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Words move, music moves

Only in time; but that which is only living

Can only die. Words, after speech, reach

Into the silence, ©Only by the form, the pattern,
Can words or music reach

The stillness, as a Chinese jar still

Moves perpetually in its stillness,

Not the stillness of the violin, while the note lasts,
Not that only, but the co-existence,

Or say that the end precedes the beginning,

And the end and the beginning were always there
Before the bedinning and after the end.

And all is always now, Words strain,

Crack and sometimes break, under the burden,
Under the tension, slip, slide, perish,

Decay with imprecision, will not stay in place,

Will not stay still,

T,S, Eliot - Bumt Norton V
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INTRODUCTION

‘In our everydsy empirical arguments ox in the
controversies sbout scientific issues some disputed
sentencds OF expressions may be claimed as true or f£alse.

In contrast, some disputed sentences =- gentences in
philogophice) argument, in particulan are often claimed

as neither true nor false but neaningless. For exantple,

g aturday is in bed", “God exists®, "Ming and body exista"
and so ons The concern with meaninglessness as a philoso=~
phical phenonenon wes stimulsted by the logical positivists
werifisbllity criterion of meaningfulness and the conseguent
rejection of all metsphysical claims as cognitively meaning;-

less. jscaxding the official doctrine also used
this concepts logicians also make a distinction between
meaningfulness and meaninglessnesse Thoy divide all the
possible combinations of the basic material into two major
classes (1) meaningful or pemitted expressions called
*"Yellefomod fomule® or in short "wff* such as "po>{g> p*
znd (1g) meam!ngl%s or illegitimate combinations such as
up = VPV, There is also a corresponding distinction in
ordinary lmguage between sentences constructed according
5 the rules and conventicns of language such as “Zhe water
is boiling"® (meaningful) and the random combination of
‘words like "is over very cats between” which is meaningless.
Random and arbitrary combination of words is not the only
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' v«ca}xse of generation of meaiingless axprasaians. Heaningless

' m:assmn algo gensrated £xom soNe 1£nguiatic .ﬁ.luamn.
.&.h& liugu&atic ammn comes genexglly £rom the cmativity
@ﬁ :tmguage. andgemwt abont meanﬁ.ugmlness and meming-
lesmess sometimes depand on soma ﬁheuxy abcut linguistic
anﬂ n@nqlinguistm tmths_,a Ig‘oz exangle' meo:éizzg ta Ie"xega
z:mé! Russeu the sentence “Scott exists® is senseless or

meaninsiéss 'beeausé' according to them existence is a predicate
of a mnc:ept or of a cle.ea. 1£ it is applicﬁ to an indivimal.
meaniagless expreass.ons mulﬁ zeault. mine, hovevexn,
iﬁentifies a singular exiatential santeme with a analyt&cal
tmth Hame the s.a.‘lngular existem:ial mrrteme z.ike 'Seott
ezss.sts 13 8 pa:fectly meamingful sentance i:m Quine From

n;gt: something strange that a sentence's i:eing meaningful or
-neénméleés Ges not depend on i:he- natﬁre of langusge, but

, on d:e 'tham:g &out logic, m:lé. hmnan mind ei:c ? Whethat‘
ghis vicy that meanin@fuluess or memiaglessneso of am
axpressim depends on particular theory about logic, world
-'e"i:{@.,-, is truo of to what extent it is truc constitute the
nest 'wgaental topic of the thesis. For mawer to these
questions will detemine the vesry sicificance of the
aistinction between mesningful and :ﬁémingz_;eas- exprossione
This issue will be discussed in Chapter I.
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The major areas where the pxoblen of meaninglessness

6r nonsense is most apparent is philoscphy end postry. One may
wonder why is it that in philosophy and in poetry pasticular
there is o problem of meaninglessness while in science the
problem is relatively unknowne It msy be said thet scientific
Lengusge 1o stercotyped and technical, Sclentists are msinly
interestod to discover fac:ts and they try to describe these
facts in most orecise and cleap waye They require minimal
1inguistic separatus to describe their results or hypothesis.
It is oot thelr business to say csomething in a better way or’
in a new waye It is the husiness of the philosophers and of
the poots 0 say something not only in & clear way but in
most elogant d comprehensive wayss Here there is & problem
cbout content and style and the memner of saying is’ intringic
¢o what is-said., And the problem of meaninglessness comes in
those fields where the menner or ways of saying is most
dmportant,. This point will be ﬂw&séeﬁ in Chapter Ii,

Liooking into dhe natural critexion of distinguishing
meohingléss ewpressicns £rom the meaningful ones can throu
some light on the.ﬂ,amre‘ of the dlstinction betweecn meaninge
filness snd meaningleseness. If we can £ind any natural
eriterion of distinguishing meaningless gentences £rom the
memningful ones then the concept of mesninginlness mmd
measninglessness would not be merely the thmry oriented
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conceptss oy attenpts have besh made O gi{z_eu @ gelleral
sdequate critesion of detemining whether p sentence is
meaningful of note This will be discusced in Cheptex IIT,

Hhatever may be the cause of gmxerstion of
meghingloss sentences the distinction betucen meaningful
£nd mesninnless hag found its wey in lsnguage. Whether
4he concept of meminglessness has found its way legilimately
ir lanouape dépends upon wvhether this concept is irnherent in
the very nature of languages So it is nocessacty to look into
the gencrol natuze of lenguage, inguire cbout its essential
characteristics. Unless we inquire whether lenguege haes '
gome essential festupos =nd point out theme i£ any, we connot
é}ecide vhether the judgaunent sbout mesningleéscness is
caternally influcaced or is theozy oricnted, It seans to me
thet the problen of meeningfulneass ana memninglessness 80
far pointed out to a great extent has something to do with,
the compositionsl nature of language, I shall deal with this
point in Chopter V.

Language i3 a gystom comsisting of diffokent
Iinguistic categories such as mames, predicetes comectives
atae snd their rolation o coch othes, The ultimato motto
of the compositiono) sanantics is o rzepeesont 2 viow about
the best way to describe the functioning of individusl woxdss
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Given the proper functioning of these individual words and
theiz right combinaticn, sentences come to hiove the ncaning

inpoctent beaging on how meaningless exprassions are
gonerated. This wiil be discussed in Chepter V.

How wiast an opregeion means and what a porson has
8314 by using expressions is mostly 8 gociaglly £izod mattevs.
*To ImaginG 4 language means® sccording to Hittgenstein “to
Imagine a fowm of i fe"-a.l Measning 0% 3 sentcnge mogtly
depcnds on spocific cult ture, and i3 subject to diffcrent
lgug, principlesg, conventions partially wmique to it snd
particlly iz a rzeflection of gencral @mpes:ities oZ m-ina; hat
& oxpression meams often does not aceezé with a speaker‘s
oUW untiemtunding.\ We have aleo g difforent gﬁ.ctuze. Recent
dovelopment along this line begins with an malysis of
* opeaker's meaning® advanced by H.P.Grico. His theory mey be
called commnication~intention theory of meaning. Orice says
that we usc the word “meaniné" to lzbel vhat a spesker intends

i Ludwig Wittgenstein, | jcs) Ir '
Translated by GeBiMa &nscombe, Bas i1 B3 mknelb
Oxford,’ 1276, Sestion 19.
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or is trying to do with his words. Expressions being
mesmingful is primarily a matter of intemtion, Grice's
agcount can be interpreted o imply that mosninglessnesa
of @ sentence depands fully on the hearey begause the
gpesker never produce a mémﬁngless sentence deliberately
or intentionally, This issuc will be discussed in |
Chapter Vie

I have mentioned that humen laaguage is highly
compogitional in natube, is compogitional fegtyre of

which in other respects shows signs of apparent intelligence.
Another way of distinguishing humen langusge from animal
imguage is that men applies language with the intention

to perfoyn this of that illocutionary oot uhile theo sounds
of the spinal are merely stimuluse—response phénomenas
Begides those, snimal never mistcke in thelr communication,.
They can only show some deficiency or slip due to their
unfitness of speoch ozgen. ‘Histeske’, *Hmong’, *incorrect’,:
* ivrelevant®, *sbsuxd’, gi"m:tsm‘:hmgieg:ag"" all these concepts
are inherent or implicit in human language, whether thay
are ‘deliberste or due to confusion. For hunan language is
crestive ond highly flexiblie in nsture, And this creativity
and flexibility is explicitly present in notural langusge
and. glnost cbeent in ertificisdl or formal languages TFrom
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this 1t may £follow that the concept of memminglessness is

mode relovant in the case of natural languege than that of
tho oz
discussad in Chaptew VII,

2i€icia)l or formal languages Theése issues will be

Some philosophers like N.V,Banerjee says that the
concept of meaninglessness is not something new. Zhis

808.52.00s So there is an issue shout the reducikbility of
meanincglcocnesse This will be discussed in Chapter VIiI,

t 332833



CHAPTER-| |
ME ANINGFULNESS AND WORLD VIEW.




In this Chapter I like to deal with the gquestion
how some thooretical considerations like one's view of the
world, logie, his belies plaoys a vitsl mle in determining
the meaningfulness of a sentence or an expressinn. Holiday
says 3 |

Language sorves for the expression of content 3 -
It has a representational or, as I would prefex
to call it, an ideational function ««es the

- spogker or weiter enbodies in language his
exporience of the phenomena of the resl worlds
and this includes his experience of the intemal
vorld of his oun consciousness 3 his reactions,
cognitions, perxceptions, and also his linguistic
acts of speaking and undezstandinget

Liet us see v each of these foctors like one's view of the
wrlG, his belief sbout the humen mind, theory of logie ot
have importent bearings on mesningfuluess. In desling with
this question we con toke help from different exauples of
axpressions vhose mommingfulness is .obvisusly the subject
matter of controversy among philossphers and linguistss

1Mpk Halliﬂay, "Linguistic Function angd Literary St yla .in |
Py a gymposiug, edited by S8.Chatman,

Oxford Univers- ty Pxess. New York and London, 197
Pe 332,
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"Hing and body exists® is one of such controversial
exprassion,  Accozding to Ryle the abovre conjunction

makes an absurd expreseion and can be used only in making
jokes, He can constiuct conjunctive expressions only with
the toimg viich belongs to the same category or type or

wikth %he sane kind of expressions.  ¥Mind and body“ according
to Rylé, are so differemt in nature that they cam mot be in
the same vategory and therefore it is improper to say that
both mind and body exists in the same sense, It is perfectly
preper to say that body exists (in the litexéi sensa of tha
tomm ‘existence'ls And it is a2lse perfectly proper to say
that mind exists (in the metephorical sensc of the tem

» eststem:a’)e | But to conjoin the twe is ¢o mske a f::atego:y-
w=mistaka,

But the followers of the officisl doctrine give an
opposits opinion, According to them the pmpositicn “Ming
and body exist? is not absurd. It is alright that mind and
body are different but as far as their existence is concemed
thoy bolong o the same categorye The subject can have
physical existence or it can have mental existence. The view
of the supporters of officidl doctrine and of Ryle can be
represented by the figure (1) and (2) respectively.
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Exictence.
Body exists ind exists
Literal sense Litersl senge

Body exists and ming enists (mcaningful)

Figure s I

Existerce Existence

|

Body exmists Miml exists
{Litezal sense) (Mctaphorical sense)

Body exists oid mind exists {nonsense)

Figure s 2

‘i‘hus here we may séy that different interpraetations
of ‘existence' create strong opposition between Byle and the
followers of official doctxine in respect of the meeningfule

nass of the sentence “Mind and body exists"e

Lot us conoidor another controversial expression
sgcott cxnists"e According to both Frege and Rusull the

sentence “'.La‘.ii;t exists® isc senseless or it can be called
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oimply mesningless. The reason Frege gives in f£avour of

his ergument is thet cxzistence is @ property of a concept.
Since existence is a property of & concept 1t can not ba
significently spplied to an objecty whether we afiiim or

demy it <oes not motter. Thus sccording to Frege genevsl
existentiszl sentemces of the fomm “Cow cxist", "Tree exist®,
“ien exist® and so on are mesningful, but singular cxistential
sentence of the form “Scott exists", “Socrates exists® is
memingless because here existence isc aspplied to the @bjects.i
He sipo nmalintains that the sentence “Scott cxists®™ can be
meoningful only in the cage where "Scott existsy” meeng there
is mething corresponding to the word "Scott” or the word

*Scott® is not Emmez

Rugsell slsc tries to establich by scveral azguments
the point that sentences of the form ™a exists" are meaningless
whete *&* iz 8 proper nane. . Ahd his argument rests solely on
his thoory of tybes, predicates and proper names. He says 3

The wids a exists® are meaninglesss It is
cnly of deseriptions = definite or indefinite
thot cxistence can be significantly assextedy
for if *4' is 8 nama it must nome something &
what does m‘ﬁ neme aaything s not o nome

e by Peter S R
Basil Blackuell, OxEord, 1980, peSle

S translatazi by Pete»* Long ang

&nen ana Unin &td.. Loncbn. 1956. PDe 178»179.
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And his view sbout the predicate is that if
hg ia = predicate then it is possible ot least to
concelve of a asitustion where the predicate does nmot apply
to o object. But in the case of “a exists", where "&" is a
proper neng, it is not possible to conceive of a situation

where "a exists" is false. Because the mzaning of a logically
proper nae is its denotatum which cannot be withont its
existences "The motion of "existonce” have ssveral foIms eee
but the fundomentol fomm is thet which is derived immediately

)
£zom the notion of "sometimes true®,”

Ancther argument of Russell in favour of the view
that "a exists" or "Scott exists™ is memningless is as

follous 3

then you tszke any propositional function and
aosert of it that it is possible that it is
somotines true, that gives you the fundamental
moening of cxistonce <.« vhen you say “Unicorns
exigt®, you are not saying anything that would
apply to any unicoms there might happen to be,
because as a matter of fact thers are not any,
and therefore Af what you say had any application
o the asctual individuals, it could not possibly
be significent unless it were tIue ess 2nd the
sanés epplies to when you say “Men exist®. If

you say that *Men exist®, and 'Socrates”is a men’,
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thezefore 'Socrates exists®, that is exectly

the some sorxt of fallacy as it would ke if

you soid *Men are mumerous®, ‘Socretes ioc a

man', therefore ‘Socrates is mmercus®s

because existence is a prodicate of a propositional
funstion, of dexivatively of a classe®

¢ we can £ind en opposite
views Mcoming to hi:a singulax existential pmposit.i@n
auch as "Scott exists”™ is perfectly meaningful and is tm;
He says

Te-say that something does mot exist, or that
thexe is sonething which is not, is clearly a
contrediction in temsy hance *(x) (3 cuiste) ¥
Tﬂm be tmasa

Hot only certain theooretical consideration but
olso some common belief may lead to the controversy whether
an expression is meaningful or mesningless. The problem of
meaningicsoness arises in céé;tﬁecuém with zoligious language =
specially if reiigi@us x’anguage is claimad as cogniiive.
Believers ¢ the traﬂitimal cnzistimity an@ Judatsm hemem
the factusl charactor of the eheamgical statanenﬁa smh
%God loves amkind, “God is goody “God is’ infinite® and so
on. According to then thmlogmal ata&menta am mi: cnly |

1 B.,Ruseeil, din L : ige, edited by Bahert
Charles Marsh, Gmrge Allen & Unwin Ltd., Londong
1956, PP«232=233,

2 wW.VeO, Quine, Mgthematical Loglg, Harvard University
Press, Casmbridge, 1965, P.150.
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cognitive but true also. In addition to scientifié realities
and facts, there are religious realitics ond facts also.

 But their thes&a agbout mligi@ué statenent hag
been chaollengeé by other philosophozs end philosophical schools
at diffcorent timea. They sttanpted to show that religious
statemonty are entirely meaningless by several arguments.

According to logical positivists like Ayer o sentence
¢an he said to have literal significance {meaning) if and only
if the proposition it expresses is either enalytic or anperis
cally verificble {verifichble in pringiple at least) by human
experiencas Bxpeniance is relevant to the truth or faisity
¢f a statenent. SO in determining the truth or falsity of
& statcment if cxperience is no way relevsnt then that
gentence must be literally mesningless. Angd this is wvhat
happens to theological statements, according to the positivist,
In detemining the meaningfulness of an erpression *experience*
iz a crucisl fector, The probleom arises sbout the nature of

m&pexieme or more clearly phat 4o ¢ . E2uNteC 88 eXperiencs
Is xeligi@ua experience an expericnce of 1o it mercly @ hind
of fecling 2 vmm one zays *I see the world to ke o gift of
God' what does ont experience 27 Or is it that he merely feels
smething 2 And vhen the believers af the traditional
'cnrs..auma.ty ond Judsism claim that in addition to sclentific
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realities and dects there are feligious or psyehological

factg, what kind of facts they refer to, Is the division
of facts into different categm:ias dike psychological ox

religions facts and ordinazy facts fenabl‘e 2

 Let us see thst the answer €0 the question whether
raligious lenguage is literaliy meaningful ox mesningicss
depends uholly upon the kind of snswer we give to the shove
@Ggﬁi@né | | | | '

According to some philosophers thie meaning of an
axprossion or word{s) variles in different contexte The word
*oxperience® used in the context of religion has a meaning
different from its usage in the context of sciences The
mathod of religion has =n cuperiricontisl charecter but it is
“@ifferent in nature from that of science,  Scieatific method
ic obsexvacional in character and cbservation esscntiolly.
depend on sense-experiences But the expericnce of the Suprane
Reality is nonesensible. Fozx we can not even think of the
conditions uvnder which it can be sald that ve have a sengible:
experience of the Supreme Reality. and this nonesensgible
exmrierme can ba. undezs‘&oaﬁ in the context of religicus
z.anguage only. %he positivists contention thai. religioug
ianguage ic.gemingless because they are not varificble by
expericace. is not tenchle ascoxding Lo ¢hose philosophers
because positivists make no distinction between éifferent

110317
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kinds of expericnte mnd they view gs 1f exporience wmesns

sensge = experience and nothing else.

Hany philosophers zegard religiocus experience ag a
Proof of tho existence of Gode They maintoin that 3¢ is
possible for men to be imnediately scquainted with Gogd as in
the cose 0f senge-content. I opposing to thelr view
pocitiviots meintain that they do not deny that zeligious
cssertion may be tmue. Religious assertions may be true only
i£ the man who asserts that he is seelng God is merely asser=
ting thot he is experiencing a paculiar kind of sense~content,
he is experiencing a xcliglous enction or foelings - The
autonomists® also take the view like that of the positivists.
They maintain that ® *God exists' means *God & love’™ and
aloo meintedn thot **God exists® is reducible to what is
love without loss of mezuing®.> But the thesis of the
reductfonicm is not ot sil accepted by the religious bolievers
because it reducés ontologicel category into a psychological
onas Ordinarily the man'who says that he is experiencing
God or secing God is not saying that he is expericencing a
z’eligi@us anotion or fecling, but alco that therxe cxists a

§ futonomilsts maintain thet One's believe that God existsg and
zn ordinaxy obfect exists is not of the same kind, In the
cese of God aitists *the belief that means belief in',

28tSengupte,’ . - LOGiC
Calcutts i978, Pedde

gf Raligloys Lag & Prajng,
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transcendental God who is the object of his emotion oF

feeling, For oxample, one who loves God also claims that

Jove experience must have a perfect and inginite loved

object. &£ there is no such object then love experience

would zrzbfi: ba passible; if "Go:a exz.sfk’s weans "ane feels

in a c:etkas.m way? thcn mm ontic chazacter of the
religious balieve will vmish.

