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CRITERIA OF MEANINGFULNESS AND MEANINGLESSNESS

Present day thinkers are far too ready to dismiss
a-philosophical statement os mesningless. But they arxe
unsble to come to a singlc point sbout vhat criterion do
we follow for distinguishing meaningful sentences fxom the
meaningloss oneg. Philosophers from different conceptual
background has given different conditions ynder which a
sentence may be said to be meaningful or meaningless,philoe-
sophors of the empigicist tradition give ampiricisgt criteria
of meaningfulness. Aaccording to empiricisn z2l) none-znalytic
Imouledge is bosed on emporience. Eupdricist criteriez of
meaningfulness is malnly formulated £or opposing metaghysie
eim.or for discarding metaphysical expreossions as keaningw
less. Hume, en extreme traditional empiricist, claims that
*subgtence®, ‘cosence’s *caussEl powar? oll are insignificent
L meaningless, not *scnseless’ / because we &o not emperience
what they ostensibly sionify, we do not know *<£rom what
d=pressiong these ideas are derived®s Lot us move from Hume's
thesis to tha theses of logical positivists. There are many
versions of logical positivists criteria of meaningfulness.
All these vezsions desl only s;ri.th ‘cognitive’ mezning of &
sentence as opposed to ‘poetic’ or ‘cmotive’ meaning. Whem
logical pogitivists claim thot motaphysical statauento are
mominglcss what they mean is that they aro cognitively
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nexningless although they cen have paet:!.c or anot.ﬁ.ve
meming. ' ' '

One of the earilest foxmulation of the empiricist
critericn of meaningfulness 1s complete verlfisbility
Aposcibility of verification). Hempel formilsted this
c:zitex:m the following manner $

A sentence has empirical meening if end only
if 4t is not amalytic and follows logically

. Zrom comc finite and logically consistant
clasg of observation sentaxmes.ii

- %his -mleta ve‘x:iﬁability \czitéxi@n has. a serious
éefect, Iﬁ tne iomxlatm of cmzate ve&iﬁiabniﬁy .is
token as a e&:,a.te:ian of memingfulness then all sentmcea
of the nniverae!. fom inciuding tha seleatific discoveries
mnlé turn m!: tn ha as memiuglesg, ba:auaa they aze not
W;;;mfiabl" even in pz:mmm by £lnito =e® of cbservaticnal
dets, This criterion is so stx:mg that it rules out cortain
senten@es as memingiess wh..ah are in £act gmerauy meepted

as mem..mg%.

Tor this reason logicel positivists employ the

i Kaxrl G a%aaml; “The Empuisist etz.teginn of heming“,
in Logicsl Posjtiviam, eodited by #.J.&yos The Frce .
Presg, Ucu York, 1959, peille.
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criterion of complete falsifiability instcad of complete
verifisbility. 7The new cexiterion is like this s

A gentence has empirical meaning if and only
if 3ts denial 4s not analytic ond Sollous
logically £rom some f£inditc logicaslly consisteont
class of obsorvation s@tences;"

The main defect of this criterion is that it rules out
purely existential sentences like "There oxigts st least
one unicom®, Purther there are sentences containing mixed
quantificrs which could not be falsified conclusivelye

For these cbove reasons the requiranent of complete
vorlficbiliity and complete £alsifisbility were sbandoned.
Positivicts soon come to modify the critexion so that it
requires merely that sll meaningful empirvical gentence would
be capable of being confimed or disconfimed to certain
degree inctead of complete verifiasbility oy falsifisbility.
This can e ¢alled *confimability criterion of meaningfulness®,
Then new problen arices zegarding vhen a sentence is confirmae-
ble or @iscomfimaoble, Aayer devised a criterion of confizmaw
Pility which otates that a statement is confinmable aend hence
mesningful Af it 4s possgible to derive £ron the gtaotanent in
question ond its subsidiary hypotheses an observation statmt
not derivable Zrxom the subsidiary hypothesos dlone,s

1 Ibide,Pellle
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Zhis eriterion of confimmability is so liberal
that it mles cut no sentence as mesninglesse It allous
cnpirical import to any sentence whatsoevers Thus if 8 is
the gontence “The God 1s good® it can choose as a cubsidiaxy
hypothosis the seatence ®If the God is good then this leaf
ic greci® to deduce the observation sentence. “This leaf
is green™ « o deduction which does mot follow from the
first sentence alone, 7o meet this objection Ayer has
proposed a modified version of the confirmability criterion.
Under this neov formlation the subsidiayy hypotheses vere
required to be either mmalytic or indepcndently testoble.

This nevw ceriterion, howvever, zllous empirical
&ignigicanco to any conjunction, S¢ yhere S iz o scatemce
which io gither analytic or independently togtable and ¥ is
a sentence like "The absolute is perfect™ or "The God is

aood® and g0 One-

- From the dbove discussion 1t om b8 said that all.

— sttarpts €0 state an adagquate empiricist criterion of meminge
fulness hove falled, some of them are too liberal while some
others arc too restrictive. Verification aggunanﬁ only <---+
states, as Ayer saysy

That mctaphysical statcucats do not £ail into
tho sane category as the laus of legie, or s
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t1fic hyposthesis, or ss historigad
naxxativas. or judganent of perception
or my other comuonsense descriptions of
the "netuzal" world. &urely it &oes mob
follow that they ore nelither true nor ‘f-’al..,a..;
still less that they are nansensical.

