CHAPTER-V
THE POSSIBH_ITY OF MEANING AND MEANINGLESSNESS




Language is a systen consisting of dlfferent
1inguistic categories such as names, predicates, connectives,
cquentifiors and thedr rolation to cach others Simon

Blackburn .e@s ]

The geal of gystaastic, compogitiondl
somantics is to form a vicw about how
bost €0 deseribe the functioning of
individual tenns in sentences and how
to describe how glven this functioning
of thelir parts, sentences come to have
the neanings they & <. a compositional
senontics would form the “core® of o

rhilosephy of language.l

sible is an important problem of philosophy

of lsngaage ond this problem is closely related with the
problen of meaningfulness and meaninglescness. For how

Lot us see hm»imem:ing is possible or how one. can

understand o new sentence, Compctent or native speckers of

i Simon Dlockburn, W Clarenden Press,
Oxford, 1984, pPp«9-10,
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any lancguege are pot rostricted to use only previously
Imouwn sentmces, Lancuage is not the aggregate of all
oEds ok 4ll gentonces which have in £act beon olready
uttereds, With the help of finlte number of vocabulary
atd the rules of their combination we generate infinite
nunber of now sentences we never heard before. Oux
undorstanding of the words and the syntax enables us to
undorotand the meaning of new sentances. $o we have to
understand £irst yh o 1D

0f mles S ordering those words. Finding out what the
words & is to ucke a distinction between various categories

g nd gecondly, tho set

or types of oxpression, for example, subjeocts, predicates,
connectives, quantifiers and go on and to describe the function

o€ cxprescions of those categoriess

There are of course some philesopher who soys
that only contencegs een have neaning, The wrd neaning
ghould be dotemined only in the contaxt of a centonces It
soams that though the exact meaning of a wId of more properly
the exam: demBe of a word, 1S detemincd in the context of
a pertiocnlar senténce or utterance @f a particular sehtencq,
at least a vague or aninexact sense of a word can be g:asgeé
vithout looking for it in a sentence. loresver, a sentence

11y hos o cortain stxucture. YStructure® implics

 Henle statch~
thot what is gtructured has some definite parts vhich must
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have gone definite functions. Let us discuss what the
Jdifforent ports of the sentence €egs subjocts, predicates
do or vhot linguistic functlons are performed by the
different linguistic categories iikte subject expression,

prodicate exprossion and &0 Ohs

We commonly use expressions of gome kind to
identify ox refor to some individual, a gtoup of individuals,
caortain place, certain process and so one Strawson calls
this way of using cupressions the ‘unicusly referxing use'l.-i
Tho cuprescions genegelly used for referring or identitying
the objects are the properx names like *Washington’, *Mary’,
‘Silvia's pronocuns like *he’, ‘she’, *you®, 'they’, *it*, *I* ane
the 1ike; Singulor tems like *the morning ster’, 'the £irst
tughal Smperor®, 'The man who first land in the moon's the
demongtrative pronouns like "this!, ‘that®, "these’, *those'.
The vioy that cxpressicns of tho above types have only
zeferzing use is pot wvithout controversy. &ccording to
Prego somio descriptive eleaments, thot ig, the senso of a
nane, is olso the part of its meaning. In addition %o
zoforance, nameg must havo sense also. Othorwise any two

nanes of tho same referent would have the sane Reming.

(1) WEho Morning star is the Evening Star® wuld mean
(2) The M@rning ctar is the mxnmg in go £ar as their

T PuFaStrenuon, Logicoel] . |stic Popors, Methuen & CoeLtds,:
London, ‘1971 Pels. = , .
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referenco is concemods but cccording to Frege {1 wmd

(2) cannot heve the sane meonings It would not ke izvologant
hore to montion that Frege des not moke my difference between
the propor none oG the dafinite descriptionse £ b not want.
to enter into the deep issue whether the view that naues

hove senge is correct or incorrects Tho linguistic categories
1ike nancsg, predicetes etc. have certain logic of their own
dand vhat is that Idgie is certainiy controversiale It can