From the sbove discussion does it follow that in
addition to scientific objective :aalitiea zeligiaus
objective realities need bo attributed to roligious asaezticms?
The probles it seeng, actually ldics in the use of t:he, tem
*objective zeality's Those who believe that religious
cxperiences must have some 'ab}ect&ﬂm real&ty' have extanded
the nesning of the waxd 'objective‘ in such a way that
uﬁ.timately thoy £ail to give it ey meaning at alle #And that
is why the statements sbout religious experlience, or more
SAnplY,. »'-m@ religi@ua statménts sséms to many peczple to be

meaningless of nonsSENSes

Lct us conglder smothes controversial issue of
vhether the assertion meéa by the milbsspheﬁ like "o
cmperical statcments are certsin®, "There aze no natexial
things® age cbsard oFf meaningless. #&ccozding to Moore and

Maolcolm these sStatements are absurd of scnsclessé They have
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uged the porsdign case apgument o prove thelr sbsurdity.
Faradigny caze argunent goes f£rom the actusl usa of woxds

in our ordinary language to amswer to the philosgphical
problems, It refuses to conduct philosophical discussion
in :‘ a diffegent way, with different mles from those of
ordinary discussions. Argunent from paradign case states
that words mesn what a given language, its xules, customs
and conventions say they mesnes Philosophical theses which
often go against the paradign cases are surely absurd or
senselesse The defender of the paradign Cose argument txy
to prove the sbsurdity of the philosophical theses like
*No emperical statements are cerxtain®, "There are mo
materisl things®, in this way, "No ewpirical ststements are
certain® is gbsurd sccording ﬁe‘ﬁsa:e.; becouse we gt least
know for certain that there ore severel chairs in this
foom,y nd it would be sbsurd to suggest thoet we &0 not know
it, but only believe it. Philosophicel thesis that "There
are mo material things" is also absurd becouse the
existence of two hands at least prove that there afe at
least two materisl things that cxist. Tho cssence of
Mooro's technique of refutation lies in the fact that these
statements go ageinst the oxdinary use of lenguage. In
geply to these Moove's argument it may be sald that vhen
philosophers say that we never know for certain ay material
thing statements he is not gtating any empirical fack., What
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they deny is that the fom of the spesch guch as ™I know
for certain that F* is proper where p is & meterial thing
statement, This is an inproper form of specch betause
this is mﬁ the type of gstatement which can £ulf€il the
exiterion of certainty. The cgitemn of #e;z:kainty gtates
that it is wring o aéy that anything ip cextain if there
is the slightest possibility that it wm ot hq;pm.

A priord @ataaent can only fulfil this criterion of
certaintys. The phrase “know for caercain®, according €o
Ayer is properly spplled only to a pxm:i statenents and
not to empiricsl stetements, Similarly, when a philosopher
says that "There are no material things™ he does not deny
that *materisl thing® plays no part in 6mmaxy language,
Denying material things he 4is not aenym anything which
the ordinery men believes. Uhat they vent o say is that
mem doen not esldy ses awmaterial thing like cst, what ho
sces gnly some sense-data of a cate |

So it seems that the problen of sbsurdity or
meaninglessness somstimes arise £rom the controversial
dssue of vhat should be the nature of philosophicel langucge -
the langusge philosophers used for their discussions Philoso-
phical theses seem absuré to those vho believe thot ocdinazy
lsngusge ghould bo the philoscphers medium of discussion,
while it seems perfectly mesningful to those who believe that
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philosophers® stetements are mot to be interproted in the
s@me way as it 1s done by ordinary mans

Thus after discussing the various exasmples of
expressions whose meaningfulness is obviously a matier of
contzoversy mmong philosophers it seems that the concept of
meaningfulness snd meminglessness cannot be used uaifornly
or unimauy. - Sometimes we cannot say instantly ubether @
expression is mesningless or meaningful. The concept of
mamingminsass snd meaninglessnass are chegquered concepts
" anéd are rolated to a plethora of ftems. Hesningfulness and
" meaninglessness may be determined against the background of
linguistic end non-linguistic factso. |

In this chapter I heve randomly used the temn ®absurd®
es synonymous for ”mean:!.nbiesé"’u Qn‘e may object that the tem
" sbsurd® cannot be used as & synonymous tozn for "mesmingless*
for som® kind of arbitrariness is involved with the tem
*meaninglesi®s While with the temm “gbsurd® this type of
arbitrariness ic not involved. I am also agree that
» sbsurd® cannot be always used as a synonymous term for
fneaningless®s But é::éxey may be used interchangeably in
those cases where the mesaingless expressions are not

constructed -thztmg% arhitrary ox randon conbination of words,



but out of linguistic and nonelinguistic illusion. The

instances of nesningless expressions (although controveraisl)
that I hava token for consideration in this Chapter arxe

not at ell arbitrary. So, I think, theore is mothing wrong
in using the word "sbiurd® and "neaningleas” interchangeasbly.

&
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ch@_ ter II
LANGUAGE, PHILOSOPHY AND POEIRY

Now let us begin from some typical areas where
the problem of meéninglessneas is apparent, namely philo=-
sophy and postry. One may wonder why is it that in philco-
sophy and in poetrxy particularly there is a problem ef-
meéaninglessness while in gcience the problém is relatively
unknovm,. It may be sald that scientific language is
stereotyped and technical. Scientists only try to discover
the laws of fact and describe them in most precise way.
And in doing so language indeed very much matter to science,
Otherwise it would not be possible for scientist to carry on
such activities as making hypothesis, recording, classifying,
systematizing, generalizing and so on. But the problem lies
in the fact that the manner in which language matter to
gseclence is not the ?s,é;ne as it matter to philosophy and poetry.
Scientists require minimal varleties of linguistic expression
to describe their result., Here there is only the recording

of certain information about the £act more precisely e.ge
1.2

Fa= %—-’-‘-ﬁ- {Given that F = Force between the two bodies

of M, G = Gravitation, Mi = mass, M, = another quantity of

mass)’e

Sclentists always try to restrict their words to
their symbolic use to 'take all the colour out of them',
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They @are very much bqay with giving infomnations about

the worlé or objective facts, not with the manner of

making explicit these informations nicely or elegantly,.

Here style of saying does not matter go much. &nd where
style of gaying does not matter so much the question of
'ox:dez:ing oxr ar:angizfig- language differentiy from that of
oxdinary language doea not arise. So the question oﬁ
violation of sanantical and synta:tical rules a:e re}.a-
tively ummown and so the concept of meaninglessness alsa

is relatively unknoun becsuse the conCept of meaninglessness
is highly relsted with the viclation of syntactic and semantic
regularities. Many scientific sentences, however, often can-
appearxr biZza:ﬁﬁé common man at £irst s;t,gm{:% ‘ ;f'ag‘ e,:,canpv:g.e,_
scientific expression 1:!.Re "‘Néthi!;g is really soiid" -may

seem bizzare i:o common man because in camnon usaga thinga _
Tike tables, chairs. trees are spoken cf as solid" . Nothing
is really aolid" :!.s a misleading assex:!:ion unless scientists
specilfy how t_hey -are usi-ng the mm “SQ),;;I".,

I sclentific writing the words are of .:j!ntrin'sic. -
importance, references made by the words are all '5mpori:ént. -
Because the’ chief concern of scientists is to give infomahiﬁn -
about the fact ang their interrelations. in contrast to
scientific language the Ianguage of poetry and philosc:cphy éo
not consist only of referential or symbolic usa;ge but of
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‘ semething much. 'mofé. It is the business of poet and
philosopner 'I:a 100}: a-h the world f::om infinite dimensions.
' They try to acquire concrete knowledge of the ‘reality
| by personalized experience, And in doing so reality
stands in a relative manner. The poet and the philosapher
portray them in thei: own waye His experience o:E the world
:Ls modified by the sthtune oﬁ his 1anguq.ge. The function
of lmguage in this reopect is not to. clothe or robe the
| thought i.es the medimn by means of which we inter-ccmmuni—
cate infonnation about the existing reality. on’ the COntrary
| 3.anguage of poet::y and philosophy create reality in its own
. :image. Both the ph:i.laso;mer and the’ pae!: are not the |
: passive snectat.ox of the @cisting world e they ave’ also
involved in 'thiﬁklng of diverse p@sé'ibﬂ i‘t:iés of reality.
And this ;L.) the comon gmund between the zzhilosc*:phex: and
the poet. _Both engage in trenscending acts whzch extend
the lim:l.ts of o::d:}.nary experience or sensoxy axpemense.
To the extent a seientist say something-.wh;ich is axin to
common. sense tmdﬂrs‘baading. He may be accused of saying
something nonsense like * space is acuually mal:ten” . ‘.The.
root of the philasopher and the poet in daing philosophy
and writing. poetry is a kind of discantem. ox disse:tisfac—
tion ;bou’c the existem: things. Poet and ph.llosoph’*x: :
always tr:y to enxic¢ch the con».-ept from the.:.r :i.ni:uition.

They interwave things or events with new meanings, a
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potency which is entirely intuitive, They are very much
sensitive ahout the power of words. And this is cloasly
reflected in their use of metsphor - extended use of
woZds, It helps them o get hold of nuw ldess. And this
metaphorical use of language is the suprene omanent of

style,

4

They are rattling breakfast
§lates 'in basement kitchens
' #nd -glong the trampled edges -
' . of the gtreet
I am awa:e,bfl the damp souls
of house-maidg
Sprouting despondently at area
gates.

(T4S:Eliot, Morning at the Window, 1917)

| ‘Here the transference of the qualities of some
sort of giept:l#:ed plant growth to the househaids sduls

répreséiﬁts' &n attempt to describe their social statuse

benguage, Colderidge claimeq, is the 'ammoury
of the human mi‘.iadf',, an «ih'\xstruanent of the :!maginartion.
Language is an instrument by meens of which we :eaéh‘
\ b_e.yo\ndl the_:’!'nmedj.éfiex wlditld_;;é‘erc'eiveé by the eye. Ome of |
the chief functions of poétry is to evoke emotions or
feelings. o |
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She lived unkoown and few
could, know - ‘
When Zucy ceased to be: :
But she is in her grave. and 0 ‘
.The difference to me !

(Willian Wordsworth = Lucy)

Here thé simple words are used to evoke the most

powerful énotiqn. ‘

N Style also plays an mpor-ta,nt ole in the poetic
language, &t a conference on- '&tyle in language held in
the United States in 1958 :Lt was suggested that the style
of a person is as his. fingerprintg. 1
#tyle as the fphylicgnomy of the mind’, And in ‘this stylis-
tic effect vagueness of meaning or words is an dmportant

SOUXCe, Many thinkers announce that. vagueness z.s in fact

‘oné of the basic pzinciples of ‘the symbolic aesthstic.

Wittgenstein m his Ph:i_..],oggghicgg, Invggtigﬁigng also gilves

a similar view. He 83¥s

. But is a 'blﬁs:;'red concept a :concept
at all 7 = Is an indistinct photograph
a picture of a pexson at all 2 Ig it
‘even slways an advantage to ‘replace an
~indistinct picture by a sharp one Z.
Isn’t the ;Lndistinct one often exactly
uhat we need?

Schopenhauer described .

2 Roger Brown, in Stﬂe ,i_.g‘ : Langqugge, ed. by T.A Sebeo},.* -
Canbridge Mass., reprint 1968, Pe378s -

2 L.Wittgenstein, BI, Basil Blackwell, 1976, Sects 71.
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In the poe“try of -.a.E.Cmmnings we :L‘ind phrases
like & man wearing a round. jeer for.a hat", “"childaren
building this rainman out of snow" and so ons .And although - -
the gbove phrases violate some sahant__ic-al rulesive can
understand them and this semantic violation creates the
imagery desireds. Por novelty the writer use any word that
sexves him, even the word may be ambiguous or new. The context
of t}f*.fé-‘ utterance helps us to understand what the speaker tries
to-saye Sentences which are anomalous in this way, that is,
by the employment of ambiguous, and new or uninterpretable .
words are-known as "nonsénse®, But this sementic violation

is pémitted. for poetic: effect, . Shefald Moitra STYS,

. Sﬁntences in geientific language bring down
the possibil:.ty of meaning variance almost to
nile 7This is made possible by the fact that the
universe of discourse is predetenniried and that
it ooeslnot have to be detemined by the conte:&
of use.

The language of poetry possesses reality and value in its own
right and not only as an instrument or vehicle of communica=

tion.. Ultimstely we ave fascinated or enchanted by the use
of languags, by the fom of language. And the language

1 shefali Moitra. ",Literal Meaning and the Role of
Context" in Iogical Form, Predicaticn and Gntolo
edited by Pranab Kumar Sen, Macmilian India Lt Qe
Delhi, 1582, p,.183.. .
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itsa’llff hag become marvelous creation in the poetry.

%A rose=red song with sky-blue tune, a little scent

i aughter .. 1 He:;je there is a grammatical contiguity

between the word *red® and ‘song®, *blue’ and "tune’

but there is no semantic consistency between them.

Here it can be sald that some poetry leads us to a world

- Or creates a world which can not be expressed by a customary
language =~ the poet breaks or ast least ruffles the boundaries
of customary language or preestablished linguistic system
consciously. Paul Valiry says "... anbigquity gives poetry
its delicate cham"'g Bven for some poet nonsense is more

poetical than sense,

- The problem of meaninglessness also finds its way in
philosophy, &nd it finds its way in philosophy because of
the vagueness involved in the very definition of philosophy
and the nature of philesophical thinking, In the case of )
philosophy to ask the general question like "what is
philosophy?" “What is the meaning of the word 'Philosophy'2"
would lezve unanswered since there is no one reportive "

definition of philosophy. Different person or group of

1 Sukanta Chowchury, The Select Non o£f Sy :
Oxford University Press, Calcutts, 1987, De56.-

,Heinemann, 1954, p.56.

2 PFrancis Scarfe, Art of Paul V
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persons use the wo::d 'philosophy to stand for very
‘ different things ox: activit:.es. So to ask the question

about philoso_phy it would be better to ask dn this manner 3
what do you mean by the word 'Philosophy‘? Elmer Sprague

ssyso B

- The guestion *"what is philosophy?" is like the

- question "what is furniture?* both “philosophy"
and ”fumiture are words thect can be applied to
many things ees tO answer the guegtion "what ig
'fumiture?“ One must detail the dAifferent ways
in vhich the worg * fumiture may be used,

_ Similarly, an answer to the questian ®what ig
philosophy?® requires a detailing of what the
word may meane

*-Now -I shall focus my attention on the issue that
‘every philosopher or group of phLosoyhers mekes a particular
system « g gystem of belief and what can meaningfully be sald
is also detennined by that particular systam..  When two

R systemg made by the philosopher or group of philosophers

¥ contr adict with each other the problem of meaninglessness
'creep in, ‘And this can be aiplicate properly by presenting
the instances of various kinds of conflicting views about
' the same subjec:t mattex in philosophy..

1 Sprague E:Lmer. Bhat is Phy 2 2 : - 5
Rew York, Oxford University Press, 1961, PDe 3=4,
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| | Philosophy in contrast with natural science
announceé the ul'!:imarte nature of the woxld okf the. nature
Lof tne world as a whole on ‘the basis of logic (while the .
natural scientists descripti.on of the vnrld is subject to
anperical obsezvation). And the philosopher can conceive

result there we can "ind the- :Ldealists world. the world of
materialists and so many. Iﬁealist ph:.losophezs bela.eve
that abwe and beyond the pe:ceiving worlé there is. a world
of extra’ ordinary state- of affau:s. And it is the task of
‘the philosopher to search oxrl: such extraordinazy state of
affairs lies concealed (the world of ddeas,i. the world as
God's mind) « -And the logic they give in favour of their
argument is that the world of sense does ncro p:ovide than
atisfactory obj ects of knowleége because of its ever chmging
nabure.' Only ﬂme .%.‘l?.ﬁﬁ can provide them an altemative satis-
factor:y model. Behind the chenging phenomenon thex'e J.ies the

and etemal objects of knowledge.

- In-contrary to the idealists logic about the exige
tence of the world of Ideas materialists give their logic in
favour of the world of sense or the pereeiving world.
.roo:diﬁg %o them the statements made by thé -idealist for




: 31

pmving the existmce of something thai: iles beyond the
-perce:.ving varld wculd not make sense. ‘l‘hsy are s:l.mply
meaning!.-ess expression. Fo:: a statement o be meaningful
to an aupzrz.cist the thing talked dbout must in some way |
-be ‘l:he sort of thmg that can be experienced. Thus the
statement made by t:he idealist such afs‘ "God has a pexceiving
mind", "".t'he world af Ideas a:e the :Ldeal foxms of sens.ible
ebjects" are regaréed by ‘the empiricists as meanmgless.

“IR poetxy ang in philcsophy language has a
peculiar: importance. Philosopher ang poet have nc alters~
native but to & this thirough language .u:self. By the
nature OE’ their art they must ‘be concerned with language
€ig philosoPhy can be- regarded as & kind of agt). The -
root for both of them is a kind- of dissatisfaction =
dissatlsfactlon abeut the orcanary or everyday use cf
1anguage or ,1L may be- about 'i:he ordinary concept o
reality. .ing philosophy and writing 'poe‘;ry A _is.- an
attempt-to unfreeze habits of nommal thinking, +to redeem
tﬁem by less rigid and restriéted one, The nature of
philosophical and poetical language :Ls such that * the
vezy manner of saying is intrinsic to what is said".

The philosopher and the poet :i.s the generator of a new

1 Margaret Ghatterjee. The Lan ‘ ’ I
Allied Publishers Private Ltd., Calcutta 1981.
Pe 134,
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language game - the possessor of highly linguistic
imagination. Philosophical writing express insights =

the way in which the world is conceived and the manner

in which they are expressed isan integral part of it,
Tfte ways of saying or style detemmine what someone wants
to -83¥. JIn expressing his subtle experience, his ingights
oX vision, philosopher sometimes goes beyond the boundarics
of everydsy language. Though they use the ordinary words
they use them in a very deecper sense. This kind of activity
of the philosopher involves linguistic imagination and

for which no rules c¢an be given. In doing so they even
sometimes temminate into vagueness or unclarity, Following
Wittgenstein we may say occasionally the "blurred edges® |
can. @ the job very well. Walsmann also says this s

A philosophei;' instead of preaching the
righteousness or ordinary speech, should
learn to be on his guard against the pitfalls
ever pregsent in its foms ... just as a good
gig&mex: must be able to swim up stream so the

’ ﬂuildébphe: should master the unspeakably
difficult art of thinking up speech, against
the current of -clich&d.-?‘

1 Friedrich Waismann, "How I see philosophy® in
Loglcgl Positivigm edited by A.J, Ayer. The
Free Press,i New York, 1950, pp.362-63.
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The question naturally a!:ises 3 Does ever:yday use
of 1anguage = the language we use in ord.’mary convetsation.
not. a proper way of using language ? It :Ls. all right, But
£rom this it does not :Imply that one cannot use languaée
ﬁifﬁe,rently. - A.-man who possesses limitless fund of imagina-
tion or possesses subtle insight M_Q__W
the agp_g;_@t nongenge. Even a para&xical sentence like o
“Matten éoes not. exist“ is made by the philosopher. And
this comeg from his extranrdinary kind o:E expeﬂ.ence.
Philosophical argunents enable us to see things :i.n a néw
way though they do not confomm logical _rules. Waismann
says,’ o

The essential difference between philosophy
and logic is that 1ogic constrains us while
philosophy leaves us frea t in a philosoph:!c
discussion we are led. step by step, +0 change
our zgle of vision, G e to pass fx:om one
way of putting a quesgtion to another, and this
with our spontaneous argument -a thing
profoundly different £rom deducing theorems
from a given set of prenises eee The essence
of philogophy lies in its freedom.z

And the root of the conCept of meaninglessness lies herein

i,e. in Ereedom - freedom to think and expressing it.

1 Ibid,, p. 364,
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" Bvery philosopher thinks in his own. x-:ay.r in his mm
: ant@..egmal background or :Exanework. Out:sids h.is concap-
- bual frmmaozfsx cemain expzessians - expressions af -’

- different milosophical back gmund‘ seems to him noi. false

- but n@m.e.ngleas. ?hus 'the concept ef meanz.nglessnesa :

' ":.ha«;e their origin 4in the nature of philcsozahy itself.

o | It also - finels its way in poetical language as I

: ,have mentioned earlier,, Poetry involves a king of immediate
'aﬁﬂ witching ‘embodiment of insights in vexbal :Ecm. In

- expressing theirp insights, their imaginazy wcrlﬂ, they
transcends the 1:lmi‘ts of. ex:Lsizing 1anguage and establish a
"spirit of nonsense. §ulmma: Roynaner,i this gpecial vein of

BYe In his Rhmgﬁ without
__gégg; (Abol-‘l‘abol) we find nonsmsical expressj.ona like s

'nmnsense the xgsg or g irit of whim

2-1 pachar:é and pamupine. aefying the

gramar:.ans. Cmbineé i:b :ﬁamz a
pamachara, unmindful of the:l.r variance.

&nd th&s litexazy nansense cm&tm ‘an apparent
grav:.ty wha.ch is abaent in popular xhyme. & poem is a world
of its owne  Unlike the pmse it does- noi: accept the conven-
%tional vehicle of 1anguage. In paetry the mznd is a¢tive,

" having to meke its own systan. In poetical dicticn the words
"can no 1onger be g:l.ven ‘their pmper memmg ané the ordinaxy
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symbolic process is foiled. . $liéébéth." Seweil s_éyé 'y

It is necessa:y to pos'culate at-once two-
. . syntaxes, that.of prose which we have
‘_knom fmn your youth up, and that of
. poetry about which anyone who. writes '
. peetry will have gl:lmnerings. but which
is not taught in the schools.

