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LHPERIGISE AD A COUSCE OF CIRENINGY

Lgporienc, 4t io trus indecd, ofhdts of Cifferent
meaninge cven in an eopicicel phillosophye “hore agre variatiopns
in the meaning of the conacpt of axperience, swh am, experience
an ideny, a8 ouaning 85 senteedata. Hnd even expecience has been
wied in conterporary philososhy os stucturss ©Ff cousse this
4s 8 recent ooinege of the tem at the hands Of sone ccientificallye
wtinded philososhares 4chiicek 4o the chief proponent of this
novel vioy 0F the weaning of experience. {lopitz Schlick was the
nuclews of the Vienna Circle, the guiding ohirlt and faumder of
logicel pocdtivisme. Criginally there were a gsoup of scientiets,
mathenaticisns who gathered aroond Schlicke #Hany of them belonged
o this group and Carnap ond lisdsnann became welleixown philoscorhezs
of this 'Cipcle', Wittgonstoln wan oot 8 menber of shio gLoun,
but ho acasciated hinaelf with Lchlick tho groast pivot of the
copirical t2sdivion and the iogical potitivistic movament actuslly
started with Schlick being influenced by Hitoensteints Tractatuse
Philosophical anelyuis of languase énd 4to relation €0 wordo,
pneaning truth have actuslly started in an Wittgenstelinian mannog,
Philesophdeal snalysds cught o comsict sPimarily in conotruction
0§ B newy, artificial cystem, Hotophysics, Lor he peabors of the
*yienna circle' of logical positiviots, 4o the attempt €0
Cemonotrate thot thero ore entities which lde beyond the reach
af any pootiblo eyperience, ‘Kantion thingseinethemsolves's The

1ooical paodeiviots challonged the positicon of mebuphyoical
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onticies, so they wore attracted Ly the pringiple of

verifiability « *the principle that the oeaning of 8 peoposition
Jims 4n 4t0 oethsd of verificotdon’, They oaw 4n it a way ‘of
climinating all reforences o edtitien which are not accessibdle

to cbsegvation', Usually ond 4w ordinary discourses experience
neans sensoweuporience. Iin Ihe fngyclopagia of Philesooh 3 the
word oxperience is taken e the source of Inowledge, Fnowledge
nitimately desends on the use of the censes ond "Whot is discoversd
through thens Experience, in this pensey 15 used to mean direct
soference th DenSewtontect with objects, But experience cannot
aluays be used in thic way.  Thet mowlodge vltimstely deponda

on the v2o of the sehnes precents some difficulities, though the
ai€ficulties are not insurmountable. Shus we £ind thet the recent
sopiricists maintain the view that thoge are limits to empiricisam,
Une's experience ceannot be used in a way that it can be followed

3 long way of upte the ond for obvious practical snéd physicel
digficuisions They oposk that only structurse can be communicated
without the cammunicating elements of experience. Thelr argument
ie that one's exsorience connnt be coomunicoteds %Thus thoy ¢onotrue
experience by making 3 shift from sensesgxporisacs and thouwht to
nerely formalised stotoments and experimce means £or them only
structurs. Dut expecience cannot b used in the sense of
ctructute, nor i 4t be used in the senze of mere gense«tericnce,
Becanse both these present €0 us sume Aifficulities, Lwmioowet
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We o not say that
ve experience without an clenent of ﬁh@&i@hﬁ involved An it lNor

do we pay that we experience only structure, OStructursl commmnie
cation minus something ic welesg, in shoft, experience in the
. ploineman’s book and in the philoscophy of porception alwsys relates
0 @ thought which 1s Blwoys the content in the sphore of muperience.
Go before we O On to consider ewporience 45 a source 0L certainty
e must make clear the usual meaning of exporience s fomsulsted
by empiriciste, %She Britich eupiricists like Locke, Berkeley and
Hume hold the opinion thet experience furniches us with the
mstoriale of tﬁxm‘mﬁgz for which formalicstion or a sort of mwe
supiriciun (.0, direct experience of structure or divect refereace
to senseesxperience) in everything is not necessary. But the
‘non-mental attitude {8 prosent in the tracditions of Locke, Beskeley
eng Huwwe oo that the éxplanation of objectivity has boen made
passiklde by the contentecharacter of objotts which we experience.
In thic sense we want to bridge over o gap bstween the teaditional
enpiriciots and the rocent esmpiricists who aleo belicve in the
pbjective cide of our experience, Hussell, for exemple, lays claim
to the view that the principle of maumm inference cannot be
justified by Zeference to experience. ot he wanto to mean is
- thet the ohjective side of ocxpericnce caanot be jgnoreds Yet, he
wap gquite avare of the cognitive sipnificance of @:@emeacé and

he admitted thaet there ape geperal propositions, ihat he wanted

2 C¥¢, The Sncyclopedis of Philosophys VOoledls D495,
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€0 mean, probably, is thot esperience canot be used fu the
scnse of dlroct experience of in the sense of direct feference
€5 sonaowrxposisnce a-ways.3 Hor dees he cncourage always the
ounerience 6f structurs minug uamv;ﬁhim. Hndy therefore, again
wve oy otopy further « than the {ommer view uvhich ds the nomal
and oot ordinory usage of the word, ¢xpecglence - thay AL
oxperience 40 to be considered 45 senpo=daty, 1868, MEAning ©LCes
then the area of expericnce necd not be lindted to *aperiential
cw%ems“ in ﬁh@ vogy strict limited sence snd purely in the
objective Benses e Con have ¢ better axplonation of expsrience
in the somse of fmmediacy of thoughts Sheny 4n thot casg
cxnerience ¢apn be considezad w2 be irmedlaste. S0 experience
capnoet ho m@é in the censo 0f Qifect aperimice aluays or in
the sonse of verely fsogralised stetinents, but in the sense of
shjectivity of thought and by oxperionce wo shall nesn dmmediscy
of thouwght. In this latter ceénse, aouperiece hes g widex meaning
and cxosrtence is taken up ©o moean shot all Imowledge is ultimately

dogivable from cxporleace.

