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unde “Phil(?SOPhY is not merely an academic subject;'it lls
Meg I..Stand'“g life, guiding us to think clearly, a'ct w1.se y,m
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in to%?;,logm?] thinking and deepen our sense of moral resp
§ world. oy
_ I am delighted to see such enthusiasm and dedicationn b]fllgcgt‘;;g
expre;s, Publication. It not only provides a platforn.l for mt]e ol
Ylon butalso encourages young minds to question, analy
Pore neyy ideas with confidence.
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Editorial

It gives us immense pleasure 1o present the new issue of
Darsh.an, Vol. 4, .Issue 1, the academic journal of the Department
of Philosophy, Tinsukia College. The word Darshan itself signifi€s

“vision _or. insight,” and philosophy, in its true sense, is the pursuit
of such insight into life, reality, knowledge, and values. Through this

jonrnal, We aim to encourage thoughtful reflection and scholarly
dialogue among students, teachers, and researchers.

Philosophy has always pl
human understanding of the wo
dominated by rapid techno]
challenges, philosophica] f,

ayed an important role in shapin®
rld and our place within it. In an age
ogical advancement and complex s0ci?

: inking becomes even more necessary. It
helps us to question aSSumptions, examine moral values, and develoP
Z fg?;xl'l 3:areness of the relationship between human beings, societys

. - ave explored subjects ranging from classic®
phﬂosophlnal ld‘.eas to contemporary debates ‘gl ’ elated to ethic®
and Analytic Phllos()ph mainly r

Y- Such dj ' : i c<:ademic
knowledge but alsg inspire cri Scussl('ms not only en%“:h. : nong
readers. ritical and independent thinking a1

The Department 5
been committed t, Pro
engagement. The publlc

fp}?iIOSOPhY, Tinsukia College, has alwﬂ}i'i
Mmoting intellectya] curiosity and academ

1 . . a]‘
ation of thjg journal is a small step tOW

— e
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Creating a platform where ideas can be expressed, examined, and
shared, We hope that the journal DARSHAN’ will encourage young
scholars ang students to participate actively in philosolJhical inquity
and research .
We sincerely thank all the contributors for their Vahm'ble‘artlc0 zst
and the editorial team for their dedicated efforts in brlnglnngQC
s issue, We also express our gratitude to the Principal i It ’
sukia College for their financial support and encouragement.

: tful
We hope that this issue of DARSHAN will stimulate though

) : ions 0
581on and inspire readers to explore the deeper dimens
Phllosophy_

iscy

ryya
Debananda 15’-hﬂtt‘"@'Ch}§l diﬁ X
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Immanuel Kant’s Concept of
Business Ethics:
A Study with Special Reference to the

Categorical Imperative

Abstract
The categorical imperative, which for Kant is the fundamental
principles of ethics, determined the morality / immorality of actions,
including business activities jp, 4 simple and straight forward way. BE
believed that reason proyideq the basis for the categorical imperative:
Kants moral philosophy centreg o duty, rationality, and respect fOf
human dignity. According to him, the moral worth of an actions 15

determip ed. ngt by its consequences or the motives behind its but
by the ‘mtr{nsm Nature of the action itself. Commentators o1 the
categorical imperative p;j

: or e
. it _ ghlight three formulations of this prmClP'1 ”
which art]e ls.tmct but Interconnected and which together epitomiz
0 m?\mt PhlIIOSOth (?f Kant. These formulations are:
8; Ang}rrleton tm;)clms, which you can will be universal laws. o
reat the humapity ; d. never @
mere means. Y In a person as an end,

(3) So,actasif

. YOU were a mey
which you

in
i nber of the ideal kingdom of ends
All these the Oth the subject and the sovereign. -

. €€ formulations of the categorical imperatl
collectively and digg;

. . . ness

actions and heng butlve]y, have Important bearings on !31151 he
o € on usiness ethics. This article examines * |
application of the busin y cia

ess i ith sp¢
reference to the categors ethics of Immanuel Kant wi

cal imperative, The study explores the ke

s ¢
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formulations of the categorical imperative particularly tl'uan}?at‘::S tgeir
OfUniVersalizability and respect for humanity and demons
felevance ip business decision-making. .
€YWords: categorical, imperative, business, ethics etc.

Intr Oductiop :

ines
: . : t examin
Business ethics is a form of professional ethics tha

ise in a
I principles and moral or ethical problems that cat salcl;;duct
oiness environment. It applies to all aspects of busines o
ey relevant to the conduct of individuals and entire Orgaminess i
110ng the most influential ethical theories applied t0 I?USI hics
o deomc’]ogical ethics of Immanuel Kant. Deontqloglcaot by it
4%ed on, the moral worth of an actions is determr.rwd n - ofthe
COllsequenCes or the motives behind it, but by the intrinsx‘c naFumOra iy
AClion jelf His deontological ethics teaches that an action 1&; it
zlght fitis done from duty and can be universalized, rega;'d1 1(:)SW e
O(f)nSeguences. He believed that only human beings.can tr)e e only
el OWn choosing (i.e. act rationally). Human beings a s isH0
owures that ar free, and it is fact that we are free that enaacts "
o lonal ang moral. The ethical person is the person Whg " e We
o ghy intentions, We are able to action this way this becat>™,
ini;irfl‘e.e Will. The fundamental principles _of e_th(;ﬁc:, to
beip Allve, is 3 requirement of reason and is binding
8. These are (he essentials of Kant’s ethics. 1 will To act
from . ANt argued that the highest good was thle g'i(t)entioﬂ behind
M actj 800d will s to act from duty. Thus, it is t'letll N tion 8004
Foy N rather thap its consequences that make tha o 00(
fepy “ample, for Kant if a merchant is honest so as t0 e
oo, these acts of being honest are not genuinely onest
i 0 i Lifheorshei because being it 15
'S righy ls?lllytl‘LllYmOl-al if he or she 1§11011est o because'he
thej, dmone $ duty). Persons of good will do their s ;al
“ko en

ethiCa

1

: 3 u
Yand for no other reason. It is this emphasis anuintess

¢ .
Oncern with, consequences, that makes Kant the
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deontologist. There are the most important three formulations of
categorlcal. imperative such as (1) Act only on maxims, which you can
will be universal laws. (2) Always treat the humanity in a person as
an end, never as a mere means. (3) So, act as if you were a member of

the ide.ad kingdom of ends in which you are both the subject and the
sovereign.