1. Elizaneth Sewell, The Stmctuge of ngggy, Rautledge
& Kegan Paul Litd., London, 1951, Dpe 100401.
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Chapter IIT

CRITERIA OF MEANINGFULNESS AND MEANINGIESSNESS

Present day thinkers are far too ready to dismiss
& philogophical statement as meaningless. But they ave
unsple to come to 2 single point sbout vhat criterion do
we follow for distinguishing meaningful sontences from the
neaningloss onege Phllosophers from different conceptual
background has given different conditiong ynder which &
sentence may be said to be meaningful or meaningless, philoe-
sophors of the empiricist tradition give mmpiricist critexds
of meaningfulness. &according to empiricion 2ll non=snalytic
Imowledgo is based on expericnce, EBmpiricist criteriz of
neaningfulness is malnly formulated f£or opposing metsphysie
eim.or Sor discarding metaphysical expressions as meaning-
lees. Humg, en cxtreme traditional empiricist, claims that
*subgtance®, ‘essence’s *csusEl powar? oll are insignificent
Z meaningless, not “afznselessfj because we do not axperience
what they ostensibly sionify, we do not know *£ron what
dmpressiong these ideas sre derived’s Lot us move from Hume's
thesis to the theses of logical positivists. Thexe are many
versions of logical positivists criteria of meaningfulness.
All these versions desl only me ‘cognitive' mesning of &
sentence as opposed to ‘poetic’ or ‘emotive’ meaning. When
logical pogitiviste claim thot metaphysical statements are
meminglcas what they mean is that they are cognitively
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meningleas although they can have met:!.c or anot.s.ve
meming. '

One of the carliest fomulation of the enpiricist
criterion of noaningfulness is completo wezifigbility
Apossibility of verification). - Hempel formilated this
c:zitex:m the following manner $

A ﬁmmnce has enpirical meaning i:E and only
if it iz mot analytic and ollows logically

 from somo finite and logically consistent
Clasg of observation ‘smtmcﬁs.i&

~ This -sﬁaaf@lete ve‘x:iﬁability \czitéxi@n has. a serious
é@fect, Iﬁ tma iomulatimx of cmplate v&z‘iﬁiability .is
taken as a em*ae:ian of memingfulness then all sentmcea
of the nnive:sal fom inciuding tha scilcitific discoveries
mnlé turn m!: tn ha as memiuglesg, ba:ausa they are not B
vax:&f.&abl“ mm ixz pziminl@ by finito set of ebsmatisnai
detoy ﬁhia csite::ica is s0 stmng that 4% mles out certain
8 :ani:en@es as memingiess wh.aah are in fact gmer:auy seeepted
as mem..mg%.

Foxr this roason logical msitivia%@ enploy the

1 Karl G a%aapaL “The Empuisist Gtz.teginn of £~zeming",
in Logical Positiviam, ecdited by &.Jwaycm The Froe
Presg, Uew York, 1939, peill.



criterion of complete faolsifiability instead of complete
verifisbility. The new exiterion is like this s

A gentence has empirical meaning if znd only
if its denial is not analytic md fSollous
logically £rom come £initc logicslly consistent
class of observation sentencese >

The main defect of this criterion is that it rules out
purely existential sentences like "There oxigts ot least
one unicom”, Further there are sentences containing mixed
quantificrs which could not be felsified conclusively.

For these above reasons the reguircment of complete
verifigoiliity and complete falsifisbility were chandonod.
Positivicts soon come to modify the criterion go that b
requires merely that gll meaningful empirical sentence would
be cgpable of being confimed or disconfimed to cextain
degree instead of complete verifiability or falsifisbility.
This can o ¢allcd "confimability criterion of meaningfulness®,
Then nevw problem arices regarding uhen o sentence is confirmae
ble or discomfimgble, Ayer devised a eriterion of confimaw
bility vhich states that o ststement is confimmable ang hence
neaninginl A it 4s possible to derive from the gtatanent in
question wmd its gubsidiary hypotheses on observation statez:ém
not derivaeble from the subsidiary hypotheses alone.

1 Ibid.,5ell13e
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This eriterion of confimability is so liberal
thet it mles cut no sentence as meeningiesse It allous
anpirical import to sny sentence vhatsoover., Thus if & is
the gontence “Ihe God Is good® it can choose as a subgidiaxy
hypothosis the sentence ®If the God is good then this leaf
ic grectl” to deduce the observation sentcnce. “This loaf
is greon® « o deduction which does mot Gollow from the
£irst gentence alone, %o meet this objection Ayer has
proposed a modified version of the confimability criterion.
Under this new formulation the subsidiaxy hypotheses vere
required to be oither amalytic or independently testable.

This nev criterion: Iwovever, sllous empirical
significence 0 any conjunction, S.8 vhers S iz g scatence
which io ¢ither ansiytic or independently tostable and B is
& sentence like "Ihe absolute is perfect" or "The God is

aood® and 80 One-

- From the @bove discusgion 1t om b8 said that all.

— stianpts €o state an adequate empiricist critezion of meooninge
fulness hawe folled, some of then ave too liberal while some
others arc too restrictive. Verification aggunénﬁ only
states, as Ayer saysy

That mctaphysical stateucnts do not £all into
the sane category as the laus of logie, or as
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scicntific hypothesla, or as historiga)
naxxativas. or judganent of perception
or Iy other comuonsense descriptions of
the "natuzal" worlds &urely it &oes mobt
follow that they are neither tiue nor ‘f-’al..,a..;
still less that they are nansensical.

Netgphysicians too never claim that metaphysical statements
beleng to the sane categany &as scj.mt.tfic e&a‘tmem.s ox

logical 1aws, xvietamyaicims are emsc.ioas about the status

of the metophysicsl exprossions = which‘ cgtegory they belong.
So by stating that metephysical expressions he'_loﬁg to éifferent
cstegory from that of scientific statements it says nothing newe

Ancther cfite‘ﬁan which is closaly related with
vorificgtion criterion of distinguishing mesningful sentences
£rom the mémiﬂgleés onlg 48 the t'mhh-mﬁﬁtion criterion.
Snd 1ts close pelation with vem r;s.catmn criterion can be

manifestad i £rom the. rmaﬂg of Mo Schiicke

seoe it is.simply dmpocsible to give the meaning
of @iy statenent aXcept by descxibing the fect
wizich must exist if the staotonent is o be trveses
The ghotement of the conditions uader vhich a
pwmposition iz true Is the same ag the gtatarent

1 AJ.Ayery Eéﬂ:ox’s Introduction to W
Pree Press, Wew Yorl, 1959, Dpel5«ife '
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- of dgo maaning ow &nd these 'cnndi ions ane
musk ‘finslly bo discovered in the GivED-

- wes Vapiflable certainly mesns nothing but
“copdble of being exdbited in the given. The
neaning of every proposition is £inally to be
determined by the given, =nd by nothing elseet

Here the main problem is _wh;ethez: memingfumess
ooy ba detemined by trutheconditions only or whether the
p::xssi,aiﬁé:&y »f giving tmt:h-cenditmxzzs of expmsaﬁan
offims ghout its mesningfulness. This prokblem _ariaes
.beaause. meaning and truth go together so &ften that to sone
phi._msophem the ﬂm&anentél questions cbout meaning 'saeth to
be ﬁe saﬁe as the fundsmentsl quegticns shout truthe

In dealing with the dbove problerm I presupposed the
distinction betuesn anelytic and oynthetde propesitions and
‘dealy only with the trutheconditions of synthetic statement,

A Statement is onalytic vhen 4t is true by virtue of stg
nemings of by syntag :lndepénﬁently-aﬁ 3 foote I think

that to give truth-conditions of a sentente is to indicats
the fect end for this the concept of trutheconditions is not
ralevant in determmining the meaningfulness aﬁ‘;‘malytic
st&mm,,. hna:!.yt:ie:al s‘—atment is often f:ermed as taatology

or vqcu@um

i H-SCMiCW “Posi‘tivism ad Raaiiam“ in leaicai
9‘30 by &4d.8yen, The Froe Pross, New Yorlk, 1959‘@‘,‘,‘35.37.
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The identificstion of sentence meening with

mﬁ)-con&ﬁ.igm :lg mt a 1a“ter-€tay abberation, It conld be
treced to ﬁs.ttgenstain’ 8 _:_mm In m logical
constants are defined by th::e method @f truthetable, And o
give trath-table of a sentence containing logical constant
dg to give the conéitioné under which ém.ae sentences are
true or £alges. In the case of molecular propositions there
is en esplicit identification of sense with its truthe

«conditiona.

T is tho central task of semantics to give the
sanméic "iui:erpre‘t‘ation 148, the maaning of avery sentence
in the language: It is very ecesy to decide uhethor a skntence
is gramatically or syntactically neeningful or not. The
main job of syntax is to characterise sentencehood and we are
very much génﬁam; ‘ghout this characterisation hmausa ”
there arc aeplicit grmaatmal or syntactical mles for
£al£81146g this task. This is true mi: only 65 an anaiytical
oentence but olso of synthetic sentences DBut there is no
such expliclt semantical xulcs for deternining s:»:ix@thez a
gentence ig gomantically \m;emingm or wot. To detemmine
wvhether ¢ centence is gemantically meeningful oz not is not
such en easy task. We have to say whet porticular m@aning
it has. ﬂ@caxﬂing to D@nalﬁ Davidson ® wse tO give tzuth

conﬁitio*as is a uoy @*5’ giving the ﬂ%ﬂiﬁg of o contence, i

i Donald Devidson "Truth md Mesaing® in The Phils
' adited by A.PJliartinich, cxﬁox:d vnivexs&ty
Press, Nay York Oxford, 1985, De76s
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& theory of mozning fHr. anaturel lamguage is claimed to
. & a theory of truth, Da‘vfiasan ‘sayss

see @ sema:tic theory o% a natur:al lmguage
cammot be congldered adequate umless it "
provides an eccount of the concsgpt of 'mmth

for that language along the general iines
poposed by Targki for foxnalized languagesess
By o theory of tmuth I mean a sct of axioms
'ﬁrt entall, for every sentence in the language,’
a statanent of the con&itions undex wvhich it

- s ‘ﬁim:‘

And this condition .i.s conventicnslly expressed in thics way
'“Graéé ‘i.s ‘gfem“ ic true if and snly :L:: geess is gxm. By
g:ming %:wthwconéitiens in this mamex the mecﬂing b ala.
sentences will be wtmaicany aé‘temhﬁsds

Critique of the truth conditicnsl sementlcs nay
elaim that meny sentences of natural language very in %:mth
value depending on thie time of utteranse of 'ﬁhe« sentenca
and identification of the speckes, &ad this crucial fact
is absent in the case of truth conditional theorys. BDut the
Gofender of the truth conditilonsl theory trics to wccommodate

this };s‘hencm@n@n in their *chmry; 'mey' s:mzid that truth valve
> 3 ﬁmald Eavi&om "Smantics for Nstural Languagas™ in ,m

Fa Chonshky. el SqVs, ©dited by Gilbert Rarman,
Ry, é-nc.ar Pzeas/oaumleday. Heu Yorly 1974, ppe242=243,
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4z either the property of a packicular utterance or the -
speth ot or truth is a relation botween a sentences a

spaziker, and a timg,e

_But one ebvious difficulty sbout thic theory of
meaning i that of the existence of the counterfactuml
statements. Let us take a well known exauple of Dumnatt s
“A city will never be bullt here'. Truth condition tacorist
of course may give the tzuth condition of the akove statenent
in the Sollowing manners |

_“}Ps' ity will never be huilt hﬁfé'f is true iﬁ;‘i
end orly ify a city will never be bedlt here.

Bub tho truth-conditions given by the truth-theorist is cuch
that it could not sven in prinéiple be rfecagraizeé as obtaining |
by any sposkor of any times Though it is imposaible cven in
princinle to recognime that the trutheconditions of the
sentoned A eity will never be built here® is obtalning the
compotent Dnglish spezkers do indesd undorstond the sentencs,
know the neaaing of the .smtem;e; So giving truth conditions
iz o wzy of giving the mesning of sentances 1s not en adegucte

oecount,

Sceondly, trutheconditional theozy says nothing

new about the condition under which en Individual sentenca < -
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be sald £o bé true and therefore have 'a meming., It merely
ropeats the semtence tyae; o

tﬂaxeever,j there ar:e sentences that b not seem to
have any tzuth values at all, for example, inperatives,
iﬁﬁézrog*gfcivé};;é éxclanatory sentences and o one. Bub they
are the proper mentences of notural landuage. A theory of
'msianiné for a natural language fnust suCcessfully cope with

the meaning of thess sentences,

. Some philesophem clalm that expressions like

ma: ﬂs:x..lc’é vas nake& but Wore a red dress®, "He sau & golour=
less greesy dresm last night", "The agquare is a four sigad
figure but not four sided" are meaningless because they are
sel f=contradictory. Some, but not all, philas-‘sphem have
119;@ that celf-contradictory @:press;ions are meaninglesse
wh@;ti'ser ae&igconégadictazy_ e;zpress:}_;vns are meaningless ox
.not iz o magttor of controversys There are oo nany dlsseating
views coout whether contradictions aﬁe mesninglesse. Lancfoxd
holds that goli-contradictory sentences are meaninglcss. The
razson he giveg in supp;wt of his view is that we cannst £ind
any unitéry meam-ixig of sclf-contradictory cpressions or
centenccg, though we get the weaning of the separcte words or
sentencess He dlso states that o sentence is meaningful by

vigtiue of the ‘sccompaniment of the santence' leCes semething
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which & gentence stands for, But in the Case of sclfe

wContradictory expression no accompaninent can be ﬁe‘und.-z

In defending the view that self=contradictory
sontences ere meaningless Edward Brwin hes given the

£ollowuing argunet 3

«sse ' Some bachclors are married® and “virtue
i1s sgquare both kinds of statements are
unintelligible in that we cammot undsrstand
wvhat it would be like for theam 20 be true.
I conclude, then, that it is not objectione
ablc that contradictions tum out to be
meaningless, if we interpret *meaninglesa
8g neaning & priozri false® .a

it follswe f£rom the cited argument that if£ the interpretae-
tion of "nmeoningless” o mesning "a pricri fZalse® con be
proved incorxrect or if some other interprétation can be
given to the tem "mesningless" such ss *meaningless”
means "neither true nor false® then contradiction cannot
bo regazded os meaningless, DBecange contradiction is o
priord false, Thus vhetheor contradiction is meaningless
oF not would wholely depend on the intorpretation of
Pmeaningloos™ i£ we accept Emin’s vicws It seems that ho

1 C.XJJCMJ.B and C.lis Lan fo;r:d, S
Fublications, Nesm Y@rk.

2 Lduwerd Brwin, The Concept oi
Hopking, <1970, pp.138—39.
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is bound to give the viéw t&:mt contxaﬁiétion is mé.m»igglesg
boczuse he defines "meaningless® as meaning "a priori
false® end contradictions are & priori £alsc as the
negation of contradiction 45 a priori true,

. Cale Leuls, however, gives an opposite vicw, He
sif&t‘es" that »aelf-icéntraaictofy gentences hévé: meanings
vhich arc inconceiveble.® It does mot draw a blank, There
1 some reoction to such a sentcences. Bven he states that
self-contfadictory expressions have connotation, it definitely
inplies some pmﬁé;ties. The eﬁpmssloni *"muné squarc® implies
the praperty of roundness snd Squarenesse #nd it is for the
existonce of the two mutuslly exclusive properties at the
sane time and .,spacéf 'fiha’ meaning of a sclf=contradictory
sentence cen not think consistently. It is inconceivable.
- "Inconceivsbility herc m&vm- "loéicel iﬁicancmivabilitg'.

JCoEBvding offors cn argument in favour of the view

that contradictions are meaningfuls Ho scoyvs,

aeothc statement 3 Duadratic eguations attend
race nestings, is self contradictoryeees cVED

sclf-contradictory sentences are not mome
iﬂglass,f Z think that 3 Quadratic G@atiens

attand vaco meetings, is a statonent uhich

1 C.ILewis sna C.H.Longfoed, Symbolic Loglg, Dover
Publicotions, New York, 1032, pe6Be |

<
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vwe understand porfectly well ond that it
is only because wa can understand it so
well that we see it to b2 obviously false.?

Ewing says that “Quadratic equations sttend race meetings®
in gelf~contradictory because according to him typee
-=crogsings are selfecontradictory. He does not make any
digtinction betueen the sentence "Quadratic equstions
.atténé roce mectings® and the senterice "é’in equilateral
tziengle is not -equii'aherél"-r. ® 32 any celf-contradictory
statements are mesningful I & not see wherxe to dray the
11ne",% ceys Eving. But whether the sentence "Quadratic
oquations gttend roce meetings™ would be gogarded as selfe
~contradictory is a controversial issues et us consider

this issuc & little.

Ho ean divide e priori truths into those (1) which
are true by virtue of their logical form for cxaxpleg -
“& bacholor is a bachelor® and (2) thosec vhich are reducibdle
by substitution of synonyms to statements of the £irst kind,
for example, "A bachelor is an unmatricd male®, If we
restrict tho tem "contradiction" only to the negation of
statanonto of the ebovo two kinds then type ¢rossing in
general and the centence "Quadratic equations attend race

i AL Ering Honebinquist : Fhilosoph Gooxrge Allen &
Unuin Lid., London, 1968, ppe31=32,.
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mectings" in particular would not be regarded as selfe
~CONt 2aGictorye Only "A bachelor is nct a bacheilcr® and
“A bachelor is not an unnmarried man™ would be contradictions,

PeFeStrawson has denied that type ¢xossings are

selfecontzadictory.  He axgues,

Some have been taapted to assimilcte
violations of type re.strictians to
self-cmntradictims. But this seems a
ristokes Tho reason why 'loud smeils!

, makes 6o gense is not that smells, like
mumu:s. are neceaaarﬂy soft, Reﬁexring
to something as a smell p::escribes an
sengseless the question whether it -is loud
or not loud.

How if we restriet the usage of the term "T;entrag
diction” oniy to the sinve two ‘kinds then many sentences
such as “Colourless green ideas sleep furiously”, "Round
square is a geometrical figure”, "The table is sound and
oquare®y "Ho is dead anéi slive® which setas contradictory
would oo wéé be reg_alrded. as mnt:ammm¢ -‘;t can be ‘said
that though the’y' loek' 11.ké com:radictdry sentenceas, actually
they are 'indeteminable? sentencess I propose to use the By
temm *indcteminable" ,ﬁozmmnfg Ketez though in a slichtly

i P.Pa btr@:son, Int roduct
Hethuen, London, 1952, ps227.
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different vay. He says that those gentences are
indetermingole which involve incompatilble subjects but

not incompatible pwdiscat'as.‘. Sentencas which involve
;incanpatible pxeﬁicates are contzadictory becmse
incompatible predications made of the sae nngmblauatic
subject.i I like t:o use the tem ‘mdetenn:inabia“

cover the coses which involve both incompatible subjecta
and predicatess They are’ not contradictoyy because
contzadiction is the cade vhere incompatibility lies
betwveen tha subject and the predicate or he}:t:cen the

two smf:mees {in the casg of conjunction) but not between
the sekjcct and the px:edicahe thmselves, Moreever. by |
negating the ccntradictory '«‘entemes we gat the analytic
sentences but by negat:ing the indeteminables we cannot
gek the anslytic séntencos. So indetorminables are not
sel fecontradictoty,

Lot us retum -to onr original pmblom - vhether
ﬂe&if—c@n‘%&zaﬁict@ry sentances are meaningless. It geems to ‘
me that sclf-contmﬁmtmy sentences ara 'ncmmgﬁd..
Contradiction i3 g logical relation betuesn tuo given
cxpregssiongs & contradiction simply meens whot the ,
pubioct ‘cnpression decignates or asserts while predicate

1 Juds Bofm, The ophy of Hazper & Row, New
Yorl, 1%6,"%‘2%‘ i7e A




exproscion denies that or what m exXpXegsion asserts

mother expression of the same conjuncticn denies that.

