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Spirituality in Education: Indian Perspective 

V.Prabhu &  Bharat Konwar 

Abstract: 

Formal educational curriculum as practiced in schools in India, is oriented towards making the 

children as a knowledgeable person (Eapen, 2007). As Bull suggests, the school education is 

designed in such a way that ultimately helps the kids to realize one or the other principles of 

education - personal liberty, democracy, equality of opportunity and economic growth (Bull, 

2008). There is hardly any attempt to impart elements of spirituality to the children in a formal 

setup. In this paper we highlight the importance of spiritual education essentially from the 

Indian perspective and corroborated from the current literature from the western perspective. 

Through this engagement, we like to argue that spiritual education needs to be imparted through 

formal education system.  

Keywords: spirituality, formal education, curriculum, 

Spirituality is considered as an important element of human life in promoting internal peace and social 

harmony. Many a thinkers, spiritual practitioners have emphasized the need of spiritual orientation 

amongst the humans because it leads to a harmonious life by giving people a meaning to their own 

existence and their existence in a society (Roger & Dantley, 2001). The present educational system in 

India is becoming mechanistic and concerned more with the machineries that can transmit the 

structures, contents and processes of knowledge rather than creating ideological situation that respect 

the cultural, religious and spiritual heritage of India. The purpose of education in ancient India was to 

attain three supreme values of life- Truth, Goodness and Beauty. These are like guiding lights of human 

life and can be achieved through spiritual and moral knowledge (Venkataiah, 2007). 

It is not only the classical understanding of education, but even the contemporary Indian thinkers like 

Tagore, Gandhi, Vivekananda, Aurobindo are talking about the importance of spirituality in human 

life. For these thinkers spirituality is an aspect of human life. Without spiritual knowledge human being 

cannot attain the highest goal. Rabindranath Tagore understands spirituality in terms of people‘s 

harmony in feeling and action with all other creatures of the world. Science gives us knowledge and 

power, spirituality gives us joy which is the result of union with other. Highest goal in the life can be 

achieved through the harmonious relationship with other things. Mere intellectual knowledge cannot 

help people in achieving this end. Spirituality is necessary in maintaining a harmonious relationship 

among people. Spirituality gives perfectness to the human character. It helps to realize the inseparable 

relationship among the creatures in the world and leads to a peaceful living through harmony. There is 

an eternal spirit among all creatures and if people realize this truth then he can live peacefully and 

harmoniously in the world. He writes, ―When he meets the eternal spirit in all objects, then is he 
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emancipated, for then he discovers the fullest significance of the world into which he is born; then he 

finds himself in perfect truth, and his harmony with the all is established‖ (Tagore, 1923, p. 9). 

 Mahatma Gandhi claims that the development of mental, physical and spiritual wellbeing is the end of 

human life. But, the spiritual development is more important than other two because it leads people 

towards perfection. Spirituality helps in developing a harmonious relationship among the people in 

society.  Spiritual relationship among the people is far more precious than any other relationship 

because any relationship among the people where spirituality is absent is like a body without soul.  

Spirituality helps people to perform selfless action. In spirituality there is no room for self-praise. 

Gandhi claims that spirituality can be developed only through the exercise of spirit. For that people 

need to build a character that enable to work towards knowledge of God and self realization. Gandhi‘s 

concept of spirituality is based on religion. For him temples were like spiritual hospitals and all sinful 

people have first right to be ministered. Spiritual training is much more difficult than the physical 

training (Gandhi, 1948). 

Spirituality plays an important role in the writings of Swami  ivekananda. He divided people‘s life 

into two aspects- physical and spiritual. Spiritual aspect is higher than physical aspect. Spirituality is 

the true basis of all our activities in life. He said that it is a good activity if we help people physically, 

but it can remove his wants for a moment because physical needs arise repeatedly. It is possible to 

remove people‘s wants forever and if we help people to remove his needs forever then it will be a 

greatest help for him. Spiritual knowledge is the only mean through which people can destroy their 

miseries and remove needs forever. So helping man spiritually is the greatest help that given to him. A 

spiritually strong person can be strong in every aspects of life. Until there is spiritual strength in man, 

physical need cannot satisfy. He claims that selfless action or the devotion to duty helps people in 

spiritual development. He said that the world is a ground of moral gymnasium wherein we have all to 

take exercise to become stronger and stronger spiritually (Vivekananda, 1915). 

Aurobindo claims that people have the potentiality develop their qualities like intellectual, aesthetic, 

emotional, moral, spiritual etc. But, spiritual development is more important than any other 

development because to reach the spiritual consciousness and the Divine is the ultimate goal of human 

being. Spirituality guides people towards the perfection. But to achieve the spirituality is not an easy 

task. Only full lighted liberated souls can achieve this goal.  

Take up into itself man’s rationalism, aestheticism, ethicism, vitalism, corporeality, his 

aspiration towards knowledge, his attention towards beauty, his need for love, his urge towards 

perfection, his demands for power, and fullness of life and being, a spirituality that would 

reveal to these ill-accorded forces their divine sense and the conditions of their godhead, 

reconcile them all to each other, illumine to the vision of each the way which they now tread in 
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half-lights and shadow, in blindness or with a deflected sight, is a power which even man’s too 

self-sufficient reason can accept as sovereign and to see in its own supreme light, its own 

infinite source (Aurobindo, 1949, p. 182). 

Contemporary and current literature from the west is also supporting the merits of spirituality in human 

life. Spirituality, in common sense, is understood in terms of consciousness which is distinguished from 

purely physical and includes anything that has an influence over soul and spirit of people (Berryman, 

1997). It is a process of growing the intrinsic human capacity that motivates people to search for 

meaning, purpose, contribution and connectedness of life  (King & Benson, 2006). David Carr defines 

spirituality as a form of experience or understanding that has to do with transcendent.  Through 

spirituality people can acquire certain ideals or goals. Spirituality can be achieved in the pursuit of 

transcendent truths beyond material truths. 

Spirituality is a function of appreciation or reflection upon ideals or goals which are both apt 

for positive moral evaluation and concerned with those aspects of human experiences which 

attempt to reach beyond the mundane and the material towards what is transcendent and 

eternal (Carr, 1995, p. 90). 

But concern of transcendence is only one aspect of the general business of spirituality and it is 

secondary to the defining features of spirituality. In current literature spirituality is defined in terms of 

relationality. In relational interpretation, spirituality is considered as a personal empowerment of 

human being that leads to the personal and collective relationship with other (Wane & Ritskes, 2011). 

In relational interpretations of spirituality transcendental aspect is also included as an important aspect 

(de Souza, 2012). It is a realm of common experience centering on our shared nature as human 

(Radford, 2006). Peter Wong Sin On defined spirituality in terms of people relationship to the other 

things in the world and its connection to the higher being and finally it leads to the internal peace. 

 The motivational and emotional source of an individual’s quest for a personally defined 

relationship with people and non human environment; for same, it includes a connectedness 

with a higher being leading to enhanced feelings of well-being, inner peace, and life 

satisfaction (Wong, 2010, p. 211). 

Andrew Wright also defines spirituality in terms of individual‘s relationship with the other people 

within the community through an appropriate manner. 

Spirituality is the relationship of the individual, within community and tradition, to that 

which is- or is perceived to be – of ultimate concern, ultimate value and ultimate truth, as 

appropriated through an informed, sensitive and reflective striving for spiritual wisdom 

(Wright, 2000, p. 104). 
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On the basis of current literature on spirituality, Micheline Wyn Moriarty has presented a model of four 

dimensions of spirituality. This model includes- consciousness, relationality, identity and roadmap. 

Consciousness refers to the sensitivity to mystery and response to the awe and wonder in both 

immanent and transcendental world. Relatioanlity refers to our heightened spiritual experiences of 

people derived from the relationship with other living and nonliving being as well as the transcendent. 

Identity refers people‘s self-image and self-concept. Values and aspirations that provide vision in 

human life are the roadmap (Moriarty, 2011). 

Spirituality can be considered as a way through which people can maintain harmonious relationship 

among themselves (Hay & Nye, 2006). It helps people to search the meaning, identity and purpose of 

life. It also helps people to form their own belief system (Yocum, 2014). It is the aspect of human life 

that helps to integrate various other aspects, like, physical, cognitive, emotional, social, moral etc. 

(Roehlkepartain, Benson, Ebstyne, & Wagener, 2006). It helps people in their self realization and gives 

sensitive feelings to the art and nature and helps people to treat other people with awareness and 

respect (Hay, 1997). The vision of human being that comes from the spirituality leads to a healthy 

living through co-existence  (Sheldrake, 2007). Martin de Souza says that spirituality is an innate 

human trait that reflects the relationship with God and helps to live with relational awareness with other 

creatures, and leads to a harmonious living with nature (de Souza, 2012). 

Though the importance of spirituality in human life is stressed by many thinkers, it is yet to see the 

light in terms of imparting it in a formal educational setup. State‘s concern with spirituality in school 

education is yet to gain prominence. It is not only that thinkers‘ have felt the importance of spirituality 

in one‘s life, but it is also the case that many thinkers have felt the need and talked about the 

importance of imparting spiritual curriculum in school. But the state‘s concern with school education is 

primarily on the four important principles of social justice for education based on four widely held 

public purposes of education- personal liberty, democracy, equality of opportunity and economic 

growth (Bull, 2008). But there is hardly any engagement from the state in terms of spiritual education 

in schools. 

We are belonging to a sharing world. In many aspects we are interdependent to one another. Therefore 

a sense of mutual understanding among the people is important. In the present day society, people have 

become more materialistic and making of money in life and having material development is become 

the aim of life. But, along with these material aspects, pursuing of spiritual happiness is also an 

important aspect of human life. Only a sense of spiritual awareness can help to achieve this end. 

Therefore a systematic study of the nature on spirituality and its implementation in school curriculum is 

therefore become a definite need in present time (Halstead, 1994). Along with the outer life, through 

integrating, thinking, perceiving, feeling creativity and intuiting, spirituality nurtures the inner heart, 
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mind and soul also (de Souza, 2005). Spiritual education helps children in development of their inner 

worlds towards proper directions of life that leads to peace, joy, wisdom, empathy, and compassion 

through connectedness (Taplin, 2014). It helps students to develop a comprehensive understanding of 

moral consciousness and cooperation among people (Adams, Hyde, & Woolley, 2008). Spiritual 

education is helpful and should be imparted in school curriculum because it gives children a sense of 

meaning and purpose of life. It brings forward a sense of security and stability by virtue of creating a 

better and more enduring adjustment to real life circumstances (Semetsky, 2009). 

Spiritual education is important to live harmoniously in the world by reflecting own nature and 

recognizing inseparable relation with others. Radfoed writes, 

Spiritual education, it might be argued, is central in our understanding of the nature of 

human self consciousness, our ability to reflect on our own being, our behavior, and our lives 

in context of the lives of others and in relation to the larger environment which we find 

ourselves a part (Radford, 2007). 

Motha Jennifer claims that spiritual education should be imparted to the children because it will help 

the future generation in the world. It helps to have an organic total integration among individuals 

regardless of race, gender, culture or religion. Along with cognitive knowledge, spiritual knowledge is 

also important to achieve the highest goal (Jennifer, 2011). 

Importance on spiritual development should be given during the childhood, because early experience of 

one‘s spirituality provide the foundation for the more advanced phases of spiritual development that 

follow in later years (Wong, 2010). Mustakova Possardt also claims that spiritual education especially 

needed to impart in primary and middle schools because in this period children are in a phase of pre-

critical consciousness. For him, without development of spiritual aspects of people, education cannot 

fulfill its responsibility to human potential. 

Until education focuses on the cultivation of character and development of moral sense of 

identity and moral imperative, until it begins with purposefully emphasize models of 

authentic moral authority and foster moral responsibility and agency, until it makes central 

the cultivation of expanding levels of empathy, progressively embracing the human race and 

until it is willing to entertain an explicit spiritual conversation about truth and meaning of 

life, it cannot really fulfill its responsibility to human potential (Possardt, 2004, p. 266). 

Martin Ashley says that spirituality helps us to live a harmonious life with other things. He used the 

term spirituality in a broad sense which is prior to morality and beyond religion. 

The spiritually developed person is able to perceive meaning and purpose in life, as well as a 

mission or sense of purposeful vocation. He or she feels that all life is sacred and experiences 
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feeling of wonder and awe which allow the perception of life as ‘holy’ (whether or not this is 

conceived in a religious sense) (Ashley, 2000, p. 141). 

Fisher has mentioned that spirituality helps people in four interrelated domains of life- intra-personal 

domain, inter-personal domain, environmental domain and global domain. In intra-personal domain 

spirituality helps people in searching meaning, purpose and values of life within themselves and helps 

people to create self awareness and identity. In inter-personal domain spirituality helps people to relate 

the quality and depth of their inter-personal relationship among people in terms of morality, culture and 

religion and helps people to live harmoniously in society. Environmental domain connected to the 

people‘s feeling of wonder and awe and attitude towards the care and nurture of the nature. And in this 

domain spirituality helps to develop the notion of unity with the environment. Global domain includes 

relationship of people‘s self with cosmic force, transcendent reality or God and in this domain 

spirituality helps to leads to the faith towards the mystery of universe (Fisher, 1999). 

In the Indian scenario as well, it is not only that thinkers have shown the importance and need for 

spirituality in human life, but also the need for spiritual education, even some of the education 

committees have stressed and recommended the need for spiritual education. Education commissions 

of different times have recommended the imparting of moral and spiritual instructions to children. The 

Central Advisory Board of Education (1943-46) recommended that it is the responsibility of home and 

community to provide spiritual and moral instruction to the young to building up their character 

(Venkataiah, 2007). The University Education Commission also recommended that spiritual instruction 

should be available to all levels of education including university. The authentic spiritual insight helps 

people to increase the integration in personal life, heightened power and universal love 

(Radhakrishnan, et al., 1962). The Indian Education Commission (1964-66) has also recommended the 

instruction on moral, social and spiritual values to children in all levels of study, ―The Central and State 

Government should adopt measures to introduced education in moral, social and spiritual values in all 

institutions under their direct control‖ (Kothari, 1966, p. 28). In 1972, National Council of Educational 

Research and Training recommended that the curriculum should relate to the cultivation of moral and 

social values to develop the character of children (Venkataiah, 2007). Though the importance of 

imparting spiritual and moral education in school is often stressed and discussed by different 

commissions and thinkers, it is seldom practiced in terms of modern secular type formal educational 

curriculum. 

In spite of this overarching acceptance for spiritual education, it is yet to be implemented in a formal 

manner. P.C. Eapen opines that the serious inadequacy in present system of education in India is the 

absence of systematic instruction of social, moral and spiritual values (Eapen, 2007). We argue 
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therefore that given the merits of spirituality, there is the need for spiritual education, which will help 

the present children in terms of realizing their true potential through education.   
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Indian Perspective of Ecology 

Anu Khanna 

Abstract 

Concept of ecology has become hot and passionate subject in recent times so much so it has been 

introduced as a subject of study in many streams. The need of this has been felt due to alarming 

situation of our eco-system. There is flood of literature, both scientific-scholarly and popular 

fashionable. Most of these works on ecology express deep concern and alarm about the irreparable 

damages that are being meted out to the environment and warn that if things do not change for better, 

that if man does not take care of this planet now, one day life on it will be miserable and eventually 

impossible. The concern for ecology can also be traced back in all world religions. In this paper I have 

tried to find out how different religion have taken this deep concern and how they can influence the 

people and show them the right path to live in harmony with the nature. 

Keywords:  dharma, karma, ahimsa, interdependence. 

The scientific and dictionary meaning of ecology is study of the interaction between organism and their 

environment. The term ecology is derived from the two Greek words ‗Okios‘ means home and ‗logos‘ 

means understanding. Ecological questions are related with biology, evolution, philosophy as well as 

those from other sciences such as chemistry, physics and geology. More generally is related to 

philosophy and its diversified branches such as eco-spirituality, eco-theology, and eco-ethics. Ecology 

concerns itself with the interrelationship of living organism, plants, animals, and their environment. 

The environment infact is composed of all physical biological and cultural elements. It is sum total of 

conditions which surround man at given space and time. The physical elements including space land 

forms, water bodies, climate, soil, mineral, rocket whereas biosphere is constituted of plants, animals, 

micro-organism and man, the cultural elements are man-made features which constitute the cultural 

environment. 

Man is infiuenced by the environment and environment has also deep impact on man. So the 

relationship between  man and environment is twofold. Man has modified the environment by his 

growing capacity to do so. Man-environment relationship may be able to provide clue to one of basic 

framework within which a scholar can look at world. Looking into this relationship one can search for 

more challenging answers cause and effect. 

In modern times, ecology has become a very hot and passionate subject. It is so because our 

environment is facing irreparable damage at alarming rate. It is warning for human race that if the 
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things will not change for better, the life on earth will be miserable and eventually even impossible. So 

the study of ecology has a deep genuine concern.   

This concern for ecology is not new but it has deep roots in past. All the world religion has shown deep 

concern for ecology. Religion has sacred duty and responsibility to reform the physical and spiritual 

wellbeing of human. 

In the Indian philosophical thought, the concept of ecology is related with dharma and it is called 

dharmic ecology. There is no doubt that Indian religion in ancient and medieval times has provided a 

system of moral guidance for environmental preservation and conservation. Environmental ethics as 

propounded by seers was practiced not only by common people but also by rulers and kings.  

According to Hindu scripture, everything in this universe is made up of five elements and these 

ingredients of the world also support the life on earth. The life on earth depends upon the purity and 

balance of the five elements that surround us, they have to be kept pure and in balance, for this some 

rituals, ceremonies are conducted such as yajans to purify the environment and atmosphere. 

The subject of ecology is also related with theory of karma. A definition of law of karma is that each 

act, willfully performed leaves consequences in its wake. These consequences are called karam-phalla. 

The karam-phallas are not felt immediately, but they are always with karmas. This theory of karma is 

directly related with ecology. Environmental pollution is one example of karma of those people who 

thought they could continue polluting the environment without realizing the consequences of their 

actions for future generation. All actions are interrelated with and interconnected to what eventually 

happen in this world. Although we may not face the consequences individually, someone is going to 

burdened by or benefited from our action. It is in this context that concepts of dharma and karma 

become meaningful. 

In Sikhism also the concept of ecology has been dealt with great importance. The Sikh view is that 

spirit and matter are not antagonistic. Guru Nanak declared that spirit is only reality and matter is only 

a form of spirit. The chasm between the material and the spiritual is in minds of humans only. It is 

limitation of the human condition that spirit and matter appear as duality and their unity is not self-

evident. The material universe is God‘s creation. Its origin was in God and it operates within God‘s 

Hukam. It is clearly expressed in ( SGGS,P.143-144).   

Neither angels, nor demons, nor men 

Nor Siddhas, nor seekers on the earth (will remain) 

The lord alone is, no other save Him is there, O none; 



http://lokayatajourrnal.webs.com 

 15 

He alone is ; yea, He the one 

Moreover it is also expressed as that ever thing is in Him and He is every thing 

A bird has nothing to call his own 

(But), the water and the trees (all over) are his: 

God, the only Giver gives; 

(For), He alone; yea, He alone is 

In Sikh belief, a concern for environment is part of an integrated approach to life and nature. As all 

creation has the same origin and end, humans must have consciousness of their place in creation and 

relationship with the rest of creation. Humans should conduct through life with love, compassion and 

justice. Becoming one and being in harmony with god implies that humans endeavor to live in harmony 

with all of God‘s creation. The Gurus taught humans to be aware of the respect and dignity of all life, 

whether humans or not. Such a respect for life can fostered where one can first can recognize the divine 

spark within oneself, see in others, cherish it , nurture it and fulfill it. 

Jaina religious belief in ahimsa or non-violence is the need of hour to protect life and environment. A 

proper understanding of the principle of ahimsa and its honest practice by humans can immensely 

ameliorate the health of environment. Ahimsa, for Jaina, is not just a social virtue and a religious rule; 

it is the very criterion norm of spirituality and religiosity. This can be summarized briefly in the words 

of Jina: The living world is afflicted, miserable, difficult to instruct and without discrimination. In this 

world full of pain and suffering by their different acts, see the benighted one cause great pain.  It is this 

awareness of the pain and suffering in living beings that gives meaning to non-violence, the supreme 

code of Jain‘s life. It is clearly written in Acaranga Sutra 1.2.3. ―That All living being love (own) life; 

desire (carve for) pleasure, and are averse to pain; they dislike injury to themselves; everybody is 

desirous of life, and to every living being, his own life is dear‖. So everyone should know and realize 

this that by hurting any living  being one harm one‘s soul and will again and again be born as one of 

them. Jinas declared all those born from earth, water, wind, grass, trees, and corn; mobile beings as 

living. So jaina monks are instructed to lead a life of full control over walking, travelling and even 

speaking. Even they cover their mouth and which prevents them from injuring the bacteria in air by 

inhaling them. They walk barefooted when most needed or only for religious purpose so that they 

should not harm the insects or ants under their feet. Even before answering the call of nature they 

scrutinize the place. Jaina monastic jurisprudence is an inspiring model of an alternate life-style worth 

following though it is full of hardships. It is based on right attitude to life, self control carefulness free 
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of passion which is need of the hour.  This type of life-style is required to save our mother earth from 

pollution degradation and other ecological problems.  

Like jaina and Sikh thought Vedanta the old Hindu thought also believes in unity in diversity.  Hindu 

scriptures speaks that man is not a supernatural being incarnated on this earth to conquer, dominate or 

to exploit it, but as an integral part of this planet and is intimately related to all the beings of this earth 

in an unbreakable and inseparable existential bond and moving towards a common destiny. Any 

misdeed done to living or non-living being in this world has to be paid in the same form in this birth or 

in next birth. This is the law of karma which is the backbone of Hinduism. So while dealing with others 

one is to be very careful in the present life. An example will illustrate how careful the Vedic man was 

in a ritual of cutting a tree for making a sacrificial post. He places a blade of grass on the spot where 

the axe falls and this blade of grass is invoked to protect the tree and take upon itself the pain of tree. 

The axe with which the tree is cut is commanded not to inflict injury on tree. The tree is praised as a 

beautiful creation and life giver, and the woodcutter begs pardon of the tree for the sin he is 

committing. The tree is also prayed not to hurt the sky by its upper part when it falls down, not to hurt 

the mid space by middle part and not to hurt the earth when it lies down. 