Objectives of the Study:

a) ;ﬁ)nde;;?nig Kgnt’s moral philosophy and understand the
theory. principles under lying his deontological ethical
b) ;1;2 ljen alfySe thle concept of Categorical Imperative, particularly
T y] ormﬁ ations universal and humanity as an end.
° ir?cfsgisre}: . rdeval.lce of Kantian ethics in business practices;
g honesty, fairness, and corporate decision making.
Methodology :

source of collection is primgy
Discussion :

(1)

The research - e
Paper is descriptive and analytical in nature. The

¥ as well as secondary data.

“Act only on maxj .
axims, which you can will be universal laws.”

The ethical phij

principled f??izigiyf Immanuel Kant offers a rigorous and

consequences-based th or evaluating business conduct. Unlike

utility, or outcomes, cories that asses morality in terms profts

and adlerence 1 > fantian ethical emphasizes duty, intentio™
O universal moral law. This distinction 3

especially significant ;
ant i . d
are often justifieq n the corporate world, where decision

or competitive advon the basis of financial performance
antage. Kant's first formulation of the
: tonly on that maxim by which YOL.I.
ows thv:tlll thal .it Sbould become a universal lawt
$ ot upj what is r ight is universal, and that hoZ“

Hniversal. Your actions, including busines’

T o g

categorical imperyjye 1. »

can at the Same fime 18 "Ac
This maxim g},
is expedient ;

\-_\-_
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' : - ill as a
actions, must be based on that maxim, which you can will

Universal Jaw,
In order to know of an action if it is moral or morally accfiptable:
one has to ask whether the principle behind the action t;ll’i
be universally willed, whether it can be a universal 1aw ; 3;]
€veryone can act upon. What would happen if everyone acted_o
It These questions can be asked of all human actions, mc_lu n];g
business actions and decisions. Kant asked this questiom tz;
waY of illust:-ati()n, regarding a conduct that perta?nS mf)l'e :
usiness ethics: that of making a promise with no mten‘thIlE
eeping it, Just because one is desperately in need of IP‘L'; c}II;
Should one borrow it from someone promising t0 p’ﬂY it o
Without the intention of doing so? Does or can ones EJ_(UIZ ¢
des‘peration justify this false promise? Can this [?l'ln01P e
gchon be universalized? And would sucha universallzeq max
) 10gic311Y coherent? Kant's answer to this is
-the Negative, because this principle, if universalizeds
"Ncoherent and hence the action (of false making st
E’l(;ltlld be self-defeating. Thus: Kant: ‘ And could'I _sa); tdoifﬁcult)’
frOnf Veryone may makea false promise }Nhen heis lltlhat )
Wil thhl'Ch he cannot escape? Immedllate]y I se.ft:h v
there 1e lie but not a universal layv to lie. For wi g futile
to m ‘izolﬂd be no promises at all, ma_smuch as it wo . actions
to th?) ¢ a pretense of my intentim? in regar
e SZ .who would not believe thls‘pretense 0 m
ma)(ili]l id so - would pay me back in my own cqt “.ras 3
Uniyer Would necessarily destroy itself as soon as1
Versal aw, "
thalisi:s a matter of logic and conceptual COllditiOl-:)’;i}s)e but 8
pretensmade to be broken always would be no P! e st
as g e.and would not interest any financer of 'Pr]ate
WOulduSmeSS contract made to be broken or vio once ¢ of
not attract financers and stakeholders. The ¢

PI.Omises

\¥®7
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making false promises, if everyone made such promises always,
would be bad -morally bad -not because the consequences
would be bad, but because the concept id incoherent. Such
concepts and principles, therefore, cannot be universalized
and cannot be consistently applied in practice. Most naturally;
action based on such principles would be self-defeating. The
categorical imperative thus provides a test, which every action
of man must pass in order to be morally acceptable. On Kantian
morality, every action, every business decision, must be such
that the maxim on which it is baged can be willed universally
and coherfent]y, Le. without involving self-contradiction, for
2HIY on this condition the maxim can be applied consistently.
Always tTEHE the humanity in o person as an end, never as 2
mere means
Since hurpan beings have free wil] and thus are able to act from
faws required by reason, Kant believed they have dignity or a value
beyor_ld price. Thus, one human being cannot use another simply
11:2 seglsfy his or her own interests. This is the core insight behind
triZt i;:iounn(i:g.rml.llatlon of the categorical imperative: "Always
ly." 'ty in a person as an end and never as a means
merely.” The maxim orders us to treat personality as of absolute

th. i - :
worth. Man s essentially rationa. Only rational nature is such a
end, and has abso]yte worth

Freedom of the person ma

positive. Negatiye freedo
deceived. For coercion g

forms of wrong doing”
SOMeEOoNes ag 3 tool, and |
Kant finds it pay,
to do what he g,
his humanity,