+he thing designated by the cont}:adieta:y mpression belongs
t© a set which cannot have a Mer or that it belongs to

a null set, Besides this, snelyticity and contradiction

ore inverssly related to each other with rospect to negation.
flogation of a analytic sentance con never be a mémingless
.lagntenc:e.y Analytic scentences perfectly mesningful so are
the negation of malyt.ié sentence,

Hisny philosophors £ind some obvious relation
between tho mtaxahar and the concept of memminglessness..
One of the vlews of motaphor is that metsphorical expressions
are meaninglesse The violation of l‘cahegoxy restrictions is
the distinctive feature of categpréical expressions. In
other vords mtapﬂqrieal expressions neces_sétiz.;r commits a
cotogory mistake, And committing the eatemry mistake is
the sign of @ sentonce’s being meaninaless or nocnsensicale
Another rcason for suppérting the view thet metaphorical
expressions are meaningless may be the acceptance of the
verificationist eriterion of meaningfulness. According to
the verificationist a sentence canot be meaningful unless
it is verifiable. The metgphorical sentemce 'The spring as
it comes buxsts up in ronfires green' (D.H.Laurence) is not
the kind of sentence that is verifiable as it does gaot report
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£acts or describe things in a conventional or in a gtraight
Jackets So this metaphorical sentence, according to
verificationist, is mesningless. I have already discussed
about tho verificstionist criterion of meaningfulness and
chown that it is not the adequate criterion of detemining
the meaningfulness of a sentence,

Let us exmxine the first ‘reason given by gome
ph.ilo oﬁzem in favour of the viez that metaphorical
mzprwsiom ave meaningless as they violste type or category
regtrictions. The view that metaphorical cupressions violate
category rostrictions and hence are meanindgless is pz.*.mar.uy

boged on the view that pets L 10 DS ros oxa
But it io mt without contmveray. One of tha. contrasting

view in this rxegerd is that mgtsphors should pot be reay
ddterallyve Paraphrasing of metaphor is aluays inadequate,

it :femwt eupress the exsct gsenge of tho mebgphorical
@xgbress_:&an or the subtle feelings cxpressed by it. Scmething
ig lost im parsphrasing, Thet the meta;:%mzical- expregssions
does pot mean exactly what the paraphrase memns. If in
spagking metophorically, it seoms ao if, he is specking
literslly the very use of metaphor will be redundant. loreover,
to some philooophers in the case of metaphoricadd expressions
thexe io @ bresk between speeker®s meaning and tho sentence
meening (conventional meaning), What the sentence literally
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means is not hexe identicsl with what the specker mesns
by . the sentence though it is dopendent on tho sentence
momilng in come ways Here speaker's inteation plays a
vital poRts Even a spesker caz give the litersily
nonsensical sentences like & mogesred song with sky-blue
tune, a little scent of laughter' (Sukunagr Roy) a |
netaphorical uses We can mention the ranark of Baward
Eruin in this respect.

In genersl, vhet a spesker meens is vhat he
intends to sayy but what his words memn may
not be what he means, and hence, may not
mean vhat we intend tO saye Ve somedines
fail to say vhat ve mean - va intand €9

say one thing but sctually say anothers. It
is vhat we actually say, h@we;mr.. and not
(nocessarily) what we intcond to soy thet is
either meeningless oF meaz::'d.sae,;n'fatl.2

Now i€ the sbove view of Exwin is correct then the gquestion
of whcther netophorical expressions are meaningless or not
io complotcly irrelevants Because metaphor is related with
the spesker's intention =nd mot with the sentence itself.

But the question arises h:m e can underntand -

1 Edward Bzwin, Zhe( ot of Mo jiesspesg, The John
ﬁopkms Px:ess, Baltm:e and Iaondam c 1979, Pe 123.
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the spesker's Intention if it is not expressed by the
sentence dtscelf ?2 O in other words what the principles
that would enable spesker to formulate and hearer to
undexstand motsphorical ukterances ? In meplying teo this
dhove questlon Searle states,

Becouse in metaphiorical utterances vhat |
the spaaker means differs from what he
says {in ene sense of “say")., in general
we ghall need two gsentences for our
ckanples of metophor = first the sentance
uttered metsphorically, 2nd second a
sentence that expresses literally what

- the gpoaker means wvhen he utters the
£izct sentence ond mesns it motaghorically®

i-sa..» the zclevent parsphrases will A:Lnaic‘aha @r at lecast
him:. what the speaker :lntends %o say by his metaphorical
sentences, Let us teke one of the famous metaphor end
sce what problens agise about its meanings The poot

Buins wroto 8

My love is 1iko @ red red@ rose
That's nevly sprung in June.

Apparently it scems meoningless because "My love' uhich

fofers cither to a young woman of the poct®s own anotion

1 Z.R. Scorle, “NMetaphor® in w of Laj
edited by A,P.Hartinich, Oxford University Press,
Heow York Oxford 1985, p.4$19.
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is mot the kind of thing that can be 'red rose’s Pure

. literal ,@teﬁpregat;oﬁ, of this smtmc_e' obvisusly makes

~ 4t a2 meaningless sentence. But by using the part ¢f the
estprossion like | ‘a red red rose’ tma- authoy suggests
sonething of the vitality, the freshness, the vividness

m’: colouxr and basuty @f hiz love and using the expression
“That*s nowly sprung in Jung® he suggests the intansity

and vigou? of his love. In mctophorical oupression thé
auégestiva neaning plavs a v:’.ta.l xolae And it is generally
expressed {(though not by an 'adeq&ate veay) by translating orx
paraphraging the metaphorical sentence itsclf im 2 gystematic
woYe £inding some kind of Simg.iagity betrasn the metaphorical

usage of the aiprepsion "end itg literal wsogCe

Dmt the original questioh, the question of meaninge
fulness, a,:rige’s regarding the expﬁassmn wvhich is @ transla=
tion of 3 metaphorical expxessiaﬁ. Surely it must be
trenslatable into something that we é’lrea@ krow to be
- moaningfule. So a criterion of memingfulness is alresdy

prasupposeds

i chall now discuss ancther arguvent,“type® or
“categoxy” mistake ergument which masay philosophers think
cen be enployed for distinguishing neeningless expressions

£xom the womingful onds. %The word “cstogory® was £irst
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uced as @ *aechnical tern by Aristotie., According t@
Agistotle cvery *uncombined expression® must £ali one of

the ten categories or classes s subatmce. quantity,

quality, rclation, place, poStura, time, state, action and
passioﬁ; Tyo expressions be”ibnq?*'fc two different categories
méans that uhey have utezany mt‘éung in comnohs In recent
philogephy the mt:!.ons of ’categarg and ‘category mistake®
hog been intzoduced meinly by Gﬁberi: Ryle, &AL the beginning
 he givas vax:;iaus ampies in explaining

what he mems by “category mist:ake". Since the concept of
category-mistake :is famous by Ryle. let ns c@nside“r whethez
Ryz.e's concapt of category.mistake 1s ad&quahe for distinqu.t-
Ashing mem&ngless smtences; £rom the memingful ones.,

Ryle oago &

hen ‘o sentence is (not true or faise bub)
nonscnsicel or sbsuxd slthough its vocabulary
is conventional and its grammatical constzucs
tion is regular, ve gay thet 1t is cbosuxd
bodause ‘at least one ingredicnt exporocsion

in it is not of the right type to be couvpled
with 0% to be coupled in that way with the
othor ingredient cxpression or expsessions

in it, #&uch sentonces, we may say commit
tynestLegopagses ok ‘bregk type-mles.g‘

1 Gilbert Ryle, Collc , Vole 1, Hubtchingon,.

London, 1571, Pel
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That ia, it commits & eategaxy-mistake‘ But how do wo
detemine 'P:hu gt two tems or exp::ess:i@ns belong to or éoea
nm: b@long '&@ d&ﬁferent categox..es 7 In renly o t.his

| question Ryle says ‘the :Eonnwing s '

Two proposition factors are of difforent
cetaegories or typss if there are sentence
£ranes such that when the cwpressions for
%hoge factors arc jmported as slternative
complements to the seme gop sign the
rogultant sentences ave significant in
on2 cage and dbhsurd in the athé,ar._i

1ith the help of some exauples this point can be made clear
w won the world~cup trophy of 1992* is a sentence
Zrame, the dash is the gap signe If we put in the blank an

cipressicn like "India", “"Pakistan®, "England® and the words
of this categories th«., result will ke a significant sentame'
thongh the sentence may be falsa. But if. we put 4in the
blenk & ¢mpression like ”virt:..e" the resu.:z:..ng sSequonce
will ke chourd orx nonsensicels From this it fellous that
"virtue® belongs to Gifferent category £rom PPakistan’,

©Indisd", “Bngland® and 53 ODs

- “he category-nistake azgmnem. is used primarily to

13
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state that a sentence is meaningless and it is also used to
prove that a tem is anbiguous. To discuss sbout tho
categoryenmistake argumént philosophers usually begin by
stating that if the two tems X and ¥ belong to two
different logical categories then a thirg texnn, & <¢an not
be predicated éf both X and ¥. If we do oo two conclusions
will follow (1) that predicating some third temm, say & to
both X and ¥ would make the sentence meaningless oY nonsense
and@ {2) that the tem 2 is ambiguouse These two conclusions
follow from the presupposition that Lo

One objection against category-mistake argunment is

that it does not state separately that 1€ "x is 2* is a
significent sentence then "y 15 2" is nonsonse, or that g

is & mbiguous predicate. It only states that cither "y is o
is nonsense of gz is ambiguous. S0 we have €O supply on

additional criterion to get tho conclusion that a sentence
ig ponscnoe from the disjunction that elther ®y is o is
nonsense OF z is unbiguous, So the category-misteke orgument
is not sclfesufficient for detemmining vhether a sentence

is meaningless or not.

Mozeover, if categoryemistake results in mooninglcsse
ness thet des not mean that it is the only cause of
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meaninglessnesse. “Pixots camulige elaticsliy® is meaninge
" 2oss, but no categoxy-mistake is apparently involved here
oF m'é,aéeg@:y—mistdéé" can be detected 4n this sentence.

Fyom the goove discussion cbout the genersl
principle or criteris of digtinguishing mooningless
axpressions £rom the meaningful ones i't. nay ke s2id that
@uz:. aim of discovering one gonorsl criterion of mesninglesse
- pess have faileds But that does not meon that we should
ebandon all these criteria of meaninglessness. EBxprescions
may be meaningless for different reasons and in determining
thelr neoninglessneps different criteria may be used, The
concept of meaninglessness can be compared with the concept
of ‘game* as it is used by Wittgenstein in Ehilpsophicsl
Jnyestidqgtiong. Wittgensteia saﬁs that there are different
kinds of gamg card-gancs, board-games, ballegames, Olympic
games and 50 Oone Theie is mothing common to all of them
but only similariticss® Similarly there is mo onc simgle
element thot is common to all instances of mesningless
expregsions slthough thexe may be some similaritics. So our
hankering ofter a gene:éi eriterion of meaningless is not

roasonasblc,,

i Iauduwig Uittgenstein, Fhilosophical Invcootid
Basil Disckuell), Oxford, 1 3y SOCLe 66,
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THE NATURE OF LANGUAGE AND MEANINGLESSNESS

Whetever may be the source for generation of
meéninglesa exXpressions the distinction between meaningful
and meaningless expression finds its way in rhilosophy,
| Whether the concept of meaninglessness £ind its way
legitimately in philosdphy depends upon whether meaningfule
-meaningless distinction .I.s inherent in the. n&ure of.

) language. Ané to inquire into the fact whethcr this
distinction is inherent in the nature of J.énguage we have
to 1cok intc the gencral nature of language. inquire intc .
its essential characteristics. Question arises in uhat o
sense the distinCtion between meaningfulness aad meaning- |
1essness 15 inhez:ent in J.anguage. Unless we can set:tle
whether 1anguage has some essential features and pod.nt out
them, we cannot decide whether the judgeuent about

anc‘i is. theory oriented. or whether :Lt is .inherent in the N
very nature of 1anguage. Let. us discuss the general nature
or charactex:istic features of 1anguage. features which apply
to all languages. written or Spoken and enly those features
which scem to be :elevant ﬁoz the pmblem in hané. the |

features Which are responsible for deviation and novelty of
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expressions, in spi.te of inherent fixity and rigidity
of language.

(1)  Lenguage is primarily a system of phonetic symbol.

Any sound that hwnan 1arynx can pmdm':e has a conventionally
| significant phoneti.c elanent. The Speech apparatus which is
used in the articulation of language is samne f.or all known -
'V‘commtmities. Human being has the capacity to produce o
“distinctive sounds uhich everyone can recognize and reproduce.
shlthougn higher animals 1ike chimpanzee have a suitable vocal
- apparatus they can produce only 1imited number of sound
‘pattem, Language is not howaver a continuous flow of
‘phonetic sequences.' We divide patteming of phonet:.c
sequ.ences :J.nto symbolically significamr. ent:i.t:z.es such as |
“Uords. 'ohrases and so on. And these w ords are built up
'arbitraruly, there is no 5efin*te pmcedure of framing the
wo:d unit £rxom the phonetics. The wozrd :Ls the mean:mgml
and unanalyzeble unit of languages

{2) - Language consists not only of a collection of parts,.
'words, phrases and so on but a set of rules for ordering
‘those parts to 'cjér;e:a'i;.e seritences of a language or more

properly to genérate the meaningful sentences of language..
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The grammaticsl rules of the language categorize words
into diﬁ.ﬁétept 'pai‘&s 'of gpeech and c’:&ﬁbine thmsystma—
tically and produce indefinitely many sentences of endlessge
1&"'Varieé' for.ms and conte'n'ts. This formal. procedures are
employed by 'l:he Speaker of any language. . May ‘be éhat the -
gramnar of one language is more- simple than others but it
would be meaningless if one says that one language is ‘more.
_grarmaticgg, than others. All gra:mnars are equal -~ equal in
the sense of being capable of pmducing infinite number: of
sent*ences' Ta?-_mm the f£ixed vocabularys. The following guotation
I think would not be mismatched here s

e 'the graxmnar of a 1anguage is simnly an
oxderly descxiption of the. way people in a
- given society talk of the sounds that pecple
. utter in various situations, and of the acts
Mwhich acccmpany ox fallow the sounds.

: Every language is aéequate - adequate for expressing thoughts,

':Eeel:!.ngs and making comunication possible, .A language
contains two classes of words fogm clagseg and function
- Hords oY more properly words which refer end words which

; Ber‘-rand Block and George I.-.’I‘rager. ng;ine of

Linquistic Anelysis, Heverly Press,. Baltimore)
Md' 1942) po6.
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order other words. The fom class consists of the words
which can be defined by other words or .substituteﬁ_j by

other words or phrases in a sentence, For instance, the
word *£ather' can be defined by the properties of male
parent of scmeones - But there are words like 'to', 'the!.
wl_a;t,fch -_cgnmt be defined or .substi'fz_:i;.lteﬂ. in this iféay.,bé:aﬁse
they have no synonymous words. They heve no synonymous vords
because they have no properties.. But. these type of words -
piay an 5mportaht ~5:ol=.e in__languégé»-.&é?- have highly ;explicit
use in 1anguage. They can be defined only by the function =
they pezfoxm in language. Fries has }&glled them function

(3) A:mthar design feature oF 1anguage ..s ‘that it has a
cr:eativa or productive aspect. Haoe Blaclk .-‘i:eme uhiS £eature
as synthetic" resou'mes ' -of 3'.anguage.' This festure of
language makes a language an open system. Chomsky alse lays
great stress on the e::eativity or oPm-mdedness of humm
language. The openneas of language pe:m:l:!:s nal:ive speakex
to constmt and ua&erstmd from a 1imiteé number of vaca-
bulary in-f«ini-tely. meny intelligibl_e complazé utt-exances that
they have never been heard before = language users have the
power tca ugmthesize new linguistz.c cmnpou.nds. - The vclzapaci‘ty

of the language_users to produce an infinite varlety of .n.ev,i
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sentences is of course rulé<governed, We have to follow

the grammatical éu'les ‘for producing a new séntence that

we never heard before, -Generation and understanding the

new expression is a frule~governed creation’, . Creativity. .
does not merely mean 6f course the. pmductién of 'the
utterances that never occurred in the previous experiences

It may mean the style and use of the utterances in. a new
context o¥ situation, Without this feasture of language '
human language would be very much like animal communication
medium. {I am not mentioning anima) Jsnguage because whether

animal communication system fulfils the criteria of language

is a debatable issue).

{9 & though lenguage is a symbolic system based on pure
and aﬁbitrary convention it is highly flexible in nature,

It may change according to the changing needs of its users.

. ‘i:anguage may be creative also in‘th:_!.s sense that the usexrs .
ér.;e free {at least at a certain degree) o invent new words
or 6ld words with new meaning(s)s Users are free to use
metsphors and irony of different types for thelr purposes-
This is because with too little glven matérial we have to *
perforn too many jobs perfectly. ThHus to express the enormity
of the blemish of murder which was perpetrsted by Macheth,
Sh.ak‘eépeare writes "all the perfumes of Arasbis cannot sweeten
this little hend", It may be the case that this enommity of
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the crime of Macbeth €ould not be properly expressed in
the stereotyped language.

(5) Language is by its very nature ang essence, metgphd-
ricals It is vexy d@ifficult to express abstract and complex
thoughts and ideas without metapho¥, Metaphor has a kind of
artistic or decorative success, Artistic ingenuity and
oxiginality is manifested in the creation of metaphorg, It
breaks the literal convention and discover a new world within
the known world. Mam thinks so diversely that sometimeg he
iz unable to express his subtle thinking literally, dJ.L.
Augtin gays the metgphorical use of language as *parasitic!?
uses of lanquage, Metaphor has not only artistic or decora-
tive use, our ordinary language is also full of metaphors,
The phrase 'high status' which we use in our orginary language
is ametaphorical expression, Similar is the case with
'hand of a clock's:

(6) Language makes man free from the immediste present.:
.I-anguage pemits us to say something that have never happened
and indeed that might never happené‘_'}; It makes imagination
Pogsible,: Lang_p;;ge not only describe the reality passively,
it rather createsthe reality by its practices and imagina=-
tion,. {uanguége pe;;éoms th_e doub;e task éﬁ?the tagk of
reporting the fact and also as the expression of feeling,:
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hnagination and emotion. The creastion of new meanings end
therefore the new knowledge is the property of human

anguages

(7 I:anguage is a social institution established for the
purpose of cmnmnication. comunication betuween different .
individuals or social groups, Every institution must have
some common rules md conVentions. Every member of the .
institution must conform to these rules and conventions. fog
thei: commen interest.& So :Lf communication is to take place,:
the participants must share the common. conventions, agreed.
ways of bd’xaving te cooperate with each other. Otherwise

the very cencepl: of conmunication would mzke no sense at alle -

(8) Language :Ls highly composit:.onal in nature. The
princj.ple of compositionality states that the meaning of a
complax ‘ekpregsion is detenuined by the meanings of its
comporient parts and the way of their combination. For
exanple, the meaning of the sentence #The beanty of her face
is 1ike the beauty of moon“ depends on the meaning of the
component pari:s which are *‘the’, ‘beauty’, ‘of’, ‘her', !facel,
Yig? and the 'like', which helongs to different linguistic
classes ls.ka noun, verb, adjectivel, adverh article and go
One L-anguage also possesses some specific rules for combining
different words which belong to different linguistic classes .
into a sentence., According to many linguists and philosophers
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sentence i the only bearer of meaning.

. ‘Ihis cém;pesitional‘ natﬁre of léhguaéé is sometimes
campared with the numerical system of mathanatics. W‘e leam
only feu basic numerals and compase 1nfinite number out of
these basic numerals. _E,'o:: exampls, leaming the numbers
2,x3, 44 6 and 7 we can. cénstruct 1:?1.3_- infinite number of
numerical unit like 23467, 32467, 43267, 24367, 63427,

72436 .ané@ so on by the:h: infinite possible combination, But.
the &ffereme betveen the two systans in regard to their
'cenpositionality lies 4n the fact that every cambination of |
»numeral maskes a meaningful numerical unit: but every combina-v
tian of words or phrases would not make a mean:l.ngful unit of
language i.e. the sentence, This ;l.s because mathematics is.
iﬁdepéndem: of -lreal'ity. It is full @f abstz:actions. While
the langusge is highly ralated with reality. So we 'cag;‘xqt
accept any fccmbiner#ion of gymbol,. . Gértain;manner‘ofcombina-
tion of words are pemilssible while the others. are. not.
There are so many restrictions on lariguage; may be it logical,
' epiétmoz.ogic al, ‘met aphysical or conventiongl restrictions,
‘It seens to me that the problem of meaningfulness. and '
'»nieéwxingléssness_ has something to & with this compositional
nature of iangua@es . Compositional. pattern sometimes. goes
t:'i":éng. It goes wrong in several ways, some of them may be

dr:asuic than otherss Plainly the rules of grammer can



determine uhich combination of wozds are legitimate oz

makes sense and vhich combination @f words are nongensical

or senscleng, l.es¢ the combination of words are being
cnelyded £xom the lanonage and withdrawn £rom gireulat;gn,.l‘
Language io £illed with the questions of scceptabllity «
acceptability of the sequences of the voxds or phrasess
Sometinmes we are misled by the gramatical confusion and

make wrong combination o.f xaogés aue to the wIong gra'matjcal
analogy. 4And "philosophical problans arisc” says Wittgenstein
*yhon language goes on holiday" .\-2 Wittgomstein gives various
instances vhich ere the result of such grammatical confusions.