- bo gaid pdmply that though in uttering gome kind of referring
cipregsiong sone ascriptions of property :’(sane charactaristic
or particulor aspect of the person we arc talking about) are
necesgsarily involved with the refercnce,. thay are not the
p:ﬁma:sr concern of using a refarrﬂng »expmssien.‘  Or more
properly the characteristicls) of ?»:hé person is not tﬁé |
gubjcctematter of discusedon in that particular context, If
50, then in addition to that (those) charecteristic(s) something
more would not be gald in the predicate cupressionge Ve can
illustrote cleatly this point with the help of ‘an example,
Tdka the scatence “Zhe present prime minister of Indie 4s

a cood gpesker™s The subject expression *The present Prime |
Minicster of India® is solely used to identify the person who
iz the progent Prime Minister of India. &lthough some aspects
or charocteristics like *He or she is a leader's ‘He or she
heg boen clected by secret ballot’y *He ox che is the higher
authority of Indla® are implicit in 't:i"ze meaning of the subject
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expressionss But these agpects or characteristics are not
the primc concern #n uttering the above sentence. Tho
expregoion 1s solely used to focus that the person identificd
by tho eézzz:essian *The present Prime Hiﬁistér of India®’ is

a good speaker, Only in case of some controvetoy about the
identificetion of the referent we may take into considerge
tion those featuXes.

| - Predicate axpression generslly classify ozx
characterisc the object identified by the subject expression,
g;ubject @;}pmséian nay be a proper nané. a demonstrative
pronoun or a singulor teme Predicate expressions are whak

yield truth or falsity of a statements. Strawson says 3

The gtatenent or predication as g whole ds
tree just in the case in which the predicate
. torm does in fact apply to (io in foc? "Lrue of°)
the object which the subject temm (identifyingly)
. refeors toe The stetcment ©F preazca“ion as 8
- vhole is £alse just in the case vhere the negetion
' of the predicate term applics to -thaii objoect,:
i.es, the cage vhere tho predicate term can ba
truthfully denied of that objecte?

Thug a prodicste oxoression can be said to be attached with or
£ails to be attached wﬂ.th the subject exprestSione The truth

1 PJF.Strovson, M ' Mathuen & Col.litd,,

London, 1971, DPeBBe
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and falsiby of a statanent completely depends upon thise

- The goove function of the cubject expression aand
£het of the predicate oupression i1.0., refexrring and
characterizing respectively imply the asymetrical relation
betyeen the subject end the predicate expression. Subject
c¥pregsion ¢an never be true of vhereas the predicate can
bes Another asymetrical relation between subject cxpression
and predicate expression can be £onnﬁ in E@S@ect of neqgation.
It ig a iinguistic canvmtlmx that we negezte the predicate
Clploosion Emu not the subjmt a:;;masiem The Yogie behind
this is that by negating the predicate cxpression ve can get
& expression of the same’ £ype wgﬁch contrary zoelations But
byf' neglatiﬁg the subjsmt we get nothing,. aﬁxéfscn calls this
*the thesis of the asymmetry of subjec‘ts and predicates
rogarding nagaticn‘ i ' ‘ '

lzec'i abt ﬁmm the syntactic point of view a simple
ﬁentence ig composaed of two :meedia@:e congtituentes One
.ﬁrmcadiata ﬁ@ns%:ituent iz the nmninal {1F) znd the othex is
+he verbal (VPY. The distinei’:ion he’twem nominals cnd
varbals io intrinsically related with the gesantic category
of subject end px@é&cm The function of referging md
predicating corresponds to the distinction between ﬁha
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nominal (P} and the verbal (VE). Nominel end the verbal
have their intermal syntactic structure dlsoe Yo say |
songthing nemingfully or for am expreasm to be mosningiil
the cpmopricte sauwsntic or syntectic catogories and their
iinesr gtructure must follows This is only nocesbasy
condition bub not sufficient condition of mecaningfulnesse -
Broad gramstical awrangement doss not cssure of meming=
fulnecs, If gramatical pattem could be sufficiently
elaboreted then peshaps méaji:iz*zgfu&rsgéés urrld be cqual to
g&‘:’m&i@:x‘az:&tyg Sthemvise weaningless expression would