¥ be constructed as both negative and
m is the freedom not to be coerced an
nd deception are the most fundamenta
tf) persons. “physical coercion treati
Ying treats someone’s reason as a t00%
tally “horrifying”, for while forcing a pers”
e§ Not want to do is the worst disrespect o
g King him do such a thing through deceit.fu
mistreatment Zigl éis.use of one§ reasoning power, besides bemg
ISrespect of the other person. It is therefor
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vitally important for the “respect for persons’ Pl'l.mplet.til;;
people should refrain from coercive and deceptive <t h
and behaviour towards others. However, this is not. eﬂ((;;] ils
Respecting the person as an end requires the.e.xerds}f'ch for
Positive freedom to develop his human capacities, ,“.’ :
Kant means developing his rational and moral capac'ltles.mora
Viewed from this perspective, the business firm 1sbarS !
“Ommunity in which the stakeholders are the mem ebstance
kingdom of ends, where there is no distinction (')f sus it
¢tween the owner / employer and the employees I 5 ispect
the rules that govern the business. The business must ated as
the humanity in its employees so that they are no t tI"f:[:‘rEating
instrument or tools through coercion and deception- ans two
the humanity in a person as an end, in a business me Wil |
thingg, first, negatively, people ina business relationship ms ivelp
€ used, i.e. not be coerced and deceived, and second’tp (l)?e suc
Usiness organizations and business practices mus ent an
that they create conducive conditions for the developm cerned:
EXercise of the rational and moral reasoning .bY ik
is will provide a kind of organizational legitimacy- cuppliers
Usinesses interact daily with employees, SRS Keholders
and communities. Kant insists that each of these ?ta intrinsic
MUst be treated as an end in themselves, possessiné ndition®
Worth and rational autonomy. Exploitative labout 5
maf}ipulative marketing strategies, an
Vironments violate this principle because or [umat
lITdi"iduals to mere instruments for profit. RESPG.Ct | co Porate
'8ity, therefore, becomes the cornerstone of ethicd

8OVernance, d ds
i % act as if you were a member of the ideal King! n
2 Which you are both the subject and the soverel8l - yich

ant's hir : i
IS third formulation of the categort al
WS from the second, envisions persons as ¢

\

om of en
3

- tives
cal imper? nembe’ of
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an ideal kingdom of ends in which you are both subject and
sovereign at the same time. Treat yourself and every other
humanbeingas ofequal intrinsic value; behave as a number of an
ideal republic in which each citizen is a sovereign and a subject
in which each is a means and an end, in which each realizes
his own good in promoting the good of others. A “kingdom
of ends” is an ideal society of rational persons following the
moral law. The idea is that, in a moral community there is N0
discrimination between the sovereign and the subjects, for the
universal law applies consistently all, always and everywhere.
Because of their freedom ang rationality human beings are able
to act from laws required by reason and this confers on them 2
unique sort of dignity. Organizations are composed of persons
and, given the nature of persons, organizational structures must
treat the humanity in persons with dignity and respect (as an
end). Moreover, the rules thgt govern an organization must be
rules that can be endorsed by everyone in the or ganization. This
universal endorsement by rational persons is what enables Kant

to say that everyone js hog, subject and sovereign with respect
to the rules that govern them

A Kantian views ap Organization a

member of the Organization stands in a moral relationship tO al
the others. On ope hand, the mana

ers iness firm shoul
respect the humanity i o) the Pelgsonsoifnat]I}iL:eS::)nrganization. On
the Other.hand, €ach individual in a business firm, manage
as a Kantian mqpy) COmmunity, should view the Organization
other than purely instrumental]y, that is, as merely a means for

achieving indiy;
; 'dug] goals, Organizations are created as ways ©

achieving commgy, ho
) goals an ivdividual wh
levis th Organizatic d shared ends, An individus

s a moral community. Each

the "respect for persong" prigcigit:rLImentally is acting co

2 . . . { ive
Ntsethics is that it acts asan Eﬂe'ct 3
- . . (<
authoritariap hierarchical organizati!

One major implicatigy, of K
moral Critique of :

—
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. . Work lace.
Structure and helps promote democratisation of the P

o jve,
For, on the third formulations of the categorical 1111111)12’,2;11/
coupled with the first, the rules that govern an Otr,gaeveryone
usiness are those that are universally endorsed };e owners/
in the organization, irrespective of whther t‘heyh: rocess 0
employers or the employees, who participate 1.11 1t5 bgfore they
€cision -making and determination of t11§S€ £y e-nterest of al
are given effect to. This has the merit of getting the' employees:
the stakeholders, especially the stockholders and tgsct which, in
focused on responsible participatory business con lue

turn, will lead to maximum of profit and owner Vait®
CritiCism: : limitatioﬂs
ang However, Kants concept of business ethics hassel;: work being
thay g . 1SS 100, the most conspicuous for the prese principles o
thi s a bit too demanding. It has been argued t nust

1 er) I
ics, vk . ; . practical
oy Which are meant to provide guidance in p (o solve

1c

_ _ . , them .
real Ji7 that it should be empirically possxble to deliyethiCS’ ed '1ts

€mph © Problems. But certain elements in Kanti arity of mo¥
s Phasis on the respect for persons principle and o0 P xclusion
Condj

o ) s o the € i :
] ton of truly moral actions, if taken l}terally ¢ Lg lied 10
o optextual considerations, may make it difficult to ol business:
ForCF1c§_ Especially it may appear too austere to app }ts are almost
aly, LIS A well- known fact about businesss good a(t:hough in thef
begt 8 Justified, if such actions results in Proﬁt' bt ch action® Od
Mieregt of the recognized purpose of business, SU e const ere
try Prate houses and business organizations would not ¢ “res ect for
Pers()ihgral by Kantian parameter. The pl‘illCiPle of Kan "
18" May thyg pot strictly apply in business. ting, the mend
of K PWever, limitations like these not withstan _mg’up ; 5011“.[l
bug; Sts ethics far outweigh in its impact on sha}})l_ﬂg : duct !
SS eth; : hic
lesine ¢thics theory and what is to count as et

S8 remaj .
Nains r ted.
_ S 1easonably undispu /

¥@’//
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Importance:
The application of Immanuel Kant’s ethical framework to
business practices yields several important findings:
1)  Universal law as a Moral Test:
Business actions such as deception, corruption, and exploitation
fail the testofuniversallaw. When evaluated under the categorical
imperative, unethical practices cannot be consistently willed as
universal law without undermining trust and market stability.
2)  Respect for persons:
The principle of treating person as an end establishes that
stakeholders-employees, consumers, ~ shareholders, ~and
communities - must never be ysed merely as instrument for

profit. Ethical business conduct requires transparency, fairness,
and informed consent.