(1) Time Hows

{2) I fecl the depth of water is n feet
{3) Thinking tekes place in cur mind

' {4) I cen not have his todsthache.

Thege sentences are the result of wrong gramatical cnalogy,
some of than may be called as nonsensical end the others
regult f£rom looking them out of cgnt‘m:t;. We kunow "River glcws“
ds a pezﬁmfg;ygmatmal gsentence, This leads us to make up
sentonces like "Time flows®s And think that this pentence.
also makes sense literal;y.x_ Sometimes we superinpose the form

of one sentelice to mske another sentence vwith different content.

k1 Im&wig Wittgenstem. sophic NV OS
Basil Blachwell, Oxford 1976, &ect: Ole.

2 1Ibig, Scction 38.
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May be that the sentence "Time flows® hag some metasphorical
use but literally it makes no sense at alle

The sentaice "I feel that the depth of water is
n feet" combines well-known words but in a deviant way. We
know what *I feel' means and we alwo know what “the depth
of water is n feet' means but we éon t understand than in,
combination w.ithout any specifio explanation. The granmar
of the sentence has to be explained to make sense¢ Qna can
explain this expression in th:l.s way as :!.t is illustxated .
by Wittgenste:i.n. when I have a certa.m feeling of tens:!.on
in my ha‘zds,i the wordé 'three feet' spring up in my hand".
And the meaning of the sentence "I feel the. depth of the
water is n feet® s just the explanation one gives to it

and’ nothing more.

Thus it follows that meaningless cxpressions are
not always artificially produced for 'specific purooses - the
purpose of giving an exemple o: meaningless expressz.on or |
making a joke. The possibility of expressions being meming-'
less is sometimes :l.nherent in the very nature of .'Language.
Meaningless expressions sometimes generate due to the vague- A'
ness involved in the natursl language,- fzom the inherent

flexibility’ of ‘langldage.”

1 Iudwig Wittgensteim The Blue and B, "
Bagil Blackwell. Oxﬁoro. 1978.1




CHAPTER-V
THE POSSIBH_ITY OF MEANING AND MEANINGLESSNESS




Language ig a systen consisting of dlfferent
linguistic categories such as names, predicates, comnectiveg,
quentifiors and thedr relation to oach others, Simon
Blackburn .ﬁe&s 3

The gool of gystamatic, compogitional
senantics is to form a view about how
best €0 deseribe the functioning of
individual temns in sentences an@ hoy
to describe how glven this functioning
of their parts, sentences come to hawve
the meanings thay @ cee 2 conpositional
ceaontics would form the “core® of o
bhilosophy of 1m§u8.gem1_

2nesning . 2g possibla is an dmportant problen of philosophy
of lmgaago oané this pmblezn is clogely rclated with the
problen oﬁ meaningﬁzznesa and meaninglegscness. For how

Lot us gee how‘meming is possible or how one. can

understand o new sentonce, Compatent or native speckers of

i Simon D:Lackbuxn, w C:.ax:enden Press.

Oxford, 1984, pp.9«10,
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cny languoge axe not rostricted to use only previously
Imouwn sant&mces, Lamguage is not the aggregate of all
oeds of dll centances which have in fact beon already
uttered, UWith the help of finlte number of vocabulary
atid the rles of their combination we gencerate ‘infinite
number of now sentences we never heard before., Ouxr
undorstanding of the words and the syntax enables us to
underatand the meaning of new sentances. $o we have to
understand £irst yh 2 10

0f mles Sor ordering those worégse ¥Finding out vhat the
words & is to make a distinction between varlous categories

G @nd gecondly, tho set

or types of expression, for exanple, subjects, predicates,
connectives, quantifiers and go on and to dogeribe the function

o€ prepoions of those categoricss

There are of course some philesopher who soys
that only contencegs ¢on have meenings The wrd neaning
chould be dotemined only in the contaxt of a sentonce, It
goams that though the exact meaning of a wWI4 of more properly
the exam: gonse of 8 word, 1s detemincd in the context of
a perticular senténce or utterance of a particular sentence,
at least a vague oT an inesxact senge of a word can be grasped

without looking for it in a sentence. lbresver, a sentence

nccesoaeily hos a cortain sptzucture. *Structure® impliecs

thot what is structured has some definitc parts vhich must
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hove sono definite functiong. Let us discuss what the
different parts of the sentence €egs subjocts, predicstes
do or vhot linguistic functions are perfoxmed by the
élfferent iinguistic categories like subject expression,
predicate axprassion snd &0 Ohe

We commonly use expressions of gome kind to
identify or refor to some individual, a goup of individuals,
cortsin plate ceortain process and so one Strawson calls
this way of using eupressions the ‘unicusly referring use'l.-i
Tho expresczions genegally used for referring or identifying
the objocts are the proper names like *Washington®, *Mary’,
*Sijvia'y pronouns like *he’, ‘she’, *you’, *they’, LY, *I* and
the like; Singulor tems ldke *the morning star’, 'tho first
Yughal Smperor®, ‘The man who first land in the moon'y the
demongtrative pronouns like 'this?!, *that®, *these’,: *those’,
The viow that cupressions of the zbove typa.s have only
referring use is not without controversy. #According o
Prege scmo descriptive elements, thot is, the senso of a
nane, is glso the part of its meaning. In addition o
zoforance, nameg must havo gsense algo. Othorwise any two

zxmes of tho gane r‘efermﬁ would have the gane meaninge

(1) Wiho Morning star is the Evening Star® wuld mean
(2) The M@rnﬂ.ng gtar is the mxnmg in so £ar as their

:*. ?.&m‘kx&:&asam Loqlcoel ‘_ ‘ ._ Methum & Cooktd,,
L@nam:. 1971. n.:l. S . :
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rzeferenco is concereds but cccording to Frege (1) aad

(2) cannot heve the sane meening. It would not ke izrelogant
hore to mention that Frege dves not meke mny differcace between
the propor nane ond the definite descrintionse I & not want.
to enter into the deep issue whether the view that manes

have genge is correct or incorrects Tho linguistic categories
like nanes, predicates ekc. have certain logic of their own
and vhat is that Idgie is certalnily controversiale It em

- bo goid oimply that though in uttering some kind of referring
ctpregsiong some ascriptions of property :’(sane charactearistic
or particulor aspect of the person we are talking obout) are
necessarily involved with the reference, théy are not the
primary concert of using a referring cxpression. O more
properly the characterigticls) of the person is oot the
cubjectenatter of discussion in that particular contaxt, If
50, then in addition to that (those) characteristic(s) something
more would not be gold in the predicate cupressiongse UWe can
illustrate cleagly this point with the help of ‘an example,
Tdke the gsentenca "Zhe present prime ninister of Indie is

a goed spesker”s The subject expression *The present Prime |
Hinister of India®* is solely uséd to identify the person who
iz the pregent Prime Minister of India, &lthough some aspects
of charoctoristics like *He ox she is a leader', °*He or she |
heg boan cleected by secret ballot!, ‘He or she is the hidher
authorily ©of Indla'® are implicit in 't:i"ze meandng of the subject
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expressionse But these aspects or characteristics are not
the prime concern # uttering the above sentemce. The
@sprogsoion 1s solaly used to focus that the person identifica
by tho mz:essian *The present Prime Hmiatar of India® is

o good specker, Only in case of some controversy about the
identification of the referent we may take into considersw
tion those featukes.

| - Predicate axpresslon generally clascify o
charascterise the object identified by the subject expression,
ggubj_eét eaqpreséicn nay be a proper naue} a demonstrative
proncun or a singular temms Predicate expreoscions are what

yvicld truth oy felsity of a gtatements Strawson says §

The gtatenent or predication as g whole is
true just in the case in whiech the predicate
. term doeg in fact apply to {(is in foc "true of)
the sbject uhich the subject tem (i@mtifyingiy)
. rofcrs tos The ststement of prea;caﬁion as a
- whele ls false just in the case vhere the negation
' of the predicate term aplies to thai: object,:
i.@s the cage vhere the predicate term can ba
truthfully denied of that objectal

Zhus & prodicste cxoression can be said to be attached with o
£ails to be attached with the subject expression. The truth

1 P.F.Strouson, Do - Mathuen & Col.ltd,,

London, 1573, DPeSBe
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and falaity of a statanent completely depends upon thise

" The goove function of the cubject expression sad
£het of the predicate oxpression lee., refexring and
characterizing respectively imply the asymetrical relation
batyeen the subject end the predicate exprespion. Subject
cXpression ¢an never be true of vhereas the predicate can
bes Another ssymetrical relation between subject cspression
and predicate sxpression can be £onna in E@s@ect of negation.
It ig a iinguistic canvmtj.@n that we nege:te the predicate
ERpionsion Imn not- the subjmt a:;;reesieﬂ. The Yogic behind
thic is that by negating the predicate e¥pregsion ve can got
& exprescsion of the seame’ type wgﬁch contrary zelations But
byf' fn.eglatiﬁ@, the subjﬁst we get nothing. aﬁm%mm calls this
*the thesis of the agymetry of subjects and predicates
rogarding nagation‘ i ' ‘ '

lzec'i ot ,F%‘cm the syntactic point of vioy a simple
ﬁentence ig composed 0f two :meedia@:e conczituentes One
meﬂim ﬁ@ns%:ituent iz the nominal (NP} and the other is
the verbal VB, The distinci‘:'i@n &e’twam n&ﬁmais and
warbals i incrinsicolly welated with the semantic categoly
of subject end yzeémat;e. The function of refersing mmd
predicating corresponds to the distinction between ﬁhe

Ibid,,PeT6e
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nominal (NP) and the verbal (VB). Nominal cnd the verbsl
have theirz internal syntactic structure also. %o say |
sonething nemingfully or £5£ an expreasm to be meaningfiul
the gppsopriste sanantic or syntectic catogories =nd thoir
iinear structure must follows This is only necessazy
condition but not sufficient condition of moeningfulnause -
Proad gramstical arrangement doss not cssure of memming=
fuilness, If£ gramatical pattem could be sufficiently
elaborated then peshaps méa’imeu&ﬁaés wauld be cqual to
g&‘fmnatieaz:&tyg Othervise meaningless expression would

Tagulte

‘e is the cage that the mesdingfulness of om.
e¥pression is not only dependent on the broad categdries
of subjects (NF) and pregicates (VF) ond their functions
but also on theit wéy of combination or on thelr way of
bedng ammgéa.-- The syntaetic structure of a sentende can
be fully understood by specifying the ultimate constitucnts
of thae S@ﬁmca that is the woxds ef wilch the sensenes
composcd cnd their linear ozdexe MNodom linguists like
Chonglky explains 'tha linear ordor of a pentence by a
nathod Inown as phyase sﬁmﬂture or constitucat stmucture.
The method of phragse structure is anslogous to the mothod
of *bracketing’, o eruciasl cancepﬁ of .syﬁ’z’soi;c 1@@?&:\ end ‘
Mathm;aﬁma,ﬁ_; She ixnpax;arne of this phzade structure gramnar
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lies in the fact that it romwoves the structural ambiguity
involved in the senitence with the help of bracketing,
Chomsky*s formulation of the phrase structure grammer is
like this 2

(1) Sontence— NP + VP
{2) %p— T + N

(3) ¥vP — 3 Verd + NP

(4) T —— the

() 8 — > mam, bell etc./

(6) Verd— [ hit, took took, look etc../

Thus the sentence “The men hit the ball® yhich is
a mesningful sentence consists of £irst two constituonts NP
{the man) oid VP (hit the ball). The NP further congists
of T (the) end N (man)s VP also consists of two further
constituents V(hit) end ¥P (the ballls

in more fomal and gameral way it can be said that
a sentence is to be cslled meaningful if it is derived
according to the phrase structurc ruless The phrase structure
rules dotermine the possible or pemissible ordering of the
given vocaulary to foxm a meaning\ful sentence, %he questi@n
arises, vhether these phrase structure rulcs has the capgbi-
1ity of producing all the meaningful or well-fomed sentences
of English 2 Although Chomsky was guare of the fact that
thare are languages which can not be adequately described
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uithin the '-zziarr*ase structure gramar he was not aware whether

thera are certain asentences of English that canmot be gones

reted by a phrase structurs gramar.
Chomgky says

oes & weaker, but perfectly sufficicnt

dationatration of inadequacy would be %o

ghow. that the theory can apply only

clumcilyy thet is, to chow that any

grammze that can be constructed in temms

of this theory will be cxtremely conplcXe

adheg, and "m:éveaung"?."
Moreover, there are some cases where ot least two emalyses
would result-for s single unambiguous congtruction.  Within
the phrase structure grammar two sasalyses can be given to
the unambiguous sentence "The dog is barking'.

(1) &> (The dog) + Aux, VP (is -~ ing) + VP(bark) and
{1i1) Bp (the dg) + Copula (iS) + Adjcctive (bazking)

But the second analysis is clearly countexintuitive,

Bocaupe of the limitations of phrase stucture
gramnar Chompky discovers a new level of linguistic structure
transfomitional grammar. A transformational gramnar containg
in a@dit;@n. to transformational mles the ;jmx:ase atructure

1 Hoam Chomsky, Synt

T Tho Hague,.
Mouton 1967, p.34.
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rules, Zramsformational rules ‘#ransﬁoms one phrase
narkers into another by adding or delating some ¢laments
oF by some placement ©f the samc clemeatse In the phrase
structure gromar two unrelated phraze ctifucture rules are
required f@r the ac&ive and the pessive fom of the smme
sentence, Tor exgiple *I did the work® and 'The woik wes
done by m@" will be amalysed respectively in this wuay.

(DD R4V +T el VR
(4D (240 BP + (V +V) + 1) VvP)

- But in the transfommationsl emalysis instead of gencrating
two unrelated phrase structures like (‘(IR)-NP. + (V404 ) vP)

and ((T+N) P + (VA7) + N) VP) we can say that the sentence
“The work vas done by nel can be enslysed on the basis of the
principlc of tranafomming on active sentence into the passive.
This can be done by mems of sn optional rule which is iike
this 3 |

ﬂpi + A,V +VP2——¥NP2 + Ak, > be +en +V ¥+ by + ‘1\321

Zhis transfomational model of generstive grammar
focuses gttontion on the issue how different types of sentences |
axe relsted with émh @t-hez: or in other words houw differemt |
types of simple sentences derive from the same underiying
string but £rom gifforent opt.ional transormationse "pig
he murdered John 2% “Didn't he murdered John 2%, *John was
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mt murdcamé by hin®} ®lgan’t John murdered by hime%, "na.,n‘t
he murdersd John?¥ oll these sentences dezdve by spplying
different t:_:msfamational rulc to the simple, active
declarastive sentence “He murdered John%. Chomsky calls

these last type of sentences as *kemal sentence’,

Semantic end syﬁtmtic rules make the propeg
arranganont Ac‘ﬁ words « words which belong to differcnt
categgz;ie_s@ Somq words are fche nane of a purticular thing,
pergon, and place while gsome sthers are the name of some

process ond zd Ole

-Now the question may riso what malies it true that
@ particular word is the nene of a perticulay thing procesgs,
place otce okCs 2 In most simple way 1t com be sold thet

m.. 7o use the tqox:a *convention' in & genersl scuse
" raises éiﬁﬂcuny. The woxd ’comention has a subtler

sense for ug than the ordinagy scnse liko ‘gome. ple or

a group of poople gather and agreeing to toke varlous words
to refor to variocus things and cherscteristies®s Languoge
nay tot be conventional in the ordinary gsense of the tem, _
Because ooy kind of agreament presupposes the alreaay exiating
language and it goes to infinite regresse For this disficulty



$ 813

we will use the word 'convention® in a spacial sense = the
sense of ¥xeepted use's David Lewls tokes the word
‘convention® in the sense of ‘reqularity’s We follow this
! roguiarity® or mcep‘ieﬁ use because cé ‘our persdnal
interest, It makeg possible to éomunicat;e our .ideas. our
personal necds, to shere our feelings and eamotiocns. He
have habits of taking one ancther in definite ways. Simon
Bx.mkbum &W“a the follom.ng in this context 2 |

Agsegting that e regulazity 1s conventional

- nezag showing that we need to co-ordinate on
semé femture ocut of choice of equally servi-
cesble ones, and that the reasson we adhere
to one is at least in part, that we cxpect

- others to do the sanei.:i

Thoze exiots .x;.:ad natural re;atiezi bztyeen cextain gounds or
words ond the thingé signified by the wordss HWordo are |
arbitrarily mad conventionally mszs.puéea by our socictys
The significmnt rematks of locke I think, muld uct ba

irrolevant Liere to mention.

Man though he has great varlety of thoudhts

zd such £rom which others og vwell as himself
migm; recelve profit and delight, yot they are
211 within his own breast, invisible and hiddem
from others, ok Can of thanselves b made
appoars The comfort md adventage of socicty

1 Simon Blackiburn, .‘sgreaéigg the word Clarendon Press,.
Oxford, 1584, peldce
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not being 1o be had uithcfut commanicagtion of
ﬁh@ught sss FOX ﬁhis purvae.;»e. n@thing was so
£4it, cither for plem;y or quickness, as those
' articulate gsounds eee Thus we may conceive of
: how vords came to be made use ¢f by men as tho
sign of their ideasy not by my nsturad
connexion that is betueen particular articuleks”
. sourds snd certain ideas, for thea there would
- be byt one language smongst all men, but by s
voluntary imposition whereby such a word ig
'made arbitrarily tho merk of such an idea,t

So it may be said from the sbove discusgion that
to prodiuce a meaniﬁgful expregsion of a langgage is to follow
a complex mechanigm =~ g mechanism which is st least partly
sattled by the social conventions The rulas of sementics
and syntex of cur language is the guiding prineiple of the
Raney we .smuld use our lenguage. These rules anark not
enif mesningless end arbitrary restrictions on the pottern
snf combination of tems but make the communication possible,
The mies of the iangnage is not so rigid like the milea of
the chess or board games. The compiex mecheanism of cur
language damands certain degrees of freedom on the part of
the user of langusge. &nd there are cvery possibility that

the user of laguage may misuse his freedom and ag o result

1 John lﬁclue,' An Lgs ; :
- Vole I, Dook IIJ., Chapte: I, paxra. 1. 11, 12.
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weoaningloss expregsions resulte. Usor of the langusge can
misuse his Ezeedam only unknowlngly because no one want to
produce meoningless expression deliberately cxcept some
cases wfmgsé thoy a®e artificially producced o make a .
contragt with meaningless expressions like "Saturday is
in bed", "Socrates is a prime number® wnd so one

-

& B ¢ 3 ¢ 13



CHAPTER-V!
MEANINGFULNESS, CULTURE
AND INTENTION




Chapter VI

Honan language has a creative aspect. The
crogidon of ney sentences and therefiore the creation of
new meanings of the sentences is a property of all languaw
geses Thic creative aspect of human language makes the
fundamental distinction between human language and animal
language or more properly between animal communication
systen and hunon communication system. Human being
possesses g distinctive ebility to oipress mew thoughts
end ideas and &lso has a2 distinctive eblldty to understand
cntiraly different mnd unique epressions within the
"instituted langueges I use the temm "instituted longuage"
following Chomsky in his book Lgnguage gnd Mind. ™Instituted
language" is defined by Chomsky as "a language that is a
cultural product subject to laws and principles partially

unique te it and partislly reflections of goneral propere
tics of mind'"i.i If language is gubjoct to different laus
and principles unique to specific culture then there can not
ba any ouch corCept like mesningfulness and meaninglessness
independent of any opecific language. UWhat is mean'ingful to

one language nay be meaningless to any ethor and vice versge

1 Noam Ch@msky, Ww .Ham@uﬁt; Brace &
HUozrldg 1968, pefte
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Let us discuss this important issuee. Tho content of every
culture is expressible in its languages Language difference
iz an important synbol of cultural difference. Linguistic
materials, both £omm and content, are used to symbolize the
actual meening the experience of the specific culture or
socletys Lven longuage may be called ag heuristic, The
forms of lomguage may predetemine our modes of observation
and interpretations 7The resl difference betueen languages
ig not morely a difference of sounds or signs but the
differencg of “iﬁ'grz.d-perapective" or World viem, that is
expressed by the sounds and signs of a languages DBut it
does not _fa.‘g;iow that there is a simple overt correspondence
betveon language and culture., The correspondence lieg

Lo rCOvVer on a very deep level, 7The e;étgab}Lishmnt of thig
correspondence requires a long oboervational process because

linguistic changes are not as rapld as the cultural changeg.