Lxpegience was originally taken Ly enpliricists to
inddcote a hind Of cortainty vhich we get £rom the inmediate
cecnition of an object due $0 8 scensewobject contact, Thus
porception reans o definite, on Immpdiste cognition of an object

iy Voleddy ?tw:so

4 Yolm J.w.. “mke‘s Concept of Lxporicnce in j
Berkeley, elitod by Col.Maztin & w.ﬂ. HERGLEONG, Dedle
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which is possible due to a sense-object contact, Irnediscy of
porecption toans kxmaiacy of cognition es represeatotive of en
obfect given 4n our censceperceptions %Shic 1s also tho view of
the Havyasiaiy8yskas, ‘*Inmediacy® coes not mean that percaption
23 & direct perception of objecte, mcka hinself pointed ocut
thit we gmw‘vé ideas. He means by parcention simely immediacy
vhich to bo wolicitly steted is mnediecy of thought, Semuel
Sloaander calls thought s twilicht existence's® There 1e no
other way 4o know ebject than through thought which, being
possible, due to o e’seﬁae—ohjm contact mobns itself contant,
when ve spoak of tho objectivity of thought, we mean that our
thought Cannot but be of an objoct, é‘u thought st be directed
upon something. o the functions of our peméptim are tuwoefold,
ihen the nowing mind and the physical object are related to cach
other, 46 &t onco foros the *stimclus of the act of Haowing' and
éetennine the ‘chozactex' of ‘coptent' of qur knowing by meana

of uhich wo distinguish an objoct frem others, Ghanever we try to
chow & universal character of knowledge through ouz subjective
cxnoriencs, we do it ﬁhmu@h an objectivity of thousht,

Yhenaver wo oike & distinction betwosn one object &nd andothen

we do 4t through the objectivity of thoughty only begsuse, thought
has ot a contentepiving chagractars Uthefuise we could not malke

.

* Mithough the literal Bnglish mesning of ‘twilsight’ is
not a hoppy one, yet, when Hloxander calls thought a
*ruilichit codstence’, 1t is used in the philcsopher's
phrase in & gowd sensc,.
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any distinction between object and object and all things would
have been roduced €0 mere cubjective fancles, Even, ot the
empizicsl level, when we spsak of the wiversal essence or
cosences and Getermine a relation between ingividuel experiences
which are gubjective cnes aml esssnces, we & 1t through an
objectivity of thought, because, thought itself is chamete:iaed
by objectivity and uvnivcrsality simultancously. Wheo we speak
of an cxporicnced object, we mean that experience is related

to & content o experience hes got a thoughtegiving character,

Thos ouy thought is exactly the repzasentative® of
what 48 given in censee-porcoption, Ve can ordinarily deay
noither the capacity of the sense~organs nar the physical objocts.
Sxporience for the onpliricicds moans iwmncediate lmowledge or
porcentiony it claims on mﬁa&am f@m of ohisceivity. Kdawlﬁﬂg&
according to iocke, bas icauy starto e:.tth cxporionce, We kogw the
baoie progzamne of 3l traditicnal empiricists that cxpeorience
should be forwardsad with an open ond cimple minds. The mind
receives what 1t gets £rom the external worlds. Sherofore, we know,
Locke appeals to everyone®s own obsarvation mﬁ,_wmﬁm«:e-s’

* The temm, 'representative’ is annexed hepg only because
iz 13 cupecially applicable in lockee 4And the next moment
we have uscd the m«amsi@m immediacy of lmocediate knowledge
to indicate simply the imnediacy of thoughts Locke also usea
the word, Ilmnediaste, immediacy t0 indicete immediacy of thought
as he aloo woes The word repEesentotion 10 indicate particular
cases of ropresentation which involves the came cape of
thoughte Therefore, we can wipe cut this dlstinction for the
sake of our Slscussiomn unifornlye Immodiccy of thought aad
our thought is representative & ordinaxily mean the sane
thought mvalveé in our sansc—axpe:imca Of sensee-percention,

Vole11X,




Hothing can be transmitted €0 the understanding wvhich 15 not

in the censeefiolds The extemeal world fumishes our senses with
thoe materials of knowledges “he nmind cannot actually think
uniess it io encoged with all tho mdteriels of knowlctge 8
acquired from objects of the world,  Locke atarts with axperience
as an mlniciat and seons ta indicate hov far our imowledse
conforms to oxpecience, Thus Locke defines pereeption as an
ioediste LZogm of objeckivitye Dy obhjsctivity he nedns cojectivity
of thought which we mmi\m in odpericace, In the epistenic
eriterion of oeening all traditiomal avpiriclots acospy thet cul
thought 48 rclated in a way €0 the world of thingse %he relations
are betueon tho reals. 4In Borkoley's philozophy we also £ind a
cimiler ettitudes In sorkeley's philosophy emphesis on sensow
q-&pe:&enc@ io alco given in 2equiring mouledje. On the
objective oide, in Lerkelay, ideas ars referred o by objects,
“ha charocteristic feature 0f a cognition iz such that it points
toards an ohject or relates to 8 content, DBerkoley Gays, W& 4re
dafiolte of cur ideas of censcible quoliticse %0 flung lopressions
are nothing bhut perceptions and Agpressicn aeang censeory perception,
Shey enter into our mind vith more force and livelinesss® Thue
our knowledie of the mental ig peculiorly dizect and certain,
idens originate in the nind uhen oul Sengaw=Drgans come ia direct