In Hindu religion even all Gods or deities are associated with some or other kind of life force like 

animals, mountains, rivers or trees etc. There are innumerable stories to narrate how these entities are 

protected by their presiding gods and goddess. Any cruelty or savagery done to the material world, 

therefore, is also seen as dishonor and ignominy meted out to god. Above this even main trend in 

Indian thought is this that whole perceptible world is mere manifestation of one and only one Brahman. 

In other words Brahman writ large is world. So any discomfort or harm to any part will affect the 

whole body. Unless and until every member of this body, every life, including the life of animals, 

plants and trees, is happy, my own happiness is incomplete. Differences are perceived due to ignorance 

of this identity of all beings. With knowledge this ignorance can be removed. This sense of unity of life 

is also a powerful reason and stimulus to see in all beings one‘s own self and view and respect all 

beings equally. 

Budhism stems from the teaching of Siddhartha Gautum, who lived in India during the sixth century 

B.C. core moral values in Budhism  are to be found in the following precepts: 

Abstaining from killing living creatures, 

Abstaining from stealing, 

Abstaining from lying 
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Abstaining from intoxicants. 

 These values are the basic requirement for the living of good life and the establishment of good 

community. Some of these are relevant to conservationist ethic. The respect for life and property, the 

rejection of hedonistic life styles and notion of truthfulness emphasizing consistency in thought and 

action are all ethical premises relevant for the development of environmental ethics. . All creatures are 

co-existent. The Budhist precept concerning abstention from killing living creatures focuses attention 

on the ethical premise concerning the value of life. The Budha asked people to abstain from destroying 

the life of human beings and animals and also condemned the infliction of suffering and pain on living 

creatures. He was also critical of the pleasure of hunting. The kings were expected to provide protected 

territory not only for human beings but also for beasts of forests and birds of air. All this shows great 

sympathy for living creatures.  

The very principle of pratityasamutpada enunciated by Budha  means that all living beings are 

interdependent on each other Moreover this principle of Dependent Origination provides us the way to 

look at ecological problem by the way of cause and effect and further it suggests the way to end the 

problem from its origin. The four noble truths and eight fold path given by Budha is the simplest and 

best way to tackle the environmental problem of today. 

The concern and interest for ecology is not new but it had always been a basic element and keynote of 

all religions. Infact , a deep concern for ecology is one of the leitmotifs of all religions. Look into the 

sacred scriptures of these religions, into the teaching of the founders and early prophets, sages and 

gurus: they all unequivocally admonish people to love and respect the environment and maintain a 

friendly and caring relation with nature. But alas! Today ‗man is using the resources given by mother 

earth mercilessly in the name of development and industrialization. If man will not retreat his footsteps 

and follow the path given and taught by religion then nothing can stop the coming catastrophe in the 

form of natural disasters. So the need of hour is to live in the harmony with co-sharer of this beautiful 

abode given to us by our ancestors and hand over this to next generation intact and undamaged. It is 

rightly said by Ian Somerhalder 

―The environment is in us, not outside of us. The trees are our lungs, the rivers our bloodstream. We all 

are interconnected, and what you do to environment, ultimately you do to yourself.‖ 
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Descartes on the Problem of Other Minds 

Kailashkanta Naik 

Abstract 

This article discusses how the problem of other minds originated from Descartes‘ mind-body dualism 

as well as from empiricist‘s point of view. My primary focus is to explore Descartes‘ writing to find 

out whether he discusses the problem of other minds. It is ultimately found that he was never explicit in 

discussing about the problem of other minds. For him solving the problem of the external world was 

much more important than this problem. However, at the end we go a step further to show how 

Descartes would have solved the problem of other minds and come to the conclusion that there is no 

problem of other minds. Besides this Descartes also proved that infants have minds while animals and 

machines don‘t. 

Key Words: Descartes, mind-body dualism, problem of other minds. 

 

Introduction: 

There are many historically important conceptions of which two important conceptions seem to be very 

much relevant to the problem of other minds. One has been understood from the Cartesian tradition, 

while the other has been considered from the empiricists‘ account. According to the Cartesians, I am 

composed of two independent substances, a body and a mind or soul. All of my physical characters like 

my shape, size and so on are different features that describe my body, and my mental features like my 

sensations, feelings, and different emotions, etc. belong to my mind. Since, my body and mind are 

independent substances and belong to me, therefore, they are logically non-transferable. Hence, myself 

is composed of two distinct substances, and their modifications belong to me, it can‘t, therefore, be 

shared by any other being other than myself. 

Secondly, from the empiricist‘s standpoint, we find that I am fundamentally a material body which is 

causally associated with my thoughts, sensations, images, and so on. My physical attributes strictly 

belong to my body, that is, they are the characteristics of my body; but my sensations, feelings and so 

forth, are not physical. They are, instead contingently associated with certain parts of my body. For 

instance, a sensation of pain may be causally associated with my burned hand. That is, in other words, 

my physical attributes belong to my body in the sense that they define its structure and material make 

up; but my experiences form only a loosely unified class that is intimately associated with my body.  
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In other words, from the empiricists‘ point of view, the problem of other minds is described in the 

following manner: let us suppose that a given experience belongs to an individual is to say that it is 

causally associated with the body of that individual. That means every individual has a distinct body 

with distinct experiences. For example, whenever someone experiences the pain she/he cries or laughs 

when someone cracks a joke. Since this body is of a particular individual, he experiences pleasure or 

pain that is causally associated with his body. For example, the expression ‗pain,‘ which is applied to a 

certain individual‘s experiences, can also be meaningfully applied to the experiences of some other 

body called ‗Jones.‘ And for this reason, the idea that an individual‘s experiences and the experiences 

of Jones‘s might occasionally have the same kind of experiences, is perfectly intelligible. Since, the 

individual‘s experiences are causally associated with the body, a question may arise; how do I know 

that anybody other than me has the similar experience?  In this manner, the problem of other minds has 

been raised by the empiricists.  

From one perspective we can say that these are the two ways the problem of other minds originated 

from the historical perspective leaving aside the concept of solipsism. In the following we will see in 

detail how Descartes‘ mind-body dualism led to the problem of other minds from and later it was made 

explicit by Gerauld de Cordemoy. But our primary focus will be to analyse extensively Descartes‘ 

writings and find out whether Descartes was interested in this problem and considered it as a unique 

problem that philosophers needed to discuss. In my view Descartes never considered this problem to be 

a special one. 

1.  Descartes and the Problem of Other Minds: 

It was at the end of the seventeenth century and the beginning of the early eighteenth century that 

philosophers thought the problem of other minds as a major piece of the philosophical problem and felt 

the necessity to solve it. No one can doubt that the problem originated on account of Descartes‘ mind-

body dualism as we mentioned above but it was in the twentieth-century philosophers who started 

reconsidering this as an important problem.  

Thus, from the historical point of view, the problem of other minds began with Descartes, and on 

account of this, he is identified as the source of all problems related to mind-body dualism. In fact, 

Descartes never considered the problem of other minds as a major piece of the philosophical dispute 

and nowhere in his writings have we found any explicit explanation regarding the problem of other 

minds. Nonetheless, it is important to know how Descartes offered proofs for the existence of the 

external world which was his primary concern. The proofs for the external world can enable us to have 

knowledge about the existence of the other minds from Descartes‘ point of view. 
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Descartes began his philosophy by claiming that his mind exists without the necessity of the senses. 

The concept of ‗I‘ therefore is thinking and not merely a sensing thing. After this, he began his 

methodical doubt to do the kind of philosophy that he wanted. But it is unfortunate that nowhere in his 

writings especially in his The Meditations, we find any explicit proofs on other minds. And it is also 

assumed that he never thought that there is a need to explain about the knowledge of other minds. For, 

solving the problem of the external world was enough for him to solve the problem of other minds, if at 

all he considered this to be a problem. Thus, Descartes never made an attempt to explain as to how he 

jumped into the first person plural many times after his Second Meditations, as if other human beings 

were known to him before. This shift from singular to plural suggests that Descartes was not so much 

concerned with the other minds problem. The most important problem for him was to prove the 

existence of the self, God and the external world and proving the external world was enough for him to 

show the existence of the others as well. 

The absence of such a proof troubled the seventeenth-century philosophers, and it was Gerauld de 

Cordemoy who was to be credited to have given an unambiguous formulation of the problem of other 

minds. Cordemoy in his Discourse Physique de la Parole (discourse) wrote, ―Among the Bodies, I see 

in the World, I perceive some that are in all things like mine, and I confess, I have a great inclination to 

believe, that they are united to minds, as mine is. But when I come to consider, that my Body hath so 

many operations distinct from those of my mind and that nothing of what makes it subsist depends at 

all on her. I think that I have at least ground to doubt, that these bodies are united to minds until I have 

examined all their actions and I do even see that by the maxims of good sense I shall be obliged to 

believe, that they have no minds, if they do only such things, whereof I have found in myself that the 

body alone may be the cause.‖i
 

In this way, Cordemoy developed the epistemological problem by specifically taking for granted the 

knowledge of his mind and body and then finding ground to doubt the existence of others. One thing 

that is important to ask here is; why did Cordemoy think that it was essential to give justification for 

the problem of other minds? What made Cordemoy think that there is a special necessity to prove the 

existence of other minds? 

According to Gideon Manning, ―Like a work of mathematics that explains how to perform 

mathematical proofs but fails to prove the Pythagorean Theorem, Descartes‘ Meditations explains how 

to gain knowledge but fails to prove that other minds exist. In the former instance, a failure to prove the 

Pythagorean Theorem may be an oversight for someone interested in the Pythagorean Theorem, but it 

is hardly a flow in work showing how to perform mathematical proofs.‖ii
 



http://lokayatajourrnal.webs.com 

 22 

That means, Descartes proof for the existence of the external world subdued the problem related to the 

knowledge of other minds. Though the arguments Descartes put forth to gain knowledge and more 

particularly the problem of the external world was successful, and it would also be helpful if Descartes 

had taken a note of the problem of other minds. But because it was ignored therefore the problem 

related to knowledge was superseded, and its solving was given more priority. 

Now, what Cordemoy must have understood was that Descartes‘ claims in Meditations didn‘t have any 

answer regarding the problem of other minds while he discussed about the problem of the external 

world. Because, Descartes first denied the existence of the world, sky, mind and so on and then he went 

on to prove the existence of bodies. And again,he said: ―Yet although the senses occasionally deceive 

us on objects which are very small or in the distance, there are many other beliefs about which doubt is 

quite impossible. Even though they are derived from the senses, for example, that I am here, sitting by 

the fire, wearing a winter dressing-gown, holding this piece of paper in my hands, and so on.‖iii
 

Descartes though admits the shortcoming of knowledge obtained through sensation, and yet he admits 

the impossibility of certain knowledge going wrong even though these are obtained through sensation. 

Descartes further explains that God‘s knowledge and the knowledge of the self is something privileged 

while rest other knowledge can be obtained through inference. But this type of proofs perhaps did not 

satisfy Cordemoy for which he went for the special proofs for the existence of other minds. Cordemoy 

also must have thought that the solution to the problem of dualism and external world did not resolve 

the problem of other minds.  

Now, let me try to examine particularly some of the most important passages of Descartes‘ writings 

from Meditations and Discourse on Method analysing how Descartes would look into the problem of 

other minds even though he never directly engaged himself in this problem. 

Descartes in his Meditations writes, ―One who is experiencing (cogitate) cannot but exist while he is 

experiencing,‘ is one of a number of ‗common notions,‘ ‗axioms,‘ or ‗eternal truths.‘ Or, similarly, that 

the ‗principle,‘ ‗whatever experiences are or exist,‘ is learned through his observing in his case the 

impossibility of having experience without existing.‖iv
 

So, to have experience one has to exist but how can we know the experiences of others which would 

prove their existence and thereby their having minds? This is a matter of our concern, but Descartes 

was never concerned about it because for him giving justification of the existence of the world was 

important and so, we may say that he only has hinted upon the problem of other minds in the following 

passage of his Meditations, ―We say that we see the wax itself, if it is there before us, not that we judge 

it to be there from its color or shape; and this might lead me to conclude without more ado that 
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knowledge of the wax comes from what the eye sees, and not from the scrutiny of the mind alone. But 

then if I look out of the window and see men crossing the square, as I happen to have done, I normally 

say that I see the men themselves, just as I say that I see the wax. Yet do I see any more than hats and 

coats which could conceal automatons. I judge that they are men. And so, something which I thought I 

was seeing with my eyes is in fact grasped solely by the faculty of judgment which is in my mind.‖v
 

Just as the ‗scrutiny of the mind‘ and the ‗faculty of judgment‘ are needed to know the wax itself, in the 

same manner Descartes doesn‘t suggest that whenever we see men and thereby bodies with mind needs 

a special kind of inference. So, what we find in this passage is that our mind can judge and infer what 

we may call it as ‗seeing‘ even if ‗seeing‘ is not a simple process. What we find in this wax example is 

that, the importance of senses has little to do as compared to our ‗faculty of judgment‘ though it seems 

that in the beginning, it plays a major role. The mind can know that what we ‗see‘ from our windows 

are men and not automation. Descartes thus is not suggesting whenever we see human beings we see 

the body and thereby mind needs a special kind of investigation. 

What Descartes says in this regard is that besides the knowledge of ourselves and the knowledge of 

God‘s existence, we always have difficulty in inferring that which is beyond our ideas. As a result of 

this, it seems that there is no distinctive epistemological problem of other minds as our clear and 

distinct perceptions provide us everything we need for resolving the epistemic difficulties. It is in the 

same way we come to know the problem of the external world and of other minds. It has been noticed 

that some commentators have tried to identify an answer to other minds problem in Descartes writings. 

However, Descartes had good reason to limit his attention to the skeptical problem of external world 

because the same strategies which he applied for acquiring knowledge about the external world also 

can be applied to the knowledge of other minds. 

In the Second Meditations, Descartes proves the existence of mind and in the subsequent meditation, 

Descartes introduces self and consciousness to show that we are aware of ourselves as thinking beings. 

In this regard, we will enquire further how this has been understood by Descartes. 

Let us now examine the notion of ‗self‘ or the ‗body‘ that was understood during Descartes‘ time. 

According to the Scholastic Aristotelianism, the hylomorphic view of the conception of the body was 

that matter and form are the basic components of all the natural bodies. It means, matter and form will 

be present in every natural body, whether be it a rock, a chair, or even the embryo, the fully functioning 

human body or the body of a corpse. Aristotelians then went on to identify forms with souls. The Latin 

word for ‗soul‘ is anima, from which the English word ‗animated‘ derived. Souls, in turn, were 

differentiated from one another according to the functions they played. For example, a vegetative soul 

is in the form of a body that can grow and take its nutrition, and so plants have vegetative souls. 
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Animals that move and interact with the world through sense experience have a motive or sensitive 

souls. Human beings, who can contemplate and have the ability to rationalize, have rational souls or 

minds.  

Thus, roughly speaking, whereas plants have one kind of soul in forming their matter, animals have 

another kind of soul that includes the functions of the vegetative soul, and human beings have yet 

another kind of soul that includes the functions of the other two. In each case, it would be wrong to 

identify the soul with the matter, but it would also be wrong to believe that living plants, animals or 

human bodies exist without their appropriate souls. So, this shows that mere human body is impossible. 

Though Descartes made a distinction between mind and body in his Sixth Meditation, yet he always 

tried to refrain from the skepticism about other minds, for him, to have a physical body would mean to 

possess a mind. Descartes assumption is that, human bodies will have minds unless and until they are 

proven to be wrong. But how are we to understand non-human animals that are capable of intelligent 

behaviour even if they are unable to speak any language? And secondly, how to understand human 

beings whose brains are completely damaged, and they are perennially in a vegetative state? These 

people may be in a coma and later regain their memory and behave normally or not. This however will 

not be taken up here as it will invite a number of other philosophical problems. I, therefore, will 

concentrate only those things that relate to other minds in Descartes‘ writings. 

Descartes is also challenged to prove how infants have minds and he says that ―Infants are in a different 

case from animals; I should not judge that infants were endowed with minds unless I saw that they 

were of the same nature as adults, but animals never develop to a point where any certain sign of 

thought can be detected in them.‖vi
  

Here we don‘t find the clarity in the use of the term ‗nature‘ which therefore has been used 

ambiguously. In the Sixth Meditations, Descartes discusses the various meaning of ‗nature.‘ In the 

beginning, Descartes used the term ‗nature‘ generally, but later he referred ‗nature‘ to God himself, but 

when ‗nature‘ was applied to human beings he considered it as;―the totality of things. 

[complexuinemeorumomnium].‖vii
 So, from the above, we can be of sure that Descartes must have used 

the term ‗nature‘ as ‗the totality of things.‘ However, there is no explicit answer to this in Descartes 

secondary literature.  

For John Cottingham‘eorumomnium’ is the ‗totality of things.‘ For him it may be like this: ―By my 

ownnature, in particular, I understand nothing other than the complexion of all those things 

[complexionemeorumomnium].‖viii
 Yet we are not clear what this complexion means. The sense of 

‗nature‘ had been taken into consideration at Salerno where the Professors at Salerno translated it as 

temperament, which would mean a combination of qualities which maintains the temperaments of 
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living beings. Temperament or complexion may be considered as the combination of elements like 

water, air, earth, etc. which possess both qualities. Water, for example, possesses the quality of 

hardness and liquidity, the earth has the quality of smell and dryness, moisture, etc. Thus their 

combination gives birth to fundamental qualities of things and the mixture of these elements results in a 

mixture of fundamental qualities. Thus, when we understand the body as the combination of all these 

elements, they then become the fundamental qualities of living beings and especially human beings. 

So, the nature we share with infants is that we share the same complexion. We share the same bodily 

constitution. So, we can say that infants have minds even though they display no apparent signs of the 

mental apparatus. 

There are other philosophers who too have been bothered by the question whether infants have minds. 

So infants not only don‘t but can‘t form any belief regarding other minds either by means of reasoning 

or analogical or anything in that regard nor can animals. Both infants and animals do have such beliefs. 

Infants don‘t infer or analyse by seeing a foreign organism whether they are accompanied by an angry 

or benevolent mind as they are not at all aware of it. The same thing also can be told regarding cats and 

dogs, but at times we find that domestic animals are sensitive to the emotions and volitions of the 

human beings with whom they live and have their existence. For at times we find that they respond to 

rebukes and within their limitation, they try to do whatever is possible.  

It is true that infants have tactual sense, but they don‘t know how other senses like visual or olfactory 

give us the belief to have knowledge of other minds or selves. Though they may have beliefs for 

example whenever you want to take it up into your arms, it cries, but we don‘t know whether it has any 

knowledge of beliefs about the foreign body it sees. We, however, can this much be able to say that, 

infant may be able to incorporate certain types of behaviour, mostly of facial expressions and thereby 

can realize the existence of other beings.  

According to John Laird, ―The child discovers that his nurse and his mother will respond, and 

therefore, he comes very early to distinguish between human behaviour and other kinds of behaviour. 

Through the sense and experience the child comes to distinguish between responsive and unresponsive 

beings, and when he comes to distinguish himself as himself, he is able, by a gradual unconscious 

logic, to believe without a question that responsive beings have a like nature to his own.‖ix
 

One may doubt the position of Laird because there is no mechanism to find out whether a child can 

differentiate human behaviour as distinguished from the behaviour of another animal. Nonetheless, it 

may be possible that as the child grows with others, he or she may feel that they both have similar 

nature but there is nothing by means of which we may be able to prove it. And there is a possibility that 

the child by means of gradual process may be able to understand other human beings. 
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So, animated bodies are not the result that we first come to know that there are bodies. We rather infer 

them because of their different qualities attached to their bodies like colour, shape, size and so on. But 

this doesn‘t mean that a baby will be able to make a distinction between her mother‘s mind and body, 

but it will certainly be able to comprehend that its mother is different from rest other beings, be it 

animal or other human creatures. Thus, if the child were not to know this, then its behaviour would 

have certainly become different from its usual behaviour. There is nothing contradictory in maintaining 

that the child is aware of minds long before it knows that there are minds, because to consider 

something as real is different from determining something in its real nature and trying to understand it.  

In the Sixth Meditation, Descartes while proving the existence of material things of this world 

describes that we are certain about the knowledge of our existence and the knowledge of God‘s 

existence because they are very much evident to us. But when it comes to the knowledge of the world 

of objects or the existence of other minds they may only be considered as possible objects of 

knowledge. For, to prove their existence we have to invoke our cognitive faculty. This, however, 

doesn‘t guarantee us that we will have certain knowledge of them. Hence, when it comes to the 

knowledge of other minds we are in the similar situation in a sense, we can‘t say that we have certain 

knowledge of the minds of others.  

Our critical examination of the Meditations, therefore, proved that nowhere Descartes mentioned that 

there exists the problem of other minds. Though somehow or the other we found how similar problems 

have been discussed and solutions have been sought out in the manner Descartes wanted. However, he 

never considered the problem of other minds as a distinct problem other than the problem of the 

external world. 

Now, turning back to the Descartes‘ Discourse on Method,  he writes, ―Even though such machines 

might do some things as well as we do them, or perhaps even better, they would inevitably fail in 

others.Which would reveal that they were acting not through understanding but only from the 

disposition of their organs.For, whereas reason is a universal instrument which can be used in all kinds 

of situations, their organs need some particular disposition for each particular action. Hence, it is 

morally impossible for a machine to have enough different organs to make it act in all the 

contingencies of life in the way in which our reason makes us act.‖x
 

Descartes‘ intention is very clear in distinguishing between human beings and machines. For, it is 

interesting to see that these days machines can do marvellous things and can even outperform in 

various ways as against human beings. But they are not quite successful in performing varieties of 

actions that are outside of their pre-set or designed program.  
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That means, in whichever way they may be designed they can‘t do anything beyond what is pre-set. 

However, we human beings are capable of handling any situation even outside of our normal 

behaviour. Though we may fail in this regard yet, our attempts will have a positive result or the kind of 

effect we wanted to achieve and it is our reasoning capacity that helps us to do that. That is why 

Descartes calls reason as a ‗universal instrument‘ as we just saw in the above. And we may consider 

machines to be a particular instrument because even if a machine performs everything that a human 

being would do yet, it is highly questionable that it can do everything as we expect them to do, while 

human beings can do beyond their expectation as they are endowed with distinct rational capacity. 

Hence, it is our reasoning ability that distinguishes us from animals and machines. We don‘t find in 

Descartes‘ writing that there are human bodies without minds. Thus, whenever he talks about mindless 

bodies, he only refers to animals and machines and not human beings. So, the example where he talks 

about ‗gazing into the street through a window and finding human beings‘ is that they are not machines 

or mindless creatures but human beings. Descartes thus making a distinction between human beings 

composed of both mind and body from one perspective and machines and non-human animals another. 