nguages differ w;ldely in zrespect of their
vocabularics and the vocgbulary is a very acute index of the
culture of the people. Every language contains temms that
cristallise in thengclves the thought of a people, a cultuz:e..
a civnizaticn. If one's mother 1anguage is English he has
the same word the word 'snow® for fané.ng ©now, snow in the

hill, pecked snow or what ever may be. But to an Esk:l.mo
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this genexcl or all inclusive word 'snow’ is almost unthinkae
ble or mecningless. He uses different words for different
kinds of snow which arc Sensuously different £rom each other.
A language ealled Aztec is even ore poorer in this respect,
using the sanc word 'sten'® for cold, ice and snow. Sometimes
the vocsbulary differences end therefore the meaning differences
cstistip botween different languages because of some cultural
and ecopomiC need.” Thus the Arabs have a lapge vocahulany of
tems refersing to canels as the Eskimos have & laige vocas
bulaxy of toms referring ¢ snow becsuse they have an econos
nic necessity to canels and snow respectivelys “Vocabulary of
a language reflects the physical as well as the sociel environs
ment of a socicty. Some societies have two different words for
Yaunt's One word denctes the mother's sister and the other
donotes the fathez's sister. Naturally in such cultures there
wvould bo aifferent behaviours expected in relating to these’

tuos Yaunts’,

Zhere is little doubt sbout the fact that lenguage
consists of a large body of grammatical rTules. BEvery landuage,
mey be it Japanese, Chinese, English or most ‘prinitive’ ¢
language like Hopi, has its particulaz gramatical structurte,.
Lengusges have grammars which act as a guide to the noms of
conventional end soclal correctness,. "Languages differ not
only in hov they construct thedie sént@zice_s but also in how
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thoy cut ©oun nature .:lnto difforent t;@esv and categories
gad put tham in a"entences.. Thug Whort says '

- eee It iz not possible to define *ovent,
thing, object, relationship® and so on
£rom nature but thet to define then always
inveolves a eircuitous return to the grauwnas
tical categorieos of the definer's 1mguage.1

There axc wide variéty of concepts and the principles of
their classification among laaguages which ere illusirsted
in differetr‘c lc'!-nguiatié foms. For instancq in the Indoe
~Buropean langusges moun classification made generally on
the basis of gender but for meny other languages thia
principle d not furction at all, clthough other methods are
thére'fﬁéé sttaining thé sane end. It is vexry surprising that
uot only the thiags in the world has been categorisad
diffozently in different languagea, the very important metae |
physicél c@néépt 1ike *time' also varies semetimes with the
languagess The wajor linguistic differences occur in the
tamporal fozas of verbe. English system of tenses aivides
time into three distinct sections, past. present and fnture.
In contrast Hopi verhs have no tensege Whoxf says $

sse the Hopi language is seen to contaln no
wordn, grammatical forms, constmti@na or
exp:essmns that refer dizectly to what we call

i Benjamin Lee wm:f. L Tho g R
edited Ly John B, Carroll, The MOI.T. Press,
Canbridge 1971, D215,



s 88 3

®Lime®, or to past, present, OF futulGsee

AL tht same tice the lopi lengucge -is
capsrle of pocounting for and describing
corsectly, in a pragmetic or operstional
senng’ all cbservable phenomena of the
.éﬁiveme.- »+ The Hopi metaphysics imposes
upon the universe two grand cosmic £omg,
which as a first approximation in terminology
ve may call Manifestee or Manifesting (or

unmanifest) of again objective or Su_b,_ieei:'ive.,l

Thug what wo céll future is for the Hopi in the realm of the
mm;festimg and uhat is past is for the Hopi in the realm of
the menifested. Now the question arises ® 'Is this merely a
Stémincalogical difference or eonegals the fundamental concepe
tual differences between the two languages 2 These are not
merely a teminological difference because the words Hopi
anploy for temporsl informmstion belong to a differemt group’
£zom that the words iii:a * future® belong. Our concept of
time is o publicy measurable and objective @mess and time

for us is a pever eng

& , But in lHopi language time
is a purely mental conCeptes The Hopi words for tempozal |
infomation are used for talking about tho mind, sbout hoping,
vhat cen be hoped for. The grarmatical structure of Hopi ®
longuage does mét permit the obiectificetion of time, If one
trics Lo & so in Hopi lenguage then meaningless expression “

2 ﬁmjan.m I:ae Whorf. I«mguage, Th uah' £ R 2lity
edited by John B, Carrcll, The i ol e PLEsS, -
Canbx:iage 1974 pp.57-59.
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vould gooult because the logic of the gpocifier language
contritute the understanding of the megning of the

emprossion,

ﬁme ghilosoghers like Grice rmeptions of course

thaot it is idmpossible m ‘give an adequate gocount of the
concept of meaaing without refereuce to cpeaker's audience
directed intenticns of a certaple kinds According to Grice
the particular meazing of an expressicn is no doubt lazgely
o matter of mic mé convention of that langucge end may
have cultuesl fervoure Ue have to foliow -i:ﬁsa rules end
‘-c:@mrmt long of ¢l ascifying ebjects into diffamt categorices,
gramatical zules foxr constructing an expregaion end SO on
but the rules and conventions can be cnly understood by

roference $o the concept of communication intention, that

is he trieg to estoblish that gegningfolr

gmeotter of intention. This view if correct, hag importont
bearing on the sigiificance of the distinction between
meoningfulness and mesminglessnesse ' Role of -intm'*hwn may
lend to okliferste the distinction or at least blunt the
sharmess of this distinction betyeen -mewingfulneés and
meaninglessncsse MoTeover, Af mesningfulness As primarily

& matter of Intenticon then the concept of meaaingfulnesé
would U9 vay be a relative conCept =~ relative with a
cpecific culture or lenguage. It would be a univergal

concept, for the man of sy culture want to communicate
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senething or intends to communiecate something by using the
languages Now let us consider wvhether meaningfulness is
primarily o matter of intention or mot, according o the
communication intention theory of linguistic meming
(nonenatursl meaning) the primary use of language is to

meke communication and what we wabt to communicate cannot

be grasped in complete isolation £xom what iz intended

to be commnicateds It is true that onc of the most
dmpoxtont function of using langusge is communication. Aand
in commumication intention plays 2 vital role. But since
intention is a mental process we cannot Jmow others intention
directly. I can know my intention directly lmt to know the
others intentlon oxr others to knovw my intontionsg we must
have a objective means, g communicating process. Fomal
semanticist gives stress to this process == the process of
making explicit the complex intention, while the communica-
tion ~ Intentiondst glves gtress enly to vhat is to be
commmicated not hoy it is to be commumnicated, Both the
fomal senonticists and the communication - intmtionists
take the one sided diet, Grice’s account fails to bring
home the txuth thaot gaying something or communicating 45 a
process which involves rules, conVentions and other
parsphamalis. What we sgv i: sely related wit ts
¥ medne. Wittgonstein says “e.s @ significont sentenco is
onc vhich onc can not memly gay, but also tﬁink.“" ila alpo

1 Luéw:lg Eiittgenatem Phi ' tiong tz‘anslatezﬁ
by G4E.lle Anscombe, Basil B.Iackwe}.l, Oxﬁmz«:’.‘. 1976, Sscction 511,
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seyo that ldhguage involves am elaboratc systom of rulos «
mles of meaing, grammatical and syntactical rules and
thése rulcs 'must be objective, If meaningfulness is only
a matter of intention then vhat is the significance of
producing cortain xules for producing certéin sound
pottermn of mazks for commmnication 2 If meaning is prie
marily amatter of intention and not closcly related with
the outuvard process of making this intemtion explicit

shen meaning would be 3 metter of subjoctive affair. and
then having a meaning would be comparasble to having a pain,

or some other mental state.

Moreover there is pothdng 3-

Intention and the process of expressing this intention are
ingeparsbleoy This is true cven for the speaker himsclf,
vhere he io soliloquizings Intention is G kind of thoucght
processe Hnd as thinking is cessccntlally lingulstic in
nature (it does not mean that thinking remires a fully
developed -lméuage 1ike ug) there may be nv intention without
lenguages Griciang, I think, would agree uith this. What
they disegree, if T am not wrong is the fact that linguistic
structurc of intention and the linguistic gtructure of what
ve say mey not alwsys ba the sames Accordng to than when
somebody uttors the sceantence "The forest ls full of ferocious

endmal ™ 4o comeecne, the real .intention of the utter of the
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sentence might not boe simply to deseribe the present state
of the forcst but £o wom the hearer not o oo to forest

and the actual mesning of the sentence lies in the intention
ol the specker in uttering of the sentences In this thpe

of cases vhege we gay one thing and mesn enothes thing, I
think, two other factors may involve, either his intemtion
of not making explicit the intention of uttering the centence
©F his progupposition that the content of the utteﬁanee would
make his intention clear, Instead of uttering the sentence
"The forest is full of ferocious animal, so you will nct o0
to. the forest™ we can just ooy *The forest is full of ferow |
cious andmal® in @ communicative situation snd think the
rost will be supplied by the situation or the contaits So
coptext i5 élso & detemining fector of meoning. e can not
neglect thic footore low vwhat will be the meaning of thg
pentence 4in the case (1), where a hicher order intention i.c.
the intention of not making explicit the intention of
uttoring the sentencyg is invelved 2 Is the mesning of this
sentende is dJetemmined by the syntactical end semantical
rales of the language or by the intention vhich he does not
want to commnicate ? Eommnicstion = intention theorists are
silent about this.

ﬁ-"a give an accmmt of meaning naither the at:mctural

femgczs ::af language nor the speaker’s intention or
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peychological states can ultimately be ignored. The concept
of communication fequires scmething which will be comminicae
tod and at the same time madia of communication which is to
acgoertaln aocapteble or as stable or abjectives Otherwise
communication would not be possible. We have to give the
sgne smpoxtame both to what we want to communicate and the
media wea}aﬁée'fax this purposas 14 ke

Q. QUEE_tho othogs They are complemenmtary and axe not
-c&ntraeﬁiﬂg.; Grician theory contends that sommunicstion
zalies on the spesker's expectation that the hearey can
¥ecognize hio intention through his uttérance. But says
nothing shout the structuse of languAage though hé ig concerned
with lingmlmic meaning end relegate the question of linguigs~
tic atmc:i.um to secendary statuge I tho real meeaning of

- semaxce is primarily a matter eﬁ mtienﬁim - intention of
the speaker and if what I an ssying 4s not the same as what
I an intending then it is impasslbla for my heazraer to graap
the resl meaning of the sentence that I am utter.ing. Iz
intention 16 tho most dominant factof in meaning then
nemingfulnoss would be an affols of the spocker and meaninge
logeness would be sh affaly oﬁﬁ?}feaz?ef because the speaker
intendg to say something but the hearer es not understand
it. Sincere spoaker xeally wants to say somothing, hé always
soys mei:hing -naaningful.' No one deliberately say something

heaningless - e\ren iZ it is possible for a Speaker te produce
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& meaadngloss exprossion (ardbitrary colloction of
woxds,fo¥ wiample) deliberately. And i€ & speaker
produces a‘memmgless ezeéressmn intentionally <hen
that expression serves certaln puipose < the purpose
of giving on exauwple of meaningless ewpreasion =d s
éﬁ;;- That expression can not be vacuouse

R I N



CHAPTER-VI
HUMAN LANGUAGE & MEANINGLESSNESS




éhapﬁer VII

' HUMAN  LANGUAGE AND MEAN INGLESSNESS '

- The compositional feature of language distine
guishes hwnan language from animal 1anguage which in
@ther respect showe signs ‘oF apparent inteliigence,
Comunication signals of animals are usual.ly highly

&

stereotyped.
o Haii:!.'d’aﬁ and Slate’z?‘ says;'-

In Maﬂy cages one of the moet mportant

‘pleces of information that they transmit
is the species of the signallaz:. This is
.exuclal, for exesmple. when an animal is
- advertising for a mates Such s;’.gnals have
‘ to conform ‘to precise rules sbsolutely
common throughout the species. any indivie
. dual that diverges from these rules will ba
best rejected by members of the opposite
| sex as possibly belenging to ‘another species -
with which hybridisatiou would be. disacvantageous} |

When animals communicate with each othex: mformation of
Variouo different sorts passes between thm a signal

may indicate details of the species. age. sex of the
signallar. : The signal may transmi’c infonnaticn about A

1 TR, Halliday gnd P.J.B, Slater, animgl Behaviour,
Vol,z, Blagkwell Scientific publicat:.ons. 1983, Pele
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the outside wokld, ‘as’the bees 'Cdgitmun,icfat,e} ‘Infomation
concemning the locstion of nectarbearing -flowers £0 ‘6ther
members of the hiveés . They conmunicate by their specific .
dance, The dance indicates the dizection, . distance and

the nature of the §ood. Bees have two specific dences,

the round dance and the waggle dance. ~The, round dance is
used generally when the food is less than 50 metyes from
the hive, ?or food sources at greater distances the waggle
dance is perfomuéd, The essence of animal coxmnunication is
-&:hat one- anzmal im?luences énother in - gome wsy. -But can the
bee dafnce be made in the absence of these state of affairs ?
Oy can 4it- refer to a potential state of. asfairs ? ‘No animal
language, not only the bee dance, cm ba made in the absencae -
of state o£ affai.m or it can not refez to a potential state
of affairs. -S.K.Langer ranarks. S s '

Of all boza cr:eatures, man is the only one |
that catmcl: 1ive by bicead aloxze. . He 1ives
ees glways between fact and £iction. For
‘he gees not only actualities but meanings...
- By the agency of symbols - marks, words,
mental J.noges, and icon of ali sorts - he-
 cen ,hold his. 1deas for centempla’cion J.ong
g 'aft:ezr their original causes have passed
' away... By associating symbols in his mind
“he combines things’ @ma events that were
never toget:her in the real woxld.

1 Susanne K.Langer. “From ’The Lord of Creation"‘, in &gq;g
and Rhetowrle, edited by James Willism Johnson, The -
Macmillan Company, New York, 1968, pp. 286 +«37, ;
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There is no evidence that animals are able to project
their language into nonimediéte situations, which is a
characteristic of all human speech, be they oral or
written, gestural or symbolic. This makes us question
whether the animal communicative process meets the
criteria of language. According to S.K.bhanger, those
who maintain that enimal possesses language, makes a
mi:‘sstake‘a mistake in making no difference between signs
and symbolse All intelligent animals usé signs, not
symbols. 4nd "the essence of language is symbolic, not
signific® ! says Langer, The difference bétween a sign
and a s;ni!bol ig that a sign always refers to existing

reality but a symbol mey be
g« t:o.g ethgr,‘ Or in other words we can represent a
reality only symbolically. A4s a result we find the
complex gymbolic structure of poetry, literature which is
only the product of human mind and is altogether sbsent

in snimal communicative process.

Another feature which makes us doubtful whether

gnimal communicative process meets the criteria of language

iz that eanimal never commit pistskes dn their co

They ¢er’i“an1y show some deficiency or sl:l.ﬁ 699 to their
unfitness of speech o'rga;i,.; As the supposeé signél of
subhumen species are highly stex:eat::ypea and has a distince
tive mark; their prééess of communication sre never wronge
Each of the signals produced: by aﬁy animal seems .;to be the

1 Ibidy, p.298s
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"response to a definite and distinct set of stimuld given
:Ln the emrimnment outside h:!.m. Their behaviour is mostly
detezmined by the envimnment. 86 there is no “Freedom in
their cormnunicative aystem. 'As thefe is no freedom of
e:xpression there is no SCOpe of being wrong or make a
vmistake in ‘their comunication. ‘Thay caiinot usé unlearned
. expressicns. But language is a spontaneous process. It
should not be extemally guided. ' Thé freedom of expression
which we enjoy in a given language enta:lls the freedom of
being wrong or incox:rect :!.n our usage ‘of it, may Be it is
gzammatically. sanantically or ‘contingently wrongs

| Concepts 1:Lke "migt

, . v:.whetle. theA are deliberste, pathological, or due
& o, ﬁ' 'me congsiog; ".. For human language‘ is creative in
nature. And this icreative ‘aép’eci;o’fuianguage”um' the
. distinctively human abil:l.ty 0 express new ‘thoughts and to
understand completely ney expressions which he never heard
before is the striking pmperty of humen language. it may
‘be said that this ability, the ability to axpress new
thoughts and to understand completely new . expressions,
. ¢pnnot be detected in an mimal which in other sfe‘specﬁs
' sh«;ows‘_s's\iggvs of gpparent ;ﬁte‘liigéﬁéé ﬂéxceeding tl‘ic“:se of
a human, even thouéi!- such an organism ot machine might be
- @ fully endowed as a human with the physiological organs
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| necessaxy to pmduce speech. Systans of enimal commmica—
tion are mostly cloSed. They sené only a finite numbe r of
‘messages with def;m.tte m@aning. A.‘Lthaugh the intens.ity of
th§ body movements. of ,bees; are subject to ‘infinite variation
' 4% can not be said creative, By ‘creativity we mean sbility
'-"rtc; construct ney. cambmations of d:.sc rete units and not the
- continuous variation of a definite signalling sys‘cm. And
"”this czeative pnocess is . edicitly found in human language.

" specislly in natural lmguage. J.anguage which ie used in
ordinary d;!.scourse.r in f.’riendly dielogue. in gossiping and
50 on. Naturally the. questimx arises s Is this creative
aspect of 1anguage absent :Ln artii.‘icial or foz:mal languages ?
 What :!.s the éistinctian between natural or formal 1anguage ?
Is there no rules or convent iong in nai:ural language ? a1l
these questions have important baarings upon the problem of
the &stinct:!.on between meaningfv.u.ness and meaninglessness.

I sha..l di...cuss these issues 1ater:.

Dmocri.tus, Epicums, Rcusseau wer:e the creators
of the biological theor:!.es of. the orig:l.n oE language.
Aceorgiing to thetn socj.al £act of»apeec':h hag its -general a
biologicél cauge, Danocri.tus £1¥st. expeunded the thesis '

g thah human .speech @rig:!.na*es in cexmain :sounds of a merely

emotional cha::acter and are not a_speciﬂic pmperty cf man. B

We :Eind this emotional behaviour in an:?_mal world also.‘ But

the stmctuze of human language makcjzs, a radical problan in
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‘ accepting the thesis tha‘t human speech originates ira

e aaz'tain sounds of ‘& merea.y @aotianal nas':ure@ The structure

of hwnan 1anguage reveals the difﬁgrence between emotional

‘ &na propositional lanquage. Mr,v and Mrs. Yerks suggests. '

" Although evidence of ﬁ'ée ‘of ’éhé'voicé and
of definite 'word = like sounds to: symbolige
- feelings, and possibly algo iaeas." bezomes
.incz:easinqu abundant £rom lemur to ape, ‘no
' one of the infrashuman’ primai:es exhibits a

sy.;tcmatizabion of vocal synbols. wniah may
appmximate;l.y he descr:!.bad as speech.

on the o’ches hand there J.B nco e,v.zd ence that man even in

the lowest st ages of his culture psssessea merely emotional

: language or the language of gestures. -l-he language oﬁ the

pr:.lmitive culturea was asqrammatical as the modem J.anguages

of civilized Cultura.

From the above discussion it may be said %ba’c
animal communicate but they can not be said to have a

language,’ Iaanguage and communicat.ion ax:e not :!.dentica;.

‘The wo"d ‘cormnunicat:l.on' has a numbar o,c different meanings.

Canmunication can be taken to mean the shar:mg of anything.
Animal communicaticn can be defined as the transmission of

a .,ignal z:z:om @ne an:!mal to another such that the scnder

1 R,M.Yerks and &,W Yerks. 2}39 Gx’gat Aggg, 'S’éale
Unilvergity Press, New Haven, 1929, pe 5694
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| ‘bm&éfité geéxe:éiiy frém ‘the response of tﬁé fecéédbient. -
- Commun:.cat:e.on is one of the possible uses of languagea |
Language can e used for soliquizing also which is
coxrpletely absent in am.mal worldq |

- I have menta.oned that hmnan language is creative
in narture end that this Creative use is explicitly present |
in natuz'al 1anguage and almost absen‘c :I.n formal language. '
 Why this :l.s so can be made eXplic:Lt by making a distmc’cion
between arhificial 1anguage and natural 1anguage. Arta.ficial
language is variously called fomal language,, logical
-laqguage. ;degl language and’ so‘;on. '

Accozding t0 some 1inguists and logicians formal

_,ﬁ.anguages are the :Ldeal Or proper raani::estation of the.