contact with objects of the wokld, OHlthough in one place Hune says

6 GCeos Lavid Hume, A Sgoaty edtted by
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that out knowledge 1s only of our own mental states, yet he says
that if vo are not juntified in thinking that we €0 not have &
direct kncwicdge of an cxternal world of thinoe®, then, we ase
not entitled to refer to things of the extemal world in oxder

to distinguish between our mentsl states. Shis conflict is due

to the fact that Humo oonotimes charatterises the montal as
objectivo @md geaotines oo guhjective. Bubt 2 guitable measning of
exmorience ¢ boe thot amerlenco pertakes of koth tho cubject and
the object, <herefors the zolotion hetuvodm awezicnce ap objective
engd conerience ou subjective hao act bown properly atioended €0 in
Hume, Yot, in spite of this R€filculty io Niume tho ohjcctive
character of 'a casnitive ovent dg owhasized, Ouyr mental states
point b@}*i}ﬁeﬁ thensolves €@ objcotse lhowledse, according to Hume
is of Immedicte expericnces Qur cxporioncs, according to Hume,
eorresnonds 20 possible sensible mprancions, Ohjects are taken
by Hume in ¢the sente of externcl zeference. By odjects ho means
orjects thot are sutsido us, Xf we hove Ldeas, they are of
tooressions which ultimately sofer td things or objucts. ihe
poosddble objection may o thet lano does not believe in cxternal
objects, H1l xight, Hume does not, although uwe find & nunber of

*  Thingo, objccts, factn, statec-ofesffoirs are interchangeably
used in gur dicgpertotions 3In any ©ass e empiricists believe
in something given or in exporlenca the gubjectematter of which
is outsnide uge SO GuUr oxpeEicnce is elout 3 thing or a fact
or & ptatespfeanffalis ote, In thie sonte, ilume 2l believes
in cemotbiog oxtromentally pivene e o not uscvelly mean that
Hume cpeals of things, UYsuslly he does not although ‘Hine
triod to oexplain our belief in tho exdctence of body, wWhich
he reduced t2 the continued and diptinet existence of
POECEHEIONS. « o 0
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comtiltments mode by Hume in his Sgoully (vide page Hoo. 17,18 ang
19) as he had & natursl propeasity to believe in cxterpal objects
or to make a bolief in the ‘existance of Lody' which he geduced o
the continued axistence of perceptions. If we do not agcept his
figet positicn that he believes in oxternal objects, we have to
accent hin ogooand nosition as he sayp that all fimpTessions age
outuHard, imd shenever we speak of ideas, they folloy €rsnm
impressiony, &3 they aze the oxast zeslies of Lrmrconioasn®,
“horafore althoush ilume, & thofoughegolng anpiricict maintaing
tho view that simple inpressions ars eloncutasy conctituents of an
expacience, yel, ho (oct Aot Gveid the momingecontent of the

act of congciovanens, henever there 42 exmorience, there is5 an
eloneny of thoucht dnvasliveds Every cxporience has cot 48 cognitive
slgnificancs, Shus erperience a8 referred o by the eapirical
philosophers relatoy to the objective side of experience, dherefore,
the only difforence between Hume on the one hand snd Locke and
Berkeley on tho other ic that Hume speaks of imreasions, while
Locke and Bachkoley speask of ideas, but in both the cases, the
wbjcctive pide of exporience 45 orphesized and cur * 'knovledge of
the fesl’ azcde an intemadiary chbject between the knowing mind
and the uitinnte objects. “his intemediary obhject io the one
irpnedietely given or thousht ond fepfecenty the ultinate abje:ft:!f‘.?
Lockey although a2 realist, is a peopesentationalist, dccording

to him there are externsl objecte, but thoy are not ultimatoly

T SaEo, Hede, YOND ZOCKkSr pelQle
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objects of perception. Experience of objects and i6eas dus to
their exporiencing are coeaxtensive., Cognitions or thoughts have
got an gbjective existences Our cognitions have correcpondence €0
their cbjcctse OSince Qur consclousness ie associated with objects,
all cur experience epplics to pa&.‘siblé capirical facts,

& very wmicue relation bPetween thought snd percention
hao besn clearly stated by Cl.llMorris in his book. eatitled

me in the Sollowing ¥

f411l thinking a2bout the physical vorld asswees the
validity of choervation « « ¢« ¢ ¢« Thoucght can never %ranscend
the penslblo in recard to the physical woZld) « ¢ o » .“9

Yho geientiflc view on the éa‘zum and stoucturs of &
physical object dependét upon the ‘cboervetion of ite oensikle
qualities®, Lcitnce can pever avolid tho cvidence of tho senses,
lioGermn scicace, in Bte eplstomdlogical mléti@nsmg believes 4in
offections of gualities of cbjects which are given in sensee
..esg;erienm;. ¥odern science 16 an empirvical science, 1If the
quolitics are not pexceived and if the okoervable phenomens are
not pmpexiy choerved, thon the structure of a phyasiecal object
wiil be othor than the gualities and observable phencmena nerceived,
I£ we are no: sure of cur Gboervations, ve cannot bé Jure of tha

gtructure of g phyzical system of objocts, LCience hes to

£ Horcis, C.Re, Lpgke Berkolay Hunm, rne69s
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believe in the empirical cxriterion of cognitive significence
which con bo atiributed to anything %o interpret & system of
objects with a "well detemined structure's Our cognition has
got its objective significance in order ¢o interpret systems of
Physical phenomends ¥For example, if we take 'X' for the class,
*nan® ond 1€ '4) being onc 0f tho conctanto, & ke hiés cerstain
quolitics, mn, @ then the éthar constants also possess the sane

qnaut:t@s.ug

%he nost redent empiricists like Schlick and Russell
whon we call logical analysts accept the validity of sonsee
~pbrception, %hey believe in the direct cognizance of an object
which 48 é&é&u to us through experiences Gchlick an empiricisse,
soys in one instanco that Our mental states are ouf oune Yed,
he does not <eny the objective side of our experience, He does
not say thot our nental states are ours onlys He i= confident of
the knowledge of objects which are m@ez:imeeﬁ by use Cur mental
otates, 3lthiough mental and subjective have got an mbjeéeiva
significance and this objective sdignificancs is derived from
cxperiences In shore, euperiences have their objectivitye Russell,
fag orample, states his view, in the following w#y 3