3)  Primacy of duty over profit:
The stuFi).r demonstrates that moral obligation in business are
unconditional. Financia] gain, competitive pressure, or market

success cannot justify actions that violate moral duty.

4)  Relevance to corporate world:
Kantian ethics supports the development of principled corporate
policies grounded ip honesty, accountability, and respect for

autopomy. It promotes the long-term trust and sustainable
relationships.

5)  Limitations identified.

Whlle_ Kant’s theory provides g strong moral foundation
its strict ru.le-be?sed hature may pose challenges in complex
corporate situations where multiple duties conflict or Wher®

outcomes signiﬁcantly impact stakeholders,

CONCLUSION:

The analysis  copfipp
ethics, centred on he
normative framework f,

ess
fu

that Kants concept of busi”
Categorical imperative, offers a powWer
I evaluating corporate behaviour:

—®

Kants
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. - ] d
three formulations of the categorical imperative, collectively an

distributively, have important bearings on business actions and hence
onbusiness ethics, By emphasizing universal moral law, act from 'dutYi
and respect for persons, Kantian ethics demands integrity and {-an'o o
COnsistency in decision-making. Business guided by these princP
are obligated to act truthfully, honour commitments, and upho h
1um§n dignity irrespective of financial consequences. AIthol;lgc s
Elrac‘;tlcal C.hlallenges may arise in applying strict dutY‘basi]eiclloséplhy
e fnPet.ltlve markets, the core insights of Kaqts moral P v

Main - highly relevant in contemporary business environm of

tlmately, Kantian business ethics affirms that ethical conduct$ 1
Merely 5 Strategic advantage but a moral necessity.®

les
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A. J. Ayer’s Rejection of Metaphysics
in Logical Positivism

Manash Pratim Goswami

Introduction:

The twentieth century witnessed 2 major shift in philosophical
thinking, especially in the field of language and meaning. One of the
most influential thinkers in this movement was A J. Ayer. He was
a British philosopher and a leading supporter of ‘Logical Positivisi's
a philosophical movement that attempted to make philosophy more
scientificand meaningful. Ayer became famous for his strong criticism
and rejection of metaphysics, which traditionally dealt with questions
about God, the soul, ultimate reality, and the nature of existence.

Ayer argued that most metaphysical statements are not only
false but actual_ly meaningless because they cannot be tested or verified
through experience. His ideas were mainly presented in his famous
book ‘Language, Truth and Logic, published in 1936. In this work,

Hyer dovelaped the. “Verification Theory of Meaning, which became
the main tool for rejecting metaphysics, :

This article c.iiscusses Ayer’s rejection of metaphysics within the
framework of Logical Positiy

: ism and explains the Verification Theory
of Meaning.

Logical Positivism: Background:

Logical Positivism was 3 philosophical movement that emerged
i the early ‘[v.\rentieth century, mainly associated with the thinkers ©
the Vienna Clrcle: This group believed that philosophy should follo
the methods of science and focus on clear and meaningful statements:

—®

R R s oINS e
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' of
ACCOrdlng to logical positivists, meaningful statements ar

two types:
L. Analytic statements
2. Empirical or synthetic statements
bachelﬁgalwic Statem_enf’s are true by definition. For exd
Simply are unmarried” The truth of this statement can
Py by understanding the meanings of the words.
be teste?plrical_ statements, on the other hand, are .statemen .
“Watey or verified through observation or experience. For
: bo.ds at 100°C at sea level.” I
analyﬁcoglcal POsilti‘.Jists argued that any statement that 13 r?nciple
ecame Eor empirically verifiable is meaningless. This pstrongl}’
defe Own as the ‘Verification Principle, which was
Nded by A.7J. Ayer.

e Ver; .
Crificatiop Theory of Meaning:
e Verify

philOSoph cation Theory of Meaning is the centra
lies i), they. According to this theory, the meaning 0 at
Meanjp g iheth(.)d. of its verification. In other words, a

S Onl.Ylfltcan be verified through experience or0 verifie
in any ggi bbelleved that if a statement cannot be tested Orbout the
worlq Sible way, then it does not express any real fact

+ ler . .
5 efore, such a statement is meaningless.
N L EXample:

mple, “A”
be known

ts that can
amp B:

her

] ideain Ayer:
stateme?
atement 15

pservatio™

e sky is blue?” ify it by
00kipg .. Statement s meaningful because we can ¥er
B o« y
s °reis life on Mars?” tentiaHY
Statement g 3]50 meaningful because it could pO

e veri
ifie
1r . D ol
Ul cop 93811 Scientific investigation.
sider : .
“The lbel a metaphysical statement like:
B o« SOlute s Pel’fect,”

0 eXiStS b . » ﬁEd
Cearas eyond time and space. yeri
rdlng to A p eSted ol

yer, these statements cannot be
\@ /
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through any experience. Since there is no possible method to confirm
or deny them, they are considered Meaningless rather than simply false.

Thus, the verification principle became a powerful tool for
eliminating metaphysical statements from philosophy.

Ayer’s Criticism/Rejection of Metaphysics:

Metaphysics has been an important branch of philosophy
since ancient times. Philosophers like Plato and Aristotle discussed
questions about the ultimate nature of reality, existence, and the soul.
Later philosophers such as Immanuel Kant also explored metaphysical
problems.

