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Empicicien end the Snoiricists

in the introductory chapter we Sheld $ry fisct of all
Lo make clear vhat 1o oeant by empiricism according 2o which
croarionce Ao the only source of knowledge, Gtheruise, we may
o eonfused no 4o the nature of gur piobleme Very plainly
cpen¥inog, @ ammn 45 ealdcé on comiricist vho believes in experience
on the ocurzer, the method anéd as the critorien of tho validity
of koowlcfio., It iz 2 moch abeting guestion what epdiricism is)
feg 1:5{% seke of vhich @ precise and preper relation betwesn
knouledge ant exnerience has not boeh proporly attended to.
Philosophical empiricism 15 a theory wbBich holds thot all cur
tngwledsze of vhat Hume wouldd cadl ‘mottezs of fuct® and real
oxistence (L.ee whatever it ooy be whether 1t s o foct of an
aVCht OF 3 ptetee-0£f alioirs) nust e biced upOn and vindicsted

by reforence to exnarlesicd.

it 16 commonly agreed ©o> that there is 1o Clearecut
meandny of comiriciem. & mon 48 calicd an oplricist when he
encounter: with objects of tho world through the sencose “he
consition of boeing an empiricist iz that he oust have o heliesve
An what we porceive and how we parceive, vPhilosophical enpiricism
i ool obout €hw origin of Concopte, bBut oboub how U use themy

1% 1o a thnopry about the conditions of sizndficence and
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woriiiohility® of sus Lements in zelation ©o oxperience, But to
coal vith opiriciss du this way Lo WBEC GomLgdng and 48 €0 glive
IRER O '::i&}ump&m&m‘mmg: what de why, tho three Uritish
enpiricisls use the word, idess They ooy all the ideas we heve
cras fron emmsrionces “hoe weo b the wogd, ifdea wags patent in
tho 17¢h and e 0% contery o dscluwce all cwpoziances, but
Mizae nodls o ddocinction betweon doprescion ond ides, clthuush
Lheao tus Loth helong Lo oul apesionees Sawzefore it ic csid
mosadng of apisdicior 0 moco cbocuZe. Yopdeicisn, in oy opludon,
A2 gnalyacd prspGELY A0 oo% o thesrye Dut o comcent which has been
Gapdoincd mnd roedzplofecd ecedrding o o neads the traditicnsld
cad ¢ho rooost philoSoshors of the cualyticsl croup had pesliseds
Lopdricien, o general thoeory Otrensse that sonseeckpetience is
the only scurcs of knowledge and ‘affirms hot sll Mmouledge is
toundad on esperience and 1s obtained thrivugh exyerience®, (This
meahs that sonsee-sxperience may bo of facis, states-ofwaffairs,
thin s etes a8 in Locke)le “hiz is a general idea of woerience,
Vg welcun® what eomes thriough sonsesaxparience to us, 'Matorial
arpiticion® inlds €hat the abjcetive cuborn unzld io the ssurce of
sencawarnericnee (Locke)e Dut another thoory of cowiricism
colled ‘molem theory of ampiricism® olso called *consistent
grsivicism' Lolds that ocur sensowexpericaco 18 limited to the
cmordence of the sunetotal of dsensations Copying tho dbjective
world vhderlying espiricnces Thio is 8 regent trend in developing

sciences. “his wmay bo callad oppiricism of the Ideelist type
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oioply i¢ is in conformity with that we expericuce & & plece-neal,
Sgeorddns o thds theory, wopizicien cannst know @y nocossary
and geneoral ocandnge 4gain to elalorate empiricicn, wipecionce
i the tgaditcicnal copirvical sense mesns gonsuous arivical
Eoflection of the ocxteomal worldr it merely grapes the outwazd,
pupezficlal oido of phononena 9f the sbjoctive vordds “hus Locke
had the gradesl attainmont of apivical kmowlcdge ju oofe than
one cenoee Lkocke has semarkably pointed out what he meant by
exnarienco. Lxperience, £or him, iz tho Lomm of objectivitye