ragulte

g is the cage that the meapingfulness eﬁ becr 38
expression is not only dependent on the bmad cetegories
of subjects (NF) and predicates (VF) wnd their functions
but also on theit wéy of combination or on thelr wyay of
being ammgéa.-. The syntaetie structure of a sentence cam
be Sully understood by specifying the ultinote constitucnts
of the s@ﬁm‘ca that is the words ef wiich the sengenee
composed md their linoar ozdeve Modem linguists like
Chongky exploins 'tha linear ordoer of a sentence by a
nathed lmoun as phrase sﬁmtuz:e or _eenstituer;t sLIuCtuLR.
The mothod of phrase structure is anai@gaus to the mothod
of *bracketing’, a exucisl concept of symml*f‘ iogic end
Mathematicss. T The dmportance of this phrage structurse grammar
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1iss in the fact that it ramwves the structural ambiguity
involved in the sentence with the help of bracketing.
Chomsky's fomulation of the phrase structure grammer is
like this &

(1) Sontence—NP + VP

{2) P——T + N

(3) vP— 3 Verb + 0P

(4) T ——> the

(3) 8 —>/ man, ball etc./

(6) Verb—/ hit, took took, look etc../

Thus the sentence “The men hit the ball® which is
a mesningful sentence consists of £i¥st two constituents NP
{the mm) eond VP (hit the ball). The NP further conoists
of T (the) snd N (man)y VP also consists of two further
constitucnts V(hit) end NP (the ballls

in more fomal and gwnersl way it can be sald that
a gentence ig to be callced meaningful if it is derived
accoxding to the phrase structurc rulese The phrase gtructure
rules detcepmine the pogsible or pemissible ordexing of the
given vocamilary to foxm a meaning\ful sentence, %he questi@n
arises, vhether these phragse structure rulcs has the capsbie-
l1ity of producing all the meaningful or well-fomed sentences
of Engligh 2 Although Chomsky was aware of the fact that
thare are langueges which can not be adequately described
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uithin the .-zziarr*ase structure gramar he was not sware wvhether

theora are ceortalin sentonces of English that canmot be gohew

reted by a phrase structurz graymars
Chomsky says

«ws, & woaker, but perfectly sufficicnt

danonatration of inadequecy would be to

ghow . that the theory can apply only

clumsily thet is, to chow that any

gramzar that ca; be constructed in temms

of this theory will be cxtremely complox,

adhog, and "unrevealing . !
Moreover, there are some casas where ot least two enalyses
would result-for a single unambliguous congtruction.  Within
the phrase structufe grammar two shalyses can be given to
the unambiguous sentence "The dog is barking'.

(1) 5P (The dog) + Aux, VP (is - ing) + VP(bark) and
{(11) Hp (the &g) + Copula (iS) + Adjcctive (bazking)

But the second analysis is clearly eocunterintuitive.

Bocauge of the limitations of phrase structure
gremnor Chompky discovers a new level of linguistic structure,
transfomational grammars. A transformational gramuar containg
in addition to tramsfomstionsl rules the phrase structure

1 Noam Chomsky, Synt

T Tho Hogue,.
Mouton 3967, p.34. '
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rules, Zramsformational rules ‘#ransﬁoms one phrase
mavkers into another by adding or delating some elaments
o% by somc placement of the same eclementss Ia the phrase
structure grommar two unrelated phrage structure rules are
required fox the active and the passive fom of the sane
sentence, i“or axmﬁéi& I di@ the work® and "The wotk was
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 |

