkleku esa pUæek ¼,d ladYiuk½ dks 

ns[krs gSa rks ;g ekurs gSa fd vkleku esa dksbZ pedrh lh xksykdkj oLrq gSA vly esa ladYiuk fdlh oLrq ds 

gksus dk çrhd gS] ;gka paæek dh ,d ladYiuk çrhdkRed gS] paæek ds gksus dkA
3
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dkaV ekurs gSa fd ekuo efLr"d esa tks ladYiuk,a mRiUu gksrh gSa oks çk;% 'kq) ,oe~ fuxukRed gksrh gSaA 

mudh mRifÙk gekjs vuqHko] Le`fr;ksa] fopkjksa ls u gksdj gekjs efLr"d esa gh gksrh gSA ,slh ladYiukvksa dks 

dkaV dSVsxjh dk uke nsrs gSaA dkaV ds vuqlkj ,slh 12 dksfV;k¡  gSa tks fdlh fo"k; ds çfr gekjh le> dks 

çHkkfor djrs gSaA lkekU;r% ;s dksfV;k¡ fo"k; dh xq.koÙkk] la[;k] y{k.k vkfn ds ckjs esa tkudkjh nsrh gSaA
4 

Ýsxs ds vuqlkj fdlh Hkh Hkk"kk esa 'kCnksa dk fo'ys"k.k nks phtksa ds vk/kkj ij fd;k tk ldrk gS& 

1½ og fdl pht dk cks/k djkrh gS\ 

2½ mldk çlax D;k gS\ 

Ýsxs ds vuqlkj]fdlh Hkh Hkk"kk esa 'kCn dk cks/k mldh voLFkk dks crkrk gS]tSls ml 'kCn dks çLrqr fd;k 

tkrk gSA Ýsxs dgrs gSa] vxj ge mi;qZä ekudksa ds vk/kkj ij ladYiukvksa dks le>rs gSa rks ge fuf'pr gh 

;g dg ldrs gSa fd ladYiuk,a ¼cks/k ds :i esa½ viuh ,d lÙkkRed igpku j[krs gSaA 

vxj ge ladYiukvksa ds ckjs esa ckr dj ldrs gSa rks fuf'pr gh ge ladYiukvksa dh ladYiuk ds ckjs esa Hkh 

ckr dj ldrs gSa] tSls mudk ç;ksx] mudk vfLrRo vkfnA foVsaxsLVhu dgrs gSa ] ge ,d vkStkj isVh esa j[ks 

vkStkjksa ds ckjs esa lksp ldrs gSa] ,slk djus ij ge ;s ik,axs dh vyx vyx vkStkjksa ds fo"k; esa lkspus ij 

gekjk /;ku muds dk;ksaZ ,oa çklafxdrk ij dsafær gksrk gS] tks vkil esa fHkUu gSA Bhd blh çdkj ladYiukvksa 

dk fu:i.k djus okys 'kCnksa dh çklafxdrk Hkh ,d leku ugha gSA vxj ge nks ;k vf/kd ladYiukvksa dh 

rqyuk djrs gSa rks laHko gS fd muesa cgqr FkksM+h ;k uk ds cjkcj lekurk gksA
5
  

fdlh inkFkZ dks igpku ikus dh O;kogkfjd {kerk bl ckr ij fuHkZj djrh gS fd mls fdrus rjhdksa ls 

igpkuk tk ldrk gSA vxj vyx&vyx rjhdksa dks] ifjfLFkfr vkSj vko';drk ds vuqlkj ç;ksx esa yk;k tk 

ldrk gS rc ,sls esa ;gka ;s le>uk Hkh vko';d gks tkrk gS fd fdUgha nks ladYiukvksa ds ,d tSls ;kfu ,d 

leku gksus ds D;k ek;us gks ldrs gSa\ ge ;g dSls dg ldrs gSa fd dksbZ nks O;fä fdlh ladYiuk dks leku 

–f"V ls ns[k ldrs gS vkSj blls igys D;k ;g laHko gks ldrk gS\ 

,d mnkgj.k ds }kjk bls le>us dh dksf'k'k djrs gSa] nks O;fä] ftUgksaus ,d tSls twrs [kjhns vkSj muds 