Descartes thus concluded that automata don‘t possess mind, while human beings possess mind having 

reasoning ability. And mind according to him is not something that has some role to play about our 

souls but it refers to the soul itself which refers to our thinking ability. 

Apart from this, language also has a great role in the life of human beings. Human beings not only 

think but also speak and that is why Descartes says that human beings are not machines and if 

machines were to be given the form of monkeys or any other creatures then we wouldn‘t be able to 

distinguish them. But because of their lack of reasoning capacity, we can know them. Descartes thus 

equates machines and non-rational beings and given the outward form machines can be equally like an 

animal without mind. Animals without minds are considered as bête-machines. So, from Descartes 

perspective machines may be understood as animals or monkeys. But at the same time, Descartes is 

agnostic regarding this because he only makes an epistemological claim regarding machine monkeys. 

In so far as non-human animals are mindless bodies or bête-machines, they are brought under the 

category of automata. Thus, for Descartes, a soul-less living body is an automaton. So, when we look at 

from our window into the street and find that there are living creatures moving around, we don‘t 

consider them to be bête-machines.  

There is also, however, the conception of homme-machines which would mean mindless body. But is 

there any possibility of automaton having a living mindless body? Would God create a living human 

body without mind in it and at the same time don‘t fall into the category of bête-machines or human 

beings? If they were so, then we would certainly consider them as human beings who would neither fall 
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into the category of bête-machines nor would fall into the category of homme-machines. We would 

have therefore, considered them as human beings, but Descartes doesn‘t go further regarding this. 

John Locke interprets man in two ways; on the one hand, man he considers as a human being and on 

the other hand, he considers as a person endowed with mind, a rational being. For Locke, the human 

being is a thinking being who can reason and reflect. Man, he considers as a mere creature having a 

certain form. But Descartes doesn‘t use the term ‗man‘ in such manner. For him, the term man is 

composed of body and soul. And unlike Locke, he never uses the term ‗man‘ to imply to a certain form 

of an animal. For Descartes, a man or a human being has both body and mind. Descartes did not see the 

need to distinguish between a human being and a person. Both were comprehended under his term 

‗man.' Since Descartes doesn‘t make any distinction in this regard, he also doesn‘t make any distinction 

between machines and monkeys or other animals. Because according to him language is such thing that 

it is privileged only to human beings. It is human beings who have the ability to make use of language 

in their communication. That means, it is rational human beings who are endowed with the ability to 

speak the language while animals are deprived of this. 

Descartes in the Discourse on Method stated that ―For it is a remarkable fact that there are none so 

depraved and stupid, without even excepting idiots, that they cannot arrange different words together, 

forming of them a statement by which they make known their thoughts.‖xi
 

The first test of a real human being, therefore, is that human beings use language. It is possible that 

homme-machine may talk like human beings, but there is no reason to suppose that it will respond to 

every situation in a manner we human beings would respond. Secondly, the reason is universal, and it 

plays an important role in forming our judgments and speech. And there is not a human being who 

doesn‘t make use of his reason in his day to day life. But a machine can‘t do so. It is possible that a 

machine may be able to perform far better than human beings in a certain respect, but it will always fall 

short some way or the other in comparison to human beings. Human beings can be flexible and can 

adapt to any situation based on their reasoning ability but that we won‘t find in machines.  So two 

things that are most important here to note is that Descartes leaves out the real possibility that a non-

human animal may possess language; and secondly, Descartes rules out the real possibility that human 

animals lack reason. This, therefore, leads to our conclusion that only human beings can have minds. 

Thus, Descartes was fully convinced that all human animals have minds.  

Descartes also recognises that animals such as parrots and magpies utter words just like ourselves, 

nevertheless, he concludes that they cannot speak as we do because they don‘t think as we do. Thus, 

Descartes concludes that all human animals have minds. Descartes thinks that there is also a logical 

possibility that non-human animal may have a soul or a human body mayn‘t have a soul. But if this 
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were to be possible then how are we going to make a distinction between a man having a soul and a 

creature without a soul? Descartes here seems to say that from the metaphysical point of view, God is 

considered as benevolent and supremely good. And on his gracious account, we wouldn‘t 

misunderstand human beings otherwise. 

Descartes also makes a distinction between human being on the one hand and other lower creatures on 

the other hand because we human being too share certain things like lower creatures i.e. nourishment 

and growth. But does this mean that they too are endowed with the mind? Descartes denies this because 

mind for him is a kind of thinking ability and it is gifted only to human beings. Hence, even if the 

lower animals are endowed with souls yet, they lack the reasoning ability. Even if other animals behave 

just like we human beings do, yet it is human beings who are capable of behaving in a better manner 

because of their reasoning ability.  

Hence, even if non-human animals behave in the manner like as we human beings do, yet they never 

make use of reason as their tool and so we can‘t expect them in the manner we human beings do. In this 

regard, Descartes states that ―It is nature which acts in them according to the disposition of their 

organs, just as a clock, which is composed of wheels and weights can tell the hours and measure the 

time more correctly than we can do in all our wisdom.‖xii
 

 And further, in a letter to the Earl of Newcastle he writes that ―If they thought as we do, they (non-

human animals) would have an immortal soul as we do as well, which is not likely, because there is no 

reason at all to believe it of some animals without believing it of them all. And several of them, such as 

oysters, sponges, etc. are too imperfect for us to be able to believe that these would possess a mind.‖xiii
 

Thus, we can conclude that non-human animals are not endowed with souls. For, if we were to believe 

that some animals have and some animals don‘t, then it would be difficult for us to decide and it would 

again lead to further problems. That is the reason Descartes again says, ―When one comes to know how 

greatly they differ [that is, the soul of man and the brute], we understand much better the reasons which 

go to prove that our soul is in its nature entirely independent of the body, and in consequence that it is 

not liable to die with it.‖xiv
 

We are here reminded of whatever we said earlier that there are different types of souls and there is a 

distinction between human soul and the souls of the rest of the creatures. The souls of the rest of the 

creatures die with the death of those creatures while the souls of human beings are not. And since, 

Descartes includes machines with animal creatures, therefore, they too don‘t have souls like human 

beings. 
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Earlier we found Descartes saying that ‗whatever experiences are or exist,‘ and he learned through his 

observing in his case the impossibility of having experience without existing. But the question arises, 

how can one discover that there are experiences that occur other than one‘s own and that such 

experiences belong to some other mind? 

There are two ways we can make such discovery; one is direct, through sensory or extrasensory 

perception, and secondly, indirectly, through inference. Interestingly, Descartes doesn‘t seem to find 

any difficulty in admitting the first alternative as a logical impossibility to the solution of the problem. 

However, he gives no reason to believe that the direct perception of another mind is an empirical 

possibility. The passage that describes the wax example may be one of the reasons for this. The 

following passage of Descartes‘ letter to Henry More also may help us to find out why he accepts 

sensory perception as a solution.  

―Being perceptible by the senses seems to be merely an external description of sensible substance. 

Moreover, it is not coextensive with such substance; if it concerns our senses, then it does not apply to 

smallest particles of matter; if it concerns other senses such as we might imagine God to construct, it 

might well apply also to angels and souls. I find it no easier to imagine sensory nerves so fine that they 

could be moved by the smallest parts of matter than to imagine a faculty enabling our minds to sense or 

perceive other minds directly.‖xv
 

Thus it is our external perception and our senses that are enough for us to give us the knowledge of the 

existence of other minds. If God were to construct different senses for us to know about other minds 

then through that special senses we would also know angels and so on. And such senses also would be 

applicable to angels, I mean they too would posses such sense which is not the case. Therefore, from 

Descartes perspective, if an individual wants to have the knowledge of other minds, then he will have 

to know empirically and non-deductively i.e. in his case. So, if he comes to know that for me to have a 

mind, I, first of all, need to have a body and therefore, experiences and if he proves this, then there will 

be no difficulty in admitting that there exists another being who has a mind. Thus, other minds 

problem, according to Descartes, is to be determined using non-deductive argument. This brings to our 

conclusion that; Descartes was not interested in the problem of other minds even though we see that in 

some part of his writings, he presents this case keeping in mind something important to solve. 

Conclusion: 

In our enquiry into Descartes writings we found that Descartes wasn‘t interested to treat the problem of 

other minds as a kind of special problem. For him, solving the problem of the external world was 

important than anything else. For him, whenever we find a human body, we necessarily find mind in it. 
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And therefore, after solving the problem related to mind-body dualism he immediately made use of 

first person plural number in his Second Meditation. We also found that Descartes never considered 

machines and other animals to have minds even if they outperform human beings. It is their reasoning 

ability that makes human beings distinct from any other beings of this earth. It is reason which is the 

universal instrument and this enables human beings to have dialogue with one another and therefore 

there arises no problem of other minds. Therefore he considered infants to have minds and have also 

the knowledge of other minds. Besides this he also doesn‘t consider other lower creatures to have 

minds because of the fact that if we consider some then we are obliged to consider all, which is not 

justifiable. Descartes therefore had no interest in solving the problem of other minds. 
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David Hume: Some Metaethical Reflections 

Tarang Kapoor 

Abstract 

In the present paper I argue that historical metaethical debate on Cognitivism/Non-cognitivism has been 

developed under the influence of writings of David Hume. Hume‘s understanding of moral psychology 

i.e. the role of reason and passions in generating moral concepts, moral epistemology, distinction between 

impressions and ideas, is/ought distinction, motivation theory, desire/ belief distinction and others have 

been studied to bring out the significant ethical conclusions. The paper traces the origins of the above-

mentioned significant concepts and undertakes a detailed study of several arguments in Hume‘s writings. 

Hume logically argued that morality neither originates in relations of ideas nor matters of fact. These 

views played a pivotal role in shaping the early emotivist A.J. Ayer‘s thesis namely; moral judgements do 

not express beliefs. Humean moral psychology influenced not only non-cognitivist C.L. Stevenson and 

R.M. Hare who argued that all moral judgements contain an emotive element, which distinguishes them 

from factual judgements but also influenced the Cognitivist thesis i.e. J.L. Mackie‘s anti-realism, G.E. 

Moore‘s non-naturalism and several other theories in metaethics.  

 

****** 

In the beginning of the 20th century, G.E. Moore and Ludwig Wittgenstein played a significant role in 

heralding a “linguistic turn” to philosophy and the way of philosophizing. Moore claimed that ethical 

inquiry should deal with understanding the meaning of moral terms. Along the same lines, early 

Wittgenstein‟s philosophy of language and meaning provided an impetus for the linguistic turn to the 

discussions on ethics. The legacy of Moore, early Wittgenstein‟s ideas on philosophizing, David Hume‟s 

understanding of psychology and the understanding of these ideas by Logical Positivists provided the 

much-required foresight into the metaethical enquiry by the analytic philosophers. This phenomenon helped 

in generating interest in metaethics. Therefore, the domain of ethical enquiry shifted from normative ethical 

theories (substantive morality) to the metaethical theories (nature of moral propositions and status of moral 

terms).  

 

David Hume‟s views on epistemology, metaphysics and morality have influenced the development of a 

range of metaethical theories. In the first half of the twentieth century, the predominant metaethical 

theory was Non-cognitivism. However, the later half of the century paved way for Cognitivism.
1
  The 

influence of the logico-linguistic approach to answering questions of ethics gave rise to interconnected 
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metaethical debates relating to the status of moral judgements.
2
 The debate on Moral Absolutism/Moral 

Relativism, on the one hand and Cognitivism/Non-cognitivism on the other are responses to the question 

of the status of moral concepts and moral judgements from two separate points of view. The former, 

when the question is approached from the point of view of metaphysics and the latter, when it is 

approached from the point of view of epistemology. The metaphysical approach to the question is 

interested in discovering the metaphysical status of moral concepts and what is it that accounts for the 

truth or falsity of moral judgements. The epistemological approach looks into the question of the 

origin/source of these concepts. Thus raising the question, where do our moral concepts originate and 

how does this impact the nature of moral judgements? The debate on Moral Absolutism and Moral 

Relativism is about the metaphysical status of moral concepts and is nested in the debate on Cognitivism 

and Non-cognitivism that is about the epistemological status of moral concepts.
3
   

 

When it comes to ascertaining the source of morality we encounter questions like- what motivates our 

moral actions? What motivates us to judge something as morally right or wrong? What influences our 

motive to act or restrain from an act? How do human beings become aware of morals? And so on. 

Traditionally, when it comes to answering these questions we see that philosophers, like, Plato have 

given primacy to reason over passions. However, Hume has argued that ancient as well as modern 

philosophy has been founded on the principle of reason.  Metaphysicians have always ascribed the 

direction of the will exclusively to reason and have denied the influence of experience in motivating the 

will.
4
  There is a presumption of the supremacy of reason over experience. “Eternity, invariableness, and 

divine origin” is ascribed to the former and “blindness, inconstancy, and deceitfulness” is ascribed to the 

latter.
5
 However, David Hume believed that out of the two divisions of philosophy, namely: speculative 

and practical; morality belongs to the latter and therefore it is influenced by our passions and actions.  

 

1.1 David Hume’s Moral Epistemology: Distinction between Impressions and Ideas 

Hume traces the origin of morality to experience and acknowledges the importance of sentiments, 

feelings or emotions in determining moral judgements. In order to understand Hume‟s arguments for the 

primacy of passions over reason, in the sphere of morality, we shall take recourse to his empiricism. 

Hume‟s empiricism challenges the assumptions of rationalists in the sphere of metaphysics, epistemology 

and morality.  There is no way in which we can formulate ultimate principles about the nature of things as 

well as human beings. In order to understand the science of human nature one has to observe and 

experience human action and reactions in different circumstances and situations. 
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Hume traces the origin of all knowledge to experience. Every action, including the judgements regarding 

moral good and evil, can be comprehended under perception. In this context, Hume asserts, “nothing is 

ever present to the mind but its perceptions; and that all the actions of seeing, hearing, judging, loving, 

hating, and thinking, fall under this denomination.”6 Perceptions are of two kinds; impressions and ideas. 

Impressions are original existence i.e. passions, pleasures and pains, which consist of impressions 

received by the senses from external objects.  They arise in the soul, originally, and are uncaused by any 

other cause. Unlike impressions, ideas represent impressions and are caused by them. A passion has an 

original existence i.e. when I am hungry I am possessed with that passion itself. Till this extent my 

passion does not have reference to any other object except for the original existence. This passion cannot 

be contradictory to truth and reason because contradiction, if any, consists in the disagreement of ideas 

not impressions.7 

 

1.2 Role of Reason vs. Passion 

After a brief discussion of impressions and ideas we now move to the pertinent question concerning 

morals- “whether it is by means of our ideas or impressions that we distinguish between vice and virtue, 

and pronounce an action blameable or praiseworthy?”8 In order to answer this question we shall take 

recourse to another important distinction put forward by Hume. He divides the objects of our inquiry 

between „matters of fact‟ and „relations of ideas.‟9 First, propositions concerning „relations of ideas‟ are 

proved by demonstration and known apriori. They can be discovered independent of experience and their 

truth does not depend on existence of things in the world. It is important to note that relations between 

ideas are discovered by reason and they never cause any action. We gather that abstract or demonstrative 

reasoning does not influence our will or actions. Because the abstract reasoning engages with the world 

of ideas about abstract relations between ideas i.e. mathematics, mechanics and others but the will is 

placed in the real world.  Secondly, the truths regarding matters of fact are discovered via experience on 

the basis of the way things are in the world. Their denial does not imply contradiction. However, we 

cannot establish matters of fact through demonstration because it is not contradictory to say that the 

course of nature may change. Also, it would be fallacious (circular) to look for the proof in experience 

itself.
10

 

Moreover, reason is merely the discovery of truth or falsehood, which consists in agreement or 

disagreement either to the relations of ideas or matter of fact.11 On the other hand passions are not 

susceptible to agreement or disagreement because they are original facts and realities, which are 

independent of other passions, volitions and others. Moreover, impressions are not representative of 
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anything and therefore they are not capable of being true and false. While relations of ideas are responsible 

for representation or misrepresentation and therefore capable of being true or false but actions are 

incapable to being true or false on the basis of conformity with reason. Therefore reason is incapable of 

preventing or producing any action by rejecting or confirming it. Hence moral distinctions cannot be 

derived from reason. “Reason is wholly inactive, and can never be the source of so active a principle as 

conscience, or a sense of morals.”12  

At this juncture, it is important to look at Hume‟s understanding of passion. For Hume, passion is akin to 

impressions; an original existence, or modification of existence, which does not possess any 

representational quality.13 A state of passion possesses us in our entirety and can be understood through 

instances like; „I‟ am angry‟, „I am happy‟, „I am resentful‟, „I weigh 60 kgs‟ and many others. Passions 

have a direct influence on the Will. For instance, If I get injured due to X‟s mistake then I develop a 

feeling of resentment towards X due to which I desire X‟s evil. We see that our passion, desires, 

affections are original existences, complete in themselves, which incapable of being true or false and 

therefore it is impossible for them to be either contrary or conformable to reason. Instead the chief 

motivating factor of all our actions is passion i.e. feelings, impulses, affections, sentiments and emotions. 

In our day-to-day life we observe that “To know that to do something is one‟s duty does not necessarily 

move one to do it unless one is actuated by a desire or feeling to perform such a duty.”14 Therefore 

morality is determined by sentiments and reason (an inactive principle) does not have a direct influence 

on our passions.  

It is in this context that Hume emphatically asserts, “first, that reason alone can never be a motive to any 

action of the will; and secondly, that it can never oppose passions in the direction of the will”.15 We can 

understand this with an example; when we are in pain, we feel an emotion of aversion or propensity. 

However, this impulse does not arise from reason, but it is only directed by it. Relation of cause and 

effect is reasoning concerning matters of fact. The role of reason is a limited one of discovering this 

connection and their objects i.e. relational chain of cause and effect behind the action.16 From here we 

conclude that reason can neither produce any action nor is capable of preventing volition nor even 

disputing the preference of any emotion. The impulse of passion can be opposed only by a contrary 

impulse. In this way, our discussions about morality; vice and virtue, right and wrong and others are 

influenced by passions (impressions) instead of reason (ideas). “When I receive any injury from another, 

I often feel a violent passion or resentment, which makes me desire his evil and punishment, independent 

of all considerations of pleasure and advantage of myself.”17 Hume argues for primacy of passion over 
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reason and declares, “Reason is, and ought only to be, the slave of the passions, and can never pretend to 

any other office than to serve and obey them.”18   

Reason cannot oppose or retard the impulse of passion. It can be opposed or retarded only by a contrary 

impulse as only an impulse can have an original influence on the will. Therefore moral distinctions do not 

arrive from reason and we see that reason cannot be solely responsible for the motivation of action.  We 

mostly behave under the influence of some passion, which possesses us inspite of knowing which 

possible action to perform. At times, even the reasoning that acting in one particular way will ensure the 

greatest possible good does not influence us.  It is in this context that Hume argues, “Morals excite 

passions, and produce or prevent actions. Reason of itself is utterly impotent in this particular. The rules 

of morality, therefore, are not conclusions of our reason.”19 However, reason can influence our conduct 

only in two ways, “either when it excites a passion, by informing us of the existence of something which 

is a proper object of it or when it discovers the connection of causes and effect, so as to afford us means 

of exerting any passion.”20 Moreover, Hume argues that passions themselves cannot be unreasonable and 

it is only that our judgements about passions are so. This is possible only in two senses.  

First, a passion, for instance, „hope‟ or „grief‟ is founded on the suppositions of existence of objects, 

which do not exist. They are just mistake of facts which are involuntary. Sometimes I commit a mistake 

in choosing certain wrong means to reach the passion. For e.g. At times I see a fruit at a distance and by 

mistake take it to be pleasant and delicious. I desire the sweet dish, which has an excellent taste but when 

I am convinced of my mistake my longing for the sweet dish ceases. Secondly, we deceive ourselves in 

our judgement of cause and effect. Error in understanding the connection of causes and effect cannot be 

the source or deciding factor for morality. When an agent becomes aware of the falsity of one‟s 

supposition or the insufficiency of means then reason overpowers passions without any opposition from 

them.21 But if the passion is not founded on either of the two conditions then our understanding can 

neither justify nor condemn it. E.g. it is not unreasonable to choose one‟s total harm and act out of 

passion without calculating the consequences of one‟s action.  

 

1.3 Desire vs. Belief Distinction 

Hume puts forward many arguments against the inefficiency of reason in determining moral knowledge. 

He argues, “it is impossible that the distinction between moral good and evil can be made by reason; 

since that distinction has an influence upon our actions, of which reason alone is incapable.”22 Also, 

“Since reason alone can never produce any action, or give rise to volition, I infer, that the same faculty is 
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as incapable of preventing volition, or of disputing the preference with any passion or emotion.”23 Also, 

Hume shows that our desires and not beliefs (which is a result of reason) about the world govern our 

morality or moral decisions. One such argument in which he shows the redundancy of reason in 

determining moral knowledge runs as follows: 

1.   “All claims that can be known by reason are either empirical matters of fact or 

conceptual truths.       

2.  Moral claims do not represent empirical matters of fact. 

3.  Moral claims do not represent conceptual truths. 

4.  Therefore reason cannot give us moral knowledge.”24  

 

1.4 The Is /Ought Distinction  

Another seminal concept brought forward by Hume is the is/ought distinction. There is a significant 

difference between what is the case (descriptive statement) and what ought to be the case (prescriptive 

statement). Although some moral philosophers believe that from what is the case we can derive what ought 

to be the case but Hume denies any such move. He argues that we cannot offer any explanation of how 

ought statements are derivable from is statements. We have already seen that for Hume the source or origin 

of morality lies in experience. According to Hume it is impossible to deduce „ought‟ from „is‟. Prescriptive 

moral judgement, namely: “the action of killing an innocent living being is immoral” cannot be derived 

from encountering the state of affairs where we witness children burning a cat alive. One does not commit 

any logical error if he fails to derive the former on the basis of the latter. Reason has a limited role in the 

discovery of truth and falsehood. Errors of reasons can be of two kinds i.e. misunderstanding related to 

relations of ideas or misunderstanding related to matters of fact.  