3.an ﬁge—:. Paul ziff says.

| Cha:cacteristically a fonnal language ig
constituted by a precisely specifiable
get of expressions and various perﬁect
rules for their man:!.pulat:.on. combination
and interpretation. In consequence, in

‘ contrast . with any natural language. a

’ fmmal logic: and formal languages in
genewal appear to have: the. undeniable
‘_vi;ft;;es qr precisz.on and c-larj.ty.l

'3’ Paul Zi:Ef, “Natural and Formal Languages“ “in ben
_and Philogophy, .edited by S.Hook. New York University
Press, 1969, p.223. o .
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In contrast, natural language is full of anbiguities. The
anbiguity of natural laaguaga it can be saia :!.s its merit,
' And these énbiguities am generally ::esolved hy nonlinguistic
| means. . The. context of the utterance may resolve the anbiguity
'ﬁ.nvolved in the utteranca. 'In most contéxts someone who
; knows English will have no trouble resolving the anbiguity
involved in the utterances. ‘ “Now I can see what you are

‘ talk:mg about” which is ambiguoue between

£ "Now T understand what you weve talking sbout®
(1) "Now I have caught sight of what' yeu were talking
dbout ™

Somet imes a ;santel:ace may be ambiguous because of its grammati-

cal structure. For example, “Flying planes can be dangerous”

is ambiguous 'bet{v(éep, '

{4) "Fiying planes are sometimes dgngérous“

(id) “Iﬁt, ¢ be _dmg_e’mu‘s_ tgﬁ fly a pl'me”.-

We can disaubiguate these anbigucus sentences by attending
to the immediate linguistic context of utterance. Foxmal
lmguages- ignore the -Taalities o£ the contant, i it 1s €rue
that Vaguemess or anbigus.ty are somet.lmes disadvantageous

- im the situation where clarity and precisi@n are the guiding
izaterestg, Eut in many situations clarity and precigion is

Conet emug,h;.”.‘w.é mquir*e 'va’gijae._ emhiguou‘s‘ _asnd suggestive
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language in order to cope with the diverse complex
intention,

A grest difference between a formal language
and a nstural language can be traced in the respect of
vocabularies of each language and their word-senses.
Paul Ziff says,

A yocabulary may be. thought of as, constitnted
by a finite explicit s‘ccre of words %:ogether
with a set (possibly null) of morphclogically
productive devicess ‘Congider a formal
language, the.words of which are: it 'x" :

i LA ¢ thus an infinite numbvr oﬁ words.
The- vocaﬂaulary of this language is then

congtituted by an e:oolic.!.t 'store of one wo:.d. e
'x', and a pecursive. device fof the. further
production of infinitely many weﬂds. 1

The vocsbulary of the natural languages. in contrast)i whether
it be English, Bengali or Geman. are not specixiable in this
mannex, Every natural language :l.s the pmduct:.on Qf infinite
combination of infinite explicit ana :melicit vocabularies. "
Mo reovex,’ the words ef tha natural 1anguages have diffex:ent
senses., Po‘!.ysemy (several senses of a single word) is an '

essential feature of. any natural 1anguage; “That dog is

1 Paul Zi£f, Ibidi, pe230
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devoted t_:c;; hi,ej mastes", "This painting is the work of

a master hand;'; "She is a master of arts', ®Master Arindam
is a good actor" in the sbove four expressions the woxd
“master" is used in four daifferent senses. In the first
expression it is used in the sense of male owner of é dog.
"Master" is used in the second sentence in the gense of
supérior or gkilful artist, in the third sentence it is

used in the holder of the second University degree and in
the fourth sentence "master" is used as a title used for
boys too young to be called My, The expressions of a fommal
lenguage are generally required to be monogemous because its
ultimste aim is the precision, clarity and consistencys The
semantic rules of the formal language specify what méshing
or denotation is to be attached to certain eclements of the
vocabulary. So there is no scope of expression's being
vague,” anbiguous or imprecise. And there is only the limited
scope of expressions being erronecus or meaningless in fomal
'J;_,anguagea where the speaker or writer is ignorant sbout the
rules of formal languages or where his memory fails. Let us
take an example., There are distinctive rules for the proof

of this argument s

1. (%) (Hg > ~ Px)

2, (=) (Gx > Hx)/ e o (GxD~ Px)
3. (Hyo ~Py) i, Ul '

4. (Gy o Hy) 2, VI
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Se (Gy o —~ PY) 43 Hypothetical syllogiem,
64 ‘3) ‘ (GXQ’“F)G) 3¢ QeEeDe

4

. Ig sa!h&m'e' writes the conclusion of the agument
ae (&) (Gx Px'>~ ) due to ignorance or meamoxy fallure

ﬁhen the mmluaion will be sbsurd or moanindless. But
th.ie meaninqlese expressﬁon may generate ffom some slip or
it may produce to make a contrast between meaningful And
meaningless cipression. But this is not the result of some
linguistic¢ erxor or il.'lusion-l In natursl lenguage elgo |
there are cases of meaningless cxpression which are produced
a#tiﬁciaxiﬁ for éxsnp)_.e. “"Socrates is a prime numbex®,
"gaturdsey &rinka soda wates® and so on. But we are not very
much interested about such cages of meaningless expressions.
We are very much interested cbout such mesningless expressions
which aré the result of sore linguistic illusion or @rrox.
And this 11iusion arises £rom the richness of natural language,
Notural langusges, are by hature £luid and open to unforeseen
poosibilities of vagueness. Bven in complox sementic situations,
whore nore than one mesning is connected with the pane word,
the embiguity vhich results is often uced for stylistic
| purposess - So thers is enormous possibility of oxpressions
being erroncous ox meaningless. The hearer or reader moy be
ignozant gbout the different sense of the ceme word, he may
have a poor linguistic imaginations A8 a rosult the expressions
resulting from crestivity may seem to him nothing kut nonsense
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oF me‘*aniaigiess. 'i‘he expressi@n “She mne along with the
choge of n.lght" may scom nen BENSS tca some@ne who doog not

Imow whet the phrase "shore of night® mey guggest 0 moalie

- -

'ﬁ-‘h‘em age.' of course soms philogephers omd
lincguists who do not meintain that there are two distingt
kinds of ianguage, Ponald Davidsm'ssays 8

It would ke misleading, however to ¢onclude
that there are two kinds of language mnatugal
and artificiel. The cantmm is bottor drawn

- in temms of gulding interests. We con ask for
& desexdption of the strxuctuze of a natural
ienguage the answer must be an ampirical theoxy,
open to test anéd subject to error, ond doomed to
be some extent incomplete and schematic, OF wa
can ogk cbout the fommal pmopegstics of the

- stpuctures wé thus sbstract, The difforence is
1ike that botween spplicd and purs geometrye 3

Frege heg gn opposite view., Frege was scoptical cbout the
application of formal languege procedure to matural lagusges
One reason £or such scepticism may be that the Sundanental
logical conncctives of formel language are not cnouch
similar in meening to their natural lenguege counterparts.
Moveover, Zomalisation implies confining onescif to stating
facts or making asgertjonss Idesl languages are capodie of

i Bonald Dwicﬁson, "aenam:ics for netursl longucages” in
On Nogn Chomgky s € Egasava, edlted by Gilbert
Harman Ancmx OOKS, Anchor: Pzess. New York, 1974 p«247.
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expxessmg mything ‘which is cognx.tively meaningfule

Some attempts have been made’ vrecently, of cousse, f£or
eonstructing the‘formal logic of imperatives and question
to wvhich I & not want to enter,

From the sbove discussion it may be said that the
concept of measninglessness dc totally cbsent in enimal
communication system beceause the signals ‘Ehey uged to
comminicate with each atﬁex’: for specifi__.c pufpoges ate
highly $t:‘emty§edq iz can ke regarded only as a stimulus «
zesponse processs The concept of mesminglessness is most
apparmﬁ in human lan@age where linguistic areatfl.viﬁy is
éem-'hﬁw ’i_.anJ.Ved, | This linguistic éreativity, hoveaves,!
does not exist aqually to naturel end artificisl fofm of
human languages The scope of creativity s very limited
in éttificiai language while the natural langusge possesses
this creativity in high degrees Naturall?,r the possibility
of en aression's being memingless is in high degree in
- ttatural lencuege then it is 4n at&ificial or logical
Imdguogsy

;o . § 33 828
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REDUCIBLITY OF MEANINGLESSNESS




Chapter VIII

REDUCIBILIIY OF MEANINGLESSNESS

From the discussions of the pravious chaptexrs
it seems that the distinction between meaningful and
meaningiess is quite interesting and importamt. %he
distinction between ‘meaningful and meeninglaas® 4o o
‘genuine s the distinction between *good and bad's ‘tsuth
- and falgity?, ‘valid and dnvalid's Philogophy of ianguage
may be pivoted on the dlstinetion between mesningfulness
and mestinglogsness as the logic and othics is based on
the basic distinction between *valddity end invalidity',
*good and bad' rpespectivelye ‘Meaningful' and'memningless' .
are, & if, additional vords in the vocanlory of gppraisals
It may not be always possible to state what is the emect
meaning of an exp"nesaion but it iea'guij;:e possible t@v state
whether an expression is mesninggul OF not, I£ humen:
communicatien 4is to be sqme_ztm.ng sicnificant then with
regazd to say linguistic -e}spress:;%on we héms to say 'at
least whetheor it is meaningful or meeninglesse Fhe PULPOLE
of using lan,guégo :_li.s to c;omuaic@e; Anad the very a%tanpﬁ |
© 0f communication would f£ail if someone use the expression
vhich is mesningloss. -

But the important and interesting point is that
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gome renowned philosophers d not give so importance to the
concept of meen&nglessnegs. According to gome philasophersg

" tha concept of meaninglessness is not something news J$ oo

" The pogsibility of reducing the concept of meaninglcssness

to other concept(s) micht render the triviaslity of the
@istinction betuween meaningfulness end meahinglescnoss. Let

us see whether mesninglessness can be reduced into othex

" concept{s) o not.

£

'Z'ain'guisé Adrienne Léh:éi‘.‘ ‘sa;}e.sf

sé¢ AD adequate. 13.nguist:3.c deseription should',
be able to ghow explic:l.ty what ig wrong with
pentences iike "I saw a splenéid odor”, cats
can cogs®, and "ALl gpinsters are mogkied Lo
handgome men® o Perhaps no definite line can
ba drawn between false end meanmgleae
sentences, " '"The Recks think- pmz.mma
thoughts® cen be enalyzed either as gootually
false or as lingulstically a}asuzd.

But his vieéw is not satisficctornye Besause (1) he did not
make any distinction between sentetice snd stotements
Senteonce may not be either true of falses Statement can

only be sald to bo either true or falses Stntences areé

i Adx:ienne Lehrey, “"Meaning in linguistics" in &
Mooning edited by Adriemne and Keith Lehger, Pmntice
Ha:!.l, Incs, Englowond Cliffg, New Jerpey, 1970, pe9s
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used to make statements, (2) A linguisticslly sbsurd
sentence can not be used to meke a faloe proposition,.

o fLolse proposition con be made only by a meaningful
sontences Dedng meaningful, it seemws, is the preroquisite
congition of sentence's to be a proposition or statement,
John Hasperé séys. N

soe A Lalse proposition asserts a possible

. states of affalrs to ba octucl when it is
not (for cwample, "It roins averyday all
over the world') a meaningless sentence
Ipreszes o propesition vhatever for
thore i no state of affairs whoss octuality
is being asse:ted.

NeV, Banerjee also com@s to the corclusion that the
concept of meaninglessness I8 not 8 new contepta Iﬁ‘ can ba
understocd in tems of contradiction ox falsity.l In proving
that the contept of meaninglessness cain be reduced into the
concept of falodty ho tekes halp from the English dictionary
vhere the word "meoningless® 4s synonymous with the wozd “absurdd
The word *cbsurd® however has its sevorsl synomymous woxds |
like "incongruous®, ®inconsistent™ and so on. He saﬁr& the
following 3

Fincongruity' or *inconsistency® must ba
éither factual or logical. So meaninglessness
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should mean either factual or logical,
So measninglessness should mean either
£actusl or logical inconsistency. In
the former sense it is obvicusly
indistinguishable from and in fact the
‘same as falsitys end in the lstter it
is but enother neame for invalidity,?

But the words 'false' and 'inconsistent' are mot the same
level of eppraisal, Strxawson nicely made this point

Cleaxs HoO pays

1

ene & olightly more difficult distinction
is that between the criticism we gfgex when
we declare a man's remarks to be untrue and
the criticism we offer when we declare tham
to be inconsistents In the first coso we
criticize his remarks on the ground that
they foll to square with the factsy; in the
second case we criticige them on the ground
that they fail to square with ana anothare
The chazge of untruth refers bayon@. the words.
and gentences the man uses to that in the
world sbout which he talks. But the charge
of inconsistency doos not in this wey refer
to anything outside the statements that the
man makege

Moreover in uttering the phrase .'facjtuaz. inconsistency® it

1 NJV,Banexjee, Lanquage ‘-L,!‘.=!"5 Gearge
Allen & Unwin Ltds, London. 1963, p-glo -

2 Pe.F.Strowson, Iptroducti )
University Paperbacks, ethun ] Lonrbn. 1952, Pele
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geams, he ccm:_lts a mistake. Pects are ap thoy are.s We
hever apply the eppraisal ‘consistency’, !inconcistency’,
‘validity', ‘invalidity' to facts. We &pply these appraisal
only to the relation between the statements that we make,

Some philosopher made a famous trichotomy of
*aither trxue or false or meaningless', as opplied to
gtatements or propositions, Pasamoorc alse ¢ the same in

He says #

Philosophical arguments see Erequentiy isopue
in the conclusion that a disputed proposition
ip neither truc norx falsey rather, in vhat
tuins out to be somewhat spoclel sense 9f the
word it is meaninglessst

N.,V. Banerjee also implicitly occepted this t wichotomy of
Yeither true or flalse or meaningless® by reducing tho

concept of meaninglessness into the concept of falsity.
Because one@ concept 4s reducible into other (S) impiics

that they are the same lovel concopts. Dut this trichotomy
is a bogus one and vanishes the distinction between contence
and statcments The sentence "All cricket ors are very
strong® 15 not meaningless. It is a perfectly significant
gentence. But it does not make sense to agk of this sentence
whethexr 4t is true or false, It is about gtataments only
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that the cuestion of truth or falsity can arise. wcrds
1ike ‘meaningful’, "meaningiesa'. gramatical' 'ungmmna-
A t&cal' belong to the fi.r:st oxder vocabuzam while 't:ue'
'!alse‘ belong to the second ordex vocabulagy, A memingful
sentmce cm only mgke 8 true or ﬁalse statements, A
’m“omingxeas sentence donoct make ey stotoment at alls

| Those who says that the canéept of meaninglepsness
is not a now eoncept ang is :educible into the concept of

£al sity. it seemg, are alsa influenced by the spparent
similarity between the meaningloss sentence and the solfe
'-ecbntraaiﬁtéry staténmt. In both casea the general putpose
of using language that ie the intentign to communicate gomee
thing hap been failed, Contradictions are, howewer. meanings
ful which I have discussod in Chapter X1I, Contradiction
means cméeilaticn; In contradiction pz:eéicate expresaion
cancels or denies what is affimed by the subject expression.
The man who makes a contradictory statement makes a folse
statementy only a logically false or a priori false matenent'
in.distinction from ordinafy folse statement,

~Another sttawpt of charccterizing meaningless
sentences a3 falae (g priori-false) has booh nade by Thedéoze

Dranges 7The f£following gentences such as 8

(1 The theory of relativity is biue-
- {2) The number S weighs more than the number 6-

t o
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(3) ‘;Sdcraﬁeé is a prime nwnb@t‘ | \
(49 Quadraplicity drinks pz:ccastinati@n "
© (9) Smalls ave loud
-~ 46) I have esten a loud clap:
| (?.) Horgl perfection is a prime nunbor-
(@) Chomistry is & grestos ovéinal then the

concept of tmthé;

are all meaningless, according to Theodwse Prangs bocause
they involve a cxossing of types or typc boundarics. They
aye megningless of unintelligible when thoy are taken
iiterallys He also sayo that sentences such as (1) = (8)
need to be given some specisl intarpretetion in ordor to be
understood, Some interprotetion can be given to thcn which
would rendéf them not only meaningful but true clso, Fox
exemple, the sentence (2) could be uttered in a printing
shop by a type setter, Sentences (3) could have reference '
to a numbéred list of phillocophers® nana. But thay arxc all
meaningicss 1% they aze in#erpx‘etea in an oxdinacy and
stralohtforvard way. In replying to tho cquestion what

makes an em&'essiém type cmssing, Theodore Drango gives
two viewss In W he says in ono plece that the
sentences (1) = (8) involve crossing of typoe and thorefoxe
meaningleso ® N . - so far as their usual interpretations
are concorneds Thoy seem to ybe saying one type of thing
gomething that ha;; application only %o snother type of thing.



.~ 3 118 3

He aplso says in enother place in the same book 8
What mskes a sentence a type: erosaing is
~ the intexpretation given to it, which s -
not necessarily its prima fecie meanings
' For exampla consider the sentence $
(9) That mechaniom hes two springs it it.
Sentence (9) would normally be taken to be
' a perfectly meaningful sentence of Enolighs
But suppose the word 'spring' which appears
in ity were understood to mean 'FThe £irst
sesson of the year's Then (9) ‘would be ‘a
type crossing, being egquivalent to "that
mechenism has two £irst scesons in 4th, 3

That 45 some unusual interpretation of a given sentonca moy
make the gentence in question as type crossings Thus these
afe two woys of sentences being ‘ﬁype crogsing and th‘ez‘eﬁém
‘héanmgless,; aceording to Theodore Drange, (1) en u;sua},. way
of intezpzatation would ma.ké some sentences type croasing and
(2) an unusual mv{éxpretaﬁicn of some sentences would make
them type crossings But he cléas:ly states "see let the temm
‘type crossing’ be understood see 8 referging to sontences
which are like (1) « (8) in the specified uay™s® The unususl
interp;:fe;haﬁign of sentences wdnlé make most of the meaningful
sentenices that we use in our dally life as type crossing and
hence meaninglesss There is no reason to take seriously his
‘second im'erpret'auion of type croseingss

i ‘l“heodnre Dzanga Iype | 3% Lo '
wmwﬁm The fiague. M'outan. 1966. De 13.

2 Ibid,, pal3e
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Let us dlscuss whether type crossings, exenpli-
£4eod in gentences (1) « (8), can be chaoroetorized os f‘é,lse
{a priori folse) as it i demanded by Theodore Drange. He
claims that type crossings can be characterized as false..
And this followa, he says, £rom the principle that nogations
of type crosaings are true (a priori true) and therefore
meaningm. He has gs.vm aome pz‘oofs in favon* of his vie':.

Ono exangle @f sucsh proofs is the mllow:mg i 2

(1) The theoory of relativity is a theorye

(2) Theories are cbstroct entiticse

{3) Mo shstract entitics are concrete entiticge

{4) Cply concrote cntities are coloreds
- {5) - Oaly colored entities are blue, -

{6) Therefore, the theozry of relstivity is not hlus.

He says that the ‘cana‘e'vl.usion is a pricri i;rue an;i hence
meaningfil as it is logically follows from the premises each
of which g a true ‘statanent. aAnd therefore the type cmssings
- thomgelves Can he legitimatﬁly Charactervized as a priori £alse,

Suk the-timory that negation of type cmogsings sre
a priori tmig and thérefora type crossings i‘.h&nselves wmay be
legitimately chara_ﬁtagizeé as a prilori false seens unacceptable
bocause the theory of reletivity is such g kind of thing
gbout which no empirical px:edicate iike blue, green, red.
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heavy, light and so0 on can be spplied or denied to be
applied, "The theo:y of relativity is not blue" also

is a meaningless sentence. :Lt. cannot be a meaningful

says that the negation of a meaningless seftence is

meaningless, And if a sentence i_é 'éneaning;eas then the
question whether ﬂlé.?tataﬁe‘nts made by these seﬁtences
are true or false do not apises Pép“éappbsea the view that
the negation of type crossing are true (a priori) in this
following way 3

In ocxdinary parlence, a rejection of a
statement of the fom "X is blue" as false
is ecmivalent to the assertion that X hag
gome colour other than bluep gimilariy,
were one to reject "X weighs wore than ¥*
as false' one would implicitly assert that
either X and ¥ have the same weight or ¥
welcghs more than Xy and so cm.1

So there is no question of describing or characterizing type
crossings ss (a priord) true, They are simply mesningless
as the type crossings themselves are. Only contradictorxy

statements are saild to be false a priori, &g contradictions

1 "Arthux Pap, "Types and Meaninglcssness .
M_j;;;a V01.69, 1960; P.41. “ "
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axe the negation of analytic statements which are trug a
* priozls Moreover, Theodore Drange sttempts to prove that
the ncgetions of type crossinéa are meaningful by way of
their being tfues But the sentencos being meaningful is the
prerequlsite condition of its being tiue but not vice versas

The concept of meaninglessness io not raducible
Into the concept of Halolly is alse evidant £rom the poetic
uaes of languages In postry thexe oScurs neany expregsions
which are gamantically incorrzect and therefore meaningless,
In poetry we f£ind many insﬁanCes of smich semantic vielations
fosming sémnge hut interesting sesthetic imagess Talia Dylen
Thomas's phrase ¥a grief ego" as en exenploe "ARY 1o a vozd
orainarily used with words specified by some temporal feature s
"a week zco®, Yan hour agy”, "a wonth age”®, Y4 century ago"
but not o table ago®, ®a drosn ago” oz Ty mbther ago"e When
Thomas usoed the word * Qr.‘-'ieﬁ?' with ®ago”® he was adding probably
a @uzevional time feature to the word for poctic effect. But
poctsy co never be said o ke falses Though it can be
meaningloss of nonsenge. 90 the concept of £alsity end the

meaninglegsness 4s not the samo concapte

There aze other sentences which sound 1iké Engligh
sentencen but make no gense at all bocause they includo some
words which have no meeaning, thoy azxc “uninteipreteble®, One

can only intexprat than if one impose gomo meaning Sor eech



meaningless or nonscnse words Lewls Carzoll's ©Jabberwocky®
is probably the most famoug poem in which nost of the c@ni‘:éxt
vords have no mesning = they do uot exist in eny of the
Engligh iexdcon of the vorld, ¥Yet all thoe sentences cound as
if they era the perfect Bnglish sentences

fa took his vorpal sword in hend,

Long time the menxome foe he scughts
So rested he by the Tumtum tree,

And stood a while in thought.