However, Ayer believed that most metaphysical discussions
are meaningless because they do not satisfy the verification principle.
According to him, metaphysicians often use language in a way that appears
meaningful but actually does not convey any factual information.

For example, a metaphysician might say:

“Reality is spiritual”

“The world is ultimately one”

Ayer argued that these statements cannot be tested through
observation or experiment. Therefore, they do not provide any real
knowledge about the world. He claimed that metaphysical statements
are not even false. Instead, they are ‘pseudo-statements’, which means
they look like meaningful statements but actually lack real meaning,

Meaningful and Meaningless Statements according to A. J. Ayer:
Ayer divided statements into two categories: Meaningful and

Meaningless. . . .
% Meaningful Statements: A statement is meaningful if it

one of the following conditions:

a) Itisanalytically true (true by definition).
b)  Itcanbe empirically verified.

For Examples:

5 “All triangles have three sides.”

5  “Itis raining outside””

J—— (16)— =
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x ed
These statements either depend on definitions or cai be test

by observation, ied
N . - e
0 > Meaningless Statements: Statements that cannot be Ver!
I'tested are meaning]ess.
FO[' Examp]e url—he uniVCI‘SE‘ has a spiritual PlerOSE

A . “The soul exists beyond physical reality. ed or
ccordmg to Ayer, such statements cannot be confirm

cts.
d through experience. Therefore, they do not express real fa

Rellgion apd Metaphysics:
Statenﬁ}r’irslfejec“tion of metaphysics also affected ”religiouconSi v
Metgp} . ike “God exists” or “God is eternal” were e
P;Ysma! because they cannot be verified through sense expe e
that the iy HOt.c]aim that these statements are fal?e. Ipsteadf hte(?fvie\\’,
Yy are Meaningless from a philosophical or scientific pon:1 pr
ebate ebélt]\ire - no.methOd to test their truth. This view Createanz; iics
Agued that :fn l?glcal positivists and religious philogopllers. N ecls0 ¢
Uman ey Yers theory was too strict and ignored importa
A perl.el'l(:e. |
e ea(icc %rdl.ng tc_' A.]. Ayer there are two types of Veri.ﬁcathH-
X Verification and Strong Verification of meaning A
trong Verification: A statement is meaningful on'Y ; evel
Y and conclusively verified through observatio™ i
t 1yli t(-)-O strict because many scientific statements cd
‘ er lﬁed_ o
Yel'iﬁcati €ak Verification: Ayer later accepted a wealfel' Ve{ﬂingﬂ'l
Al “an boen. A(-:Cording to weak verification, a statemellt. 15 mz jiately
or e];e;feld in principle, even if it is not verified {msn:)ﬂ ; f-aﬁ
e mg Ple, the statement “There are mountall)ﬂt 1 was sti
Ingfyy] b On" could not be verified in the paf.;t, u o
€Cause it could potentially be verified in the
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»  One major criticism is that the Verification principle itself
cannot be verified through observation. Therefore, according
to its own rule, the principle might be meaningless.

»  Another criticism is that many meaningful statements in ethics,
religion, and art cannot be empirically verified, yet they still
have significance in human life.

»  Philosophersargued that Ayer’s view was too narrowand ignored
many important forms of knowledge and understanding.

Significance of Ayer’s Philosophy:

Despite criticisms, Ayer’s philosophy played an important role
in modern philosophy. His ideas encouraged philosophers to analyze
language carefully and to distinguish meaningful statements from
meaningless ones.

His work also helped develop Analytic philosophy, which
focuses on logic, language, and clarity of thought. By challenging
metaphysical speculation, Ayer pushed philosophy toward a more
scientific and logical approach.

Conclusion:

In conclusion, A. J. Ayer strongly rejected metaphysics as part
of the movement of Logical Positivism. According to him, meaningful
statements must either be analytically true or empirically verifiable.
This idea is known as the Verification Theory of Meaning.

Using this principle, Ayer argued that metaphysical statements
about God, the soul, or ultimate reality cannot be verified through
experience. Therefore, they are not false but meaningless. Although his
theory faceFi many criticisms, it had a major influence on twentieth-
century phllO}i?PhY and encouraged a clearer and more scientific
apPrOaCh top llO,SOPi.nca.I problems.

Thus, Ayers rejection of metaphysics remains an important

art of modern philosophical discussio ing,
Palt wledge. m n about language, meaning

and kn()
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Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Concept of
Language-Games: An Analysis:

Debananda Bhat’tacharw-?l
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ervasive influence upon the philosophy in the 20" century has
been that of Ludwig Von Wittgenstein (1889-1951). Wittgenstein is
the follower of Frege and Russell to some extent and one of the best
advocates of linguistic Analytic Philosophy. He says that although
philosophy is considered as a science of the true propositions it
serves the invaluable function of clarifying the meanings conveyed by
language. Regarding the true method of philosophy he elucidates that
all philOSOth is a critique of language.