 

1.5 Morality neither originates in Relations of Ideas nor Matters of Fact 

Also, we can see another argument to point out the relations that constitute morality or obligation; 

wherein they consist and how do we know them. The principles of virtue and vice operate on the will and 

influence it. In the case of conflict we see that one dominates over the other depending upon the general 

character or the present disposition of the person. If virtue and vice or morality of an action were to be 

discovered by understanding then they must be objects of either matters of fact or relations of ideas.25  

Moral principles do not originate in matters of fact, as they are not capable of being demonstrated and 

being grasped through reason. We do not find motives, volitions, thoughts, vice, virtue and other passions 

in the action or its description. The vice doesn‟t lie in the object itself and one can find it only after 
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reflection over a sentiment towards one‟s own action. This matter of fact is an “object of feeling, and not 

of reason. It lies in yourself and not in the object.”26  

On the one hand if we take the essence of morality as lying in relation of ideas i.e. resemblance, 

contrariety, degree in quality and proportions in quantity and number, then a contradiction arises. If the 

essence of morality were to lie in these relations then the argument will be that they belong to matter in 

the same manner as they belong to actions, passions and volitions. Hume argues:  

“……moral good and evil belong only to the actions of the mind, and are derived from 

our situation with regard to external objects, the relations from which these moral 

distinctions arise must lie only between internal actions and external objects, and must not 

be applicable either to internal actions, compared among themselves, or to external 

objects, when placed in opposition to other external objects.”27  

These relations can neither belong to internal actions nor to external objects solely. In the case of the 

former we might be held guilty of crimes in ourselves independent of our situation with respect to the 

individual. In the case of the latter if these moral relations could be applied to external objects then it 

would follow that even the inanimate objects would be capable of morality. However, it is impossible to 

fulfil this condition of rational measure of right and wrong because we cannot explain the relations on 

which this distinction may be founded.28  

Also, at this juncture we shall take recourse to the relation between the action and the will. Hume has 

already shown that no relation can ever influence any action i.e. the fact that ingratitude towards parents 

is immoral cannot be discovered by demonstrative reasoning through relations of ideas. Instead when we 

reflect on this action we feel an internal sense of guilt by some sentiment. To explain this we choose an 

inanimate object i.e. oak tree. When we drop its seed it produces a sapling, which eventually springs up 

and grows and destroys the parent tree. Here the former tree is the cause of latter‟s existence and the latter 

is cause of destruction of the former. Can we compare this relation with ingratitude in human beings? In 

the case of human beings (killing of a parent) will is the cause from which the action of killing is derived 

and it produces the same relations, while in case of trees the same relation arises from other principles i.e. 

laws of matter and motion determine a sapling to destroy the oak which gives birth to it. The same 

relations have different causes.29  

In order to draw his point emphatically Hume takes the example of incest.30 While incest in human 

species is criminal but the same action and relations in animals are not. Now the reasoning may be given 

that this action is not immoral in animals because they do not have the reason to discover its immoral 
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nature but since man is endowed with reason the same action becomes criminal to him. But this is 

arguing in a circle i.e. for reason to perceive the immorality of the act this relation must first exist and be 

independent of the decisions of our reason. If we allow this then we grant that essence of morality 

consists in these relations and therefore animals are capable of the same relations as human species and 

therefore capable of same morality. Also, it is their lack of certain degree of reason, which hinders them 

from perceiving their duties of morality. However, this does not hinder these duties from existing.  

For the above mentioned reasons the connection of cause and effect cannot be discovered other than 

experience. Hume argues: 

“All beings in the universe, considered in themselves, appear entirely loose and 

independent of each other. It is only by experience that we learn their influence and 

connection, and this influence we ought never to extend beyond experience.”31 

It is impossible to show apriori that if these relations exist they would be universally forcible and obligatory. 

Because this would propose that the inanimate objects and animals are also capable of bearing the same 

relations with each other as human beings maintain amongst themselves.32 We observe that we do not draw 

similar moral conclusions in the case of human beings as we draw in case of objects or animals. Therefore, 

morality does not lie in any of these relations. From the above we gather that our sense of morality is 

neither derived from matters of fact nor relations of ideas. This analysis helps us to trace the historical 

development of the central debates in metaethics to the insights of Hume‟s moral epistemology and moral 

psychology.  

Hume‟s emphasis on passions as opposed to reason inspired metaethical theories like, Non-cognitivism, 

Emotivism, Error Theory, Moral Relativism and others, which by and large concentrated on the nature of 

moral judgement- whether it expressed a belief about a moral fact or merely expressed a moral feeling or 

emotion. Moreover, this shifted attention on the nature of moral judgement was clearly the effect of 

linguistic turn that affected moral philosophy. According to A.J. Ayer moral judgements do not express 

beliefs. Moral statements are pseudo statements, which express emotions, desires and so on. They have 

no real meaning.33 We gather that value judgements are incapable of being tested on the criterion of 

observation. The conclusion that follows is that unlike the physical world the ethical domain does not 

make itself available for verification. The assumption is that the natural sciences follow the criterion of 

observation and attempt to explain the real nature of the world and objects present in it. Owing to the 

scientific methodology A.J. Ayer in his thesis of Emotivism, argues that moral claims are merely 

expressions of our emotional attitudes, desires, feelings and so on.34 Ethical sentences are not declarative 

sentences. They express or show speaker‟s attitude towards the action or situation.  Moral claims merely 
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express emotions or sentiments of approval or disapproval and therefore moral judgements have no truth-

value. Moral knowledge is impossible because moral judgements have no descriptive meaning and 

therefore moral propositions are neither true nor false. 

 

Hume situates all inquiry about morality in experience and argues for primacy of passions over reason as 

an influencing motive of the will. Ayer‟s emotivism can be traced to Hume‟s suggestion that at the sight 

of a gruesome crime, like murder one cannot point to any matter of fact, which is responsible for 

immorality of the action. One only finds passions, motives, volitions, reflection, thought, sentiments and 

no matter of fact. One can only find vice in the feeling of strong condemnation or disproval, which arises 

in us. The feeling lies in us and not in the object in the world.35 From here Ayer concludes that the 

assertions of metaphysics, ethics, aesthetics etc. are expressions of our sentiments and therefore 

unverifiable. We cannot attribute rationality to them. “Ayer denies that moral claims are conceptual 

truths, and he also thinks it is impossible to verify them through the evidence of the senses.”36 Scientific 

method only gives us knowledge about matters of fact, which does not involve moral values. Although it 

is possible to reason with people about their beliefs on the matters of fact but it is not possible to reason 

about their non cognitive attitudes. It is impossible to have a genuine ethical disagreement because the 

moral sphere doesn‟t allow for reasoning. Therefore Ayer declares that ethics is a pseudo science and 

ethical judgements are meaningless. Emotivism reduces discussions about morality to subjective 

expressions of desire, feelings, and emotions, which vary from person to person.  

Post 1950, Non-cognitivism became more influential in the hands of C.L. Stevenson and R.M. Hare. 

Stevenson agrees with Ayer‟s position that all moral judgements contain an emotive element, which 

distinguishes them from factual judgements. He asserts,  

“The emotive meaning of a word is the power that the word acquires, on account of its 

history in emotional situations, to evoke or directly express attitudes, as distinct from 

describing or designating them.”37  

Unlike Ayer who maintains that moral assertions are emotive Stevenson‟s version of Emotivism argues 

that moral judgements and ethical concepts possess two components: attitudinal (emotive) component and 

factual descriptive (cognitive) component. Also, later cognitivists like G.E. Moore and J.L. Mackie have 

shades of Hume‟s insights in their theories.38 39  
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A Critical Relation between Mind and Logic in the Philosophy of Wittgenstein: An 

Analytical Study 

Mudasir Ahmad Tantray 

Abstract 

This paper deals with the study of the nature of mind, its processes and its relations with the other filed 

known as logic, especially the contribution of most notable contemporary analytical philosophy 

Ludwig Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein showed a critical relation between the mind and logic. He assumed 

that every mental process is logical. Mental field is field of space and time and logical field is a field of 

reasoning (inductive and deductive). It is only with the advancement in logic, we are today in the era of 

scientific progress and technology. Logic played an important role in the cognitive part or we can say 

in the ‗philosophy of mind‘ that this branch is developed only because of three crucial theories i.e. 

rationalism, empiricism, and criticism. In this paper, it is argued that innate ideas or truth are equated 

with deduction and acquired truths are related with induction. This article also enhance the role of 

language in the makeup of the world of mind, although mind and the thought are the terms that are used 

by the philosophers synonymously but in this paper they are taken and interpreted differently. It shows 

the development in the analytical tradition subjected to the areas of mind and logic and their critical 

relation.  

Objectives: 

The fundamental objectives of this research paper are: 

1. To examine and explain the relation between mind and logic, and also the role of Wittgenstein 

in this critical relation 

2. To analysis the field of mind and the field of logic. 

3. To define the role of inductive and deductive reasoning in the mechanism of mental processes 

and complexity. 

4. It clarifies the ambiguities and opaqueness which resides in the knowledge of mind and the 

logic by the employment of analysis. 

Keywords: Mind, Logic, induction, deduction, analysis, thought, Wittgenstein, Language, innate and 

Acquired.     
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Introduction 

The concept1 of mind is a complex phenomenon consisting of different processes occurring in it, some 

are known to us while others are mysteries; those which are known to us are thoughts, intentions, 

consciousness, understanding, willing, desiring, doubting, and judging, while those which are unknown 

to us are noumenon, hidden, absolute, deductive processes and mystical processes occurring in the 

mind.2 Analytical philosophy and philosophy of logic has extended the research in cognitive science 

with the development of symbolic logic and predicate logic. Before the advancement of analytical 

philosophy it was stated that the logical truths had nothing to do with the processes occurring in the 

mind; there is only a psychological relation between the events not a logical one. Since logic is a 

normative science; so it deals with norms, axioms, rules and laws of the events or data.   

Mind also thought process is the bundle of ideas that signify different things from the pre-Socratic 

philosophy. it seems that there is a close connection the mental processes like reasoning, thinking, 

judgment, consciousness, understanding, sensation   and the bodily movements like  extension , shape, 

dimensions ,hardness ,size. Traditional Greek philosophy regards the concept of mind as something 

spiritual or mysterious vital part which is either opposite of physical or a life force, they are of the 

vision that mind is a spiritual part of the reality of which matter is a physical part. Idealists mentioned 

that mind is a consciousness reflects the reality as the mirror reflects the image in front of it. Every part 

of reality is determined by the state of mind. In idealism mind is a universal idea or pattern of a thing 

and all other particular ideas are copied through this pattern. Mind according to rationalism is active 

which means that there are some innate potentialities or truth which constitutes the legitimate source 

into knowledge. In Rationalism, a-priori truths plays vital role to make up the constitution of reflection 

or understanding. Every process which occurs in the field of cognitive part like knowing, apprehension, 

understanding, abstraction, doubting and their way of interpretation are simply named as mind. 

Continental rationalists like Descartes, Spinoza Berkeley, believes in the conceptual process in the 

mind i.e., it is only the conceptual schema that results in analyzing the data .Spinoza illustrated the 

conceptual process with the example of Spider‘s spinning of cobweb without having the idea of 

geometry, it means it is a-priori in the spider to spin its cobweb. Spinoza‘s two processes; (Natura 

Naturata) and (Natura Naturans), these are termed as what designates inner (mind) and outer 

(experience). British empiricists like Locke, Hume, Barkley, accepts mind as passive in the 

schematization of knowledge its role is like a blank state /while paper on which idea led their 

impressions or patches. Just like a black board act as a tool for writing and monitor which shows the 

form or picture of the input or inner. Empiricism accepts only experience or sense- perception which 

constitutes the essence of the mind, according to them what we hear , taste , smell , see , touch is our 
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mind or we can say that auditory sensation, gustatory , olfactory, visual, tactual are collectively known 

as the part of mind. Rationalism states that understanding or reasoning or doubting is the mental 

process and empiricism holds that experience , sensation , observation , calculation, is the mental 

process. While former believes in the input processing of mind and latter accepts output processes. 

Philosophers who integrate and synthesize the elements of  both the rationalism and empiricism in the 

form of subject and predicate (S is P). Kant maintained that there are innate principles (input modules) 

and acquired sensations (outer experiences) which Kant named as  reflection and sensation, in case of 

both input and output data, Kant argued that senses can collect the data and reason interprets it. 

Wittgenstein is the great exponent of analytical philosophy. he used language as a tool to explain 

analytical philosophy and his philosophy is known as ordinary language philosophy, his work 

―Tractatus Logico Philosophicus‖ simply known as ‗Tractatus‘ marked the revolution in the 

contemporary era. In his philosophy he discussed the concept of ―symbolism3 and its principles as well 

as the relations which are necessary between the words and things in any language. Wittgenstein 

exercised his philosophy of symbolism to verify traditional philosophical proposition as vague and 

contradictory as it does not have any objective reference or it does not profess actual state of affairs. He 

further maintain that traditional philosophy and ancient philosophical solutions contain ignorance in the 

principles of symbolism and they have misused language .Wittgenstein explained the logical structure 

of propositions and the nature of logical inference. He discussed most of theories like theory of 

knowledge, principles of physics, ethics , and finally mysticism but the most important of his theories 

were on the nature of mind , logic and language. 

Concept of Mind in the Philosophy of Wittgenstein: 

Wittgenstein was the great philosopher in the analytical tradition. He explored language to clarify and 

clear the facts that are palpable in the analysis. Mind or thought processes are used synonymously in 

the works of Wittgenstein. Sometimes processes like intention, desires, willing, understanding, are 

implied instead of Mind. Mind is a collective term of all the processes, simple or complex, conscious or 

unconscious, deductive or a-priori, finite or infinite occurring in the file of mind. Wittgenstein 

explained mind and its allied structure and mechanism with its comparison with the structure, nature 

and mechanism of language. According to Wittgenstein thinking is the process that occurs in mind. Not 

only thinking, perception and introspection are also the processes that cannot happen without the 

working of mind. Thought and language have many things in common. The structure of language 

designates the structure of the mind. Mind has a faculty to create and abstract new concepts 

intuitionally and also from the old ones. Wittgenstein implied that what occurs in the mind (inner) is 

hidden and mysterious. It is experience (outer) which gives form to the outer. Mind manifests in the 
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variety of outer processes. The most obvious reason for believing the inner to be hidden is the 

uncertainty that affects our judgments about the inner states of others. When, for example, someone 

appears to be in pain, it seems self evident that what matters is not the complaints, but what lies behind 

them. The natural way of representing the situation is to say that ‗there is something inner here which 

can be inferred only inconclusively from the outer. It is picture and it is obvious what justifies this 

picture.4 There are many mental activities and attributes like; abstraction, understanding, willing, 

thinking, judging, doubting, but the three basic mental activities are thinking, willing, and judging 

(Arendt, 1971, p. 69); they cannot be derived from each other and though they have certain common 

characteristics they cannot be reduced to a common denominator. To the question what makes us 

think? There is ultimately no answer other than what Kant called ―reason‘s need‖, the inner impulse of 

that faculty to actualize itself in speculation, and something very similar is true for the will, which 

neither reason nor desire can move. Judgment, finally, the mysterious endowment of the mind by which 

the general always a mental construction, and the particular always given to sense experience, are 

brought together, is a peculiar faculty and in no way inherent in the intellect, not even in the case of 

determinant judgments where particulars are subsumed under general rules in the form of a syllogism, 

because no rule is available for the applications of the rule. These mental activities are basic because 

they are autonomous; each of them obeys laws inherent in the activity itself. In Hume‘s famous dictum 

―Reason is and ought only to be the slave of the passions‖, that is, to a rather simple minded reversal of 

the platonic notion of reasons uncontested ruler ship in the household of the soul. The main 

characteristics of mental activities are of having their invisibility. Properly speaking, they never appear, 

though they manifest themselves to the thinking, willing, or judging ego, which is aware of being 

active, yet lacks the ability or the urge to appear as such.5 

Concept of Logic in Wittgenstein’s Philosophy: 

Logic evaluates those mental processes and events that have concern with causational backup. The 

mental states and processes like pleasure and pain, aversion, will, desire, doubting, reflection, 

understanding and reason do not occur without certain logic. Now the question is, ‗How do these 

processes take place in the domain of mind‘? There are two ways to understand this question and to 

give its answer; one is that there are some innate principles (deductive hypothesis) that would check the 

data as per structure and norm of the data. These truths are not caused but they are the cause of 

everything and consequently mind works on the categories of these truths. For example every creation 

possess mind; Animal mind, mind of the birds and insects but their mental nomenclature and 

mechanism is different from the human. We can say that only deductive truths, inductive and abductive 

can differentiate among these. It is wrong that animals are governed by experience and do not contain 
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mind, they have limit mind as it is apparent from the thesis of the common sense that ―those creature 

that have brain must have mind‖. So, deductive system in mind studies the rulers that reflects and 

understands the data (as continental Rationalists agreed). Not only deductive logic implied its role in 

the schemata of mental process but inductive and abductive logic imparts it‘s scientific nature to build 

up and nurture data formation and processing.6 The following are the problems which Wittgenstein 

faced related to logic. 

(i) The first problem as per Wittgenstein is the logical problem of implication. The problems 

occurs in our minds have logical assumption behind them. Suppose when we hear the 

concept ‗Bat‘ our mind logically uses expectancy which kind of ‗bat‘, animal, or wooden 

instrument it implies; same happens with the meaning of the things. Wittgenstein assumes 

that language is misleading and ambiguous, there is only logic which is universal symbolic 

language to mind. Here we are using logic (inductive/deductive/abductive) as a tool for 

implication or intension, so it is not a cognitive problem or the problem of the ontology but 

it is a logical problem. 

(ii) The second problem which Bertrand Russell maintained in his introduction to ‗Tractatu s‘, is 

epistemological in its domain. The problem is what is the relation that exists between the 

thoughts ,words or sentences to express our  thoughts so here again this problem is problem 

of mind and logic. logic studies relation, proposition and about terms and thoughts. Thought 

is a mental process which either asserts the fact or negates it. It is either true or false. 

Everything is governed within rules and customs even the thought is governed by rules. We 

use only language as the data to communicate and grammatize the thought process 

otherwise one can think without having the primary or secondary language. Human mind is 

has a faculty of design , schematize, and abstract universal language either symbolic or non-

symbolic; that universal language is an ideal language without misconceptions and errors. 

The grammar used in the universal language is known as philosophical grammar or 

universal grammar. 

(iii)Third problem is ―using of sentences so as to convey truth not falsehood‖ Bertrand Russell with 

regard to this problem holds that it is a special problem related to the subject matter of 

sentences in question , but as per the subject matter of  logic and methodology of logic is 

concerned. it is a logical,  because using of sentences could not only convey truth when 

there is in opposition falsehood. ―as negation is determination‖ falsehood also convey 

validity of the proposition. logic studies about proposition and proposition are  either true  

or false. No matter for a logically perfect language; the sentences must be truth-conveying 

not falsehood (falsehood must be demonstrated 
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(iv) The fourth problem is ―what is the relation between one fact (sentence)  have with another (fact) 

sentence and how one can be capable of being a symbol for that other. What is the symbolic 

relation between the one fact (sentence) and the other fact (sentence) how there relation is 

demonstrated; one act as a symbol for other and its vice-versa, this is a logical problem. (As 

for as my analysis is concerned; Bertrand Russell classified four problems from the 

philosophy of Wittgenstein; psychological, Epistemology, special &logical and all these 

problems can be reduced into two question one is psychological (Question of mind; related 

to mind or thoughts), and logical (Questions about proposition) related to logic. In his 

theory of symbolism; language must fulfill the conditions to make a logically perfect 

language. Wittgenstein is interested in exact symbolism. A symbolism in which a sentence 

means something definite.7 

Logic deals with the two questions which Wittgenstein mentioned, while first is; in relation to 

symbolism; combination of symbols must fulfill the conditions for sense not the non-sense and the 

second is; Symbols or combination of symbols must accept the conditions for uniqueness of meaning 

or reference. According to Wittgenstein, a language should be logically perfect and it is perfect and 

definite only when it accepts the rules of syntax8 and these rules of syntax prevents the language from 

non-sense. Logically perfect language contains a single symbol which has a definite clear meaning. 

Ideal language9 is formulated only when it is meaningful in function. language is always more or less 

ambiguous and vague; only condition like syntax, meaning and its functions make it perfect. Language 

is the representation of our thoughts and essential role of language is to assert or deny facts. Language 

must have syntax and the meaning of a sentence in language is determined by the meaning of its 

component words to construct a language made of sentence and the sentence is representing a fact. So 

according to Wittgenstein there is a common relation between the structure of the sentence and the 

structure of the fact. This is perhaps the most fundamental thesis of Wittgenstein‘s theory. 

(Wittgenstein 2002). 

According to Wittgenstein logically perfect language consists of simple symbol. ― for an ideal language 

there should be one name for every simple and never the same name for two different simples‖. All 

philosophical propositions are not true, some are false while others are senseless, we cannot prove their 

senseless but can state their senselessness. A simple symbol has no parts while the complex simple is 

made of parts. Most of the philosophical questions are vague and ambiguous and we are not able to 

understand their logic of the language. We can‘t differentiate between them like whether ―good is more 

or less identical then beautiful‖. Whether truth is more or less identical than the valid. So, in the 

philosophical matter there are propositions that are very difficult to prove their validity. The complex 
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thing in the world is a fact. A fact which is a simple proposition is not made of other facts; Wittgenstein 

called it a ―Sachverhalte‖ and the fact which is made up of two or more than two facts is called a 

―Tatsache‖. Plato is an idealist (both sachverhalte and the tatsache ) ―Plato is an idealist and Socrates 

was his teacher‖ or ― stone is substance and igneous rock is a stone ―(this fact is only tatsache but not a 

sachverhalte)‖. It is necessary to make an assertion between two names (men) when they are accepted 

as simples, but we cannot make statement about two men of same names or simples. The position or 

statement should establish a certain relation between the two names or simples. 

e.g.              Aristotle loves Plato   aRb 

                   Plato loves Socrates    aRb 

Here the word loves which exists between the two words or terms Aristotle and Plato establishes a 

certain relation between them. So it is a fact that the sentence is able to assert a relation between the 

words Aristotle and Plato. 

We must say that ―a stands in a certain relation to b (aRb) 

We must not say ―a stands in a certain relation R to b (aRb). 

Wittgenstein commences with the theory of symbolism with the statement –‗we make to ourselves 

pictures of facts‘. Picture is the model of reality. picture represents the fact. The logical picture of 

reality is the relation that the things have in picture. Things in reality or in picture are in a logical form. 

There are two logical forms. 