Fo o3y thot hero & soncthing which 4 in consoiousness moans
thot 4¢ oo an ohiuctive fogm dn thet conscioucness ond GLOSRiOUSe
nasy expericnces i%. Sxpesiencdy properly spoaking, means
irmediatc knoulcdge porceptions Next the quoation azices, uhat
€2 we exnopiance ¢ Lho aucwer 1s & very rcady reply = we
oxnorience jdeas. How again, tho guestion agices, Sdeas of whot ?
in answer €05 thic, there w aloo a stock raply - what io yiven in
pansations uvhother 4 ic an odhject ofF g stato of ofialive or a
ot thofo 18 aokething gliven dn ouk fenpation which we csnnot
demiyes In tay cose, wo orpericnce ddeas md axpericnce by itoelf
i objective md our ddeas or thought heve got an objective
exintence ubich the empiricists enghasize sgein and ajodn.
CDonocience 1o uvitinotely the genuine couree O icesps Looke had
nade an amicical isvestigation intd tho workinge of the human
niing at loast in Lts comitive cotivitics, oxtent and certainty -

% husen Inmowicdge and ite rolotion to cxparlences

- A least, empiriciots do not dony whot is given in
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gensations Our perception mist have somo boois and 1% cannot

bo baced gooun comething unreal,. Generally spesking the
sovocates of awmicictsm beliove in & ty-e of Loalistic ontoluGys
Sgadn the gueastion is, GO all the aopiricists believe in objects
extramental 7 Is Locke an appiriciet din thic sence eaclupively ?
she entwer iz very clear that reallsts belicve in Qbjects external
o the ming But ant all evmiricistd, Hoaee in the strictest selse,
an empiricist may unot e on epistamologicel renlisty for example,
tiae 48 éat an eplctemoloygical renlist in this ebove sense, Even
hao Locke ¢efined 8 thing which i a substnce in his case
grnepnditionally 7 Loco o uwnconditionally esay abaut the existence
of extrascental things 2 Locke, on the othex hand, considexs a
substance 85 *we kaow not whot's But he "ﬁ;*emevas in the sensible

gualitics of thinces Relparon hae rightly cstinsted Locke's

position as en empiricict in tho following way o

S nowledge Of tho £esl eese DECES o0 Antesmediaxy
object Letveon the Roowing nind and the ultinate dbjects Zhe
fomediote gbject when £ 0ok Gt thic tabic 4o o physical oatity

but an 3cea waich repfeosents the taplet,t
Thian Locke 4s 60% o conoistent apldricist in one

sonte (laee 1f wo follow the mooning o8 ¢ho epithct, "expesience?,
that one has to beldeve 4n the reslity of cxternal &jm. O wWe

_ 5 . - st

1 Aoron, Dedes JOUDR.LOCKS, 112101«102,
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nust take Into consideration the objeetive chasacter of thouvght -
the thought which 48 representative of conething given in our
porceptiones In ,_sm:é. an empiriciot would signify to beliave in
¢thet existonce which 15 given to we by eroerisnce or which s
given o us in sencation. In this oenoes all empiricists do not
necessarily have 0 be realists in the atr.';mt. sense that they
have to believe in the direct expetiance of mmriuz thingse
Ageordingly the sin and sCop® of ontelogy 4o "the systematic
invastigoation of objective mwingwnuy which ‘ti’;za’: mingd comes

> t_ﬁimbvez in reality ftself, In thls conse empizicists believe
in the cognitive chacecter of knouledges Empiricists believe in
oonething givens Hhatever wmay ko the neturge of the glven. She
given ususlly means what 15 given to w8 in ouxr exnorience, It may
be & fact of an ohject orf a statoeofesifalizo ote, Dut the given
ponething 19 not potsible without an element of thought involved
in 36, Mcnever we axporienca an object, we egusily feoel the
exintance of thoughts

And probably Schlick one of the leading logical
snalyats also mesns by @wipleicism what we have slroedy stated
ahoves according to Sculick reallem snd pacitiviem do not peem
inconsiotont with each other, .‘ That 48 why, dchlick sometimes
calls his @_csi%ivm concletent enpiriciom what he means o pay
ic that we camnot deny the *given'®, Cn the other hand, tchlick

w '-Bhu cencent of the given iS5 a awh moge cuntroversial
preblas in modern timese %he problem rodlly starts
Zxcsn limne, Ye may sumarise the points oz L£ollous
Fizot, 4t in, indeed, true thot gooothing is given in
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<oes not deny the reality of the oxtemal w:w.z

