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Chapter VII
" 'HUMAN LANGUAGE AND_MEANINGLESSNESS '

- The compositional feature of language distine-
guishes hwnan language from animal 1anguage which in
@ther respect showe s:l.gns of apparent intelligence.
Comunication signals of animals are usual.ly highly

Coa

ster&typed.
Haiiﬂ:s.‘d‘ay @ Slater says‘.--

In Maﬂy cagses one of the moet mportant
‘pleces of information that they transm.it
is the species of the signallaz:. ‘I‘his is
.¢xuclal, for exesmple. Wheh an animal is
- advertising for a mates Such s;’.gnals have
to gopfofm ‘to precise rules’ absqlut‘ely
common throughout the spécies. Any ind@ivie
. dual- that . diverges from these rules will ba

best rejected by members of the opposite
' sex as possibly belenging to ‘another species
with which hybridisatiova would be. disaavantageous} '

When animals communicate with each othex: information of
Variouo different sorts passes between than a. signal

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

1 Z.RRal1IGey ana Bu2u5, Slotor, dniel Behevious
. Vole2, Blackwell Scilentific publications, 1983, pe2e
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the outgids world, “as ' the bees 'cc{'zigrgurz’icfat,e}‘ ‘Inforation
concemming the lofstion of nectarbearing flowers to 6ther
members of the hives . They communicate by their specific. .
dance, The dance indicates the direction,  distance and
the natie of the good. Bees have two specific dances,
the round dance and the wéggle dance. ~The xound dance is
used generally when the food is less then 50 met¥es £rom
<he hives ?or food sources at greater distances the waggle

dance is performéd,: :The- essence of animal coxmnunication is

-&:hat one - anzmal im?luences another in gome wsy. -But can the

bee dance be. made in the absence of these state of affairs ?

Oy can it- refer to a potential stat@ of. af fairs ? ‘No animal

J.anguage, not only the bee dance. cm ba made in the absence -

of state o£ affai.rs cr it can not refex to a potential state

of affairs. - 8.K.Langer ranarks,

0f 211 borﬁ"'creatuﬁés,' 'max:l is the bniy one ..
that camol: 1ive by bicead aloxzé. , He Mves
s always between fact and’ :Eiction. E‘or
Ihe sees not only actualities but meanings...
"By the agency of symbols - marks, words,
- mental Images,  and icon of all sorte « he-
 .cen hold his ideas for ‘céntempla'tiori ‘long
g ' after their original causes have passed
| ewa¥ies By associating symbols in ‘his mind
he combines things wma events ‘that were
'never together in the real world.

1 Susanne K.L'anger. “From The I'.ord of Creation’“, in_l;gg;l_._g
and Rhetowle, edited by James William Johnson, The =
Macmillan Company, New York, 1968, pp.286=87. |
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There 48 no evidence that animals are able té project
their language into nonimnediéte situations, which is a
characteristic of all humen speech, be they orsal or
written, gestural or symbolic. This makes us guestion
whether the animal communicative process meets the
criterig of language. According to S.K.Langer, those
who maintein that animal possesses language, makes &
mi‘:‘{stake‘ﬁ mistake in making- no difference between gigns
and symbolge All intelligent animals use signs, not
symbols, #And "the essence of language is symbolic,' not
signific* i says Langer. The difference between a sign
and a syﬁ:bol is that a sign always refers to existing

réag_ity' but a symbol may be DI, ;
3l t:og ether, Or in other words we can represent a
reality only symbolicallys A&s a result we f£ind the
complex gymbolic structure of poetxy, literature which is
only the product of human mind and is altogether absent

in snimal communicative process.

Another feature which makes us doubtful whether

animal communicative process meets the criteria of language

is that animal never commit mi: n _their
They ¢er‘i”anly show some deficliency or sl:!.ﬁ é&}e to their
unfitness of speech oi:gazgi,.; Az the Supposeé signél of
subhumen species are highly stereotyped and has a distincs
tive marxk;, their prbéess of communication are never wrongs
Each of Vt‘he signals p;c@c'edr-by aﬁy an:l.t_nai seems .;‘to be the

1 Ibidy, Pe294e
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"response to a definite and distinct set of stimuli given
:Ln the emrimnment outside h:!.m. Their behaviour is mostly
detennined by the envimnment. So there is no ‘freedom in
| their cormnunicative aystem. 'Ag thefe 15 no freedom of