Qhrksa dks cka/kus dh dksf'k'k djrs gSa] nksuksa gh vius vius rjhds ls bls djrs gq, yxHkx ,d gh urhts ij 

igqaprs gSaA D;k ge dg ldrs gSa fd nksuksa ds }kjk ç;ksx esa ykbZ xbZ {kerk ,d gh gS] D;ksafd nksuksa ,d gh 

urhts ij igqaprs gSa\ vDlj leku {kerk dk fu/kkZj.k leku urhtksa ds vk/kkj ij fd;k tkrk gSA ;gka bl 

ckr dks le>uk egRoiw.kZ gks tkrk gS fd ,d fo"k; dks nks vyx&vyx ladYiukvksa ds ek/;e ls fdl çdkj 

le> ldrs gSa\ ge dg ldrs gSa fd fo"k; dk leku gksuk ;g fu/kkZfjr ugha dj ldrk fd ml fo"k; rd 

igqapus okyh ladYiuk,a Hkh leku gSaA bl çdkj ge ;g dg ldrs gSa fd gj ladYiuk vusd ladYiukvksa ds 

chp ,d ladYiuk gSA
6
  

fdlh Hkh fo"k; dks le>us ,oe~ le>kus ds fy, gesa ,d Hkk"kk dh vko';drk gksrh gSA og Hkk"kk gh gS tks 

fo"k; fofHkUu i{kksa ijçdk'k Mkyrh gSA Hkk"kk okLro esa fo"k; dh le> dks gekjs fy;s ljy cukrh gSA fdlh 
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fo"k; rd igqapus ds fy, Hkk"kk vusd çdkj ds lk/kuksa dks mi;ksx esa ykrh gSA ladYiukvksa dk gksuk muesa ls 

,d gSA fdlh fo"k; ds vyx&vyx igyqvksa dks le>us ds fy, ml oLrq dh ladYiuk dk gksuk vko';d gks 

tkrk gSA ge dg ldrs gSa fd fdlh oLrq tkuus vkSj le>us ls igys ge vius fnekx esa mldk fp=.k djrs 

gSa] ,slk ge rc Hkh djrs gSa] tc gesa fdlh nwljs O;fä ds le{k bls O;ä djuk gksA ,slk djus ds Øe esa Hkh 

gekjk efLr"d igys ,d ladYiuk dks x<+rk gS] ftls og Hkk"kk ds ek/;e ls nwljksa rd igqapkrk gSA ;gka ;g 

laHko gS fd ladYiukvksa dh foospuk Hkh gekjk efLr"d vyx&vyx rjhds ls djrk gSaA ;g dgk tk ldrk 

gS fd Hkk"kk ,d çk—frd ek/;e gS tks ladYiukvksa dh okLrfodrk dks lgt cukrh gS] ;g Bhd mlh çdkj gS 

tSls çdk'k  ds gksus ls ge fdlh O;fä ;k oLrq ds okLrfod :i dks ns[k ikrs gSaA tSls gh ge fdlh fo"k; 

ds ckjs esa lqurs] i<+rs ;k fy[krs gSa] gekjk fnekx igys mls vU; fo"k;ksa ls vyx i`Fkd djds ns[krk gS vkSj 

mldk ,d lVhd fp=.k djrk gSa] ftls Hkk"kk vfHkO;fä ds }kjk ge rd igqapkrk gS A 

Hkk"kk ,d fl)kar ij dk;Z djrh gSA çR;sd Hkk"kk dh ,d lajpuk gksrh gS] tSls fyfi dks i<+k tkrk gS] oSls gh 

Hkk"kk dk mPpkj.k gksrk gSA vyx&vyx] çkarh; ,oe~ jk"Vªh; Hkk"kk vyx&vyx fl)karksa ij vk/kkfjr gksrh gSaA 

çk;% tc ge ,d Hkk"kk dk nwljs Hkk"kk esa vuqokn djrs gSa rks og mlds fl)karksa ds vk/kkj ij gh gksrk gS] ;g 

laHko gS fd ,d ;kstukc) rjhds ls fdlh Hkk"kk dh lajpuk vkSj vtZu dks fu;ksftr djds ge ,d dfYir 