NP, + Aux,+ V + VPP, + dux + be + en +V + by + N2

p

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 siuple sentences derive from the same underlying
string but £rom different opﬁional_ transformations. "Pig

he murdered John ?". “Dian't he ﬁmrdém{i John 2% “‘J@m was
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not murderod by him®) “Wasn’t John murdered by him#%. “Wasn't
he murdered John?¥ sll these sentences dorive by spplying
different transfomstional rulc to the simple, active
declarative sentence "He muzdered John%. Chomsky calls

thegse last type of sentences as *kemal sentence’,

Semantic and syntactic rulés meke the proper
arranganont cf words « words which belong to differcnt
categgz;ie_s@ Somg words are fche' narne of a purticular thing,
person, end place while some others are the name of some

pProcess and 30 ONe

-Now the question may rige what nmalies 4t tzue that
@ particular word is the name of a perxticular thing process,
place otce ckCe 2 In most eimple way 1t can be sold that

£2.9R. 2o use the mx:a fconvention' in a general scunse
" raises éiﬁﬂcuny. The word ’comention has a subtler

sense for usg than the ordinagy sense liko ‘some ple or

a group of people gather and agresing to take various wordg
to rofor to various things and charscteristics's Language
may oot be conventional in the ordinary gense of the termm,. -
Because any kind of agreament presupposes the already existing
langusge a{nd 4t goes to infinite regresss For this difficulty
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ve will use the mrd "éonvezlltiori’ in a spocial aense - the
sense of 'cﬁcl@teﬂ use's David Lowls tokes the woxd
*convention® in the sense of ‘reqularity's We follow this
*reguiarity’ oxr mcep‘éeﬁ use beCause of ‘our personal
interest, It makeg possible to éomunicat;e our .ideas. our
porsonal necds, to share our feelings and emotions. He
have habiis 0% taking one another in definite ways. Simon
Bx;mkbum‘ i’sws the feiiouing in this context 3 |

Agsegting that e regulszity is conventional

- nesas showing that we need to co-ordinate on
semé feature cut of choice of equally sexvie
cedbla ones, and that the reason ve achere
to one is at least in part, that we cxpect

- others to do the _sanez.;i

Thoze exiots _x;f.ad natural re;atiezi between cextain gounds or
e the thingé signified by the wordss Wordo are |
arbitrarily ond conventionsally mseapuéea by our socicty.
Zhe sigaix‘iicmt remarks of Locke, I think, muld ot ba

irrclevant hiere to mention,

lan though he has great varlety of thoudghts
and cuch from which others og well ag himself
micht receive prfit and delight, yet they are
all within his own breast, invisible and hiddem
from others, oL Can 0f thangelves b made
appoare 7The comfort and advantage of society

1 S:!mcm Blackiarn, 3§readi§ the wordi Clarendon Press,.
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not beiag o be had uithcfut commaication of
ﬁhnght sse FOX this pumne. n@thing was so
£1it, cither fox plenty oxr quickness, es thoce
' articuiate sounds see Thus we may concelve of
: how wvords came to be made use ¢f by men asz tho
sign of their ideasy not by my natural
connexion that is betucen particular articulete”’
sounds ond certain ideas, f£or thea there would
~ be but one language anongst all men, but by a
voluntary imposition whereby such a word is
' “made arbitrarily tho merk of such an idca.t

So it may be said from the ahove discusgion that
to procuce 8 meaniﬁgful expression of & langjage is to follow
a complex mechanigm « g mechanism which ic st least pactly
sattled by the social convention. The rules of semantics
ond syntax of cur leagusge is the gquiding principlc of the
menner we should use onf lenguage. These xules park not
eniﬁ mesningless ead arbitravy resipictions on the pottern
enf combination of tems but mcke the communication possible,
The miles of the language is not so rigid like the rules of
the chess or board games., The complex mechanism of ous
language demends certain degrees of frezdom on the past of
the user of language. &nd there are cvery possibility thet

the user of lamguage may misuse his freedom and as a result

4 John Leczue,t An Lgs , '
© Vole XI, Book III. Chapter 1%, paxra. 1. 11, 2.
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meaningloos axprogsions resulte Usor of the langusge can
miguge his Ezeedam only unknowlingly because no one want t©
produce meoningless expression deliberately cxcept some
cases vhege they ave artificially produced to make a ,
contrast 'with neaningless expressions like "Saturdey is
in bed®, “Socraotes is a prime number® and so one

-

& B ¢ &8 & 3