Everyone knows that there is a fundamental difference between
his Philosophical Investigations (later Wittgenstein) and Tractatus
(early Wittgenstein). One can say that the first one is the criticism
and rejection of the second one. In his Investigations, Wittgenstein
gives up his earlier stance, namely that the language is faithful picture
of reality and that every elementary proposition is a picture of some
simple atomic facts. In Investigations, his language and facts undergo
a behaviorist and relativist transformation. He feels that language is a
form of life — a tool to activity - a way of performance and behavior.
It is like a game with words as tools like pieces of chess. According
to him there are in-numberable language system, each serving a
purpose and havi_ng different structural rules. For Wittgenstein , now
Janguage is not an}ply fo?' asserting facts, portraying reality but also
for asking, describing, thinking, cursing, wishing, greeting, praying,
scolding, commanding, guessing, joking and so on. So he says, do not
pother for the meaning ,but think for the use of language.

wittgenstein says that there is no essence or general form
common to language. He says that there is no any fixed atomic and
simple elements qf reality corresponding to elementary propositions
and words Eor this reason one has to come across with philosophical

roblems arise WhEn I.anguage goes on holidays. And the cure of it,
he remar ks , lies in bringing “words back from their metaphysical to
heir every day or common use”

wittgenstein concepts the notion of ‘use’ wide that of language
_games when urges to examine the use of the word, he refers to

S — @
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l_an.guage games played with words. Malcolm reports an intere.sgrrlﬁ

InCident that shades light on the origin of the language-games: A

) Wiligenstein was passing a field where a football match wasla

Progress the thought first came to him that in language we ¢ P y

game with words” g

lan gl aiACCOrding to Wittgenstein a proposition does not prifiggp;ent
8¢- game, but g language- game will be only asmad

e—

(g)efutrl:: _Wfllole of language. Wittgenstein gives an example of lzéllilgg i
1 i . . . . e

that thfelrns early part of Philosophical Investigations. The +ere there

is a by; de 1S a con.struction work going on of a building wks sillars
tlder and his helper. The building materials are bloc "sting i
) d’s E?d beal‘ns etc. The two men have a language Cti?;;er alls
out o ogks, pillars, slabs, beams etc. etc. When the' . material
ittgensct) the words  the helper  throws  the respeC“‘;e conceive
o €in calls it is complete in itself and could even
?tlre language of a tribe. _eocts hiS
Tractatlllsi Philosophical Investigations, Wittgensteinl f:ejhat is t0
Picturige (E)ln View tl.lat there is a universal form qf languflg )co mon
O Varjgy, rfmlrrOHSe reality. He says that there is nothm-gam s, just
ere ig o S Of language. So, the case with language : ifferent -
If we Othing commop to all games. That is games ¢ 4 that it is
bseng i one feature common to two games, we may f m games
by r.n an(?ther- A multiple of relationship makes all th_et enstel
this i WI?ppmg and criss-crossing. And according to WIit}%as well
oS Neg A called family resemblance which unites fa_m ¢ | form
ot numbé n .Tractatus, Wittgenstein that there is 2 U“We-ects it in
p :c“; ich i§ common to all members. But h? f[fi ep's
?flan ua eftl InveStlgatiODS. He discovers the character!® ovarlollb
Oring gam Im’esﬁg’dtions that there is nothing commonuag is "”l
;\ctlvit i aguage that makes them language. The ]an?eela d\f"l
> Co E e speak or write whatever we think I " ying

a urllc i . an Ol .
Sme, ) Ate with others just like performing an action ™~ ,me
a

Sla S
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These activities of language are similar with playing game. There is
nothing common to all games. There are, for example, board game,
card game, ball game and the variety within each game. If we speak out
a feature common to two games we shall find nothing common. Not
all require competition between players and so on, What make all of
them game is not some feature present in all games but a multitude of
relationship overlapping. Wittgenstein calls this family resemblance,
which are mere resemble of genus, not common to species. One can
often see a striking resemblance between severa] generations of same
family. One may find there is no common quality in them. The eyes
or the build or temperament are different. The family resemblance is
due to many features that overlap and criss-crogs.
is like a family resemblance .

Wittgenstein says that the use of an expression is the language
in which it plays a part of course he does not regard the word ‘meaning’
and ‘use’ as synonymous. Some have arrived at the mistaken idea that
by the ‘use’ of an expression Wittgenstein has meant its ordinary
or the correct use. Wittgenstein says that grammatical similarities
often mislead us. S0, he warns us not to accept ordinary language. He
says that perfect grammatical language can save us from danger. S0,
he suggests that once we command a clear view of the uses of a word
we can solve all the philosophical problems.

wittgenstein admits that the Wi

nxléas. Bla fevili ords of our language are dead
and meaningless. e is willing to admit that if language is to be vital

and important, speakers must mean something by their words and
the llgtene; muslt< unllderstand the same. He however says that the
behavior Of speaker-listener is more important than the meaning of

the word. He says that if we behave accuratel 5
4 language-game. y we are actually playing

It can be said that Wittgensteins |
nodelled by hls.key concept of langy
parp focus the view that language is 4 s
into the fabric of humap |if., After a

The unity of games

ater conception of language
age-game has brought into
ystem of proposition woven
Il, language is seen as rule
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i .. ) istic
'hvolved activity that represents a form of life replacing the atomis

. i e
??{Ceptlon exposed by Frege, Russell etc. We use wordsil langléage_
nd the use of words in language is explained in terms of languag

a ; x{s 0
E o language-games statements have roles in the conte
Ur actiong,

. (iii) e’
espe .Wlttfo’ﬂlstein develops an influential philosophy of 131115{;::%8
in‘troc(;ally In his later work of Philosophical Investigations,l “;11 il
, V.Llced the idea of language game. Although highly -m Sll
Philo;ews’ have received several criticisms from varli)ll ot
OPhers. Critics argue that Wittgenstein never clearly i

allc;1 tdzsi?gtl_lage game is. His concept of language games }5 ;
10 uge e I;’hIVe rather than precise. Because of vagueness,e
that g tl €ory systematically in philosophy of languag®:
itt]eory also lacks analytical clarity. . 4 puzdles
mo|q igelnst:em’s language-games leads to confusion af: anin gs
are not siilc'? y language and ‘game’ are different and thel  eateg0)
Mistale asl a]r. So, for Gilbert Ryle, later Wittgenstei‘n comn:his i
ittgellstei tle}_’ belong to two different categories. 1 s O 06
two Words r} fails to comprehend the two different mea?an (gl
in order ¢, Nguage and game. He assimilates Tanguage 1ooking its
ifferen - OrMulate the concept of language-games 0V¢' Jayed DY
4 Persg eanings or functions. For example, a game can ¢ gpeake!
nd ligy u. A game cannot be. Because language requires 0 lang”"‘ge
“an hy T Otheryige language would be a private one. ain
fro ittto]:nr:gt_ f}lnctions but a game has a limited pl:i‘lj:s o freif;
nom ONfusioy, ES concept of family .resemb‘lan@ 1 25 there ;
“omyy, - He holds that games form a family. Ju ot fin
pOltz)mmon e:tatm-e among games so also in a i'amil}{"‘renL a alogi®®
dif}nt thig 1, Hre among the members of a family. FIo! e tlll5
ereng o, Y D€ correct but actually it is not. Althove . rure