' v@:pression there is no scope of being wrong or maké a

’. mistake in their communication. 'I‘hay cannot usé unlearned
| expressicns. But language is a sbehtmegusﬂproces‘a.; It
sh_oul‘d not b‘e externally guided. ' Thé freedom of expression
'w,hich”w?e enjoy in s given language entails the freedom of
being wrong of incorrect in our usage of it, may be it is
-gz.ammaf'icéliy. emantically or contingently wrongs

| Concepts 1:!.ke 'migtake PR :

1g;ggggg whet:geg thex are dg erat te, Eatho;og;‘cg, r _due
to. mme canﬁsiog. g For human language is creative in
nature. §nd this ’creative aéxiec:’t of language use', the

| dzsp;anciiéely human ability to express new thoughts and to
undexstand completely néw expressions which he never heard
before is the striking pmperty of humen language. It may
‘be sald that this ability, the ability to express new
thoughts and to understand completely new . expressions,

_ .egnnot be detected in an mdmal wbich in other r.:espects

- sh«;owsué\iggg of spparent ;ﬁte‘liigéhéé exceeding those of

a human, even tho@gil- sﬁch an organism ot mas':':h_ine might be
~ag fully endoved as a human with the physiological organs
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| necessaw to pmduce speach. S‘ysténs of  animal comrmmica-
tion are mostly cloSQd. They sené only a finite numbe r of
‘messages with def;lnite m@aning'. Althaugh “the intens.ity of
the body movements. of bees are subjes:t to ‘infinite variation
' 4% can not be sald creativa, By 'creativity' we mean ability
“ to construct new combinstions of discrete units snd not the
 continuous variation of a definite. signalling sys‘cm. And
“'this crestive pmcess is exlicitly found in human language,
" specially in ‘natural lmguage. language which ie used in
ordinary discourse.r in :Eriendly 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 ?
hat. :!.s the éistincf:ion between natural or formal 1anguage R
Is there no rules or convett ions in nai:ural language ? a1l
these questions have important baarings upon the problan of
the &stinct:!.on between meaningfv.uness and meaninglessness.

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

Dmocri.tus, Epicuru.s, Rcusseau wer:e the creators
of the biological theor:!.es of. the orig:l.n oE language.
Aceorgiing to them soci.al £act of»apeech hag its -general -
biologicél cause, . Democri.tus £4¥at. expcounded the ‘thasis
: tharh human speech o:‘ig:!.na*es in cemain :sounds of a merely

emotional cha::acter and ave not a"speciﬂic property of man,

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

the stmcture of human 1enguage makes a radical problan in
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‘ accepting the thesis tha‘t human speech oxiginates ira

& aaz'tain sozmds of ‘a merea.y @notianal nas':ure@ The atmctu:e

of human language reveals the difﬁgrence between emotional

’ and pmpositional language. Mr, and Mrs. Yerks suggests. )

" Although evidence of ﬁée “of‘ thé'voicé and
of definite word = like sounds.to: symkolige
- feslings, and possibly alsgo iﬂeas." bezomes
.incz:easinqu abundant from J.emur to ape, no
one of the infrashuman’ primates exhibits a

sy.:hcmatizabion of vecal sy.nbols wnic:h may
approximately be described as speech.

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

the lowest 8% ages of his culture psssessed merely emotional

: language oxr 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

enimal communicate but they can not be said to have a

languages’ Iaanguage and communicat.ion ax:e not identica;.

‘The wo"d ‘cormnunicat:l.on' has a numbar c>~c aifferent meanings.

Canmunication can be taken to mean the sharing of anything.
Animal communicatian can be defined as the tz.‘ansmission of

a .,ignal z:z:om @ne animal to another such that the scnder

1 R.M,Yerks and &.»H.Yerks".' The Great Apeg,! ?al:e"
University Press, New Haven, 1929, ps 569.
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‘ ‘bmafa.ts generally fr:om ‘the response of the rece:hpiant. :
- Commun:.cat:e.on is one of the possible uses of languagea |
Language can be uaed for soliquizing also which is
ccxrpletely absent in an:unal worldq |

- I have mentn.oned that hmnan language is creative
in nature and that this creative. use is axplicitly present |
in natuz'al 1anguage and almost absen‘c :I.n formal language.
 Why this :l.s so can be made explic:u: by making a distmction
between arhificial 1anguage and natural 1anguage. Arta.ficial
language i.s v_,arioua;y called fomal language; logical
-laqgua'ge. :Ldea’]; language and 'so";o‘n.‘ -

Accozding to some 1inguists and logicians formal

_,ﬂ.anguages are the :l.deal or proper raani::estation of the.