1. Inductive form 

2. Deductive form 

According to Wittgenstein, the logical picture of a fact is gedanke. A model or picture can represent a 

reality. This model or picture can correspond or not correspond with fact and if it corresponds with the 

fact then it is true(t) and if not then it is false (F). In both the cases of being true or false, a picture have 

the logical form with the fact Wittgenstein used a word ‗Bild‘ for model or picture. He used some 

examples for the logical picture. 

1. Gamma phone record 

2. The musical thought 

3. The scene 

4. The waves of sound. 

All these represent a pretrial internal relation between the language and the world. In all of these 

―logical structure is common‖ What comes first, language or thought? Intuition cuts both ways.9 
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According to Wittgenstein the logical constants are not signs but really they exit in propositions and 

represent the proposition like the facts. Every philosophical proposition is a bad grammar and the 

discussion in matters to these propositions is a mistake. ―Philosophy is not a theory but an activity‖. 

The only role of philosophy is to classify the thoughts. The proposition and the fact must show the 

same logical manifold.10 

 

Correlation between Mind and Logic: 

Concept of mind is a unique and abstract term in the analytical philosophy of Wittgenstein, who 

implied the field of ‗inner‘ and ‗understanding‘ from this term (wittgenstein, 2001). The idea of mind 

and the idea of logic are inseparable, of mind implies the factory and logic implies the workers, or one 

is a nest and other is a bird. Now the question is which comes first; mind or reasoning, but this question 

is useless. There is no metaphysical inquiry in the evolution of mind and the logic. Mind and logic are 

two different fields in which mind acts as a digestive system and logic as the food. Mind can‘t directly 

use the method of reasoning or argumentation; it needs data and that data is provided with the aid of 

language. If we take a look at the definition of mind as William James said i.e. ―Mind is the stream of 

consciousness‖ or we can interpret it like ‗it is the flow of thought or the collection of the ideas that 

resides in a place which we meant mind‘. Nevertheless ideas resides in the mind which is the reservoir 

of all the ideas, concepts, universals, information‘s and processes. Now the fundamental question is 

‗Does mind works without the data collected by sense? Mind is the collection or galaxies of 

information which senses collect and reason interprets. Mind can‘t think in its emptiness; data is 

necessary for the processing of data to analyze, synthesize, doubt, reason and think. To make it clear 

we can analyze complex statement into simple statement, also is of proposition; objects or things are 

the substance of the world. world does not  exist without substance. There are different types of 

substances as mentioned and explained by different philosophers from time to time like; Descartes: 

mental, spatial and physical substances, Spinoza; only substance, I.e. God or nature, Thales; substances 

‗water‘, Anaximenes; ‗air‘, Anaximander; ‗Aperion‘,  Pythagoras; number and so on.11 

Wittgenstein exaggerates the Spinoza‘s theory of substances that substance is the cause of itself. it 

cannot be composite as it then ceases to be a substance. Spinoza holds that substance is its own cause, 

if it is not the cause of itself then it would be produced by something other than itself. substance is 

infinite; if substance is not infinite then it becomes dependent ,substance is only one as Wittgenstein 

called it simple ,it would cease to be substance as one if it is more than two and it will not remain 

independent. likely Wittgenstein defined substance as that which is not composite, i.e. constituent of 

parts. world cannot exist without substance, as the substance is the reality of the world so is the picture 



http://lokayatajourrnal.webs.com 

 53 

of the world (true or false) . Both the worlds transcendental world [world of imagination and the 

intellectual world; ‗world of reality‘ have something common to then and that is their form. In 

Wittgenstein‘s substance sense, the form of what is inner the thoughts and the form of what is in the 

sensation is same (true or false). The world of thoughts and the world of appearance have same logical 

form and these both are in the form of subject and predicate, both represents the reality one represents 

or picture the logical contents of the inner process and another picture and symbolizes the pictures or 

models of the outer world. These objects have the form and that form does not changes. The role of 

substance (mental or physical) is nothing except only to determine a form. material properties are 

systematically figured by means of propositions. Objects are colorless, as the substance, but substance 

is the cause of the  color: as apple is cause of its redness, milk is the cause of whiteness for 

Wittgenstein is conceived.  he depicted that ―if two objects have the same logical form, apple is red; s  

is p, the only disjunction between them; 

Man is mortal  -s is p is that they are different in matter and not in form.12 

Mental process designates to all the internal, covert activity of our minds, such  as thinking, feeling and 

remembering. We can uncover the mysteries of mind by description, explanation and prediction.  

Description –what is happening? the first step in understanding or perception of anything is to give it a 

name. description involves observing a behavior and nothing everything about it: what is happening, 

where it happens – to whom it happens, and under what circumstances it seems to happen.  

Explanation  –why  is it happening?  

Prediction: logic (when will it happen again ) Determine what will happen in the future is a prediction. 

we can predict in previous research. Aristotle wrote in De Anima about the relation between soul and 

body.13 Soul can exist without the connection with body (Plato‘s dualism). Sensations are the minds 

windows to the world that exist around us. without perception, we would be unable to understand what 

all those sensations mean – perception is the process of interpreting the sensations we experience so 

that we can act upon them.14 To fully understand how we do any  of the thing we do (such as learning 

,remembering and behaving ) ,we need to understand how we think .how do we organize our thought? 

How do we communicate those thought to other? What do we mean by intelligence? Why are some 

people able to learn so much faster than other. Thinking (cognition) is a mental activity that goes on in 

the brain when a person is organizing and attempting to understand information and communicating 

information to others. Thinking or cognition from Latin means ‗to know‘. Thinking includes memory. 
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When people think , they are not only aware of the information in the brain but also are making 

decisions  about it , comparing it to other information, and using it to solve problems.15 

Conclusion: 

In contemporary philosophy the problem of mind and its correlations with reasoning and language has 

been elaborated and clarified by the analytical philosophers and the continental philosophers. While 

analytical philosophers like Gottlob Frege whose symbolic logic has turned the shapes of thoughts into 

logical truth tables and Gilbert Ryle whose nature of mind, its role and functions paved the way for 

cognitive psychologists and Wittgenstein’s private language arguments and theories of other logicians 

has solved the problems of mind in a systematic and metaphorical way. The relation which holds 

between the three blocks viz. mind, logic and language is critical in contemporary philosophy 

especially in the field of analytical tradition. Analytical philosophy clarified the analysis of mind, 

analysis of reasoning, analysis of language and their inter-connectivity, as analytical philosophers think 

that all philosophical problems arises due to misunderstanding of language. There is a harmony that 

mind and logic are interconnected at deeper level. Philosophers started debate on the priority of innate 

capacities of mind over acquired ideas vis-à-vis innate over mind. The mainstream analytical 

philosophy has its roots in rationalism, empiricism, and in the tradition of synthetic-critical philosophy 

of Immanuel Kant16 According to Wittgenstein every mental image is a physical thing. I have a pain 

means that pain resides in things not a mental kind. There is no yellow or red color. It is actually the 

sensations of the objects which are giving us different colored impressions. Likely Frege gave the 

answer of the question ‗what is the number one‘ in his work ‗foundation of arithmetic‘s‘ that number 

one is thing. It is the thing which is counted as one but the number.17 Wittgenstein thought that it is just 

an ultimate fact about human beings that they find certain a priori inferences natural. Logicians are 

chiefly concerned with language used informatively in affirming or denying propositions, formulating 

arguments, evaluating arguments, and so on. Many other purposes are also served by language, 

however, and its informative use may be better understood when contrasted with other uses. The great 

philosopher of analytical tradition and notable logicians , insisted rightly in his work ‗philosophical 

investigations, 1953) that there are countless different kinds of use of what we call ‗symbols‘, ‗words‘, 

‗sentences‘. Among the examples suggested by Wittgenstein are giving orders, describing an object or 

giving its measurements, reporting an event, speculating about an event, forming and testing a 

hypothesis, presenting the results of an experiment, making up a story, play-acting, singing, guessing 

riddles, telling a joke, solving a problem in arithmetic, translating from one language into another, 

asking, cursing greeting and praying. Thus we can say that, Mind and logic is an approach in the 

philosophy of mind which explores mind, its analysis, its functions, and the task of inductive and 



http://lokayatajourrnal.webs.com 

 55 

deductive reasoning in the operations of the mind. While both inductive and deductive processes are 

scientific, both the processes are dependent on each others. Mind is a software part of brain which is its 

hardware part. The attributes of mind are thinking, imaging, doubting, memorizing. There is no 

permanent place of mind but ordinary we argue that mind resides in brain. Mind is three dimensional 

and its structure as the persons enhances in age the structure and the functions of the mental processes 

also increases. Philosophy of mind not only explores the nature of mind but it also explains the theories 

like monism, dualism, behaviorism, functionalism, interactionism, epiphenomenalism and 

occasionalism. According to Wittgenstein every thought is a language and symbols or signs can only 

represent the thought. Symbol is the thought or the modification of the thought. Proposition represent 

thought. Thought is a logical process. It is either the formulation of simple ideas like sense datum or the 

predicate of the creation of complex social idea. When Kant used the statement that ‗everything is in 

the form of having subject and predicate‘ Wittgenstein used both the terms to represent the cognitive 

system which includes the innate part of mind and the social part of mind (environment). In modern 

21th century ‗mind‘ is not a single filed but it is inter-connected with other fields. Mind cannot exist 

without logic and logic cannot work or perform its reasoning without having mind. It generates both 

simple processes and complex processes. It appears to me that ‗Mind has the power to create, to 

formulate laws, to analyze and to make relationship with other elements, for this it would take abundant 

energy that is why prophets hundred and thou sand years before showed the power of mind to generate 

complex processes and relations without variables and facts‘. Mind is faster than computer if it is used 

in a proper. Every mind contains ideas, ideas are either deductive in character or inductive in character, 

while deductive part makeup the innate mechanism and inductive part makeup the outer social part of 

mind. Thus we can say that mind and logic are interconnected both in processes, mechanism, 

formulation, hypothesis, interpretation and conclusion as well as in reality, and in causation. It is wrong 

that mind cannot think in emptiness, actually mind can never can be empty, it contains certain things in 

it, which studies its rules, norms and axioms. 

Notes and References: 

1. Concept is a Latin term which means ideas that represent a class or category of objects, events, or 

activities. 

2. Thought is not similar to mind, since mind is a place or we can say it is a set of different programs. We 

can‘t say that the data and the software are same. Thought manifests in diverse processes based on the 

time and space and the relation of the data. Earlier Psychologists and philosophers of the mind has 

named the term ‗Mind‘ as mysterious and vague, but it seems to me that the analytical tradition has 

clarified and analyzed this term into its legitimate magnitude. Since the concept of inner structure 

appeared in the tradition of critical philosopher Kant; who said that mind can‘t function or is of having 
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no value without experience or sensation. His famous statement explains the concept of ‗mind‘ in a 

simple manner i.e. concepts without percepts are empty and percepts without concepts are blind.  

3. Symbolism is a concept which means ―something which stands for something else‘. 1590 (Faerle 

Queene), (the use of symbols to express or represent ideas or qualities in language). 

4. Paul Johnston: Wittgenstein rethinking the inner. New York: Routledge, (1993), p.167-173 

5. Arendt, H. Thinking. New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich. 1971., p. 69-78. 

6. Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, (New York: Routledge, 2001), p. ix-x. 

7. Wittgenstein, Tractatus, Introduction by Bertrand Russell, F.R.S, p. x-xi 

8. Syntax is defined as the set of rules, principles and processes that govern the structure of sentences in a 

given language. 

9. Ideal language in analytical philosophy is a language that is precise free of ambiguity and clear in structure. 

10. Martinich, A. P, & David, S. A Companion to Analytical Philosophy,  Oxford: Blackwell, 2001, p.307 

11. Wittgenstein, Tractatus, Introduction by Bertrand Russell, F.R.S, p. xiv. 

12. Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus. (New York: Routledge, 2oo1), p.7-8. 
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Critical & Postmodernists' Theorists Approaches towards Rationality 

 

Merina Islam 

 

Critical Theory and Postmodernism are Intellectual traditions most familiar to people who work in 

Philosophy, Aesthetic Theory, Literal Criticism, and Women Studies. Critical Theory is associated with 

the Institute of Social Research established in Germany in 1923. This Institute was founded at 

Frankfurt (Germany), hence known as Frankfurt School. The chief exponents of this movement are 

Theodore W. Adorno (1903-1969), Max Horkheimer (1895-1973), and Herbert Marcuse (1898-1979). 

The most important recent representative of Critical Theory is Jurgen Habermas (1929-L), a student of 

Adorno and Horkheimer, who departed significantly from certain positions of the founders. 

 

The Frankfurt school was founded to make an attempt to explain why the socialist revolution as 

predicted by Karl Marx did not occur as expected. Marcuse, Adorno, and Horkheimer thought that they 

had to reconstruct the logic and method of Marxism in order to develop Marxian philosophy relevant to the 

emerging twentieth-century Capitalism. Postmodernism on the other hand may be termed as a movement and can 

be found in a vast range of fields from art, architecture, music, film, literature, to dance, drama, and poetry. 

Postmodernism is a complicated term, or set of ideas, one that has only emerged as an area of academic study since 

the mid-1980s. But it is hard to define, what Postmodernism is. Even if you ask any "Postmodernist to say what 

Postmodernism is he is lost. There is no way to define it. It is a movement, an attitude or a mood, but not a 

systematic thing where you can develop concepts and relationships, precisely what the postmodernists are against... 

so postmodernism is basically a mood."
1 

The chief exponents of this movement are Michel Foucault, Jacques 

Derrida, Jean Francois Lyotard, Richard Rorty and many others. 

 

As the Frankfurt school was opened initially with an aim to restructure Marxism, the postmodernists had no such 

specific objective. But postmodernism is essentially a reaction against the modernists' conception of 

foundationalism, truth, certainty, dualism and scientific knowledge. 

 

As we know, both the Critical Theory as stands today and postmodernism, deal with a vast number of issues. It is 

not possible to deal with all those issues in this small paper. What we propose to do here is to analyse a specific 

issue that is the attitude of the Critical Theorists' and Postmodernists' towards 'the notion of Rationality‘. Here an  

attempt  is made to discuss certain fundamental questions, which come out of the criticism of 'Rationality'. To begin 

with; rationality is generally defined as "the quality of possessing reason, the fact of being based on reason; a 

rational or reasonable view or die tendency to regard every thing from a purely rational point of view
".2 

To have a 

correct understanding of the term rationality we have to go back to the period of European Enlightenment of the 
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Eighteenth century. The French Revolution of 1789 was a high point of the spread of intellectual-spiritual as well as 

political-economic-social ferment in western society. This period also saw a tremendous development of science 

and technology with Newton's theory of gravitation and Force and Robert Boyle's theory of corpuscular 

composition of matter Galileo's invention of telescope was a landmark to prove not to accept anything 

dogmatically (as imposed by church) but every claim should be associated with rational justification. This phase 

also saw a correspondingly magnificent change in the field of medicine, communication systems, educational 

system and political-economic institutions. All these developments in the field of socio-political sphere 

as well as in the technological and scientific sphere made significant contribution towards asserting 

human sovereignty and individual autonomy. People refused to believe the injections of Church. They 

demanded that every truth can be practically and objectively verified. Hence in every field an attempt 

was made to overcome die dogmatic traditions (Social, Political, Cultural and scientific) by means of 

rational insights. Referring to this period Axel Honneth of the Frankfurt University, writes, "Thus, from 

the outset, what is unique to enlightenment is its immanent relation to a criterion of rational validity 

which acts as a standard against which opinions and convictions can be upheld by rational 

examination" .
3
 Though the very origin or the concept of rationality can be traced from the 

Enlightenment period yet the process lasted drought the mid-eighteenth century with the spread of 

urban-technological-industrial society and with the formulation of the noted social theories like 

Positivism (August Comte) and Marxism. 

Hence the whole phase of modernity and rationality are interconnected in conceptually compulsory manner 

in such a way that both  notions stand in an intrinsic and internal relation to one another. 

 

But today, this notion of Rationality which originated in the-Enlightenment period and was invariably 

associated with the conception of modernity is facing an almost insurmountable barrier with the challenges 

from the interplay of Critical Theory and Postmodernism. James L. Marsh in this context writes, " The 

postmodern critique of rationality among such thinkers as Heidegger, Derrida, Adodno and Foucault has 

contributed to the thematizing new, overlapping an of philosophical enquiry; the  legitimacy of modernity 

and the Enlightenment, the limits, meaning, and value of Western Ratio the link between rationality and 

critique, the pathology of the modern, the possibility of postmodern alternative to modernity."
4
 

 

Horkheimer was one of the prominent critiques of enlightenment rationality of the school of Critical 

Theory. He was firmly convinced that the will of Humanity was directed towards mostly over nature, " the 

domination of nature both inside and outside us by .means of rational resolve"
5
 Referring to Hegel and 

Marx, Horkheimer describe this concept -the perfect domination over nature by means of limitless reason— 

as a dialectical one. He defended it on two fronts—against rationalism and against irrationalism, doing so 
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for the first time at any length in his essay 'On the Dispute over Rationalism in Contemporary Philosophy', 

and written while he was in Switzerland. On the odrer hand, (rationalism represented for Horkheimer, 

mainly by Positivism) considered die scientific disciplines in their current form to be die only legitimate 

form of knowledge, and saw speculative thought as not competent to discuss the problems of society as a 

whole. In Horkheimer's eyes, rationalism was therefore only an imperfect, inflexible, impoverished 

rationality. On the other hand, irrationalism represented for Horkheimer by the ' philosophy of life' ( 

lebensphilosophie), for example, and by existential philosophy— condemned thought as a destructive force, 

and made die Soul or intuition the sole deciding anteriority in all the critical problems of life. This school of 

thought thus demanded less rather than more rationality. Horkheimer saw rationalism as a fitting expression 

of the over-estimation of his or her own abilities by the type of individual never able to view matters as a 

whole, a type which had flourished in die liberal period of bourgeois capitalist society. In irrationalism, by 

contrast, he saw an expression of the growing powerlessness even of most members of the middle class in 

the phase of monopoly capitalism. Irrationalism was a transfiguration of the individual's subjection to a 

larger whole, which was even more obscure than ever. According to Horkheimer, "Irrationalism correctly 

recognizes dial rationalism is bankrupt, but it draws die wrong conclusion. It does not criticize one sided 

thinking and egoism in favour of a way of organizing the world, which would correspond to die human 

resources actually available. Instead, it leaves the economic laws which have produced current conditions 

basically untouched, and serves the interests of those who have economic power, who are merely die 

executors of economic forces, by encouraging ‗blind recognition of them, demanding submission to the so-

called larger, general interest."
6 

 

Horkheimer's notion of rationality was criticized as the loss of objective reason and about the disdain for 

speculation and contemplation. Marcuse wrote to Horkheimer after reading the Eclipse of Reason, "Especially 

the one which disturbs me most of all: that the form of reason which suddenly changes into complete 

manipulation and domination still never the less remains a form of reason, so that the real horror of the 

system lies more in its rationality than in its  irrationality. That is easily said - but you must still provide the 

development for the actual reader—no one else can or will do so."
7 

 

The Postmodern Critique of Rationality is almost similar to the early Critical Theorists' critique of die same. This is clear 

from Michel Foucault's following observations, which came almost a decade and half after Adorno's death, where he 

said, " If I had known about the Frankfurt School in time, I would have been saved a great deal of work. I would not 

have said a certain amount of nonsense and would not have taken so many false trails trying not to get lost, when the 

Frankfurt school had already cleared the way." 
8
 Here Foucault is referring to his programme as a ' rational critique of 

rationality‘; Adorno has used almost exactly the same words in 1962 in a lecture on philosophical terminology to 
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describe die task of Philosophy. Philosophy; Adorno said should conduct " a sort of rational appeal hearing against 

rationality."
9 

 

Before analyzing the postmodern nation of Rationality let us take into account die modernistic conception of die same. 

The concept of rationality as die basis of modernity was introduced by Max Weber. Rationality simply means to those 

ideas and behaviors, which are logically coherent and consistent and amenable to empirical knowledge. According to 

Weber, the contemporary world is characterized by rationality. Max Weber believed that the key to understand modern 

society is to be found in its rational feature and rationalizing forces. For him, (he modern Western world is characterized 

by rationality. As a result of this, human activity is marked by methodical calculations. Quantification, predictability and 

regularity become important. Individuals rely on logic, reason and calculation rather than on supernatural beliefs. To 

Weber rationalization means, "principally there are no mysterious incalculable forces that come, into play but rather one 

can, in principle, master all things by calculation. One need no longer have recourse to magical means in-order to master 

or implore the spirits, as did the savage, for whom such mysterious power existed."
10 

 

Weber views 'rationality' as a process of rationalization of social  system and rationalization as a product of scientific 

specialization and teleological differentiation of Western culture. The two major ways in which Weber creates or 

handles rationality in his work are; (i) society as rationalization process and (ii) rationality as a methodological tool. 

Though going detail into these issues is Our of our context, yet we want to mention that for Weber, a bureaucratic 

organization based on rationality is the essential feature of capitalism. Weber believes that modern bureaucracy is a 

social manifestation of formal rationality. 

 

So we find Weber not only mark rationality but emphasize upon individuality and scientificity as the essence of 

modernity. For Weber  modernity is, "an explicitly recognition of what die self and society have been all along. Modern 

identity is not just another in a sequence of historic constructions; it is unveiling of what has been at the root of those 

constructions .
11 

 

So Weber sees rationality is the main driving force for the construction of modem society. But it is beyond the scope of 

our study to deal in detail Weber's notion of modernity. We have already analyzed how are concept of rationality has 

been intrinsically related with the nation of Modernity, now our task is to examine how the same figures in the concept 

of Post modernity? 

 

Lyotard holds that there is a notion of rationality in postmodernism, but  a different sense. The only difference, which 

distinguishes postmodern rationality from modern rationality, is the irreducible plurality and it's willingness to sustain it. 

In the words of Lyotard, "Postmodern knowledge refined our sensitivity to differences re-enforces our ability, to tolerate 
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the incommensurability". 
12

 So Lyotard sees a major shift of the meaning of rationality in postmodern science - a shift 

towards plural, indeterminate, tire random, die irregular and the formless. But this does not mean a farewell to 

rationality. In postmodern science, Lyotard holds that, it is natural to be plural, random and indeterminate in rationality. 