Pye have nowledye by sonuaintanco of an object
1f we exe directly awarze of ,it".m
9 Cf. Hampel, CO.Azp0cts 0f Sciontific Lxplanation, pPP«l113delilq, 121,
10 Passmpre, Jdohn, & Hundred Years y DPe232e233,
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Russeld holds tho opindon thol wo are Qirectly
auae that vo are cxnazicneing cangthinge UZom what has oen
otated aiove it 46 evident thot we aro aware of our mentsl
states and experience with which we hove digcot acgualntances
¥Fizwt, Ruscell belicves in comething that io given in perceptione
Gecondly, Sussell believes in the ebjoctivencss of oul mental

statod.

Ayer, an advocate 9£f rocent enpizicism sccenpts the
reality of tho given. Ye says thot we have conbeeGats osperiences
but they foxa part of an extemnal world, &nd ho Jojically Lelieves
in an axistence of the cxtomal world of which we have sensew

eounerionce 85 1t will be clear fxom the Zopliowing zemagk

“Hovertheless 1w 4o assumed thot since these objects are

wndeniably amerience, thoy auwst in soue scnse be raal"%u

hyer sayp, "our ssnsoedata oxpoficnces are notoglal in
noture, 4Accsrddag €9 syor "Tho nosndng of o sontence 16 an

ammdrical fact,”d?

on an snalysis it can be sadd thot Ayer believes in the
cegnitive chagecter of cur mentol eveats. ilg according to Ayer
give the nase of apizicnl facy to what con @ actuelly obberved,

13 Ayer, iede,
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Vo are comfident of vhot we experience, aAyer is an empiricist
in both tho conses, In the first instance, he beligves in an
oxmagience Which ip cense=givens Gwmdify. ho believes in the
zichnescs of gmtents which indicato facte in obscorvation

Pexcention aclses @ o the stimwlation of the sensoe
=QEGanse GuE cognitions originats in and Soo the contact of the
sensewdrgons with objectse Cur ideas or thouchts have refcrence
t0 on extisenontal realitys lie are definito of the functioning or
gpeoration of the sonoo-organs in relation to thelr porticulazi- -
objouts, s are confident that a cognition 3p produced out of
csporiencing an object, Cognition, sithough a nentsl cvent, is
lirccted outward to an object, For amhasizing the objectivity
of experience liopre makes a distinction betweoon the act of
osperiencing aad the object exwporiencoed both 0f uhich exist and
arg distinct £rom ecach other, 4o cognition has a foundaticon in

an obicct of porcentions

Wioe 4o relovent to our diocuscicon io thal vo take intw
congideration the part played by cognition, ULhenevor ve experience
8 thing, wo bocome cdefinite of the naturo ol an ocbject that is

cevealed to our consclousnéss by uay of cognizing 1t

Thus according to the aapiriciot, the very procoss of.
mmoulidge doplics thot the ndnd 4s confronted uith an object and

thot ve ago acver fidentical with thot chjccts For oxmmalo o
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Hug our knwwledge of the oental io peculiarly direct and

wyine  Dven, then, $t (knovliedge) cannot be galled mental,

becouse tho cource of the 'mentol’ is somovhore eloes (o canmot
ooy, io Hue's conpe, the ddeas hove tholr montal ofigine o
zelate the idsss to the nind does not mean that they are purely
oental, beeawe sccepsibllity to an malysm aﬁ axoezience is
only poscible though ideas. £ ws should not think thet @
pusely meatolistic sttitude Zeigns over in an empitical philosophy
um Hume'c owne Unly we v.éant to thunp won objectivity ané ve
ey » where &3 the $doss como Swom 7 Shey oxe £ron dmpreccions.
Bonpett sloo says, Mume's idoas arxe Yquaniesenscry states®s >

&9 4f there are ideas, they are ﬁm Improasiongs A& poon 88 wWe
bogin to stagt with ~meximcé¢ impression begdons ¢ enter in with
ies content vhich 48 nothing but thoughte Shorefore, we contend
€0 say that Humo's experienco means gheer objectivity and if ve
speok of ideas, they are of ié:gmswicma. . We also find a similar
sttitude in Brenteno's philosophye Ho/also thinks of the
nowliedge of the nental o8 divect and ¢oxtiin but hio nowlcdye
of the mcntal 48 wed vith a dosper signiiicance to mesan an
intentional meaning whidh wo chall discuss later on for the seke
of a compirative ostudy &8nd aloo when we sholl ¢y 0 Lormulate our
oun viewe In Lbchke, she primarpy concern of ideas 10 with exporiencae