3.an aga. Paul ziff says.

| Cha:cacteriatically a fonnal language ig
constituted by a precisely specifiable
et of expressions and various perﬁect
ru;i,as for their man:!.pulat:.on. combination
and interpretation. In consequence, in

- contrast. with any natural language. a

X fmmal logic: and formal languages in
genewal appear to have: the. undeniable
‘_vi;ft;;es qr preci,s.mn'and clarit;y.l

'3 Paul Ziﬁf, "Natural and Formal laanguagas“ in _L_gm
.@nd Philogophy, .edited by S.Hook. New York University
Press, 1969, p.223 o .
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- contrast, natuxal language is full of anbiguities. The
anbiguity of natural lauguaga it can be saié :!.s its merit

' And these anbiguities are generally ::esolved by nonlinguistic

| me.ans_... The -.context of, the utterame may resolye_the anbiguity |
'invbiir:ia'd in the utterance, In most contexts someone who

; knows English win have no troubla resolving the anbiguity
involved in the utterances. ‘ “Now I can see what yeu are

| talk:mg about" which is ambiguous between

(1) "Now T.indexstand what you vete talking about®
(:Li) "Now I have caugh‘t sight of what yeu wer@ talking
doouts!™

Sometimes a jsenteﬁce may be ambiguous because of lts grammati-
cal strycture. Fox éxample, “Flying planss can be dangerous®

is ambiguous between

-{i) "Plying planes are sometimes dgngérous“

(ii.) “Ife, can be _dmg_e‘mu‘s_ tgﬁ fly a p',lvme”.-

We can disaubiguate these anbigucus sentences by attending
to the dmmediate linguistic context of utterance. Foxmal
lmguages-ignora the -realities o£ the contaXte i it is true
that vaguemess or anbigus.ty are somet.lmes digadvantageous

- im the situation wheze clarity and precisi@n are the guiding
interest‘s, Eut in many situations clarity and precigion is

- net emughg;."l‘w;é raquire vague, e:r«;higuou‘s. and suggestive
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language in order to cope with the diverse complex

A great difference between a formal language
and a natural language can be traced in the respect of
vocabularies of each language and their word-senses.
Paul Zif£f says,

A vocabulary may be. thought of as. constituted
by a £1nite explicit s‘ccre of words %:ogether
with a set (possibly null) of morphclogically
productive devicese ‘Congider a for:mal
language, the vords of which are.'x!, 'x" ‘

1% Yeie o thus an infinite numbvr oﬁ worcls.
The- vocabulary of this language is then
constituted by an emlic.!.t ‘store of one wo:.d.
'x', and g recursive device fof the further

production of infinitely many weﬂds‘jf,

The vocabulary of the natural 1anguages. in contrast,! whether
it be English, Bengali or: Geman. are not specixiable in this
manners Every natural language :l.s the pmduct:.on Qf infinite
combination of infinite explic:.t and :melicit vocabularies. i
Mo reovex,: the words csf tha natural 1anguages have differ:ent
senses. Po:!.ysemy (several senses of a single word) is an '

essential feature of any natuvral 1anguage. #That dog is

1 Peul 2Ziff, Ibide, pe230s
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devoted to his 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 word
"master" ig used in four different senses. In the first
expression it is used in the sense of male owner of é doge
"Master" ig used in the second sentence in the sense of
superlor or gkilful artist, in the third sentence it is

uged in the holder of the second University degree and in
the fourth séntence "master' is used as a title used for
boys too young to be called Mr., The expressions of a fomal
lenguage are generally required to bhe monogemous because its
ultimste aim is the precision, clarity and consistencys The
semantic rules of the formal language specify what mésning
o denotation is to be attached to certain elements of the
vocabulary. So there is no scope of expression’s beinq'
vague, ambiguous or imprecise. And there is only the limited
scope of expressions being erronecus ok meaningleéss in fomal
'J;_,anguagea where the speaker or writer is ignorant sbout the
rules of formal languages or where hig memory fails. Let us
take an éxample. There are distinctive rules for the proof

of this argument s

1. () (Hz > ~ Px)