Or tske som® lines from Sukumar Rey's The Blighty Cowe

A very strange bird is the Blightﬁ con
You ean see him at Hamu's office nows

Be has dresmy cyes in o very iong fece,
His zleek block curls are neatly in pleace,

We €o not know vhat the wozd ‘vorpsl® end "the Blighty cou®
umess, He ¢mn say thet the sentence in which the wopds
like *vorpel' and 'the Blidghty cow' oCcurs are meaningless

but never say that they are falses

From the above discussions it may be said that the
concept of neminglessness and the concept of falsity are two
different concepts. 8o there may not azise my question of
redueing mesninglessness into falsity or cheracterizing
nezningless as false. Attenpt of charecterizing me;migglggs

as false may pot be svccessful.

28 5% 8 3. %
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SUMMARY AND CONCIUS bLejiy

;lrfe. become desirous of studying lmquage carefully

-. bacause meace certain linguistic impasses vhich are

often slleged to be dueo to *misuse of language’s Neaingless
sentences also sometimes generate £rom this misuse of
langum Misuse may be of different sortgs. Categorye
mistake, ungremmeticality, using bad metaphor all are the
regulte of this misuse of language, There are sone cXpre=
ssions,’ Bovever artificigl, about whose meaninglessness we
can all ogrees Tor cxanple,

1, The theory of relativity is blue

2¢ Number 5 weichs more thon number 6
3. Socrates is g prime aunber

4e Fraognace is as high as sky scrapor
Se Saturdasy is 4n bed

6« Theoxy is but not,

“The chove éentemes,. gt lcast come of them, can be
interpreted to be meaningful of course i€ the rules md
conventions of Znglish language change or if differamt
interpretations are given to these sentences in aifferent
situgtionss Dut in the existing mules and conventions of
English longuage and in the normal interpretation they are
meaningloags Uhether a Dentence is mesningful or nemingless
is to e 5uéged only with regpect to the cxisting mies ang
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conventions governing the usageixm'guage. 8o it is logically
posoible that a new usage could be found for a meaningless
sentence - o new usage vhich would satisfy the criterion of
meaningfulneas, The sentence “The theoory of ralativity is
biué" could be interpreted as ineaningﬁ:l in the fb"lmtﬁng
nmanners. Suppose in a sclentific institution all the dats

on the scicntific theories have been kept in o coloured

£iles %<he data on the relativity theory is kept in a biue
£ile. | One day a scientific officer cdomes to the imstitution
and askg - for the filc om relativity theorys ©One may help him
to locate the corvect file by saying "Tho theory of relativity
is blud's "Saturdey is in bed® can be a meaningful sentence
i€ someone named his child *Saturdey”. In certain societies
of Indiy, chilaren are named after the day of thelr bizth,

‘There are some sentences, althouch they are perfectly
grawiaticsl, controversics are thers mmong philosophers as to
uvhether thoy are meaningless by meaningful. Philosophors
pogsessing different beliefs and world vicws would interprot

these séntences differently. Take some cxanples 3

1 The Absolute is perfect
2¢ GoQ exists

3. Mind and body exists.
¢ Limc has g beginning.
5« Socrates exists

6e Bverything ic complex.
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Although these sentences are grammatically correct
they are not universally eccepted ogs instantes of meaningful
pantences. This is because g language user may look at the
vorld differantliys The possibility of sincore use of
languageé is predetermined by some definite world cutiock.
Again it io not correct to think that eoch indlvidual
possesses one and only one vorldeview or system of beliefs,
The'worldwwiew of a lancuage user somctimes becomGg a
dotemining facter as to whether a sentence ie measningful or
nots Foscortes bolicf that world of bodies is essentially
distinct £rom the ming because one can doubt the axistence
of the exteinal world including his body but not to his mind:
led him to the view that there exizt both physical substance
and mental substance. But to Ryle *World of bodies and minds
exist® makes no sepse. Minds and bodles are so distinct in
nature thot they can not be tbg’eﬁhexf said to exicste

In our evaryday speech the use of the tem “neaninge
less" is not altogether ohsent. In everyday speech wéa say
gonet ines thet “Life is meaningless®s Hore we use the tem
“mémﬁzngless“‘ to rean “without importancd®, *purpose® or
fyalue®s Dut we are not concorned here with these uges of
“meaninglesoness®s e are concerned rather with the meaning-
lesmg;ss of o sentence, And it is the typical business of the
pallosopher and of tho poot- to conCem thangelves with the
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neaninglegs ag:egsigns. o scientific writing the spplie
cation of tha concept of meeninglessness is almost sboent.
In scientifie urpiting there are no doubt words and sontences,
© thege wo2ds are of no intringic importancs, refercice
made by the vords axe all importants Scientists clways tey
‘o restrict their words to purcly symbolic usc bocause of
thelr clarity and precision. In poetry and in philosophy
the mediun is all dmportant, The problem ©£ meaninglessness
| arises there vhenover "vays of saying® or 'medium of saving® -

io t&ken to ba identicel with 'vhat is said'e

Immediately tize dispute arises sbout what is and |
what is not meaningless, Is there any genezal ¢ riterion for
aiétinguiehﬂng what is meming’less £rom what is meeningful 2
Maﬁy attempts have been made to farmulate an adequate general
. critorion to set‘tle the d,.spute about wvhat is and uhat is not
meaninglesss Different theorxies of meaning may be adepted for
this puposes éaccording o the truth conditional thoorist the
capabllity of giving tmth condition of a sentence is the
guareptos of its meaningfulness. So i€ orne is incepable of
giving truth condition of a sentence that would detcxf;nine that
the sen{tegnce is meaningless, While to the veriﬂcati@pigt ,
unverifiability in principle is the criterion of a sentence’s .
being mémingiess._ The ?»-ahegéry-mistake argument gtates that
a santeﬁce is meaningless if it bresks tho type or catégory
restrictions. Some philosophers, however, £ind some
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interesting comncction batyeen metaphor and memingglessﬁés#
becouse metephorical use is based on tho concept of -
category-mistake argument. But unfortunately the gemeral
criteria of meminglessness are all inadequates |

2z then the concept of meaninglessness a useless
concept ¢ Should we not cease using the concept of MeaIngw
legsness ? “It can be aaid in this context that not ondy in
pPhilosophy but also in our everyday use of imnguage we &
use a varicty of conCepts £or which no general critorion
cen Do onmumerated, When one remarks that ®*life ia a dremm®
is o booutiful expression” he moy not have shy gencrsal
criterion of vsing the concept 'beautiful’s That does not
mean thot we abandon the concept ‘beautiful'se The sane may
be true in the case of mecaninglessness. Morcover most of
the basic concepts of philosophy like Yimowledge®s *trutht,
*folsity®, 'validity®, *invalidity® lack my geéneral cx:itexion
of their goplicstion. There is a contmversy as to vhat is
knovledges then a statcanent is true or £alse, valid or invalid.
Now i€ dpe to the leck of a generel criterion for these concepts
they have to be sbondoned from the philosophical discourse then |
doubt may ‘czreep in whether ahything rausins ag -philosaphik:al,
concepts or note Ltk of any general criterion or test is no
way & sufficient riason to stop uésing the concept{ag) in
quostions Moreover it may be said that none of the criteria
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given by the philosopher for distinguishing meaningless
sentence fxon the meaningful ocnes Is scparstely sufficient
for understanding the meaninglessnegs of all sentencese

There is no sdngle eriterion which would cover ‘all cases

of necningleas expressions. Thore are only separate orrors
such oo ucing sentences outside a given context, mixing up
‘categérieé_s,f‘ contradicting one self, usiag untranclatabie
netaphor, cxpression which lack trath-condition, not vorificble
or confimable by e’xpe:iem:e and g0 One We can group all
these sentences together and call them all ‘meaningloss'e

Wie can ghow that & sentence is meaningless by using whatever
argument is requircd by the case in hand instead of using one

general argumont.

tihstevor may be the reasons for generstion of
neaminoless gentences the possibility of generation of me.a;ping-
less sentences are inherent in the ‘general nature or charace
teristic festures of -languages They are not just ertificiglly
fommalatcd by the philosophers This follous. £rom the simplo
£fact that human language is creatives Langpage 4s hichly
compositional in neture. e leam only limited number of words
end by their difforent combination we compose infinite number
of cantences mot even heapd bofores We possess the skill 1’:@
genergte now sentences and to interprete uhat these new
sentences neds *his may call the glggticity or flexibility

of our undorstandinges Our understanding of the words and the
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syntocticdl rules of their combination help us to identify
the meaning of now sentences. M composing the sentence

uo cnjoy certain degrees of freedom, hich degres of freedom

in come diccourse. And vhere there is £rocdom thore is also
the poscibility of misuse of this freedom, &g a resuls
gbsurd or meaningless ‘sentences generate. -Sentonce is made
up with woXds and every vords has its definite logic, logic
of its spplication in the sentences, Understanding the proper
function of the words snd thelr proper application (in forming

a sentence) encbles ue te eonstruct a meaningful séﬂtence.u

Scme ghilostohers like Grice of course trics 4o
egtdlicsh that meaning is pf:iraariiy a ngtter o intention
what the cpeaker wants to say‘by uttering the centence is
mogt importont in detemining the meaningfuiness of a centence,
&caﬁ;ding to this communication=-intention theorist languade is
no doubt o metter @f miles erd conventions but the zules ang
conventions should be understood only in zeforence to the
concept of commniCation-intention == the intention which
the speaker wamts to communicste to hic hcarer. ©ne objection
sgalnst this view is that ong cannot know the beliefz andg
intenticns of enother in advance of understanding his Language.
It is true that vhen someone says somcthing he aluays attempts
to communicate something to his hearef, he utters the sentence
uith some intention but in detemining the meaningfulness of
a sentence not only the intention of the gpeaker but the
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linguistic medium of making clear this intention should
be equally emphasiged,

One way to express the difference betwesn the sounds
that animal make in different gituation ond the sentences nan
usep Is that man applies language with the intention to perform
this or that speech att (the performance of illocutionary scts)
while the sounds of the animal may be regarded only ag stimuluse
<~£83poNse processs Parrxot may.b@ capeble of uttering sentences
by listening than repeatedly but in uttering the sentence
parrots sctually says nothing. Parrot uttors the sentences
habltually and blankly, they & not perfomm any spesch act
like making a promise, as”k & question, issue commonds and
o0 one HMHoxcover we live in the world of wwords. We talk even
to ourselves (soliloquizing« Ho other animsl ever & this.
What distinguishes men f£rom sny other andmals is the possession
of an unicque lancuage. Besides these, @imal never mistske in
their communication. They can only shou some deficiency ox
slip due to their unfitness of gpeech orgsn. But *mistake?,
‘vrong’, ‘incorrect?, ‘sbsurd’, ‘meaningless’, all these arve
relovant conCopts of human language. For human language is
highly complcx and compositional in nature,

From the doove discussion it seems that the concept
of meaninglessness is an important concept of philosophy of
language. ‘*Meaningless’ is as genuine a tom as *cood’, *bad’,
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'txuth?, "’lfalsity‘i. and 9o one ‘Meoningless' is an addie
tional word in the vocabulary of appraisals

Some philosophers of course do not want to give a

great importance to the éom:ept of meaninglessness becmuse

those vhe maintain that thoe concept of meminglessness can

be redquced into falsity of scme kind and so on, commit a

great mistake e the.; nistake of making no difference between
senﬁencea end propositions or statanents. Propositions or
statenents must be distinguiﬁheﬁ fmm the sentences. Sentenées
are wsed to express the pmpcsition as in the sme way as
nwnozolo are uged to e.fcpress numbars. "‘he baare: of tmth-values
is propas;a.ts.on vhich is expressed by the maems.ngﬁxx sentence.
Meeningless sentence des mot express eny proposition. It
mokes no sense to ask the cuestion whether this orx that
sentence 45 true or falée_,. 8o ‘meaningiesmesa" and *falsity’
doas not belong to tﬁe smme level of gppraisal and may not

be reduced one into another. o

I£ the gtove anglysis of the concept of meaningfultniess
and me@ingless?/\egsre correct, then we can dray some interesting
conclusions dhout thame
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(1) One among many things that a philosopher finds
very i:’ite:estiﬁéy doout languzge is that we say something or
communicate ;smeﬁhing by using it. Ve éamot have a proper
understanding of the nature of ocur language and of the nature
of communication if wo are igporant about what makes some
linguistic ezpressions meaningful as distinguished £xom otherx
which oro meaninglegss, Significance of language is the most
z‘fuﬁﬁanéital iszsue of philosophy of languages The q;zmtien of
significenco does not arise sbout things like mountain, river,
sea @nd s0 on, but only sbout language whicli is a man made
phenomenon, A river or mountain may have significance in
some other sense not in the sense in which a liacuistic
expression can have a significance, & mountaln or river nay
have simificance from the geogrephical polnt of view for
exaple, a meuntain ox a river may?separm:e two states cﬁe
from the other. Here 'Significance’ memis hoving soba Y
*geographicsl volut’e " A proper account of the ﬁmctwn of
sionification in = language is possikle vhere the signified,
the signifier and the linguistic medivn or sign gyStem fomed

a structural unity.

{2) The concept of meaningfulness end meaningless-

ness is zclated with our ggys of uynder

tlc have ¢laossified the discrote claments of the world into
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different catcgorics for convenionce of our understanding.
Thic clagsification is of different orders and levels
depending on different degrees of sophistication in
understanding one wents to attaines And it has becone a
convention to take the world in a particular wagye Classie
fication ic the gbility to discover likeness betwcen the
saeningly uwrilike objeets, %here are cortain principles of
classification which ve have to follow wvhen we classify
gomeéthing, HMecmbers of the some category must have sone
commen charactexistics, although in gome other respects they
can have sone dissimilarities, Classificsztion is the means

" we use to make gense out of the unorgenized world, Uo
classify contitles into two kinds such as physical or material
entities end abstract entitles. We 2150 moke classification
anong t?}ev properties qf things such as paysical or material
propertics and shstyact or mental proparticse So the sontence
1ike "virtue is square® and the "shape of hsppiness is round®
soens quite o&d and meaningless to our common understanding,
to our z;z'esent conceptual framework, But 1f the principles
o¥ wmechanism @é divigion or clagsification change what geens

meaningful nov may sppear as meamingless, while what geems as

meaningless now may appear as meaningful in <he changed

Maehsngfuln'ess and meaninglessness is wvery much related with
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mechaniam of understanding the universe of discourses

(3) & sentence is the production of three basic
components. These are the phonological component, syntactie
component ond the semantic component. ?x:asence of only one
of the components in a sentence, however, &es not give ény
guarantee that the sentence is meaningful, These three
clements should have to be present simultancously for a
sentence's being a meaningful unit of language. Phonological,
syntectic and semantic components are internally related to
each other and form an integrated wholes

&lthough lenguage is primesily a system of phonectic
symbols every sequence of phonetic symbols are not pemmissible.
Language is phonemic 4o charecter, Phoncnes are kuilt up
arbitrarily. We have selected some arrangements of phonetice
symbol &3 the uwnanalyzeble unit of laagucge or @5 thae meaningful
gyabols of refercnce while reject scmo othar, The sdcnificant
structurs of language also depends on the sequence of the .
phonetic oynbols, Syntcetic component orgmizes cuch sownd
unitg inko préper santontial or fommal structurass Scmantical
componont, howovel .cgarat’e u'pan' them to detemine theix
neanings Samantic component gives the fomal structurae an

interpretation,

H genteonce may be literaolly meesmingless ales due to

thegg throo f20t0rs - due o the inproper application of these
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c@mpenents—.y One may deny to use only the canventionélly‘
fized lcexical items as a neaninginl gymbol of reforonce.

I£ he grranged the phonetic symbols in this orderx like *dgot
instead of *dog® then this would be merely an cmpty sound
and vould signify nothing and the gentence in vhich this
inproper phonems would present alse be mosninglesss &
asentence may Lo meaningless syntacticallye. Syntectic gules
is concerned solely with the relationships botween the siogns.
“Theory is but® is en instence of such syntactically meaninge
logs Sentcnces It violates the rules of generating the
formal ctructure of a sentences. ‘A gentence gy also be
semantically anomalous or meaningiesse A scmantic mle is
simply o cenventional assceistion betucen some clement of
ionguage ond some elanment of the worlde %heo sentence *The
scufxa of & sitar is green” is semantically snomalous and
hence meaningless because the sound is not the kind of entity

thet can have a colour 1ike greens

£4 Ve may divide meepingless oY nonsense axpressiong
into aifforent typese In doing o we mey procecd LXom some
uncontroversial cegses of meaninglegs cipressions €o scme
contrmeversial cnes.
(i) Nomsense as gibberish where we can £ind neithor familise

syntgg nor familiar vocsbulary |

(o) Grilisng barpfanslaw

() abracadzbas
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(11) Vocgbulary nonsense = expression which contains encugh
£amilier words and familiar syntax or grammar but
containg some unfamiliar or untranslgtable VQcabu;arg‘
(untrenslateble into familisr vocabulary)e

{2) The psbble who has no toes. (Edyerd Leax)
(p) He tock his vorpal swerd in hand. (hewis Carroll)

{i1i) Nonzence &3 random arrangement of familiar wordse
They are ungrenmaticsl or syntactically Incorxzect
and henCe gemantically mceaningless @isoes They may be
properly called as 'nonsense string of words' ingtead
of *nonsense sentence’ bécause they may not be
regarded as a sentence in the strict -senseqj
(20 Caot mat betwcen is are
{b) Trheory is but.

{iv) Mecaningless sentences which ate well-formed uk
involved a category mistale 0F crocsing O Lypests
() Theory of relativity is blue
(b} Smells are loud '

{v) Scntences vhich are mesningless due to coatradiction.
{g) Hg is married but bechelor

() Txiangles arve three sided figure and not
thregsided figure,



‘s 1343

{vi) Sentonces vhich seams meaningless which respect

to same specific conceptual framowork or backgsound,

(& ind and body exists
{t) No material things exist,

) Phillogophers are not very much interested in the
typtgzmnsemsa exempiificd in (1) « (1i1), Nonsenso of the
type (iv) « (vil) fascinato the philocopher very mucha

There are controversies anong philosophens as to vhat éheuld
be the dzcisive foctor in deteanining whethor a sentence
dnvolves a category mistake ox nod, whcether contradictions
are meaningless of not, There is also disagreement avong
philosophers as to whether sentences 1like ®mind and body
oxlsts®, “No materisl things exist® are meoningless or not.

This has been discussed throughout the thesig.

(5) Meaningless sentenco should be distinguished
£rom the moaningless use of a sentances. UYse of a nogmol
sentence nay appesr devient or meaningless because it is
ingppropriate or has no rel@aﬂcé to a particuler contexte
For aiampla to say "Best of iuck’" when sumeone is going to
sleep., It is the meaningless sentence and am: itc :nons';msical
use vhich gtens from bresking the linguistic rules govermmning

the construction of well-fomed sentenCeses A linguistically
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pericct sontenca ¢an be used meaninglesgly when it hag
no relovance to tho context. So the distinction betweon
meoningfulness and meaninglessness can be o digtinction

betueen thce uses of the sentence,

2 3 38 3 3% 8
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