In pedern investigation, reductionism has Leen macde
posedblc f2un sconsewesporience and thought o nerely formalised
ptatononts without much metephysical loading, She recent
eopirdciots make it a point that they emphatize only stnuwcture
oinue the content of expericnce, 9Shey are ndt ready to say that

exporience hos any content,. Shio cubstituting 4o due to much

-

our cxperience. Hut lumnodietaly the quontion is, to

whom I8 1t given? Nsturally in Hume we {ind that *perception
1o anything ‘which apptars to wind'™, Huse fojects that
naterial objects do continue o exist when unperceived, Ig,
thereford, Zollows thot naterial objects &0 not continue £o
oxist whon unperceived, dhe suppressed premise is, there is
no percemtion without a perceivers It 1o Surther supported
by Baszon's treatnent of Hume as it 19 clesr from the
fellowing remark 8 "the ming or zelf *io not anyons
impreasion, but that to which our several lmprescions

ané idegs are supposed to have & reforcncd (ppe 126,127
Bason's Hymg) e Probably Ayer shafes with Hune the concept
of the givea in this genpes ayor 968 ot believe 1o an
indenendent existence of ocbjects which are given ¢o the
senses, of he bridges over & gap Letwoen Hume's aotion of
continued existence of objccts and his senveedata notion of
things (Ref., Ihe Fouyndations of Empiplosl Kpow) SIS

Chaptes V (Cle23le But 8 more rigid vicw 1o uphold Ly

Humo de rogesd 0 the given when he says that *the mind
poscedves {tself amongst other things's Idontity Coes not
belong o perceptions. She mind is nothing more than ‘a
bundle o eoiloction of different percertions'e The mind

is 8 serics of dincrete sengations. In this way, he

gpeaks of diotinet and separate existences without aay

real conncotione %Zhe recent empirical realists heve

accepted Hume's given in this sccond sense. but in modern
investigstion the "given' is manipulated in such & wg

that it moons only formalisad atatenents, Hesning, therefores
moans only structural mcaning, But in our analysie of
empirical meaning we shall see that enything given, even iAf
it i a caae of sLetenment, is referred to by something thot
is dotermined by the coatent of supeziances 2n this connection,

Lid. 3 25

2 ©f, Schlick, Hopitz, “Positivism md Reolise® 4n
: L0k iv ig CCiend by lfrvededYole
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erghcods wpon the verifiabliliey principle. Zn another ploce Schlick
cocs ot hesitate to oay that the ‘given’ stondes for the occurrence
of nensationg, ao 4% will be clcar from hio owvn remezk in his

Zanous sosay, "Positiviom cnd Realisn® ¢

“nhot de correct is only that propscitions
conceming bodies are trancformablie into
eguivalent propositions conceming the
occuricace of sansaticns in accordanuce with
1ouSesees” 3

At leasty dll) recent oonirzdicists vhom we call logicel -gwmt:,iviaw
belicve in the given which we get In exporiance, They did not
Maecard tho civen tatslly, but tho ghirft from thought and objects

o merely formaliscd stotenents 4s noticeable. The subjocte-ohjoct
distinction is sbliterated, Yhers is cpericnce, hut there ig 6o
experiencer which 4s an odsurd conclusicn. Ue cennct teke experience
puoply in dto iaporsonal cense. Oo oxpericnce can ucither be taken
i on drnorponod @m&@, agr con it be Calten in tho sopge of oxtemal
objcstpy Tud that vhich 4o given in an evisting oituation « whether
it bo an event or 8 fact or 8 5totespfeaffindes in ouUr CENSO-OXPArience

gndé also whet i in principle derivable £2om exnerience.