Hkk"kk dk fuekZ.k djsA fdlh Hkh vU; Hkk"kk dh rjg ,slh Hkk"kk,a Hkh ,d fl)kar dh rgr gh dk;Z djrh gSaA 

mnkgj.k ds rkSj ij ge daI;wVj }kjk bLrseky dh xbZ Hkk"kk tSls] tkok] ik;Fku vkfn dks le> ldrs gSaA bu 

Hkk"kkvksa dk ,d fu/kkZfjr dksM ;k çksxzke gksrs gSa tks bUgsa fdlh vU; Hkk"kk ls vf/kd lekos'kh cukrk gSA 

,LisjkaVks] uksfo;ky tSlh dbZ ,slh —f=e Hkk"kk,a Hkh gSa tks dbZ vU; ;wjksih; Hkk"kkvksa ds enn ls cukbZ xbZ FkhaA 

egku Hkk"kk oSKkfud uksvke pksELdh dgrs gSa çR;sd Hkk"kk dh viuh ,d {kerk gksrh gS]tks mlesa varfuZfgr 

gksrh gSA pksELdh dk ekuuk gS fd fdlh Hkh Hkk"kk dk vtZu  pj.kksa esa gksrk gSA gj Hkk"kk ,d ÞÝh fØ,'kuß 

gksrh gSA ;gka rd fd mudh foospuk dk vk/kkj Hkh ;gh gksrk gS] ijarq dksbZ Hkh Hkk"kk ,d fuf'pr fl)kar ds 

vHkko esa dk;Z ugha dj ldrh gSA p‚ELdh bls O;kdj.k dgrs gSaA 

Hkk"kk foKku ds dbZ fl)kar ;g ekurs gS fd ge fdlh Hkk"kk dks udy ds }kjk lh[k ldrs gSa] ;g oSlk gh gS 

tSls NksVs f'k'kq fdlh Hkk"kk dks lh[kuk 'kq: djrs gSaA pksELdh bl fl)kar  dk [kaMu djrs gSaA mudk ekuuk 

gS fd Hkk"kk dks lh[kuk ;k le>uk cgqr LokHkkfod gksrk gS vkSj ;g ,d pj.kc) rjhds ls gksrk gSA vly esa 

gekjk fdlh Hkk"kk dks lh[kuk Hkh ,d iSVuZ dh rgr gksrk gSA p‚ELdh dgrs gSa fd dbZ ckj ge fdlh f'k'kq 

dks dsoy O;kdj.k ;k Hkk"kk ds Lo:i dh f'k{kk ns dj Hkk"kk ugha fl[kk ldrsA ;g dguk fd Hkk"kk dk Kku 

gekjs LoHkko esa gksrk gS] iwjh rjg ls mfpr ugha gksxkA O;kdj.k ,oa Hkk"kk ds Lo:i dks le>uk fdlh Hkh Hkk"kk 

dk ,d pj.k gks ldrk gSA blds vykok dbZ ,sls dkjd gSa tks bl çfØ;k gks çHkkfor djrs gSaA Hkk"kk l̀tu 

ds Lo:i dks ,d çfØ;k ds :i esa le>k tk ldrk gSA ge dg ldrs gSa fd gekjk efLr"d igys fdlh 

Hkk"kk dks lh[kus ds fy, fu/kkZfjr fl)kar] O;kdj.k] fu;e vkfn dks igys le>rk gSA blds i'pkr gekjk 

efLr"d mldh ladYiukvksa dk fp=.k djrk gS] ftlls og bls fo"k; ls tksM+ dj ns[krk gS vkSj var esa ge 

fo"k; ds ckjs esa viuh le> dks Hkk"kk ds }kjk vfHkO;ä djrs gSaA dsoy gekjk efLr"d gh ugha] cfYd gekjs 