2. (0 (Gx > HO/ . (GxD~ Px)
3. (Hyo ~Py) i, UI '

4, (Gy o Hy) 2, UI



3 105 s

Se (Gy o ~ Py) 43 Hypothetical syllogism.
6e () (Gxo~p:e) UG  QeEeDs

4

- Ig saxhécxie’ urites the conclusion of the asgument
as (%) (0% Px'5~ )  due to ignorance or mémoxy failure

ﬁhen the mmluaion will be asbsurd or moaningless. But
th.ie meaninqlese expressﬁon may generate ffom some slip or
it may produce to meke a contrast between meaningful and
meaningless cxpression. But this is not the result of some
linguisti¢ erxor or il.'lusion-l In natural language &leo |
there are cases of meaningless ckpression which sre prodiced
a#&iﬁciajiiﬁ for éxsnp)_.e. "Socrates is a prime numbex®,
"gaturdey &rinka soda wates” snd so on. But we are not very
much interested about such cages of meaningless expressions.
We arze vory much interested cbout such meaningless expressions
vhich aré the result of some linguistic 4llusion or exxox.
And this uiﬁéisn arises from the richnoss of natural language.
Natural léngueges, are by hature £luid and open to unforeseen
poosibilitics of vagucness. Bven in complox semantic situations,
whore more than oné mesnding is connected with the sane word,
tho embiguity x&xfch rasults iz often used for stylistic
purposess - So thers 15 envrmmous possibility of expressions
being erioncous or meaningless. The hearer or reader may be
ignorent gbout the different sensge of tho same word, he may
have a poor linguistic imaginations #s & Zesult the expressions
resulting from creativity may seem to him nothing kut nonsense
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oF me‘*aniaigiess. 'i‘he expressi@n “She mne along with the
chore of n.lght" mey scom nen BENSS tca some@ne wio deca not

know what the phrase "shore of night® may suggest tO© meahs

- -

ﬁ.‘hem axe. of coutgse some philogophers ema
linguists who do not maintain that thero ave twe éaietinct
kinds of ienoguage, Donald Davidsm says 8

It would ke misleading, however to eonclude
that there are two kinds of languaga, natural
and srtificiel, The contrast is bettor drawn

- in tems of guiding interests. We can ask for
& doscrdption of the structure of a naetural
lcnguage tha ansvwer must be an ampiriesl theory,
opén %o test and subject to error, ond doomed to
bhe some extent incomplete and schematic, OF va
gan ogk dbout the fomal propegtics of the

- structures wé thus abstyact, Thoe difiorence is
ii}ze; that between applicd and purc geometiYe &

Frege h&ég sn opposite view. Frege was scgptical gbout the
application of fosmal lenguege procedure to matural langusges
One reasson £or such scepticism may be that the fundamental
logical conncctives of fommsl language aro not cnough
similar in meaning <o their natural lengneoge counterpaxte.
Moreover, Zommzlisation implies confining onesclif to stating
faots or making asgertionss Idesl languages are capoblie of

i Bonald Dwidson, “&enantics f‘sx notural lenguages® in
On Nogn geays, edited by Gilbert
Hammen Anctmx 5 ks, Anchor: Pzeass. New York, 1974 Ded47.




31078

éé&ﬁres'smg' snything ‘which is cognitively meaningfule

Some abtaripts‘ haiié been made’ neaenély. of course, fox
‘cbha‘eructin@”ﬁhé‘famsl logic of imperatives and guostion
to uhich I d not want to eénter,

From the shove discussion it may be sald thet the
concept ©of mesninglescness is totally absent in enimal
communication system beceause the signals ‘Ehey used to
comminicate with esch atﬁex’: for spacifi__.c pufposes arle
highly stemtyéed. it can ke regarded only as a stimulus »
zesgponse processs The concept of mesninglessness is most
apparmﬁ in human ian@age where linguistic cfeatfl.viﬁy is
éem-'hﬁw ’i_.nmlved, | This linguistic éreativity, hoveaves,!
does not ekist equally to natural and artificial fofm of
human i'afng&agas The ascope of creativity :!.é very limited
in éttifimafl language while the natural language pocsesses
this creativity in hiqh degree, Naturally the possibility ’
of en oxpression's being memingleés is in high degree in
. fistural lenguage then 3.t is .in azﬁ:&ziﬁiciél or logical

T : § 3% 8¢ 3