13 Bemnett, Joncthen, Locks Berkeley Hume
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bocke considers all ddeas bkeiny characterized Ey Ygeneticiam®e

in other wotdy, he considers all L1deas having thelr consory

origin inttially, becouse complex ddeas aro alse besod &t botiom,
on ‘amarg fdsase Locke speaks of tho representative thoory of
perception ond ideas renresent to us things or geneible properiies
of m‘raé;aﬂ;;s in "%he worlde ©his 1o the £i20t conce of the word
representation. Hepresentation, In normel usage, meams repescntae
tion of ideas and they &fe wied in tho ohjective sense and are used
o maan imocidacy of thoosht gelating 20 tho 1des of cntetDeone
enzpeoponiences 4n this senoe, relffcetdcn of idoar has been made
mﬁﬁmmzfs“ by Locke apd Borkoley bothe Thore may be cne Justifica-
tion thot soification secry o plzadl for ddcese. fnd polfication
may $4b with seprosentation in the £iret ccnpe as ngted above when
wa ¢ound much of ou? sencory aypesicnces Uhother Locko and Pegkeley
hove rediifed 1dzas or not « that Ges oot mattere In any case

wo know 4o Locke a8 4in Berheley that idoas poprecent 0ojoctSe

Shds view 4o g;&ima facic SOLRECts | dhus v oee that ropkeoentations
as pRosmOre points oult, have affilioticns uith Locke's cxporience.
Dut ddear ore one 4ten at one time ond tho naxt Ltem at shother
time, %herofnre, romresentation Lo mozo w *z’;fsimg & tegm Co 4% is
with us, ©n a nearcy view it osn bo {oud cut thet Locke's
reprosentative theory of ideas 4o reasponsible for the vhole

reconstruction of his thoory of ideas which he has not explained

14 CIy Lomnett, Jonathan
e 30w ond e
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along a truly emivical line. “he word, ropresentaticn carries
with 4t o sonse of ambigulitys Shere aze different notions/ideas
gesording ropfasentation. & é@r@ gloricus puzzle Secms 0 peep
into our mdnd f:hét Locke at one tinmo nokes o c‘ziatimtmn botween
idess and objectse In Locke, on tho one hond roepresentacion in
equal o an ices wprwéﬁat,ﬁng an axismmez in the physicel world
outeide.s Hepresentation is a dizect rooresentation of an object
existing in the outside worlds Un the other hang represeatation
is the universal ides and 4s a2t once the ‘logical content's  Logical
content and intuitive content afe not tho comes Iu thic second
ocnse, representation 16 not Justilied empirically. enresentation
in the second sease, 1.0, sensory-intelloctual is not coxrect,
Prof. Bennett oleo sutseribes o thie vicw, It mesns £imally the
comnlexity of iceass Thus idess cover @ wider area than ohjects
in the mentel world, Berkeley's case ic siichtly dlffecgent.
*Chjects are simply ideas’ according to Deckoleye Berkeley in
£act difiers £rom the view whal ‘ge call zexrosentation of Lockes
Yo put it corxe clearly, Berkeley does not cacOurage tho idea of
representation in exactly the same sense 80 4t is ia Lockee bBut
the central point of enguiry mey be ot por uvith Locke’s that idcas
have their objectss boricley's phileseohy niso scews to give wmore
inpartance $0 tho nintale But wo @2 pot laow Jeflnitely wvhat 48 the
nature of the uord, ‘mental's %o use Berkcley's own words, ideas
sre really the ‘creatures of the nmind's Yhey have their being in

e minds Sho word, idea i uscd in Lockeo as in Perlicley in an
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overlasping Bense, The demarcation between idens 4s not clesr

in Locke and alse in Berkelsy. Humo in many Tespects chares

with Locka's view, We o3y cite some exanples for the rpationalistic
trond of 55;351@'5 thought éhmh in the 4ltimate analyocis Joes not
find fovour with his empiricism. Humo took certain montsl
faculitiss ag &@lénﬂmxy of certain exporioncen. Sut all
happenings, aecording to Hume took place according to certain
mlez. Hure very freguently :s_paam of thoughte GSometimes his
thought appesrs to be different £rom peychological thought, It

iy reflective thoughte Therefore, the point "ideas clarify
chjects® 4o given much norc pronincace in the philosophies of the
traditional apiriciots, the geeton oinply boing that the traditional
enpleicicots hove developed tholr r;mmwg;mi@ u;tmm;@ly towards
ddeas, | |

.

S0 ocun up the points 4n retrsopect, we may gay that AL
rentesentation is taken in Locke’s first seuse, then it means
cheat a‘bjeﬁmviwnm Yot it 4o ﬁ@t clear how he has taked up
renresentation, The other wview is also present in Locke, We

. eannot totally say that the empivicist like Lotke coes not give
ionortanes €9 the nmontale “hecefore we soo, Locke sponsors
objoctivity Ly ro=defining *the psychical’ oy 'montal's Locke
tries €o Lind out a pelation between the oubjective affairs of the
ming and tho chjective character of knouwlcdse of objects, Yeb,
this remﬁm is nod propes ond the relatdon 15 not carzicd out

eonsistently because of his traditional definition of percepticn

—

15 Asron, Reles Joh Lotk DPe101-103
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a8 an fmmediste fornm of objectivity and cecondly, because of his
wsing the word reoresentation in an ambigunus sense, Frankly
opeaking, in Locke, the words, *conception®s, ‘universal’, |
' ropresentation® have been usSed in an ambiguous sensze, This is
what we €all the plsplscensnt of the notions, (my italics)e This
has been done because tho idea of subjective experience has not
been given free access o in locke's philosophy etc, Still, we
hope, there is a third sense of representation, By representstion
in the third scose, we mean nonescnolblc idcas, yet, thoy have
their valid reference to exporiance., In this sense ve mean
idece of a general character shared by particulazs of the same
port, |
g see thiat emiricists have ao far undertaken a
nositive search for cesteinty of knowledge. Experiencze for them
neans a cognitional contact with objects which are given in
sengespercention. e are aware of tho imiediecy of thoucht
which helps w to kaoow objects. ©ur thousht is "an ¢ncounter
throuch which man becomes aware of the actuelity of reality
dtself” 17 whenever the anpiricists tske oxperience as she BoUrCHy
tho valld method of knoulefige, they believe that the objective