}kjk fufeZr] daI;wVj] jkscksV vkfn tks lapkj ds fy, —f=e Hkk"kk dks ç;ksx esa ykrs gSa] blh dk;Zç.kkyh dk dk 

mi;ksx djrs gSaA fuf'pr gh ge dg ldrs gSa fd ladYiukvksa dks le>s fcuk fdlh Hkh Hkk"kk dks le>uk 

ljy ugha gksxkA
7
  

 lapkj ds fy, Hkk"kk dh vko';drk dsoy ekuoksa dks gh ugha gksrh] vkil esa lapkj ;k ckrphr dks ljy 

cukus ds fy, i'kq] i{kh Hkh ladsrksa dk ç;ksx djrs gSaA Hkk"kk dks eq[; rkSj ij ,d vko';drk ds :i esa ns[kk 

tk ldrk gSA gkykfd ge ;g dg ldrs gSa fd ekuo esa Hkk"kk dks le>us vkSj fodflr djus dh {kerk vU; 
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thoksa ds eqdkcys dbZ vf/kd gksrh gSA ekuo u dsoy ubZ Hkk"kkvksa dk fuekZ.k dj ldrs gSa cfYd mUgsa dbZ 

jpukRed rjhdksa ls ç;ksx esa Hkh yk ldrs gSaA vly esa Hkk"kk dk fodkl dsoy lapkj ds fy, gh gks ;g 

vko';d ugha] euq"; Hkk"kk ds ek/;e ls u dsoy ,d nwljs ds fopkj ,oe~ vuqHkoksa dks lk>k djrk gS cfYd 

vius vklikl ds okrko.k dh le> dks Hkh fodflr djrk gSA
8
  

;g lgh gS fd ge viuh ekr`Hkk"kk dks cM+h gh ljyrk ls le> ysrs gSa] fdUrq ;g Hkh lgh gS fd ge fdlh Hkh 

ubZ Hkk"kk dks le>us ;k fodflr djus dh {kerk Hkh j[krs gSaA ,slk blfy, D;ksafd vkuqoaf'kd :i ls gh geesa 

Hkk"kk ds cqfu;knh <kaps dh le> gksrh gS]ftldk vk/kkj ladYiukvksa ds fcuk cukuk laHko ugha gSA Hkk"kk 

oSKkfudksa dk ekuuk gS fd Hkk"kk,a fdruh Hkh vyx D;ksa uk gksa] muesa dqN rRo leku gksrs gSa] ge dg ldrs gSa 

fd çR;sd Hkk"kk dk ,d O;kdj.k gksrk gS]ftls ge vyx vyx vaxksa esa rksM+dj le> ldrs gSaAge bls ,sls 

le> ldrs gSa fd Hkk"kk fdruh Hkh dfBu gks ge mls ,d fuf'pr O;kdj.k ;k 'kCn O;oLFkk ds }kjk gh 

le>us dh dksf'k'k djrs gSaA 

;fn ge vkys[k ds 'kq#vkr esa mBk, x, rhu ç'uksa dks iqu% ns[ksa rks ge ge ik,axs] gekjs rhuksa ç'u ,d nwljs 

dk fgLlk gSa] ljy 'kCnksa esa le>k tk, rks ,d gh çfØ;k dk fgLlk gSa] vkSj og çfØ;k gS vfHkO;fä dh vkSj 

ftl çdkj Hkk"kk vfHkO;fä dk ek/;e gS] mlh çdkj ladYiuk,a lapkj dkA Hkk"kk dksbZ Hkh gks ladYiuk,a 

mldk uhao gksrh gSA ge ;g Hkh dg ldrs gSa fd fodkl ds –f"Vdks.k ls gj Hkk"kk gekjs }kjk gh fufeZr gS] 

tSls tSls Hkk"kk fodflr gksrh gS] ladYiukvksa dk Hkh fodkl gksrk gS] ijUrq dfYir gksrs gq, Hkh ftl çdkj 

Hkk"kk dks lh[kuk gekjs fy, lgt ,oe~ çk—frd gksrk gS] mlh çdkj Hkk"kk ds fuekZ.k esa ladYiukvksa dh 

Hkwfedk Hkh Lor% fl) gSA 

;g ,sls le>k tk ldrk gS] vki tc bl vkys[k dks i<+saxs vkidk efLr"d mls le>us dk ç;kl djsxk] 

vly esa ;g Hkh ,d lapkj dh çfØ;k gS vkSj gekjh vkSj vkidh le> dk vk/kkj gh ladYiuk,a gSaA 
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