we shocld nole that Wittgenstelin, fox the sake of the logical
development of empiricisin remsins chlefly the positivist of
the lingulsilc genegation. We are tepiod €0 reier to him for
the siople roessom thet discussions on enpirical philosophy have
actually stagted ia a logical fashion aflcr Hittgenpteoine
Wittgenztein hoo wcoubitedly & shoppidng influence on the recent
enpicicists esapoeclally iilke ayes, Schlick, Russcll arnd a host
of thinkeys who puxeribe to the view of the given uhidich 18
nathing coro than its logical Implicotion as 4% Lo clear from
ittty msta&n'a omn comark, "ihe wand is 811 tha& 15 the casa“
(Hoel = ist Pooar back Baition of Tra g Lo '
by Lelidtioectein) s But im tho couzss Of ouf uiuczxzaio we ahau
soe thot this 1& muatzant&blao

3 Gehlick, ioritz, “Positivism and Realies® in Lojjical Positivism
eds LY SudaAvar,nell7e
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in the cecond and lost pagt of the intoductory
Chanter of the present dlepertation us try €o show how the
esplriciots, bhoth fwraditions) and modern have committed themeelves
€0 weing the word “mesniny” in xelation to truth and experiences
and as a8 gonnegquence wo =shall try ¢o furnish cur cun szolutions
o the pxbhlon concemeds We feel thal we must montisn in the
prasent connectdon that the mesningsprobles heés been made comewhat
too uch of by oost wuriters, yot the neminjeproblem remsins,
Sherefore ve s¢e a faging controversy on the problasm of neaning
amongst thoge who try $0 sclve the problen of mesning in a strictly
aspirical waye, Thd simple reapon for this acrid controverasy ie
that the yhale prodblen has gantred round tho detemiaation of
moondac in &0 emplriosl veys Zho empiriclots hove tho selentific
oullenk of Coaling with experience objeetivoly. DBut the objective
s4ds 1o bent galved vhen we £ind a relatizn betvcen tiw subject
and the ohjects Our thought cbjective in nature i celated to
the subject's own consciows ewperience and indicetes a possible
sonnectlion with othors’® axporience on tho some level of enquixy.
Unlose thousht is involved in the individunl conscicusnens, we
cannot exalsin the things of the world ohjectivelys e may read

here the following lines in Uisidn'o owmnm worde ¢

¥ o eseti® ACCent that the raw data of aoorience by
themselves yield nothing until they o interproted
or ‘synthesizad's by the HKnowing mind. e accept alse
that the prineislaes gccording to which the date are
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synthooigsed have thelr origin in the neture
of our minds, ané not that {or not wholly
that) of the world euwldd“.

fn olject 4D oot 2 neve object seca ia tho ortomel worid, hut
whEn our Sonecicusness vigws it a8 an objoct, Sur intentional

agt of cojnitdion meEens a po38ible connectisn Letween an object
EnG our Conscliouzneas why cognizes thie object of nercestion ams
thus an Interecehjoctive wndaratending ic oonstituted on the
cnjective 1evel of acmmenication. Thue cubjootivise plays a
vital role 4n an onalysis of knowlaége from the empirical
vicwesaints Cuz intontianality of porcestisn 15 involved meaning
vhich one hoz 20 acmaunicgty %0 some othovpereon. Thur intentionée
iivy 46 YJntenticrs of nminds’® both of tho cpeaker and the heeger,
I thin usy, dntoentlonallty oveorconns tho difflcultien of the
orediately Qlvan tud thut we2ns n ovoredndviieal contont of
gam'es Gin subjective sxrorionees. Thescfore, more obhjootivizn does
not tloy o vital Dolo ia asgessing nowledse 38 laterssdjectively

ochared end cocomunicatads

ihe opithet, ‘*sSmpiricism' in the context of the prodblem
of meaning has Lboen used in a rather wider gense t© mean the great
enpirical tradition in the sente of Logkg Borkeley and Hune as
well as of the most recent trend culminating in what wo call

secent emniricism or vhot dchliiek has esllicd 'Leogical Lmpiricisa

4 Unwin, i, "Reyond Trouth t Towarss & now conception of
Fnowledze and Cmmicatam“, Ainge Volo®VE, Hee3i3 pedlde



of ‘consictent Lupiricicn', (Schlick has called himoclf a
‘Consictent Irpiricist' ac he belicves in the reality of that
which 15 given in our exporience, but the logical conclusion