Ure ; : ong
S among games still the commonality am
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a
is that these arle games. SofalscT the commonality among the members Wittgenstein deals with language into two ways. According 0 him
¢ that\}\l; 'ety o ?;i’zov?:‘; tinilly' i s One can yge public language to communicate and on the o.ther ha;!; "
ittgens at meaning depends on the use of within One can yge private language. The public language is apphed to
e U 3 < c

a form of life suggests that meaning varies across communities . It

may lead to linguistic relativism, where truth and meaning become

Ordinary discourse by following rules of language -

P _ : in language”
e o .social practices. This may undorming e don of ga?ﬁ:ligifgj ideas as it is govern.ed by 1-ules.£§;:§§Sizii’;$hi1§soth
spivensdl meaning or obJectlv'e truth.. of angas ust, as we usearuleer games. In ; g been given more
ACCOl'dl.ng to some philosophers one can’t treat language as imPOYtan ge;g'flmes rule—fgllowmg conc.ept has e ASu(_-cessful
games. Scientific aI} d math en_latical language seelis piecidion L . it y Ce. (0} understandlng the meanm_g of langse gwith language.
rules. Wittgenstein’ empha.sm on everyday language can’t explain the itgenS%U'IdEd b‘Y rl.lle of the game. SO, is the C'at ents 412 only
structure of scientific theories or formg] logic. Wittgenstein's focus on thoge "I maintains that the meaningful st : h are shar g
public language 'f‘lso wE?kens the importance of private language and an testasmems xprissed in public languag_e whic verned by the
the psycho-physical feelings and menta] aspects of human beings. fule of 1:,181 He SEYS that a privatfe lang;lage 3 neitti%g alk , dream®
T age. Language in the form of introsp ich have
o (iv) th:{:lna_tion& imagiﬁatiins are under private .1anguf§‘§e t‘ﬁ:l;urview
Wittgenstgm is the key figure in the development of of lap Eln Public domain. The private language 1S OUtSIdeaccol' ing t0
contemporary linguistic analytic Philosophy in the west. He has Wittgeg agf-: rule and it does not abide by any rule an
influenced .the very course of philosophy in the 20" century in the flifteln has nothing to play in language-games - i impact
west by the force of his imaginative and creative thinking, He remains Ittgensteipg philosophy of language has tremer 0.1050pher5
2 beacon light fqr the pursuit of philosophical knowledge. like énStorY of analytic philosophy. Modern anal‘;'tical_ph.1 gpiratio”
He is mainly concerned with the basic question how meaning from 1. < PE Strawson and J.L. Austin derive their i o isone
and interperson_al communication are possible, He makes it clear of g}, ater Wittgenstein’s philosophy. Therefore, Wittgenstﬁlough his
how human beings come together to understand one another by Phi] STeatest Philosophers of the twentieth century - 1t:wt give ®

. ; : 0
introducing his notion of language games. The so tSOPhy

e an . : : an
is made sole dj cial dimension ful “an be criticised on some points still We €

. 1 . 5 1 . %

of language 1Sl mE'ldE sole dimension of linguistic activities. From Ptohis Philosophical importance and legacy. ™ ®
this emerges the idea of forms of life which dominates the entire

wittg enstein’s later philosophy of language and logical analysis of the
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Logical Atomism, Proposition and Fact:

An Analytical Study of
Bertrand Russell’s Philosophy

Anushka Gogoi
(i)

The development of analytic philosophy in the twentieth
century marks a decisive shift in the method and aim of
phiIOSOphical inquiry. At the centre of this transformation stands
Bertrand Russell, whose theory of logical atomism attempted
to bring clarity, precision, and scientific rigor into philosOPhY-
Russell’s logical atomism is not merely a theory about the structure
of the world; itis equally a theory about language and its relation to
reality. His analysis of propositions and facts forms the backbone
of this philosophical framework and offers 4 systematic way to
understand truth, meaning, and knowledge.

Logical atomism emerges from Russell’s dissatisfaction with
the vague and speculative nature of traditional metaphysics. He
believed that many philosophical problems arise because language
is not properly analyzed, According to him, philosophy should
adopt the mfethOd oflogical analysis, breaking down complex ideas
into their Slmplest Components. Just as science analyzes matter
into atoms phllosophy must analyze reality into its most basic

elements. ﬁese elemﬁ‘.nts, in Russell’s view, are “atomic facts” and
they constitute the ultimate structure of the world.