This is because it heats irrationality as an unavoidable counter concept of rationality. Hence Post modernity is the 

rewriting of modernity under new rubric holds true if we look die whole enterprise from 'rational point of view'. The 

notion of rationality in modernism can be found in 'postmodernism' also though being associated with indeterminacy, 

randomness, etc. Hence Bishop Gregorios observes, "the whole postmodern enterprise is still a child of enlightenment, it 

may question die overuse of rationality but it retains the fundamental assertion of the Enlightenment..."
13

As it has 

already been mentioned that though Habermas belongs to the school of Critical Theory, yet his views on rationality 

significantly differs from that of the earlier Critical Theory thinkers. He equates Postmodernity with a new historicism 

and conservation and labels it with the nomenclature such as "anti-modern' , tendency: turn' etc.. The Habermasian 

objection to the concept of Posunodeftmy applies mainly to its critique of rationality. He is always on the 

look out for the evidence that die Postmodern critique of rationality is self - contradictory. He sees that the 

argumentative 'Liquidation of reason puts one in a logical dilemma'—that is you are rejecting reason widi 

the help of reason. This happens in the case of Nietzsche, Heidegger, Horkheimer, Adorno, Derrida and 

Foucault. Hence Adorno, Horkheimer and Foucault's notion what they call ' rational critique -of rationality' 

really establishes a new sphere of rationality in the name of over throwing the enlightenment rationality. So 

the basic question is if you want to displace rationality you have to argue rationally because rationality can't 

be over thrown by irrational agreements. Hence it seems the enlightenrnent rationality is still in force in 

spite of all attempts by the Critical Theorists' and Postmodernists' to displace it. 

 

Notes and References: 

1. Gregorios, Paulous, Mar, "On Postmodernism", Dr. S i n . ! ; ,  R.P.,(Transcribed) Journal of Indian 

Council of Philosophical Research, Vol. XIV,No.3,May Aug 1997.P.84. 

2. Brown Lesley,(ed.) The New Shorter Oxford English Dictioiiaiy,C\aie(\don Press, Oxford, 1993. 

3. Honneth Axel, "Enlightenment and Rationality" ,The Journalo f  Philosophy, September 

,1987,P.693. 

4. Marsh, James, L. Strategies of Evasion: 'The Paradox of Self -Referentiality and the Postmodern 

Critique of Rationality', International Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. XXIX , No.3, Issue No. 115, 

(Sept.l989),P339. 

5. Max, Horkherimer, '. "Journal of Social Research" (ZFSJi 2(1993) P.41 .'. quoted in wiggershaus, 

Rolf, The Frankfurt School its History Theories and significance. Trans. Michael Robertson, Polity 

Press, Cambridge, 1995, P. 136. 

6. Max, Horkerimer, zum Rationalism ustrait in der gegenwa. tin, i .  Philosophies, ZFC, 3(1934), PP. 50-

1, quoted in Wiggershaus, Rolf, The Frankfurt School etc. Ided, P. 136. 



http://lokayatajourrnal.webs.com 

 63 

7. Marcuse to Horkheimer, 18th July, 1947, Rolf Wiggers Haus, Frankfurt School, Polity Press, 

Cambridge, 1986, p. 350. 

8. Michel, Foucault, Urn Welchen Preis Sagt die Verimft die Wahi litl Ein Gespraen, Spruen.l (1983), 

p.24, quoted in wiggershaus, I . ,  The Frank Furt, School, op, cit; P.4: 

9. Theodor, W., Adorno, Philosophische Terminology (Frankfurt am Main, 1973),Vol, p.87( quoted in 

Wiggershaus,Rolf, The Frankfurt School , op, cit, P.4. 

10. Hearn, F., Reason and Freedom in Sociological Thought, Allen and Unwin, Boston, 1985, p.76. 

11. Kolb, David, The Critique of Pure Modernity: Hegel, Heidegger and After, Chicago University 

Press, 1988, p.4 

12. Lyotard, Jean, Francoise, Postmodern Condition: A Report on Knowledge, Geoff Bennington and 

Brian Massumi (Trans.), Manchester University Press, 1984,p.XXV. 

13. Singh, R.P., Philosophy: Modern and Postmodern, Intellectual Book Corner,New Delhi.,1997, 

p.XV-XVI. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



http://lokayatajourrnal.webs.com 

 64 

An Enquiry into the Nature of the Absolute Being as Necessary Existent: A Review 

after Ibn Sῑnā 

Rejina Kabir  

 

Abstract 

The term, ‗Absolute‘, is used by the philosophers to signify the ultimate reality regarded as one and yet 

as the source of variety; as complete, or perfect and yet as not divorced from the finite, imperfect 

world. The objective of this article is an analytical exposition of the concept of the Absolute Being as 

represented by Ibn Sῑnā (980A.D.-1037A.D.) in his system of philosophy. Ibn Sῑnā is one of the Islamic 

philosophers who have developed some unique and original concepts in their systems of study in 

medieval philosophy. As per Goodman, Ibn Sῑnā has tried to meet the challenge by harmonizing reason 

with revelation, introducing innovations and refining philosophical techniques and analysis. Ibn Sῑnā 

claims that the concept of Being is the first acquisition of the human mind. The knowledge of the 

concept of Being is arrived at both subjectively and objectively. Subjectively we are aware or 

conscious of our own existence. Objectively we acquire the impression of being through sense-

perception and physical contact with the things around us. Ibn Sῑnā classified the nature of being or 

existence into two types namely- necessary and contingent. This paper is mainly concerned with an 

analysis of the concept of the Absolute Being as Necessary Existent. Ibn Sῑnā contends that the essence 

of the Necessary Existent can be no other than existence. In pursuance of the objective of this article it 

is designed in three sections namely, A brief introduction of Ibn Sῑnā, The Notion of Being as per Ibn 

Sῑnā, The Notion of Absolute Being as Necessary Existent. 

Keywords: Ibn Sῑnā, Being, Absolute Being, Necessary Existent. 

****** 

 

The concept of Absolute Being is one of the most important concepts discussed in metaphysics. The 

term, ‗Absolute‘, is used by the philosophers to signify the ultimate reality regarded as one and yet as 

the source of variety; as complete, or perfect and yet as not divorced from the finite, imperfect world.1 

The objective of this article is an analytical exposition of the concept of the Absolute Being as 

Necessary Existent after Ibn Sῑnā (980A.D.-1037A.D.) in his system of philosophy. In other words, 

existence is the essence of the Absolute Being.  In pursuance of the objective of this article it is 

designed in three sections namely, A brief introduction of Ibn Sῑnā, The Notion of Being as per Ibn 

Sῑnā, The Notion of Absolute Being as Necessary Existent. 
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A brief introduction of Ibn Sῑnā 

Ibn Sῑnā (980A.D.-1037A.D.) is one of the Islamic philosophers who have developed some unique and 

original concepts in their systems of study in medieval philosophy. Medieval philosophy is the 

philosophic thought and systems, which are elaborated between the Carolingian renaissances of the last 

part of the eighth century A.D. to the end of the fourteenth century A.D., which is also recognised as 

the Dark Age in the history of western philosophy.2 However, we must recognise some philosophers, 

who have continued their quest for the truth, which helps us to understand, analyse, and to continue the 

uninterrupted flow of philosophical discourse. It is recognised that the creative period of Islamic 

Philosophy is from the Ninth to the Eleventh Century.3 The name of Ibn Sῑnā is one of them who have 

developed some unique and original concepts in their systems of study in this period, which are worthy 

to mention and deserves appreciation.  As Goodman claims, that Ibn Sῑnā has tried to meet the 

challenge by harmonizing reason with revelation, introducing innovations and refining philosophical 

techniques and analysis.4  

In his A History of Philosophy, Copleston holds ―The greatest Muslim philosopher of the Eastern group 

without doubt is Avicenna or Ibn Sῑnā (980-1037), the real creator of a scholastic system in the Islamic 

world.‖5 Ibn Sῑnā was a devout Muslim and sought to reconcile rational philosophy with Islamic 

theology. His aim was to prove the existence of God and His creation of the world through reason and 

logic.  

Ibn Sῑnā was born in 980 A.D. at Kharmaithan near Bukhara the capital of the Samadin Empire. His 

full name is Abu Alῑ al-Husain ‗Abd –Altah ibn Sῑnā. His first book on philosophy in the Persian 

language is Danish-Nameh ye ‘Ala’i (The Book of Knowledge). Some other books are Kitāb al- Šhifā 

(The Book of Healing) and Kitab al-Najat (The Book of Deliverance).6 

The objective of this article is an exposition of the concept of the Absolute Being as the Necessary 

Existent as represented by Ibn Sῑnā (980A.D.-1037A.D.) in his system of philosophy. The concept of 

Being is dwelt in metaphysics and metaphysics is the science of Being as Being. Ibn Sῑnā was a 

metaphysician by temperament.7 In support of this claim we need only note how, as soon as he sees 

them, metaphysical question take precedent in his work over all others.  Throughout the Middle Ages, 

Ibn Sῑnā was recognised in the West as the philosopher of Being.8 To understand the concept of 

Absolute Being we must understand, how Ibn Sῑnā has explained the concept of being. The next section 

is dedicated to analyse the concept of Being after Ibn Sῑnā.  
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The Notion of Being as per Ibn Sῑnā 

To understand the concept of Absolute Being we must discuss Ibn Sῑnā‘s observation about the concept 

of being. The aim of this section is to provide a detailed analysis of the concept of being as represented 

by him. Ibn Sῑnā says that the concept of Being is the first acquisition of the human mind.9  In the 

Shifā’ he says: 

―The ideas of Being, thing, the necessary, sketch themselves in the soul first of all. This 

impression is not one of those which need to be brought in by things more known than they are. But 

what is first conceived by itself is what is common to all things, like Being, thing, one, etc. Hence, 

it is not possible to explain anything without falling into a vicious circle, nor to use for this purpose 

anything which is more known than these.‖10 

 

For him, the knowledge of the concept of Being is arrived at both subjectively and objectively. 

Subjectively we are aware or conscious of our own existence. Ibn Sῑnā has tried to explain the 

subjective awareness of the notion of Being  with the help of an allegory of the blindfolded man which, 

he has used twice in the Treatiseon the Soul in the Shifā’, and repeated it in the Ishārāt.11 Ibn Sῑnā 

contends that if we suppose a state where we are completely unaware of our body even then, we are 

aware of our existence in a manner that ‗we are‘ or ‗we exist‘.12 In this allegory he holds that let us 

suppose that one of us is created in an instant, and created perfect. However, his eyes are blindfolded 

and he is unable to see any external objects. Not even that he is created floating in the air, or rather in 

the void, so that the resistance of the air which, he could feel, does not affect him. His members are 

separated and therefore, do not meet or touch one another. In this situation, if he asks himself, about his 

own existence, whether it is proved or not? Then, without any hesitation he would reply that ‗he exists‘, 

although he could not prove the existence of his own external body parts like hands and feet or of his 

entrails or heart or brain; but he would nevertheless affirm that ‗he exists‘, without establishing the fact 

that he has length, breadth or thickness.13 For Ibn Sῑnā, the idea of Being appears as the first intuition 

of the mind confronted with its proper object. One may question in what sense can this be called 

intuition? For him, by intuition he means direct perception of Being by the mind, which is not 

impossible, for the soul as the form of the body.14 He also holds that the soul can be aware of itself by 

intuition because of its spiritual nature.15 But he also mentioned that this is not the normal way of 

knowing Being. 
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Objectively we acquire the impression of being through sense-perception and physical contact with the 

things around us. As being is not a genus, it cannot be divided into different species. However, there 

are two elements in it, viz. essence and existence. These two elements of being may be separated from 

one another or unified. We are concerned about these two elements only when we try to analyse the 

concept of being. However, when we observe beings, we are concerned to whether it is necessary or 

possible. If they are necessary then, the following questions arise – whether the being is necessary of its 

own account or it is necessary because of some outside agency?16 If the answer is in assertion to the 

first alternate of the concerned question then we get the Necessary Existent. If the answer is provided in 

assertion to the second alternate of the question in concern, then the existence of that being is possible 

or contingent. Regarding Necessary Existence, Ibn Sῑnā contends, ―Self-necessity applies to some 

beings but not to other beings.‖17 The Necessary Existent cannot be united (paiwand) with any cause 

(sabab). Since its being is necessary in Itself without being caused, Its being cannot be due to a cause.18 

On the other hand, a being is recognised as possible or contingent while the existence of that is 

necessitated or can be realized (ḥāṣil) by something other than itself.19 It signifies that the contingent 

being is necessary as a result of some outside agency.20 Moreover, whatever is impossible in itself can 

never be realized (maujūd).21 From the above discussion, we can draw a logical conclusion that beings 

may take three forms. They could be necessary (wājib), possible (mumkin) or impossible (mumtani‗).22 

In pursuance to the objective of this article the subject of our concern is the nature of the first form of 

being, namely, the Necessary being.  

The Notion of Absolute Being as Necessary Existent. 

Ibn Sῑnā classified the nature of being or existence into two types namely- necessary and contingent. 

This section is mainly concerned with an analysis of the concept of Necessary Being. The Necessary 

Existent, according to him, has no genus (jins), differentia (faṣl), definition (ḥadd), place (maḥall), 

subject (mauḍū‘), opposite (ḍidd), species (nau‘), companion ( yār wa nidd), receptive to motion 

(tahgayyur padhῑr), or receptive to partition (bahra padhῑr). Moreover, It is the cause of all contingent 

entities.23 

 

Definition, according to Ibn Sῑnā, consists of relating a thing to its genus where it shares qualities with 

others and specifying or differentiating it from these others through its specific qualities.
24

 Ibn Sῑnā 

contends that the Necessary Being is indefinable because any attempt to define Necessary Being would 
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violate Its essence as a Unity.
25

 The essence of Absolute Being cannot be divided in any form or parts, 

such as soul and body or matter or into logical divisions like genus and species or existence or essence. 

This difficulty of the unity and simplicity of Absolute Being made It indefinable.
26

 However, he 

described the Absolute Being with the help of many attributes. He considers those attributes as the 

properties of the Absolute Being but, not his essence. As per Ibn Sῑnā, properties can only describe a 

thing but unable to define its essence.
27

 Now the question is what is the essence of the Absolute Being? 

Ibn Sῑnā contends that the essence (māhiyya) of the Necessary Existent can be no other than existence 

(anniyya).28 That whose essence (māhiyya) is other than existence is not the Necessary Existent. An 

essence cannot be the cause of the existence of the Necessary Existent for the following reasons. If we 

assume that such an essence should have been the cause of existence of the Necessary Existent then, it 

generates two alternate possibilities: 

(i) Either the existence of the Necessary Existent could be derived from that essence, or  

(ii) This being were the cause of the existence. 

 

If the second alternative is taken into consideration, then it would follow that the being of this essence 

would have to be realized prior to itself, which is logically impossible. Moreover, if the essence has no 

being, it could not be the cause of anything. That cannot be the cause of anything who does not exist. 

Since, the second hypothesis could not be the reason for Its being, so, an enquiry into the first 

alternative is being initiated.  

 

In concern to the first alternative, i.e., ‗the existence of the Necessary Existent could be derived from 

that essence‘ -  it is to be said that the essence of the Necessary Existent is not the cause of its 

existence. Its cause, therefore, is something else. The Necessary Existence must exist, therefore, due to 

something else. This view, however, is not acceptable as it hampers the nature of the very notion of 

Necessary Existence.29 Hence, it is logically evident that we must nullify the view under consideration 

that an essence can be the cause of the existence of the Necessary Existent. The analysis of the view 

only strengthens the view of Ibn Sῑnā‘s contention that the essence (māhiyya) of the Necessary Existent 

can be no other than existence (anniyya). In other words, the essence and existence of a Necessary 

Existent is identical.30 For him, the Necessary Being is that which when supposed to be not existing, an 

impossibility occurs from it.31 The Necessary Being is the Ultimate Being who is necessary of itself.32 

Its essence and existence is identical. The supposition of its non-existence leads us to self-
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contradiction.33 Hence, the essence of the Necessary Existent is the existence or in another manner the 

essence and existence is identical in the Necessary Existent. 

 

Conclusion 

Ibn Sῑnā says that the Absolute Being is the only Necessary Being. The Absolute Being is the only 

being who is necessary of itself.34 He farther argues that the mere fact that we have the notion of the 

Necessary Being proves that He exists. We conceive the notion of the Absolute Being as a Perfect 

Being and existence is nothing but a positive quality of perfection. It would be self-contradictory to 

assume that a being is perfect in nature but it does not have existence.35 Ibn Sῑnā logically established 

that the Necessary Being exists ‗due-to-Its-Self‘ and has no essence other than existence. 
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Cognition in Nya    -  i es i     ste  

Rajen Lakra 

Abstract 

Cognition (buddhi or j a  na) is held to be one of the important concepts in the history of philosophy. 

Different schools of philosophy have studied this particular concept from different perspectives. 

Several thinkers hold it to be an act, while some regard it as a relation. However, according to some it 

is self subsistent and for a few others it is a quality. Nevertheless, in this article we shall deal cognition 

as one of the twenty-four qualities in Nya  ya- ai es ika philosophy. And we shall try to prove that 
cognition is an adventitious quality of the soul and it is not self-illuminating. 

 

****** 

One can say that cognition is the most important quality because it reveals all other qualities. Further 

by this cognition only, we come to know that there are seven categories and their divisions. The second 

of the seven categories in  ai es ika is referred to as gun a. This term is usually translated in English as 

'quality' or 'attribute'. Western understanding of the word quality is not the exact understanding of the 

word gun a in Nya  ya- ai es ika philosophy. In Western philosophy quality is understood as repeatable 

properties, while according to  ai es ika, gun a is not repeatable.
1
 An attribute is defined as that which 

exists in a substance and has no quality or activity in it.
2
 An attribute always depends for its existence 

on some substance and is never constitutive of things. Therefore, there cannot be an attribute of 

attributes, or we can say attribute is itself attributeless. Actually Kan a  da, the founder of  ai es ika 
school, gives us only seventeen qualities and Pra astapa  da later adds seven more to it. Hence there are 

twenty-four kinds of qualities. These are: colour (ru pa), taste (rasa), smell (gandha), touch (spar a), 

sound ( abda), number (san  khya  ), magnitude (parima  n a), differentia (pr thaktva), conjunction 

(sam  yoga), disjunction (vibha  ga), remoteness (paratva), nearness (aparatva), fluidity (dravatva), 

viscidity (sneha), kowledge (buddhi), pleasure (sukha), pain (duh kha), desire (iccha  ), aversion (dves a), 

effort (prayatna), heaviness (gurutva), merit (dharma), demerit (adharma) and faculty (sam  ska ra).
3
 

A question can be raised: why cognition is not a substance or an action but a quality? First of all, 

cognition is neither a substance nor a modification of a substance. Because cognition cannot be the 

constitutive cause of anything, nor can it be the permanent substratum of certain recognized properties. 



http://lokayatajourrnal.webs.com 

 74 

Again cognition cannot be a modification of a substance as a pot is of clay. Because it is partless and 

also non-eternal. A substance that is partless, for example an atom is eternal, whereas a cognition such 

as perception of the pen on a particular table is non-eternal because it comes into existence and then 

ceases to exist. Therefore, cognition is neither a substance nor a modification of a substance.
4
 

Secondly cognition is not an action. According to Naiya  yikas, all physical effects are due to some 

action while all mental effects such as cognitions are due to contact of the mind and the self. Hence, 

they are not caused by action, but they presuppose actions which are causes of causal conditions.
5
 A 

movement in space in the Nya  ya ontology is an action and cognition has no spatial movement. 

Therefore, cognition is not an action. Jayanta Bhat t a in his Nya  yamanjari clearly states that j a  na is not 

an activity, but a product.
6
 Cognition is a product which arises out of a collocation of various causal 

conditions. Further, like all products, it arises in time and is replaced by others. A cognition being a 

gun a cannot be shared in common by two selves, it is particular and in a sense private too. 

However, the view of the Naiya  yikas stand in sharp opposition to the Buddhist who hold cognition as a 

thing or a substance and against Sam  khya and Veda nta according to whom cognition is a modification 

of a substance called buddhi or antahkaran a. Further, buddhi or antahkaran a in Sam  khya philosophy 

being a composite substance assumes the shape and the form of the object while in Nya  ya the j a na 

being a gun a is without component parts. Therefore, it does not assume any form or shape. Similarly 

cognition is not an action so it does not bring about any change in the object that is known, as Bhat t as 

wrongly regard it as doing.
7
 

The next question that comes to our mind is whose quality is cognition? There are four possible 

answers to this question. A cognition is a quality either of a self or of the senses or of the  sense objects 

or the mind. The Naiya  yikas argue that the last three alternatives have to be rejected so that only the 

first is tenable. Firstly cognition is not a quality of the sense or sense-object. It is very clearly stated in 

N.S. 3/2/19 usfUnz;kFkZ;ksLrf}uk'ks∙fi KkukoLFkkukr~ AA - Knowledge belongs neither to the sense nor to the 

object because it continues even on the destruction thereof.
8
 If knowledge had been the quality of the 
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sense, it could not continue after the sense has been destroyed; but knowledge is found in the form of 

memory even after the sense has perished. For example, the cognition I saw exists even after the sense 

or the object has ceased to exist. However, such knowledge cannot be produced because the knower 

ceases to exist.
9
 The production of knowledge in spite of the absence of the sense or the objects 

indicate that the knower or the locus of the quality of cognition is a different entity. 