has been a oust £or him which we have shoun 4n our anslysis on
Echlick in this discertation), but the noticesble differance or
dlfforences, ultiastely traced, between the twe trends, both

new and 0ld in eplestomology conceruing meaning and cmperience

o8 the one hand, and meaning oand truth on the other are cignificant
ands therefoge, worthementioning. %he term, expurience, his been
primarily taken both by the traditionsl empiricists and the modern
cupiricists o mean sense-oxperience of things oz facts, svents,
otateseofeaffairs etc, In athering tw cpopience, we siready
pointed out in the ﬁi@t’ part of the introducedry Chapter that
what one neans by experience ad &0 hecome an empiricist one noed
not be a genlist in the strict sense. Probably in this sense
Russell prefers consee=datsn teminologys But b belioves in the
veality of sensery qualities both with an empirical chagracter

and & realintic fexvour in his philoscphys. Lwen the traditional
aapiricists are not given to using axperience in the cense a3 noted
in the early section. LSven Locke prefers 0 use ‘i€es oF senseedats
an being fopresentative of things. IXdeas are the ideas of sense
and wo connot think of penso-data witheout being sensible. Becides,
the oot polnt is that all empivicists belicve, in o sense, in

tho causal thaory of perception. Seeing comething or cobgnising
something is ant possible withowt something which it is the basis
of that soncthings As enpiricists believe in an empiricsl method
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and a kind of yeelicotic ontology, theys 92 2 Gonarsl body,
helieve in comathing that 4o given in our experience., <o it is
better to nota that empiriciem believes in the reolity of that
which iz given in our exsexience in addition to the £sct that
they belicve $0 an oxternal worlds Hhether i€ is o thing or @
fact of an cvent that ie given io our experience, it does not
matter, This we huve siready pointed out iu the £irpt part of
ouf introductions U8 need not clarlfy this poiunt furthes Leyond
geg the ®cashevalue”
of their hypothesis (either in the rea).&sm’ﬁ case o in

the copizicist's cace 16 ©o be found in their espiricelly
obgervablo m%quencsén.?’ {my italics) ., Therefore, the only

mentioning after Hospexs thet Jn Rotk

sufficient ground of experience is that it 4o sensible as
Prof, C.lizKBundle has aloe stressad,

mmpirvicisn hees beoen shaped and peshaped amidet many
changes, Sometimes renovations in empdricisn have divested
enniricism of its true charccter and sumetinmes enpiricism was
brought to a logicsl conclusion which mssns nothing but
formalisation. In the heyedsy of Britich empigicisn the
$llustrious hocke, Bezkeley end Mune hal wed experience to
reach a kind of ceztaintys %he traditionsl orientation of
experience iz that it 1o velid certain and iz the only source

Indian Rmrd.m:. De555¢
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@f ¥nowledie, 2his 16 egually true of other ompirical philosophers
too when they take up experiences He have no objection to using
experience An this ordinory way. OSzperience was taken by thes to
mess the objective chagacter of thoughte Frankly spesking they
hed emg;naaize& tho ohjective side of experience. nd, therefore,
meaning wag wsed in the zenpe of diract th of experienced
objects. Moaning 18 Testricted to what we experience, Zhey
wantad to make meaning a 4irect lﬁmﬁ; of mxperience, Lven, Lotke
for oxenlie, imﬁmtew raioed the question of the valld reference
of fionesonoikle ideas to experience, Derkeley and Huwe also claim
o have shared this vieu of Locke, Thet is why, Porkeley adwanced
a ozep further and outricht elinmindted the univoszeal, He festricted
thought or Ades to vhat ue perceive, Shus avening for him is
objoctive thought,

Fhat 1o why, Locke, Deckeley ond Hume txy to solve the
problen of mesning in an aapirical feshion auphasising the cognitive
charscter of our experience and thus the objectivity of thought hes
besn emchasized in end thrsugh experience., Uu, cessiing do
charasterised by the determinandum - only what 48 presented as
thoughtse #As empiricists thoy are of the cbjective view. TFherefore
experience 18 objective. %he objective chéracter of experience has
beon dnitislly shared by Schilick and Russells

