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INTRODUCT ION

Down the ages, philosophers have agreed that the task of
philosophy is n&thing but understanding and appreciating of life
and universe. Now, the very £f£act that to understand iife and
universe pfopérly,_it is utmost important to enquire into the
conditions, factors and limits of understanding -- is a phenomenon
realised by the philoscphers only in the modern period. Although
sporadic germ of epistemology or criticism of knowledge has been
noticed in the history of thought, it is Kant who looked into the
problems of knowle&ge £from én entirely different angle. Instead of
considering knowledge as a fagt,'xant enquired idnto the logical
conditions that render knowledge possible. In £act Kant lays his
emphasis on epistemology or theory of knowledge so much as to
éefine philosophy as the criticism of cognition and thereby
introduces many important concepts to refer to fifferent aspects
of knowledge, one such important concept intradﬁged in Kant's
theory of knowledge is the ‘concept of -arialytidity, In his gritiqe
of Pure Reasom, Kant defines understanding *as the faculty of

judging*.

Now, judgments which are considered by Kant as the necessary
element of knowledge have been clessified by him as analytic and
synthetic. In an analytic judgment the concept of the predicate
is contained in the concept of the subject, while in a synthetic
judgment the concept of the>predicate_stands outside the-concept

of the subject. Analytic judgment is uninformative. It merely



2

analyses the subject concept, On the other hf.ax_xd, synthetic judgment
is informative and tells us sorething about the subject.

Aﬁwayg since Kant, the task of clarifying the notion
of analyticity has been considered as a major one in carrying
out any discussion on the problem of knowledges. Now, the particular
task of clarification is not at all an easy %ask as it appears at
the outset. Howsvexr, the ChaptereX nameei *‘Angmlyt_igityf';pomts out
the major obscurities involving in Kant's exgvlmaﬁiqn of an analytic
Jjudgement that led _philosophers after Kant to¢ interpret an analytic
statement in many ways. Awmong them four intexpretations such as,
{1) Analytic statements ere apriori statements, (2) Analytic
statements are necessary statements, (3) Analytic statepent is a
statement the truth of which follows from the meanings of the woxds
involved, (4) Analyticity of & statement follows from the synonymity
of the terms involved therein,have been discussed. During the
discussion it has been noted that each interpretation instead of
facing the difficulties pecullar to its own, sﬁffersv fxom some
common limitations. One of such limitations is to consider all
analytic statements as statements belonging %0 single .ciéés.. In
fgct, gach interpretation does ign?;e the fundamental distinction
between two types of analytic statemeats like *Ne unmarried man
is married' and *All bachelors are ummarried men* and thereby -
tries to explain all analytic statements by single c;:ite;ian;._
Another limitation commonly shared by each interpretationq is the



limjtation of being #Bdifferent to the possibility of revision

in our conceptual system. Since the sole task of philosophy is
undierstanding the universe, we cannot really ignore the totality

of the so=called knowledge. And to cope with the advancement of
knowledge we have no other way tham to sccept Possibility of revision
in our ccnceptual system. Now, the point to be noted that acceptance
of revision would stand as a question-mark before the concept of
analyticity. However, discussicon on two such common limitations

of the asove interpretations a;;:)ng with their conseguences have

also been discussed in Chapter—-:f;.

Chapter = 12 includes different attempts that have been
made to e.x.plain one of the fundamental notions of 1anguaqe namec’l
| synonymity with a wiew to claztify the noi;ion of analyt:icx.ty. In
reply to the basic question of synonymity *what makes two express~
ions synonymousz* ?fhilo.sophex:s have ;ntroducéd different cz-:itei:i.a
such as interchange.able criterion, ckiterion of exteﬁsional iéentity.
'criterién of intenﬂ.‘iénal identity and so on. The discussion on soxhe
criteria leads to the conclusion that in o:dinary language no two
express:.ons can ke exactly synanymous. ore.mary 1anguage as distin-
' guished from artificial one, is highly eontext-dependent- A good
number of express:.otns involving in ord.mary language derive thej.r
mean:f.ng f.rom tha cantext in which they are useds Ana the point is
that the greater the dependence of a 1anguage on context, the lesser

is the possibz.li Y af two expressions : . being exactly synonymous.



However, the factors that stand as obstacles on the way to get
exact synonymity of two expressions lie in the véry nature of
ordinary languacje. ‘Some such factors along with the question whether
perfect sirnonﬁrms 0;3 two expressions is at all possible or not have
beeﬂ discussed in Chapter « II named ?!synonymity'. |

Discussion on the notion of synonymity leads to the conclusion
that in ordinary language, instead of speaking of exact synonymity
of two expressions we can ratlier speak of degz"ees of ‘likeness of
meaning. And hence arises the need to explain the notion of meaning.
Philosophers have come forward to explain meaning fyom different
angles. As a result, we come across different theories of meaning,
such as, the referential theory, the ideational theozy, the use
theory, the truth theory and so on. These dif£9rent thgo:’ies_ along
with their limitations heve been discussed in Chapter—izl named

1 meﬁning"_.

FPailure of the ﬁiffereni_: theories to explain meaning
puts bafore us the following question : Is it possible to construct
2 theory of meaning at all?' Now, in connection with the above
question, I think that three factors are supposed to lie as
obstacles on the way to get.,»a‘ theory of meaning. They are (i) .
different attitudes of philosophers towards three aspects of
language such as, syntax, semantics and pragmatics, (31) failure
to distinguish between two stages of language such as, learning

stage and compositional stage, (iid) £ailure to realise the



multi=-various uses of single expression in ordinary language,
Anyway, the difficulty to construct a theory of meaning should not
lead us to conclude that meaning cannot be explained at all.
However, in order to get an adequate account of meaning what I
think necessary is to adopt two negative and one positive stande
roints. One of the negative stand-points warns us that a meaninge
statement can in no way be identified with an identity-statement.
That these two types of statements do not belong to the same class
can be shown by the fact that requirement for understanding a
meaning=statement is éuite different from understanding an identity=
| statement, Another negative stand-proint cautions against the
attitude to overlook the fundamental role of synonymity in under=-
standing meaning of an expression. In fact, if it be admitted that
'meaning.of an expression would be nothing else but another expression.
then the so-called theories of meaning can easily be converted into
theories of synonymity. The positive standepoint, on the other

hand, directs us to look at the understanding of meaning merely

as a prccess. Now, the point is that if meaning of an expression

be viewed as a process, it would not be possible to speak of meaning
in any absolute sense and consequently, possibility of formulating
a theory of meaning would be very meagre., This point will be

discussed in chapterslIV.



Naw, referring to context in uncerstanaing meaning of an
expressien casts doubt on the autonomy of the so-called analybic
statement. Chapter-v includes the discussion that. if literal
meaning is not the only concern of analytic statement and if
meaning of such statement be somehow de'penéent, on context, it
becomes somewhat difficult to draw a rigid di_si:inctian' between an
analytic and _»no_n-ﬂ-énalyti;c statement. At the. en@__‘of -chapt_er-»v," b §
have tried to show 2 reconciliation of episéemc;logy' and philosophy
of language by pointing to the fundamental role played by the
notion of synonymity in explaining analyéicity on the one hand and

meaning on the oi:he:..'