Likewise, knowledge does not also belong to the mind as we read in N.S. 3/2/20 ;qxiTKs;kuqiyC/ks'p u 

eul% AA - It does not also belong to the mind, the existence of which is inferred from the knowables not 

being perceived simultaneously.
10

 When we read N.S. 1/1/16 ;qxit~KkukuqRifÙkeZulks fyaxe~AA - The mark of 

the mind is that there do not arise (in the soul) more acts of knowledge than one at a time.
11 

Here we 

see that in spite of the simultaneous contact of the olfactory and other senses with smell, etc., the 

resulting cognitions do not simultaneously occur. Therefore, we infer that there exists an internal sense 

organ, i.e. mind and cognition is not a quality of this internal sense organ but a quality of the cognitive 

agent. A cognitive agent is the controller and that which is controlled is the instrument. If the mind had 

cognition for its quality then it would cease to be an instrument. A cognitive agent or knower is 

independent and the instrument is dependent upon the agent. Further, if the mind had cognition for its 

quality then this would lead to a mere difference in names. For just as for the cogniser the sense-organs 

are the instruments of cognition, similarly for the thinkers there should be an organ of thinking which is 

called mind.  Thus, if both soul and mind were cognitive entities, it would not be possible to decide 

which cognition belongs to which of the two.
12

 

Therefore N.S.3/2/42 clearly states ifj'ks"kk|FkksägsrwiiÙks'pAA - Knowledge etc., must be admitted to be 

qualities of the soul by the principle of exclusion and on account of arguments already adduced.
13

 

Cognition is a quality which inheres in a substance. That substance is neither the body, nor the sense 

nor the mind. Hence the abode of cognition is the soul which is permanent so that it can perceive a 

thing now as well as remember one perceived in the past. 
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The very definition of soul according to Annam  bhat t a is "The substrate (adhikaran a) of a conscious 

state (j a na) is soul (a  tman)."
14

 The finite self has fourteen qualities nine specific and five generic: nine 

specific qualities are cognition, desire, aversion, effort, merit, demerit, volition, pleasure and pain. The 

five generic qualities are number, magnitude, distinctness, conjunction and disjunction. Out of nine 

specific qualities the six qualities cognition, desire, aversion, effort, pleasure and pain are adventitious 

qualities of the soul.
15

 Because the same thing that cognizes a thing also desires to acquire it or shun it; 

it also acts to possess or shun it, and on reaching its goal experiences pleasure or pain. These qualities 

are the adventitious qualities of the individual self because the self also can remain without these 

qualities. Their relation to the self is one of inherence (samava  ya). They are perceived when the mind 

as sense comes in contact with them. This sense-object contact is not one of direct conjunction 

(sam  yoga) but it is an indirect contact called sam  yuktasamava  ya.
16

 However, we can say that cognition, 

is a quality of the psycho-physical organism: it belongs to the mind-body complex, while the mind, the 

body and the self individually are essentially non-sentient; the body when disjoined from the self is 

inert and the self in the state of release, divested of the body, acquired its natural form of a pure 

substance devoid of cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, etc.
17

 To the Advaita Veda  nta cognition or 

consciousness has been just the self, the very stuff of it. For Naiya  yikas and Prabha  kara, the self is 

essentially a pure substance and cognition is one of its adventitious qualities which come and go 

without affecting its essential nature. 

There is a difference of opinion among the philosophers with regard to the understanding of cognition. 

According to Naiya  yikas as we read in N.S. 1/1/15 cqf)% miyfC/kKkZufeR;uFkkZUrje~AA - Intellect, apprehension 

and knowledge these are not different from one another.
18

 Therefore, we say that cognition means 

awareness or apprehension of objects and it includes all cognitions that have a more or less determinate 

objective reference. The object of apprehension may be a thing or a quality, an act or an emotion, the 

existent as well as the non-existent. As the light of the lamp shows physical things, in the same way 

cognition manifests all objects which come across. However, cognition as a quality of the self, is 

always directed to objects outside of and different from itself. Cognition is never self-manifested or 
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cognition cannot cognise itself. It can grasp not itself, but is perceived by another cognition which is 

called anuvyavasa  ya which is a kind of internal perception. When I have a state of cognition, say 

perceiving a table, I do not at that precise moment know that I have such a cognition. I come to know 

only at a subsequent moment that I have a perception of the table. This latter perception is known as the 

subsequent perception or anuvyavasa  ya of the original perception (of the table) which is known as 

vyavasa  ya. A cognition is directly apprehended by an internal perception, therefore, a cognition can 

never turn upon itself to make itself the object of cognition. A cognition is perceived by another 

cognition through the mind. Furthermore, there is no chance of infinite regress here because according 

to Naiya  yikas in God, there are two cognitions, one of which apprehends the entire universe, and the 

other apprehends that cognition. There is no need of postulating any other cognition in God. Actually, 

there is a difference between the divine cognition and the human cognition and an attribute of the 

former cannot be ascribed to the latter.
19

 As we said already cognition is said to be the property of 

manifestation that belongs to the self and without this manifestation we lose the ground of all rational 

practice and intelligent activity. However, according to Naiya  yikas a cognition is not inferred from the 
cognizedness of its object, as Bhat t a school holds, nor is it cognized by itself as the  eda  ntist, Buddhist 

Idealist and the Jaina hold. Rather a cognition is perceived by another cognition.  

Here we find two sharp contrasted positions in Indian thought. One is in support of the view that 

consciousness is self-illuminating just as the light of a lamp manifests an object, but also manifests 

itself so does consciousness, while making its object known, makes itself known without needing to be 

objectified by another cognition. This view is supported by Sam  khya, Yoga, Veda  nta and Buddhism.
20 

The other position is of Nya  ya and  ai es ika. According to them consciousness has a distinguishing 
feature in its function of manifesting. Consciousness has the property of having an object 

(savis ayakatva). In fact, there is no objectless consciousness. In other words, it points beyond itself and 

can never be directed to itself. It is not necessary that every cognition is cognized, it is only when the 

self or mind attends to it then cognition is known or perceived. Thus, knowledge cannot be self-

manifested. 
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According to  ankara, if consciousness is self-illuminating and the object is manifested by another, 

then the two must be opposed to each other like light and darkness. Thus, they cannot be together. 

Further,  ankara suggests that consciousness being an object must be a mystery and can only appear 

owing to ignorance (avidya  ). Whereas Ra  ma  nuja holds the opposite view that consciousness is both 

intentional and self-shining.
21

 However, for Naiya  yikas cognition is understood as a quality of self and 

is mainly connected with epistemological concern. We also must keep in mind that according to 

Pra astapa da, consciousness is non-locus pervading, while Udayana sees it as locus-pervading since its 

locus is without parts.
22

 Thus, we have two extreme positions one; consciousness is self-illuminating 

and the other; consciousness is intentional. 

According to Naiya  yikas, there are four important aspects in all knowledge and these are prama ta , 
prameya, pramiti and prama n a. Although all these four aspects are equally important, yet prama  n a is 

the most important because it is the direct cause of real knowledge. Prama  ta   is the subject of adequate 

knowledge. Pramiti is the resulting state of cognition. And prama n a is the means of valid knowledge 

and instrument of presentative knowledge. 

Annam  bhat t a defines cognition as: "Cognition is consciousness and is that quality which is the ground 
of all linguistic usage."

23
 It is on the basis of knowledge of some kind that all living beings deal with 

other objects of the surrounding world. Therefore, cognition is regarded as the ground of the behaviour 

or conduct of a living being. A living creature behaves differently in relation to different objects 

because it somehow knows them to be different. Cognition in the most comprehensive sense as the 

knowledge of objects, Naiya  yikas divide cognition into anubhava and smr ti or memory. In anubhava 

there is a presentational knowledge of objects. Hence it is original in character and not the reproduction 

of a previous knowledge of objects. Smr ti on the other hand is a reproduction of previous experience. 

Each of these have been further divided into veridical (yatha  rtha) and non-veridical (ayatha  rtha) 

forms. Further, anubhava is of two kinds valid and non-valid. Valid anubhava is called prama   which 

includes all cases of true presentational knowledge of objects. There are four kinds of prama   or valid 
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presentation, namely perception, inference, comparison and testimony. In each of these there is a 

presentation of some object as it really is. There are cases of knowledge which are presentational in 

character, but not valid. They are called aprama  . These are of three kinds: doubt, error and hypothetical 

reasoning.  

Memory is not prama  or valid knowledge, because it does not refer to presented objects. It is of two 

kinds: true and false. The true memory is in accordance with the real nature of the objects remembered 

whereas false memory does not match with the real character of the remembered objects. In our waking 

life, we have both of these whereas in our dreams the cognitions are false memory cognitions. 

However, all knowledge, including dream refers to some real objects and only dream is a false 

memorial representation of the real.
24

 

As we have seen above, it indicates the very wide sense in which the Nya  ya along with most other 

systems of Indian thought use the word buddhi or j a  na, and to render these Sanskrit words into the 

English word 'knowledge' would be misleading. In fact, it is really the other word prama   which denotes 

ordinarily only a species of j a na that permits itself to be translated as knowledge. The word j a  na and 

knowledge are not synonymous expressions because Nya  ya would treat doubt as a species of j a  na 

while to doubt is not to know. However, doubting certainly involves some knowledge which is not 

itself doubting.
25

 

The concept of cognition is so important that Nya  ya Su  tra itself starts with the proposition that in order 

to obtain the highest good, one must acquire the knowledge of the truth. Because knowledge of the 

truth drives away miseries, births and false knowledge and the result is moks a. The Naiya  yikas and 
 ai es ikas advocate the view that knowledge is not the essence of the self, but an attribute owned by 

the self. Just as Descartes and his followers hold that knowledge is the essential attribute of the mind or 

the soul substance, just as extension is the essential attribute of matter. Actually for Nya  ya and 
 ai es ikas the quality of cognition is an adventitious quality. However, we can say that it is the most 

important quality because it reveals all other qualities. Further by this cognition only, we come to know 
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that there are seven categories and their divisions. In other words, we can say that it is an index of all 

the qualities because whatever is there it is through cognition. In that sense cognition has an exalted 

position. It is a kind of intuition or revelation because the whole schema is revealed to the a  cha  ryas 

like Gautama and Kan a  da and they who have passed it to the disciples. Realistic theory of cognition is 

that whatever is not in the object it is not there in the cognition. So how do we know? Therefore, it is a 

kind of revealed truth. 
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Introduction   

Hkkjr esa vkus okys fczfV'k xouZj tujyksa us iz'kklfud lkekftd] vkfFkZd] jktuhfrd rFkk vU; lq/kkj djus esa 

ykMZ dkuZokfyl ¼1786&1793 bZ-½] ykMZ fofy;e oSafVd ¼1828&1835 bZ-½ rFkk ykMZ MygkSth ¼1848&56½ ds 

uke fo'ks"k :i ls mYys[kuh; gSa bl 'kks/k i= esa dkuZokfyl] fofy;e cSafVd rFkk MygkSth ds lq/kj ij fo'ks"k 

izdk'k Mkyk gSA ykMZ dkuZokfyl us dEiuh ds deZpkfj;ksa ds osru c<+k fn, rkfd os Hkz"Vkpkj vkSj futh 

O;kikj ls nwj jgsA mlds }kjk futh O;kikj dh lekfIr] U;kf;d {ks= esa lq/kkj] iqfyl O;oLFkk rFkk yxku 

O;oLFkk dks ,d ubZ fn'kk iznku dhA dkuZokfyl }kjk caxky esa 'kq# fd;k x;k LFkk;h cankscLr 

¼Permanent Settlement of Bengal½ lcls egRoiw.kZ lq/kkj FkkA ykMZ fofy;e cSafVd 1828 esa Hkkjr dk 

izFke xouZj&tujy cuk FkkA ykMZ fofy;e cSafVd us iz'kklfud U;k;] f'k{kk] foÙkh;] lkekftd lq/kkj rFkk 

tu&dY;k.k ds vusdksa lq/kkj fd,A ykMZ MygkSth fczfV'k lkezkT; dks foLrkj nsus okyk xouZj tujy Fkk] 

fQj Hkh mlus dbZ iz'kklfud o lkekftd lq/kkj fd,A ykMZ MygkSth us ;krk;kr rFkk lapkj lk/kuksa esa jsy 

foHkkx dh LFkkiuk] Mkd&rkj foHkkx dh LFkkiuk dhA MygkSth us iz'kklfud] O;kikfjd] f'k{kk lEcU/kh] 

lkekftd lq/kkj] lSfud lq/kkj ds lkFk gh lkoZtfud dk;Z foHkkx dks LFkkfir fd;kA bu lq/kkjksa ds dkj.k 

Hkkjrh; lekt dh lkekftd cqjkbZ;k¡ nwj gqbZ rFkk Hkkjrh; lekt dks ,d ubZ fn'kk izkIr gqbZA  

 dkuZokfyl 1786 ls 1793 bZ- rd caxky dk xouZj tujy jgkA bu lkr lkyksa esa iz'kklfud lq/kkjksa 

ds ihNs mldk eq[; mn~ns'; iz'kklfud dq'kyrk ykuk] iz'kklu dks ljy cukuk rFkk blds foHkkxh; vf/kdkj 

{ks=ksa dk Li"V oxhZdj.k ¼Classification½ djuk vkSj fj'or[kksjh ,oa Hkz"Vkpkj dk var djuk FkkA bl lEca/k 

esa MCyw ,l- lsVudkj us fy[kk gS] ^^dkuZokfyl ds lq/kkj mldks vaxzsth uhfrKksa dh iafDr esa ykdj [kM+k djrs 

g]S ftUgksaus Hkkjr esa vaxzstksa dh izeq[krk dks iDdh rFkk etcwr uhap ij [kM+k fd;k gSA**1 vkj- lh- nÙk ds 

dFkkuqlkj & ^^va/kdkj ,oa rwQkuksa ds dky ds i'pkr~ Hkkjr esa lw;Z&izdk'k dh fdj.k fn[kkbZ nhA ykMZ 

dkuZokfyl us mu vk'kkvksa dks >wBk u gksus fn;k tks mlls dh tkrh FkhA**2 dkuZokfyl ls c<+ dj cgqr de 

                                                           

1  The reforms of Lord Cornwallis have brought him in the line of those British statesmen who were responsible for 

laying the British Supremacy in India on firm and sound foundations – W.S. Setton Carr.  

2  "There was a gleam of sun-shine in India after an eye of darkness and storms. Lord Cornwallis did not decline the 

expectation that had been formed of him." – R.C. Dutt, Economic History of India, Vol. I, P. 8-9.  
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xouZj tujyksa us vkarfjd ekeyksa esa mlds leku LFkk;h lq/kku fd;sA3 dkuZokfy; ds lq/kkjksa ds lEcU/k esa ch-

,y- xzksoj rFkk vkj- vkj- lsBh fy[krs gS&^^iz'kklfud lq/kkjksa esa tks uhao okjsu gsfLVaXt us j[kh Fkh] ml ij 

cM+s Hkou dk fuekZ.k dkuZokfyl us fd;kA dkuZokfyl us Hkkjr dks vk/kkjHkwr :i ls iz'kklfud <kapk iznku 

fd;k tks fd dsoy dqN gh ifjorZuksa ds lkFk yEcs le; rd pyrk jgkA**4 

dkuZokfyl us Hkwfe&dj O;oLFkk esa lq/kkj ¼Reforms in Land Revenue System½ vFkok caxky dk 

LFkk;h cankscLr ¼Permanent Settlement of Bengal½ ykxw fd;kA blesa tehnkjksa dks Hkwfe dk Lokeh 

ekudj 1790 bZ- esa muds lkFk nl o"kZ ds fy, ,d le>kSrk fd;k x;kA blh O;oLFkk dks dEiuh Mk;jsDVjksa 

dh Lohd̀fr ds ckn 1793 esa LFkk;h dj fn;k x;k ftls] ^^LFkk;h cUnkscLr** dgrs gSA5 ;fn caxky] fcgkj rFkk 

mfM+lk esa ykxw fd;k x;k FkkA LFkk;h cankscLr ds fo"k; esa bfrgkldkjksa us vR;ar fojks/kh er izdV fd;s gSA 

gksEt ¼Homes½ bldh dM+h vkykspuk djrs gq, fy[krs gS&^^LFkk;h cankscLr ,d nq%[kn Hkwy FkhA lk/kkj.k 

fdlkuksa dks blls dksbZ ykHk ugha gqvkA tehankj fujarj yxku nsus esa vleFkZ jgs vkSj mudh tehusa ljdkj ds 

yHkkFkZ csp nh x;hA**6 nwljh vksj ek'kZeu us bl O;oLFkk dh iz'kalk djrs gq, fy[kk gS&^^og ,d lkgl vkSj 

cgknqjh okyk cqf)eÙkkiw.kZ dk;Z Fkk&ftlus izFke ckj Hkwfe ds LFkk;h yxku vkSj vf/dkjksa dks LFkkfir fd;kA 

tula[;k esa o`f) gqbZ] d`f"k esa mUufr gqbZ vkSj O;fDr;ksa ds LoHkko vkSj lqfo/kkvksa esa /khjs&/khjs Li"V :i ls 

lq/kkj fn[kkbZ fn;k gSA**7 vkj- lh- nÙk ds vuqlkj& ^^;fn fdlh jk"Vª dh lèf) rFkk izlUurk dks cqf)eÙkk 

rFkk lQyrk dh dlkSVh dgk tk ldrk gS rks ykMZ dkuZokfyl dk 1793 bZ- dk LFkk;h cUnkscLr lcls 

cqf)eÙkk okyk rFkk lcls vf/kd ykHknk;d dne Fkk] tks vaxzt jk"Vª us dHkh Hkkjr esa mBk;k FkkA**8 lu~ 

1793 ls 1798 ds eè; lj tkWu 'kksj us xouZj tujy :i esa gLr{ksi u djus vFkok 'kkafriw.kZ rVLFkkrk dh 

uhfr ¼Policy of Non-intervention or peaceful Isolation½ viukbZA lj tkWu 'kksj loksZPp dkSafly dk 

                                                           

3  "Few were destined to do more permanent work than Lord Cornwallis especially in the department of internal 

affairs." – P.E. Roberts, History of British India, p. 225 

4  "In his administrative reform, Cornwallis built a super structure where the foundation had been laid by Warren 

Hastings, Cornwallis gave to India the basic administrative set up that continued without many changes for long" – 

B.L. Grover and R.R. Sethi : A New look on Modern Indian History, p. 124 

5  ,y- ih- 'kekZ&vk/kqfud Hkkjr] y{ehukjk;.k vxzoky] vkxjk] 2010] i`- 168 

6  "The permanent settlement was a sad blunder. The inferior tenants derived from it no benefit whatever. The 

Zamindar again and again failed to pay their rent charges and their estates were sold for the benefit of the 

government" – Holmes.  

7  "It was a bold, brave and wise measure... for the first time (was) created indetensible right and interests in the old, 

population was increased, cultivation was extended and gradual improvement become visible in the habits and 

comforts of the people"- Marshmen 

8  If the prosperity and happiness of a nation is to be the criterion of wisdom and success. Lord Cornwallis permanent 

settlement of 1793 is the wisesl and most successful measure which the British nation has ever adopted in India." – 

R.C. Dutt.  
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ofj"B lnL; rFkk Hkwfe lq/kkj ds laca/k esa dkuZokfyl ls ?kfu"BrkiwoZd laca/k j[krk FkkA ykMZ oSystyh 

¼1798&1805 bZ-½ us gLr{ksi u djus dh uhfr dk ikyu ugha fd;k cfYd blds foijhr gLr{ksi lkezkT; 

foLrkj vkSj ;q) dh uhfr dks viuk;kA tqykbZ 1828 bZ- esa ykMZ ,ElLVZ ds ckn fofy;e cSfUVd ¼William 

Bentinck½ dks Hkkjr dk izFke xouZj tujy cuk;k x;kA fofy;e cSfUVd us 1828 ls 1835 bZ- rd ;g in 

lEHkkykA  cSfUVd dk le; eq[;r% fofHkUu lq/kkjksa dh n`f"V ls egRoiw.kZ ekuk x;k gS dqN lq/kkj mlus dEiuh 

dh vkfFkZd fLFkfr vkSj 'kklu O;oLFkk dks lq/kkjus dh n`f"V ls fd;s vkSj dqN vU; lq/kkj mlus Hkkjrh;ksa dh 

fLFkfr dks lq/kkjus ds fy, fd;sA 7 ekpZ 1835 bZ- dks ykMZ fofy;e cSfUVd us ml le; dh lkoZtfud f'k{kk 

lfefr ds vè;{k ykMZ eSdkys ¼Lord Macaulay½ ds vaxzsth Hkk"kk rFkk if'peh lkfgR; ds fodkl ds fopkjksa 

dks Lohdkj dj fy;kA og vaxzsth Hkk"kk rFkk lkfgR; dk fodkl djds Hkkjr esa bl izdkj dk oxZ iSnk djuk 

pkgrk Fkk tks jDr rFkk jax esa rks Hkkjrh; gks] ijUrq cqf)] jgu lgu rFkk fopkj/kkjk esa vaxzst gksA bl ij 

MkDVj bZ'oj izlkn us fy[kk gS&^^blus jk"Vª Hkk"kk dk LFkku izkIr dj fy;k RkFkk jk"Vªh; ,dkr rFkk fopkjksa 

dks bDV~Bk djus esa lgk;rk nhA blus ;wjksfi;u fopkj/kkjk ds ekgu Hk.Mkj dks gekjs lkeus j[kk rFkk fuf'pr 

:i esa ckSf)d fodkl dks izHkkfor fd;kA**9 fofy;e cSfUVd ds vkus ls Hkkjr esa yxHkx lHkh {ks=ksa esa vusd 

lq/kkj gq,A ns'k dh vkfFkZd ladV ls cpk;kA dbZ lkekftd dqjhfr;ksa dks nwj fd;k vkSj uohu f'k{kk iz.kkyh 

dh LFkkiuk dh xbZA MkDVj oh- ,- fLeFk ds vuqlkj & mlus Hkkjrh; uhfr dks ,slk eksM+ iznku fd;k ftldk 

>qdko dY;k.k rFkk if'peh uohuhdj.k dh vksj FkkA blds ckn og izokg pyrk gh jgkA10 

fofy;e cSfUVad dk lcls egRoiw.kZ lkekftd lq/kkj lrh izFkk dk fu"ks/k FkkA lrh izFkk dks can djus 

esa ml le; ds izfl) lekt lq/kkjd jktk jkeeksgu jk; dk cM+k gkFk FkkA mlds etcwr fuf'p;] izcq) rdks± 

rFkk fujarj iz;Ruksa ds dkj.k gh fofy;e cSfUVad dh ljdkj us bl izFkk dks can fd;kA11 blds lkFk gh 

fofy;e cSafVad us Bxh izFkk dk var] dU;k&o/k d fu"ks/k] rFkk uj&fcy dk fu"ks/k dj fn;kA fofy;e cSfUVd 

ds 'kkludky esa lkoZtfud dk;ks± dh vksj è;ku fn;k x;kA dydrk ls fnYyh rd tkus okyh xzS.M Vªad jksM 

¼G.T. Road½ dks fQj cuok;k x;k rFkk mÙkj if'pe izkar ¼U.P.½ esa ugjs [kqnokbZ xbZA FkkWuZVu 

¼Thornton½ vkSj ch-Mh- clq ¼V.D. Basu½12 tSls dqN ys[kdksa us ykMZ fofy;e cSafUVad dh dVq vkykspuk 

djrs gq, ;gk¡ rd dg fn;k fd mlds lkjs dk;Z LokFkZijrk ls izsfjr Fks vkSj Hkkjrh;ksa dh vis{kk muesa vaxzstksa 

dh HkykbZ dk vf/kd è;ku j[kk x;k Fkk] ijUrq gesa ;g fopkj esa lU;rk cgqr de utj vkrh gSaA ykMZ 
                                                           

9  "It took the place of Lingua Franca, helped in the consolidation of national opinion and the exchange of ideas. It 

threw open  the great treasures of the west which have influenced our intellectual growth" – Dr. Ishwari Prasad.  