Zagtors of knouledso gre the £rult of lnovwledges, Lxperience

16 Aarcn, ReTe, Jonn Lock@ prel0l end 103,

17 Canwm. Eep “Humanistic significance of ficionce &
Some Hothodological considerations®, Ehdlosophy of

Eciengee Volein, lived,
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susplies us with the materials of thinking so that there can be
a pystem of knowledge. It i true Iindeed, that if we have to
rocognize oxgerience as experience, we have to recognice egually
the objectivity of thought., The empiricists hodd that whenever
there is experience, there ic thoughty, Yat, mesre objectivity
of thoucht, ve shall see, cannot give us an objective system of
knowledge which is equslly communicable ang sharable by othori,.
In owr £inal analysis wo chall see that an objectivoe systan of
knoodedyge 45 eqnal to 4o Cruthe Yhe prolloa arlses, 202 the
enplricicsts could not take subjective expasience as 1t fce In
23830 of tho ralation betuycen esporiencs and the objectivity of
thought, tho amiricists igoore the faoct thet cpgnition is clug
subjective in natues 1t 1o trug indecd, that one's cusexicnce
cannot e achieved without bedng subjazetg.ve. 1 wve Just lowk
o the meaning of experience, woe may méﬁrzg&y note as Frofe ¥olton
hee remackably put it, thoet caporicnce mutt Lo mede £roo the
‘reflective'/iauard levell.{ny itclics), Hore we shalld taks the
words 'redloctive' and ‘inward' in tho scue conse o mean thot
our crpericoce is subjective, nental in noturce 0 opoak of
empizicisn and the proponents of anpiricism, eitheyr traditional
or wodemm, thoy are wise @uougn not o maintain the abourd
concluaion that erserience cap be achieved without participating
in iz, Notuithstanding thig, tho cmiicints toke exvecienze in
cuch & way that by experience they only enphasize the objective
cide of exporience and its relation to tha shjectivity of thoucht,

Thus in tho gradusl develonnment of amirictism the guestion of valid
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»eforence of experience to nonescnolible Ldoan §5 immedietely raised
by the empiricicts like Locke ans Berxkeloy evm.w A gimilar

roference can also e made in Aaron's book, W.w

Because
of hio definition of percention as an immediate forn of objectivity
of thought, Locke is not ready to cetemine the relstion of
cxperience to nonesesible ideas ultimately, fox, one may ralte an
ohjection by saying that an idea 1s im the nmind, ang yet, ita
procloe reletion €0 the ind 48 nat easy €O Setemine, X£ the
Adoas azo da tho nind, thoy ob onee begome related Lo one's own
mning, 4n Chis sence, idess hecomes ponescusible, Lut ooy
pon=sensiblo ddess cannot ke colled nonesonocible in o cense thét:
chey hove thelir valid roference o cuperiense = this mosition
ingke s not raady to sccests, Cur coerience inspite of its
ohjectivity connot form cn cbjective Imoulodyo unless 4¢ ls
rolated to the individual conselcurness, Lo this sanse, the
rolation Potwosn subjective exporlence ensd intexesubjectivity

iz not properly mAdntalined and, thoerefurey, oo gbjoctive truth

cannut oo commualcatads

yrankly cpeaking, the empilzicists take experionce in
an objective pealme Shuw uheneverz they say that every thoughty
i properly caalyoacd, 1 oqual Lo 4ts gontent o i€ has got ita

cuntente;iving charecter, thoy noecessarily mcan o ludicate &

18 Ustgkhan, lielle,

19 Daron, iedss
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relation betveen wxperience and the gbjectivity of thoughte ALl
capiricists & adnit of this very chazaeﬁw:iémc pring facie.
sven the olt recent apirficists for whon eperience means only
ctructure hold the view that structure derends on exscrience’.
Let us claplfy this point af % a little. e shall n0ot comnit
ousselves o an claborate oxplanation of structuxe Jjust nowe
Oniy we have a foote-ncte hegs at this page in support of the
vien thot structure dependd on cxpetience, Cnly wo <an way that
eszoericnee without 4ts conlent to inhiable in structure is not
peSsiblae Vg cannot think of stiucture without exporicnces Yet
whoe problen agines regarding moakdng touth ond comounication
relating to cxperience. In modasn tormainology, this hetomas 6
oegious problam for uws vhon ve Zind o gay Letucen Soom and thought
and this problom crestcs an lopause when the recent eapiricists
1iko @chlick and others devrive axsericnce of thought that mey be

zegorded oo the content of nowludges Shey O not adolit of the

]

enuvmdeoiyility of contente Mo ey centre ouwl discuascion on
ehe's iden 27 cormmnicotion heyve olete otk 0L courses Old

not avold gontent &8 the comunicotiny elencnt in kpowledge. Yet,

¥ e have o goot nuber of gtatenonts as given by ochidick
for ouf coutidering the {acte thal otTustuge dopones on
sxpericnees Schiick's "given” mesns sormething representative
Gf which we have @ datun given Ao Guz coperlaace. WO are noty
however, coing elong the Kantlan line, <o along the
experiential iline of enguiry we may fusthor opeak o€ Schlick's
comuitronts to what are colleG ‘synthetic propositions a
postorioxi® (Ref.s “Lental of the synthetie a priovi* -
Fhilgse-hy and “On the Heaning of prosozitions” e
iogical rosicivienm edited by ayer)e
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in his book entitled Locke Berkeley Hume, Prof, Bennott
subscribes to the view that Locke's comaunication is objective

in natumgzo Moregver, Locke attaches cormmication more and
more to articulation. In thie latter sense, Locke uses
communication in such a way that, 4t seems to us, lancuage
communicates iteelf, So coemunication of the purpose of
communication is not properly served as we are not concerned

with linguistic communication, Here wue may £ing an affinity
between Lackn®s communication uwhich 48 lincwdistic ond that of

the recent anpiricists vhich is structural cmmunicatmn.‘ If we
nracket the oecond sense of Logke's communication, then it stild
remains objective udnua one’s csmmunicating thought £rom the
cubjective lovel of conseiousnons. But uhs will eommunicate 7