Lot ws ses now, how Locke uwes eperience. Locks, an
eapiricist, commdtting himsel€ to arporience belisves in the
corfesponcence theory of truth end, therefore, the determninagion
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o£ truth 4n an ampificel way is present ia Locke's philosophy.
A8 a realist and & an empiricist, he believes in the corespondence, -
In swport of this statament, ve con confidently say that according
to Locke, o O'Connor maintains, our expergience consists in &

pagies of particulay events. In other words, locke by experience
neans experionce of this thing or that thing. All existences are
@M%M&g socoeding o hime ¥et o deteruing meaning and txuth

in en epiricsl way L5 & problem to philosophers, 1€ cne trles

to deternine tho ares of experience ohjectively, #And the empiricists
have all been victims to this obscube trsatnent of experience, Gur
neaning-citustion is hardly secure 1 one attenpts at eplaining
things s placee-ncsal tma ent OF nowlobgae Heaning, It is true
indeed, in any empivical philosophy and in the apmtmm criterion

of meaniag, 1& deternined by cuperience and yot one fesls diffident
to determine meaning if one uses experience in @ particular way,
ayer puogests that 1€ the principle of verification 4o to be
sericusly considered, it should be interpreted in such o way &8

to adnit statements that are not strongly verifiable, Sherefores
Ayer says that experience construed in a particular way cannot

give ue a notion of Universality. Had this boen the case, then,
exmx'&aneé Coulé not hove hoen used o inciuds the wider significance
of universal statements, amﬂ generality and tmt’h 28 gbjective
cormunicableo factors in knowledge.s Yot we know very Clearly

that truth to becone o vhole coneept end, therofire, o becone an
objective commmnicable tmﬁu mist be intore-subjectively experienced,
&2 thot Roth the hearer and the mﬁ&ﬁw must have the caoe idea of
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truth on o comunicavle level of knowledges “he purnose of
coomwdcaidon o uot cuboomved 14 esmnmication i made oa en
ohjoctive Bovel {deee 1o produce arkiculnte couwnde oalyd, as
Loghe Cotoe Veb, comumication bocomes acotusily dojective if the
zontent or sunjocterstiter of cammunicaticn i Antepestnjoctively

recognizeds

Sherefores, Locke wanted 0 waive the pratlon of
aspericnce oud of meaning Ly wing ideéas ik a goneal way. He
says, i1ccas Tesome goneral by conworning then with coztain signs
used in @ general way, “hwue he wonted o free himzelé fgon the
problem af oxperdence uvsed in an objectivo waye Dut the difficulty
dles in Locke's wse Of the word 4dea in @ cecund sense. LoCKke
£iget, reatricted the we of idea to what wo perceive. barkeliey
Al Hume alsy used 1cea in the cang scnste Lut unlike Locihe they
Gi¢ not une iéea in the octond aense 4.8 in tho conse of
abotract idoase ZThus, idoas have tholr doude role in Locke's
philosophy. But on a chommer view it can be found that Locke's
ddene are not the 1deas of esgerience. it iu, thorefore, wnecessary
o gocount €02 these abotract idedse “hus Adeas which afe not
ultimateldy degivable £rom expericnce are Genied any (ensrel
cignificanca, Yet, Bocke 15 1led €0 ¢ concortion of idess uhiich
io totally intellectusl in nature, Locke cslls these f0eas ‘
poneccnodbic, Of coursg wo o not ohoze with this view of Locke.
Prepably ocke could ot invaa*zigaﬁc inteo tho proser aroa and

detemine €ho proper neandng of crperiences Shat locke e
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foelincd o trest experience conprehensively is undeniable, Yet
his analycis of experienco coold not getain the opirit of a true
enpirical philosophy. Locke's philesoohy being developed, At is
sevealed, has dbecome 8 conglomeraticn of both the exporientihl
thesis and the theoty of fdeos. Thorefore Locke calls ideas
sometines *intemal conceptions®, -?lﬂ? the ddcas are in the aind
thoy afe far fram being empirical, Sne should think that Locke
hag slipped suay Em experience in both €w cennese His ideas
aze logicsdly &nd Antolloctually asbstracted ip end f£rom experlenco,
Thus idess in the loter Jdevelopment of his mﬂow;:«hy leced to
obatraction. Ue could have m ohjection 3¢ the wiversal had