10  "He was able to give Indian policy a twist towards welfare and western innovation which it never afterwards 

altogether lost." – Dr. V.A. Smith.  

11  "There is no doubt that it was greatly through his (Ram Mohan Roy's) firmness elightened reasoning and 

persevering efforts that the government of Bengal at last thought themselves enabled to interdict the immolation of 

widows." – Revd. J.Fox  

12  Major B.D. Basu – Rise of Christion Power in India, p. 790 
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fofy;e cSfUVad dk ;g fopkj Fkk fd yksxksa dh HkykbZ esa gh ljdkj dh HkykbZ fNih gqbZ gSA fofy;e cSfUVd 

ds dk;ks± dh iz'kalk djrs gq, eSdkys us fy[kk gS fd ^^fofy;e cSfUVd us mÙke cqf)] bZekunkjh rFkk  n;kiw.kZ 

jkT; fd;kA mlus iwohZ rkuk'kkgh esa vaxzsth Lora=rk dh Hkkouk iSnk dj nhA og dHkh Hkh ugha Hkwyk Fkk fd 

iztk dk dY;k.k gh ljdkj dk mn~ns'; gS] mlus funZ;h izFkkvksa dk [kaMu fd;kA mlus viekutud HksnHkkoksa 

dk var fd;k] mlus turk dks vius fopkj izdV djus dh Lora=rk nh] mlus viuh iztk ds uSfrd rFkk 

ckSf)d fodkl dh vksj lnk gh è;ku fn;kA**13 blds ckn ykMZ MygkSth dk 1848 bZ- ls 1856 bZ- rd 

'kkludky dsoy mldh lkezkT;oknh uhfr ds fy, gh ugha vfirq vusd izdkj ds vakrfjd lq/kkjksa ds fy, Hkh 

izfl) gSA mlus vk/kqfud Hkkjr dh uhap j[khA g.Vj ds 'kCnksa esa ^^ykMZ MygkSth us ykMZ oSystyh ds vour 

Hkkjr dks vktdy ds mUur Hkkjr esa ifjofrZr dj fn;kA**14 lj fjpMZ VSEiy (Sir Richard Temple) dk 

dguk gS fd &^^,d izca/k drkZ ds :i esa ykMZ MygkSth ls] baXySaM ls Hkkjr vkus okys ;ksX; O;fDr;ksa esa ls 

dksbZ Hkh vkxs fudyuk rks D;k mudh cjkcjh Hkh ugha dj ik;kA** ykMZ MygkSth us 1853 bZ- esa cEcbZ rFkk 

Fkkus (Thane) ds chp igyh jsyos ykbu fcNkbZ xbZ tks 32 fdyksehVj yEch FkhA blls Hkkjr esa jk"Vªh;rk ds 

QSyus esa dkQh lg;ksx feykA bl lEca/k esa lj ,Mfou vkuksZYM (Sir Edwin Arnold) us 1865 bZ- esa fy[kk 

Fkk&^^jsys Hkkjr ds fy, og dk;Z dj ldsxh tks vusd jktoa'k Hkh u dj lds tks vdcj dh foy{k.k izfrHkk 

}kjk Hkh u fd;k tk ldk vkSj ftls Vhiw lqYrku vius fonzksg rFkk vR;kpkj ls Hkh u dj ldkA os Hkkjr dks 

,d jk"Vª cuk ldsxhA ykMZ MygkSth Hkkjr eas vk/kqfud Mkd o rkj O;oLFkk dk laLFkkid FkkA MygkSth us 

Mkd O;oLFkk esa lq/kkj djus ds fy, ,d deh'ku dh fu;qfDr dhA bl deh'ku dh fjiksVZ ds vuqlkj 1854 bZ- 

esa ^^iksLV vkfQl ,DV** (Post office Act ) ikl fd;k x;kA mlus iksLVdkMZ izpfyr fd;kA vk/ks rksys rd 

ds Hkkj ds i= dk ewY; nks iSls j[kk x;kA ;s i= Hkkjr ds ,d Hkkx ls nwljs Hkkx esa Hksts tk ldrs FksA bl 

dk;Z ls ljdkj ds fy, o yksxksa ds fy, lwpuk,¡ fofHkUu izkarksa esa Hkstuk ljy gks x;kA bl izdkj Mkd 

iz.kkyh cM+h ykHknk;d gks xbZ FkhA dgk Hkh x;k gS fd&^^His reforms made the Post office into a 

source of revenu and were among the most abiding achievement. lu~ 1853 bZ- esa lcls 

igys rkj ykbu dydÙkk ls vkxjk rd LFkkfir dh xbZA 'kh?kz gh bl rkj lsok dks is'kkoj rd foLr`r dj 

fn;k x;k FkkA jsyos] Mkd rFkk rkj fuekZ.k ls Hkkjr esa ifjogu vkSj lapkj ds lk/kuksa esa Økafrdkjh ifjorZu 

gq,A bfrgkldkj Mk- oh-,- fLeFk ds vuqlkj ^^Mygksth Hkkjrh; jsy iz.kkyh dk tud FkkA**15 ykMZ MygkSth 

                                                           

13  He ruled with eminent prudence intersity and benevolence.... who infused into oriental despolism the spirt of 

British freedom, who never forgot that the end of government is happiness of the governed who abolished cruel 

rites; who effected humiliating distinctions; who gave liberty to the expression of public opinion and whose 

constant study it was to elevate the intellectual and moral character of the nation committed to his charge" – Lord 

Macaulay.   

14  "Lord Dalhousie Converted the stationary India of Lordwellesley into the Progressive India of our own day." – 

W.W. Hunter, Lord Dalhousie, p. 179 

15  "Dlhousie was the father of the Indian Railways" – Dr. V.A. Smith.  
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}kjk pykbZ x;h jsyksa dk ,d vU; ykHk ;g gqvk fd Hkkjr dh lHkh tkfr;ksa ,oa /keks± ds yksx bdV~Bs ,d 

lkFk cSB dj jsy ds MCcksa esa ;k=k djus yxs] ftlds ifj.kkeLo:i muesa tkrh; HksnHkko de gksus yxkA 

tuojh 1855 bZ- esa ,d vaxzsth lekpkj i=k esa fy[kk Fkk ^^;g bl ;qx dk ,d vtwck gS fd Hkkjr ds yksx us 

viuh fiNyh chl 'krkfCn;ksa iqjkuh vknrksa dks vpkud cny fn;k gSA**16 MygkSth ds 'kkludky esa LFkkfir 

rkj O;oLFkk dk mn~ns'; Hkh jsyksa dh rjg lSfud o O;kikfjd FkkA17  lkFk gh MygkSth dh lLrh Mkd 

O;oLFkk 'kk;n jsyksa] rkjksa rFkk f'k{kk ls c<+dj Hkkjrh;ksa ds i`Fkd&i`Fkd jgus ds thou esa Økafrdkjh ifjorZu 

ys vkbZA18 

 fu"diZr% mijksDr fooj.k ds vk/kkj ij ge dg ldrs gSa fd ykMZ dkuZokfyl] ykMZ fofy;e cSfUVd 

rFkk ykMZ MygkSth us vius 'kklu dky ds nkSjku fofHkUu {ks=ksa esa mYys[kuh; lq/kkj fd,A bu lq/kkjksa ds 

ifj.kkeLo:i og Hkkjrh; lekt dks ,d ubZ fn'kk nsus esa lQy gq,A vk/kqfud jsy] Mkd] rkj] f'k{kk] 

jktuhfrd ,drk] vkfn lcdk izpyu buds dky esa gqvkA muds lq/kkjksa ls u dsoy yksxksa dks ykHk gqvk 

vfirq muesa tkrh; HksnHkko de gksus yxkA jsyks }kjk Hkkjr esa ,drk dh LFkkiuk gqbZ vSkj ckn esa jk"Vªokn dks 
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Analysis of Achievement Motivation among participants of Yoga, Athletics and 

Aquatics 

Anu Sharma & Mrs. Ramandeep Kaur 

Abstract 

                 The purpose of this study was to find out the significance differences between the 

participants of yoga , Athletics and Aquatics. This  descriptive  type  of  study  was  undertaken  to  

find  out  the  inter-sports  differences  among  the  participants  of  yoga,  athletics  and  aquatics on the  

variable  Achievement  motivation. For  the  purpose  of  the  study,  a  total  of  90  subjects  in  the  

age group  of  18  to  24  years  studying  in  various  colleges  of  Chandigarh  were  drawn  through  

purposive  random  sampling  technique  to  constitute  the  sample.  The  subjects  were  sportspersons  

who  had  participated  in  inter-college  level  competition  in  yoga,  athletics  and  aquatics  during  

the  session  2004-05. Efforts  were  made  to  have  subjects  from  both  the  gender  groups  in  equal  

proportions. To measure  the  level  of  achievement  motivation  among  the  subjects,  the  sports  

Achievement  Motivation  Test  developed  by  Kamlesh  (1990)  was  used.   For  analysis  the  data,  

the  same  was  subjected  to  statistical  treatment  through  computer.  To  find  out  the  inter-sports  

group  differences between the three groups i:e Yoga, Athletics and Aquatics, one way ANOVA  was 

applied  and  for  finding  out  the  intra-group   gender  differences,  descriptive  values  such  as  

mean,  SD and t-value were got worked out. 

 

INTRODUCTION: 

Achievement Motivation is an essential element of human personality.  It directs a person‘s activity and   

makes it more (or less) dynamic.  Without  the  desire  to  succeed  other  psychological  features  and  

abilities  do  not  provide  nearly  so  much  influence  on  performance.  Achievement   motivation  

influences  other factors affecting  performance  in sport  like:   physical  preparation,  technique,  

tactics  and  even  life   style.  Gracz  and  Sankowski  (1995)  concluded  that  the ―  driving  power  of  

activity‖,  should  be   understood  as  the  joint  function  of  the  motive  power  (which  is  a  

permanent   property  of  personality)  and  the  consequences  of  what  a  given  individual  experts  of  

this  own  actions. 
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HYPOTHESIS:  

It  was  hypothesized  that  there  would  be  significant  differences  between  the  participants  of  

yoga,  athletics  and  aquatics  on  the  variable  Achievement  motivation  and  also  significant   inter-

sports  differences  between  the  male  as  well as  female   participants  of  three  sports  disciplines. 

 

SIGNIFICANCE: 

Sports  achievement  motivation  is  such  a  psychological  variable  which  plays  a  great  role  in  

achieving  success  in  sports  arena.  Infect,  a  number  of  studies  have  been  conducted  on  this  

variable  in specific  game  setting  but  in  the  present  study  an attempt   has  been   made  to  explore  

this  very  pertinent  variable  among  the  three   different  types  of  sports  participants  i.e.   Yoga, 

Athletics  and  Aquatics. 

 

METHOD  AND  PROCEDURE: 

1. Design of the study:- This  descriptive  type  of  study  was  undertaken  to  find  out  the  inter-

sports  differences  among  the  participants  of  yoga,  athletics  and  aquatics  on  the  variable  

Achievement  motivation. 

2. Selection  of  the  sample:- For  the  purpose  of  the  study,  a  total  of  90  subjects  in  the  age 

group  of  18  to  24  years  studying  in  various  colleges  of  Chandigarh  were  drawn  through  

purposive  random  sampling  technique  to  constitute  the  sample.  The  subjects  were  

sportspersons  who  had  participated  in  inter-college  level  competition  in  yoga,  athletics  

and  aquatics  during  the  session  2004-05. Efforts  were  made  to  have  subjects  from  both  

the  gender  groups  in  equal  proportions. 

3. Selection of the test:-  To measure  the  level  of  achievement  motivation  among  the  subjects,  

the  sports  Achievement  Motivation  Test  developed  by  Kamlesh  (1990)  was  used. 

4. Statistical Design:- For  analysis  the  data,  the  same  was  subjected  to  statistical  treatment  

through  computer.  To  find  out  the  inter-sports  group  differences  between  the  three  

groups  i.e. yoga,  athletics  and  aquatics,  oneway ANOVA  was applied  and  for  finding  out  

the  intra-group   gender  differences,  descriptive  values  such  as  mean,  SD  and  t-value  

were  got  worked  out. 
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RESULTS  AND  FINDINGS: 

                                                           TABLE-1 

Oneway  ANOVA  results  with  regard  to  the  variable  Sports  Achievement  Motivation. 

Sources of variance 

 

Ss df Ms F-Value 

 

Between groups 

Within the groups 

 

total 

297.2889 

1688.0000 

 

1958.2890 

5 

84 

 

89 

 

59.4578 

20.0952 

 

22.3066 

2.9588* 

*P<0.05 

                                        

                                                           TABLE-2 

Mean,  SD,  t-ratio  Matrix  Among  Male  yoga,  athletics  and  aquatics  participants  on  the  variable  

Sports  Achievement  Motivation. 

Sr. 

no. 

   Group N Mean SD Std. 

E.M. 

t-ratio 

2 

 

3 

1. 

2. 

3. 

YOGA 

ATHLETICS 

AQUATICS 

15 

15 

15 

24.13 

27.47 

28.27 

5.63 

4.37 

3.10 

1.45 

1.13 

.80 

1.81 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2.49* 

 

.58 

*P<0.05 
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TABLE-3 

Mean,  SD,  t-ratio  Matrix  Among  female  yoga,  athletics  and  aquatics  participants  on  the  

variable  Sports  Achievement  Motivation. 

Sr. 

no. 

   Group     N   Mean       SD  Std. 

E.M. 

  t-ratio 

      2 

 

    3 

 

 

1. 

 

2. 

 

3. 

 

  YOGA 

 

  ATHLETICS 

 

  AQUATICS 

 

  15 

 

   15 

 

    15 

 

24.93 

 

29.33 

 

27.33 

 

    5.44 

 

    4.12 

 

    3.68 

 

     1.41 

 

     1.06 

 

   .95 

 

    2.50* 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   1.41 

 

  1.40 

*P<0.05 

DISCUSSION: 

With  regard  to  the  variable  Sports  Achievement  motivation,  from  the  ANOVA  results  in  table  

no.1,  significant  differences  were  found  between  the  participants  of  yoga,  athletics  and  aquatics  

(F-value  being  2.9588,p<0.05).  The  mean  values  and  t-ratio  matrix  as  deplicated  in  Table  no-2  

revealed  that  among  the  male  participants,  aquatics  group  had  not  only  scored  the  highest  

mean  value  of  28.27  but   were  also  found  to  be  significantly  better  (p<0.05)  than  the  yoga  

group  (who  had  lowest  mean  score  of  24.13).  No  other  significant  differences  were  noticed.  

However,  as  per  the  classification  provided  in  the  Test  manual,  the  male  participants  of  all  the  

three  sports  groups  fell  in  ―moderate‖  category  of  sports  achievement  motivation.  Among  the  

female  sports  persons,  the  yoga  group  were  again  found  to  be  having  lowest  level  of  scores  of  

24.93)   and  the  athletes  with  mean  score  of  29.33  were  found  to  be  significantly   better   

(p<0.05,  table-3)  than  the  yoga  participants.  No  other  significant  differences  were  noticed  

among  the  female  participants.  Even  among  the  female  participants of  the   three  groups,  the  

level  of  their  sports  achievement  motivation  was  found  to  be  ―moderate‖  as  per  the  

classification  mentions  in  the  Test  Manual. 
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CONCLUSION: 

The  findings  of  the  study  will  help  the  physical  educators  and  coaches  in  understanding  the  

dynamics  of  Achievement  motivation  in different  disciplines  of  sports  and  games.  Further  

studies  may  be  undertaken  involving  subjects  of  other  age  group  and  belonging  to  other  sports  

group.  
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REPORT OF THE PROGRAMMES 

Report on World Philosophy Day Celeberation-2017 

 

Continuing its tradition of ―Celebrating World Philosophy Day‖ every year, the Department of 

Philosophy and Department of Hindi of P. G. Govt. College for Girls, Sector-11, Chandigarh organised 

an event on 16th November, 2017. Prof. Anita Kaushal, Principal of the college, felicitated the Guest-

speaker, Ms. Sahar Gharachorlou, Founder of ―Esitas Life Coaching Pvt Ltd.‖ and ―Energy Healing 

Bliss". Dr. Anita Khosla, Head, Department of Hindi introduced the distinguished speaker to the 

audience.   

The main attraction of the programme was a thought provoking discourse by Ms. Sahar Gharachorlou. 

In the first stage of her lecture she discussed the philosophy of Louise L. Hay. Louise L. Hay, a 

metaphysical teacher has always said that she is not a healer, her work is a stepping stone on the 

pathway to happiness. The distinguished speaker highlighted the salient contribution of Louise L. Hay's 

philosophy: 

• What we give out, we get back.   

• What we believe about ourselves and life, becomes true for us. Our thoughts are creative. ―If we 

love and accept ourselves and others unconditionally then we will attract people in our lives who are 

the same‖.  
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• If you are experiencing difficult relationships and seem to have things working against you, it is 

because you either treat others this way or on some level believe that this kind of treatment is what you 

deserve. You may be totally unaware of this belief. Our subconscious thoughts manifest. 

• Our thoughts are creative. Thoughts are like drops of water. They accumulate over time. As we 

continue to think the same thought over and over, it grows. 

• We can release the past, and forgive everyone. Forgiveness opens the doorway to love. 

―Forgiveness is the key to your own release‖. 

• Holding onto old anger, hurt and upset causes dis-ease within the body. If you do not forgive, 

YOU remain the victim. Sometimes the hardest person to forgive is ourselves for things we feel we 

have or have not done.  

• Forgive yourself and others, let it go, release the hurt and anger. 

• We are worth loving, self-approval and self-acceptance are the keys to positive change. Love is 

the most powerful healing force there is. I am sure you have heard this before, what you do not hear so 

often is that the real healing love comes from within. 

• Loving the self brings about healing on all levels and in all things. When you love yourself you 

do not hurt yourself and you will not hurt others. You cannot truly love another if you do not love 

yourself. 

• Just be willing ―have an open mind and an open heart‖. Just be willing to try some of these 

things. Even if you cannot accept yourself exactly as you are right now, you can still tell yourself you 

are willing to try and that will enable your subconscious to work on it. 

• In the end of her lecture, she said that don‘t search for happiness outside. It‘s going to happen 

within you. We have covered happiness with hate and jealously for others. Be yourself. Never try to be 

someone else. Live in the moment, celebrate every day and every moment of your life. Create 

happiness in every small thing. Do not do multitask and concentrate on whatever is more easy to 

yourself. Happiness is a mental phenomenon, it's a state of mind that one feels light and expanded, the 

heart is open and joyful. Laughter is a physical expression as a result of a stimulus to the mind. That 

stimulus can be love, a good sense of humor, feeling good, etc. 
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A poster entitled, ―Buddha on Happiness‖ was also released on this occasion. This was followed by an 

Interactive Session and the students discussed various concepts based on the theme of the lecture. Ms. 

Sahar  answered to the satisfaction of the students and appreciated their zeal to learn. About 80 students 

and faculty  members of the college participated in this programme. 

Dr. Rama Arora (Dean) graced the function and interacted with the speaker on happiness. Concluding 

the function, Dr. Desh Raj Sirswal, Head, Department of Philosophy proposed a vote of thanks to the 

speaker and the audience. He observed that the lecture is a significant step to teach and acquaint 

students with the key concepts of the philosophy of happiness. The session was very gainful for one 

and all as it touched not only upon the theoretical dimensions but its application can have a long lasting 

positive effect on everybody's life.  
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Instructions to the Contributors 

Lokāyata: Journal of Positive Philosophy (ISSN 2249-8389) welcomes contributions in all areas of 

research proposed by the Centre. All articles are sent to experts who evaluate each paper on several 

dimensions such as originality of the work, scientific argument, and English style, format of the paper, 

references, citations and finally they comment on suitability of the article for the particular Journal. In 

case of review articles the importance of the subject and the extent the review is comprehensive are 

assessed. Prospective authors are expected that before submitting any article for publication they should 

see that it fulfills these criteria. The improvement of article may be achieved in two ways (i) more 

attention to language (ii) more attention to the sections of the article.  

 

Format of Submission: The paper should be typewritten preferably in Times New Roman with 

12 font size (English) and Kruti Dev (10) with 14 font size (Hindi) in MS-Word 2003 to 2010  and 

between 2500 to 3000 words. They should be typed on one side of the paper, double spaced 

with ample margins. The authors should submit the hard copy along with a CD and a copyright 

form to be sent to the editorial address.  

Time Line: The last dates of submission of the manuscript are as follows:                                                             

For April to September Issue: 31
st
August every year.                                                                                               

For October to March Issue: 31
st
 January every year. 

Reference Style:  

Notes and references should appear at the end of the research paper/chapter. Citations in the 

text and references must correspond to each other; do not over reference by giving the 

obvious/old classic studies or the irrelevant.  CPPIS follows The Chicago Manual of Style, 16th 

Edition. The Chicago Manual of Style presents two basic documentation systems: (1) notes and 

bibliography and (2) author-date. Choosing between the two often depends on subject matter 

and the nature of sources cited, as each system is favored by different groups of scholars. The 

notes and bibliography style is preferred by many in the humanities. The author-date system has 

long been used by those in the physical, natural, and social sciences. CPPIS follows the first 

system i.e. Notes and Bibliography.  You can visit the following link to download our “CPPIS Manual for Contributors and 

Reviewers” for further instuctions: 

http://www.scribd.com/doc/137190047/CPPIS-Manual-for-Contributors-Reviewers 

https://www.academia.edu/8215663/CPPIS_Manual_for_Contributors_and_Reviewers 
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Centre for Positive Philosophy and Interdisciplinary Studies (CPPIS) Pehowa is a joint 
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research in the field of Humanities and Social Sciences. 

SPPIS Newsletter 

The Centre also circulates a Newsletter, which includes new information related to events, 

new articles and programme details. One can register himself on the below given address 

and will get regular updates from us. 
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“My objective is to achieve an intellectual detachment from all philosophical systems, and not to solve 

specific philosophical problems, but to become sensitively aware of what it is when we philosophise.” 

- Dr. Desh Raj Sirswal 
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