I£ the subjocte-nattey of commmicatieon is not related o the
oubjective lovel of communication, then cxmualeastion on &
intaeresvbjective lovel 15 o0t poosibles Cowmunication is complete
vhen ye sttach the same meaning to 0 word thich indicates the same
thought in both the speakor and the haarcz, Ve want o commmnicate
our ideas for the beneflt of communication of meaning and truth

in oensral. Our communication becomes comnleted when an
uncerstending takes & vital zole on the point of cqulity of both
the speakor and the hearsr, Communicstion is interesubjective
compmunication 4in 6 true sens® In the ng‘ dgevelopment of

ecpiricism, expeorience Lo recent ampiricists 48 used 4dn tho sense

L

20 Deunnett, Jonathan,
Phedlde

raniy
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of structures For them the only publicly sharable factor io
knowledge ia structure, Thoy maintain subjioctive sxporience in
80 far as it means intesesvbjective experience of structure minus
the contents 0f knowlodge thot are contsinod in our exderiencs,
This has beom done beoause they have asccestsd the logical
developnent of exnerience. WThelr overeemnhasis upon the chjective
clde of exsagience also coapals thom to reach such a logicel
conclunich. On a nearor viss, we shall coz thot by giving un
conten®, thoy hove 0l glven uwp the vory Biois of omorience,
Ue <2 not lmoy fowmi bub, a8 we Xnoy, ‘t?r:ﬁ cormundecting clonent
in knovicdge 16 content itselfs Thic statcrnent £4inds 4t
Justdfication woon the fact that when tho recent amiricints
have ficot, beqm, R0 anclyse amdrieonce, they have done it
objectively,

Lven Keont for when kaowlodge noons categorised knowlodye
ds not withoué the premonition that our thought Leiny chaerascterised
by objeccivity has ¢o¢ ab oxternel referenca, dhis vitw iinds its

justidicaiiun fn Profe Usban's LOOK, "L

can be put dn ¢he fellowiny words of Uﬁafm binself s

"in Who tomms of Koot ﬁ:’iu mz%&lﬂﬁ@ OE the
Yempirical® wmwmnt of the understencing i8 just

thot ;Li-ao.ﬁCQ pnaly @ redegenes Lo the umm.: us iy
absewa&na"o

23 VUrban, veMee LEHROUATE _ond Realitv, 1e3l0e



fle

Therefore it is trfye that apoerience for the

enpiricists by comoon consent, supplies Tha natersials of
thinking, Mesé thought i involved in cur analysis of
cxperiece, there is oo objectivity, commundcebility and
chagability of thoughtss UHe¢ sen therefore, that experience waa
originally taken by the empivicists ¢o zeach 5 certain hind of
certainty, ¥Yeét, the cquestion it leaves yp with is that if we &0
not believe the fact that subjective expericnces have any
siguificance in the binding force of the factors of knowlodge,
then what hopoens in the case of goneral ctatenents of irn the
case of deseription which lays claeim o constitute @ system of

nowledges

1€ wue o bolieve in s cognitive significanco of our
subjective esprerience inapite of its bedng charactericed op
subjective, then, we can bhridge over a gap betweon Lhe subjective
and the objective aspect of cuperience, @m egtivity 45 not
possible without a precendition of subjcctivity. Lven Ront, for
the sake of the empirical part in his philosephy, when he speaks
of the cynthetic principles a priorl, does not mean that they
are not dopivad from experiences Rather, oo the othor hand e
says that they are deomived £ran experience of i Kond's cwn woges,
they are *horroved by us from expericnce’, 2 for which oubjective
unity of consclousness i necessafy £or the manifold intuition

22 Easntls Lriticue nt Pyra Sesscn, ﬁ?‘fq by ?;%Kwip Smithe B2y re 26e
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empirically given. Xant, when he speaks of the empirical
caployment of the understanding does not mcan that ccncepts
azre mercly formale Un the other hand, empiricel concepts® are
£ull of content in as much a5 our subjective expericnce is not
without any significance and haos got an obhjective cognitive
clgnificance and secondly, because we believe that an empirical
statement 16 capable of being tested by a confrontation with
experientisl f£indings. That subjectivism is Lest rowarded can
be further supported by Kant's treatment of syathetic prisciples
& prioxt being chatécter;seﬁ_ by aa intentional significance of
subjective m@rimcﬁ.za ‘This attitude i not absent in Locke

a8 well ss in most recent empiricists like Russell end others.
Thus Locke had 3 vision of ym@uecyﬁ;éi{ exmesicnce, &lthough
for Locke, the universsl is the meaning and an idea end it ic the
logial content, yot, his concept of the universal is pot
noneconformable to experiemce as Locke calls & genegal idea as
the representative of all of the pane kind ar it {8 a ®"character
or & gmoup of characters shared by particulars of the asme sort®, <
Locke has scen the empirical possibility of the juscification of
the universal. hat is logically possible may be ewpirically
poseible alsoe Only the prooper relation between the tus has not
been sometimes properly attended to by the ampiricists, For Ayer

* Have we sny justification to <¢all the concepts empizical ?
&8 the concCents have gosd zefermca to exgsarimee. we
call them anps.u.calo

22 C£, Ka
B18,

24 Saron, L&IQ: Mﬁ De20ie
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oxperience means sensesdata epericence, Hovertheless, in suppolt
of our problen of chowing a significant relation Letucan
oubjective experience #nd obhjective communicable truth Ayer saye
that a juscification of a complete system of empirical knowledge
can ke found on empiricel grounds., Fox Schiick, the mesoning of

& proposition is an aétual atate of affaire scoruing £xonm
experience, By oxperience dchlick, in sone context, means & total
reaction to an extemal reality in all its complexitye Uhis
statoment will be cleaxr from the following stetcnent