boen considered as a praduct of experiential findinge which could
be termed interesubjeative expeoriences, Therefora on a subsejzuent
oceasion wo £4nd that the wniversal s ho work of ndividual
wnindse, Uodefn realists &: not £ind favour wvith this view of the
m&vamﬂ. What we are scguasinted with are only sensory qualitics
in posticuliar. Ioncke gopaiw of mtxﬁctm but not of a gmoral
significance of w&zaé. | tﬁuﬁ he sponks of the general use and
therefors, the @;m@rﬂ sicaificance of Ldo8s which are made pascivle
only through the general use of languoge, Suf idsas beoome general
by hamg asgoiated with cegtaln sions for thelr comumication.
fiere his sranslotica theory of meaning 1o in evidence. %<0 sprak
oere explicitly, lockoe opesks of limgulzcic commumication, s i€
the worde themmalves stand for Adens, ef:s, secondly, according to
&Mﬁz@ coemuication aeans the commmication of intogenetsonal

nofoes, Thus his second phase of ccomumication is chivt un within
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the language schemn of communication. 4o he switches cver £rom
axperience to langusges, Here on® might hdve chown sone sozt of

af finity with the Gittoemsteinian view of the world 0f caperience
which hardly means the *state of things's ¥ot we afe not
comaitted to @ loghcal interpretation of exposiences Our propes
objsct 43 to disclose meaninges 1o the light of exserience alone,
Furthemozre, we are led to show s historlical Ssvelogment Loom

tho traditional to the modern trend of smpiricism. ilistorically
ooeakdng, we are o show 8 lick betussn the ted trenda of
aapiricisme Umly 4in modern temminoloegy, ve can sty that even
though the roeent ermiricists soeek o structurel coryinication,
e g0 not spesk of linpuistigfetructurel comwmicstdons In the
enizstonic cgiterion of msaning our cain pusilan 4o With erpelicnce,
Ho obvlously know oot language DUl uecicnCae U Oaly we nocd
oouasdeation

iz objective in both the senses, Loth bicie wid iluse were obvidusly

mention that in locke as weld as in Rorkoloy and Lug

demying corrmmication in ihe cense of interegerceptusl cormunices
tion ol L0Gmas, Suld 0ot of our experisuces, alwhouih sudjective, are
intersperseaally canmmicated, oulerwise, a gaiceral denand for
knowladoge 85 not possibles <o what & wo coommicate 7 Lo e
conmumnicate only language oF only & structure wdnus scoetiwdng

given in cur experience ¢ In the eplotunie opiterion O noining
erxneczience, meaning, truth and coomunicadicn are releted probilens.
if exnvrionce be the DAsis of meaning end truth, it i Jsfinicely
supe thet both woaning end teuth age nade the mesniny end Lyuth

of thic of that aad thoe prognootic vioew oI chemunication ig that
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it o mmﬁzﬁuxﬁa}. e are noty, of é::wxsc. harping uwwon a new
explanation o€ the philoesophics of the traditicned avr:ﬁ.ncmm,
but in any casd & aow and logical conclusion following foom
cuperlance although unduly followed, hos boen a *must's But the
problen iz that whok we €lain ¢o hwve communicated the object of
knowledie in (eneral, o DO longer accest thoe visw Whct we know
ondly structure, bDut stoucture connot of iwwelf give us any
faewledgo ok content which is nothing but mattere L0 & stiucture
0 have iy content, must précupzucd odue pheasnoanad.: whieh ere
coniricals gonerasls porvchological nd 2 priosd o Lactors, oy
structure ust jubibit all theois £octorse Otructure cannot of
1enalf eonocltute lmoulodge. So o e coquel, we 2hall dovite
#he view thot intesuibjectivity 15 pot & problem for us but, on
tho other hondg due €0 our subjective eOsrienceg Tur Xovied;de
uﬂyat&z acthually wokes owr nswledge cbjective, equally accentable

and comanicables
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