Russell famously asserted that the world is the totality
of facts, not of things. This statement reflects a fundamental
ghift from substance-based metaphysics to fact-based ontology-
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aditiona]] es that it
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i ¥> philosophers focused on “things” or “subst
'Imary constituents of reality. Russell, however al:ghl they are
re] tthings in isolation that matter, but the way in Wh.lcinvolving
e f“ted- A factig not merely an object; itis a state of affal£5 book 18
Objects and their relations. For instance, the statement o ratelys
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't expresses a relation between them. This relational ol
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and j U‘Ss.ell to explain how the world is structure
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(iii)

Closely related tp the notion of fact is Russell’s concept of
proposition. A proposition, in his viey,
exprESSiOI.l that represents a fact, [t i through propositions that
we describe the V_V(_)rld, make judgments, and communicate
knowledge. Propositions are capable of being true or false, and
their truth depends on their correspondence with facts.’ For
example, the proposition “the sky is blue” is true if and only if
there exist§ 4 cor responding fact in reality. If no such fact exists,
the proposition is false. This vieyw i known as the correspondence
theory of truth, which Russe]] strongly defended '

The relatIOTlshlp between Propositions and facts is central
to loglcﬂ atomism. Propositions are pot arbitrary linguistic
constructions; they have a definjte logical structure t}krlat mirrors
the structure of the facts they represent. This idea implies a deep
connection between language anq reality. The strtlljcture of a

propositlocnll_ reﬂfects the arrangement of objects and relations in the
corresponding fact. For instance, the proposition “Ram loves Sita”

has a sub{GFt‘Predicate structure that corresponds to a relational
fact involving two particulars (Rap, i i
e ; and Sita) and a relation
(IOVG)_- T?Sl piganel'lsm between language and reality ensures that
meaninglul propositions can accurately represent the world

is the linguistic or logical

Russell further distinguisﬁg betw
Propositions. Atom.ic Propositions corr
facts and express simple, indijyisip)
propositions, on the other hand,
atomic propoﬂsmons Using |
.,” and “not.” The truth of a
i truth of its Component

eenatomic and molecular
espond directly to atomic
€ states of affairs. Molecular
Nd, are formed by combining
ogical connectives such as “and,’
molecular proposition depends on
atomic propositions. For example
g and it is cold” is trye only if both
€ true. This logical structure allows
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Cc;r t.he Systematic analysis of complex statements and play
ucial role ip formal logic.

o theA? i{npolrtant feature of Russell’s theory is l:il'n 3
atomjc foglcal mc.lependence of atomic facts. Accor }ngt e
exister acts are independent of one another, m.f:alilll getermiﬂe
e ex.Ce Or non-existence of one fact does not loglc:f:\ 2179, " dence
ensurelssttf]nce or non-existence of another. This ° Ollljectiono
iscrete at the world is not a monolithic whole buta¢ - ssibility
of i, > self-contained elements. It also allows for the pdiversitY
érent combinations of facts, which gives rise {0 the
complexity of the world.
Own WOri lnflu-ence. of logical atomism extends b-eyo ittgeﬂstein’
particularlar}d is evident in the philosophy of Ll'JdWIgh'losOPhiCu S,,;
ittgeng Yinhis early work, the ‘Tractatus LoglFo-P 1‘3 O
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reality ’t}‘]“eanlng that they share a common logical for e 8]
from hisey- represent. Although Wittgenstein later ™ eance of
RUSSell’S _dVleW, the early connection highlights the s,.lgno .
el eas in Shaping the trajectory of analytic plnl.os p ? isin
hag beg Spite 1fcs elegance and systematic nature, 10g'1ca icism
concern;1 thS Ubjec.t to various criticisms. One ma]orar
i € notion of atomic facts. Some philosophe® ble fact®
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Philosophers in this tradition argue that everyday language is rich,
flexible, and context-sensitive, and cannot be reduced to a set Of
rigid logical structures. This perspective suggests that Russell’s

approach, while valuable for certain purposes, may not capturé
the full range of linguistic meaning,

Russell fiiscussed about the different types of fact. These are:
. 1) Pal'thlllE.lr. fact: Particular fact is that in which makes 3
partlcular proposition true or false, “This is white” is a proposition

true or false. “This is white’ ig 4 proposition which fact makes it
true or false is called particular fact.

2? Qeneral fact: General fact ig that which makes a gener al
proposition true or false, “All mep are mortal” is a generd
proposition }N_hmh facts makes it trye of false is called general fact.

3? Positive fact: Positive fyct i that which makes a positiv®
proposition true or false. “Socraeg i 4 philosopher” is a positive
proposition which facts maje j¢ true or false is ci:.lled positive fact

Negative fact is that which makes f‘

negative fact.
5) Atomic fact; Ap Atomic

pr_og Ofsgiot?{is Ss:llizsclceftain things has a certain quality. It’s asserts

Wlt al Slmple AtOmiC faCt “This iS White” He aIsO

said that a Complex fact built on 4 o ‘ .
Nevertheless, the imple fact.

Proposition is a simple kind of

is :
subsequent developmeng inwork laid the foundation for many

analytic philosophy as 5 Wholelogic’ philosophy of language, "

e 7
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(v) ith
5 . wit
In conclusion, the theory of logical atomism, along

e

Egeostc 081'1 CePtS of proposition and fact, constitutes Oﬂem‘i)dzl:n

phﬂosolgl?lﬁcant contributions of Bertrand Russell © o3 the

Structuf ¥ By _emphasizing the analysis of langll_ageo hy int0

disci ¢ of reality, Russell sought to transform philosop ! lter
ipline characterized by clarity and precision. Althoug

evel] : > pecls

of igptrﬁents have revised and, in some cases, rejectedonfmue
i corY. the core insi ical atomism ©

to mﬂuencey ore insights of logical T

Propogitiq, Philosophical thought. The re_latiOI‘IShl;ﬁosg phy of
MNguage 1S and facts remains a central issue in the P point for
eXplorin. an'd Russell’s work provides a valuable starting

1ng this enduring problem.
POWeerftf{.rand Russell’s theory of logical atom.ismli
anguage i zmewf)rk for understanding the relations li? acts and
anguage \ 1d reality, By analyzing the world into atom % create
Clear and SHFO aFomic propositions, Russell attempte act and
ositio‘:lentlﬁC method of philosophy. The concepts e actual
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