%It is the ﬁrst step of asny philosophizing” that
giva the meaning of a statement "except Ly mcubing the fact
which must oxist” 1o utterly impossibles 25

fiume?s experience finally may bLe 8 note of departure
gfrom the empirical stand, yet, he says that we "leam Ly analysis
that ideas corresponding" to the "perceptions behave in certain
ways accordiang to certain mlas“.%

Brantano, & noted resiist of Cemany in spite of
stresoing the objectivity of knouwledge equally stressed the view
of mind as *intentional’, Our mental act, according to Drentno,
is not nerely chimerale It ocours odmply bocause it refers to an

cbject, tie have no barrier to call ocur experience subjective,

25 lie}:. zmtim. "ﬁn the &iaaaing of Propasitiocns® in
i jwism ccited by 3.30#if0& DetiTe

Ve 1406,
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bocause primegily all ous exporience beleongs €0 the subjective
congiticons of our mind md secondly becaucsc, all sur mental acis
intend to know csomething by referxing €o Lacts in ohgezvaticne
“he mind's chagacter 1s such that 4% con rovesl the exact naéture
of an objcct by neons of knowing it and by way of making ite
nentae) acts directed towazds an object,

The relation between the subjective and the objoctive
£ide of the vhole thesis of our euperictce hoas not beén properly
met with by the cmpirical philoscphers, “hey ignore that all our
experience may even be called subjective in a broader gense, Yet,
ve cannot call the subjective as merely subjective., On the other
hand, objectivism is involved in tho form of the subjoctive,
because, 'Conprchiension 1o neither an arbitrary act nor a pacssive
oxperience but a responsible act claiming universal validcity® .37
Cur knowing, although peésonai and subjective can, yet, be called
objective, cince it in the condition for Jegcribing an okjective
concept which includes within $toelf an indeteminste zenge of
yot wknowo andyet; ampirically true Amplicotionse %“he anpiricists
Go not considor the fact thst suwwjective expesience has any
rolatica with objectivitye There is mo contradiction betucen
pubjective experience and interecubjocctive cxporience which is
properly ¢alled an intere-subjective world of Cbjoctivity, bocause

objectiviom is dnvolved in ocur cubjective experience and accordingly

27 Polanyl, il., RBerpsonal nouledje A(in hic preface, pevil)e



e L

it is transmitted to other mindg. #Although the empirical
philosophexs did not frankly admit of the existence of subjective
cxperience, yet, they had an swareness of it, ¥For exmmple, the
traditional anpiricistes could pot stress the point of subjectivity
but 2 kind of subjectivisn was being matured to conclude their
philosophiess %heir subjective attitude is not totally absent in
capizicism vhen the empirlcists like Locke, Berkeley and Hume
have tried to signify objectivity of thought by cefining and
reedefining the subjoctive or mental and, therefore, lastly by
relagacting themselves of the confusion by making a relation between
the subjective experience and the objectivity of thoughts In this
scnse, probably, Locke ic right in making content the main point,
But ‘lw did not clarify its In our opinion, this is not the only
noint, Fhe part played by subjective experience is not amply
angured in Locke as thexe is an incompatibilicy betwcen his
notion of content and the motion of wiivezsality which is sensory/
intellectual, e may guess that content has other nmeanings, as
Locke uses some terms having a dupliceting natura, such as,
reflection, concent, resresentation and univeorsality. When we
analyce these tems, we usually relate than €5 content which in
turn appcars €9 us having some mental facultles/elenentz which
are foreicn to experience, Therefore, without going into
coniroversy we say, we could have no cobjection £ his consent
could have neant an oversindividusl c:énteneg in méeny cassg, At
remains implicit. In our opinicn, our moatel contents, slthough



pubjective are oversindividusl contentrn which have & faprereaching
cognitive sionificance. Because all wmperiences have contents,
inter-subjective experiences are made possitle, In his Look,

an Inemizy into Meaning and Srythy Russell alao says, perceptual
knowledge 48 usually right in its com:ént in spite of logical
inconcesvabilities®® sng probabilities, It is imposaible to Gemy
pegsonal lnvolvement in‘ the oystem of knowicdges Gur personal
knowledge 16 creating a significant model of koewledge. If we take
nental contonts as subjective and say thot ey &re incommmicsble
in nature thon the data can nover be chareds For exaple, when
ve hoar a Sying man’s Jdeath agondes it is sympothesized by those
who are srocunde It 10 not more aympathy for the sake of formality
but it 15 sympathy, for the pains of the dying man aye felt and
sharzed by, by his fellowemates, It 15 bocause of montal contents
of different individuals, say, & by & G @ st an objective
system can be constituted, tio know the fomm together with the
content, not the contant with the forme OLverything cennot be
dotermined agbjoctively t:hréu@h @@aee&ma coteminations Upatiel
and temporal objects must hé:ve a limitation = what is ¢alled the
limdtation 0f perception. Specosting detemminations have led the
recent empiricists to accept the world's fogm, not the world's
contente This is curiously a Rantian echas Sut fomm is empty
without contente &Goy 4£ content io made the main point which

21ls0 means an ovoere=individual content of others, then, &n

28 Ref. Russell, B, iths De 116,
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interwesubjective world of okjectivism can Lo melntained €O
constitute o system of knowledgee “hus & Gap betuwcen subjective
experience and the world of objects can be biridged over,

in this dissertation, wo £hall congider how far
emarionce iz committed to a particular aspect of mmmg. in
thio thesis, we shall txy to show that subjectivism involves an
intgresubjoctive wnderotonding and, thoreiseo, objeotivicm so that
an ohjective communicable £actod in knowledse may Lo shareds le
shall alse try to show how far subjcctivism involves objectiviem
5o that an intere-subjective understanding may be possible for the
colmmunication of truth in genogal.