Hetgphysicians too never claim thot metgphysicsl stateaments
belong to the sane categany a8s scj.mt.tfic sﬁa‘tmem.s ox

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

of the meftophysical expregsions = wm.ch‘ cztegory they belong.
So by stating that metaphysical expressions belong to different
cstegory Srom that of scientific statements it says nothing new.

Another cfii:e‘ﬁan which is closaly related with
vorification crz.temen of distingui.,ning mczcningful sentences
£rom the aemiﬂgless on3g i the tmn-mn&itmn criterion.
And it close relation with veri ’Eicétmn criterion can be

manifected fron the zemazk of Mo Schiicke

wes it is.simply Impoosible to give the meaning
of @y statenent micept by describing the fect
wiiich must exist if the statoment is to be trieees
The ghotement of the econditions uvader which a
pmpoeition 1g true Is the smme as the gtotanent

1 AJ.Ayen Eéitox’s Introazctifm to Logical Pogitivign
Free Pross, New Yorlk, 1959, Dpel5eiGe
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- Of ito meaning -sj'-o;.z» And these 'Wﬂﬂiﬁi@M‘ -
must finslly bo discovered in the given:
| aes Veriflable certainly mezns mothing but
Scopable of being exibited in the given. The
meaning of every proposition is finally to be
detemined by the given,” and by nothing else.t

Here ths main problem is _wh;ethez: memingmﬁess
e ba detemined by trutheconditions enly or vhether the
pgssi,aiﬁiﬁy of giving tmth-cendit&ans of expmsaﬁan
gffirms ghout itz mesaingfulnesse This problem arises
.beaause. meaning andé truth go together so &ften that to some
phi._;asophem the ﬂm&anentél quaestions dbout meaning 'saeth to
be ;khe saﬁe- as the fundamentad questicns gbout truthe

In dealing with the gbove problem I presupposed the
distinction ketwesn snalytie and gymthetic propositions and
deals only with the trutheconditions of gynthetic statement,

A Statement is spalytic vhen it is txue by vintue of ltg
memings of by syntex independently of a foct. I thimk

that to give truth-conditions of a sentencs is to indicate |
the fcot and for this the concept of trutheconditions is not
ralevant in determining the meaningfulness of cnalytic
Stmmuy &ﬂéz.y&iaal statement iz ofﬁm“ﬁ‘ermd as taatology

or vacmmm

i H.Scm;ick.ﬁ “Posj;tivism ad Raaiiam" in Lo '
ede by Apdl.dtyern, Zhe Free Pross, New Yoxk, 1959.@@.35-87.
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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



- 343 %

& theory of mesning fHr anatursl latgusge ic claimed to
. e a theery of txuth,. Davidson saysy

sy @ semmfii;' theory of a natural isnguzge
canot be considered adequate umless it
provides en sccount of the concept of txuth
for thst language along the general lines
proposed by Tarski for forxnallzed lenguagesess.
By a theéory of truth I mean a set of zxioms
'-*.:h*f; entail, for every sentence in the language,!
a gtatauent of the ccn&itions undex which it
- i *ﬁ:.f:ua..‘

And this condition is conventicnelly espressed in thic way
-"Graéé ‘i.s gfeen 3 true iﬁ and snly 1:: geco is gxaezz. Ry
g.wing t:wthwconéitions in this manmex the meuning oK ala.
pentences will ke wtmaicany exmineds

Critique of the truth conditional sementico nay
elaim that meny sentences of natural langvags very in tmth
value depending on thin time of utteranse of he sentenca
and identification of the speckes, Aad this crueial fact
i3 absent in the cese of truth conditional theorye Dut the
@ofender of the tiuth conditional theoxy trics to wccommodate

thi-s @hencman@n in their thmry‘." 'rmy' s:mzid that tmth value

1 ﬁmald Emi&om "6mantics for Natural Languages"™ in g;
T MLOD o S Tef < ssavs, cdited by Gilbert Haxman,
ﬁnc.ar Pxeasfﬁaumleaay. en Yorly 1074, phe 242=243,
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4z elthax the property of a particular utterance o the
opeetix aot or tuth is a relation botueen a sentence a

spesier, and a time.

_But one obvious difficulty about this theory of
meaning is that of the existence of the counterfactuml |
statements, Det us take a well known exauple of Bummett s
“A city zsiii;i xie‘;rer be buiit her_é‘i.f Truth condition theorist
of course may give the tzuth condition of the above statement
in the folilowing manners '

"4 city will mever be built here® is true ifi
end orly ify a city wil) never be built heres

But tho truth-conditions given by the truth-theorist is such
that it could not even in prﬂ.néiple be rmagraizeﬁ as obtaining |
by any spesker of eny times Though it is impossible even in
prircinle to recoguipe that the trutheconditions of the
sentoned YA eity will never be built here® is obtaining the
compotent Bnglish speakers do indesd mndexstand the sentenes,
know the meaing of the .smtem;e; So giving truth :cmaéiticns
iz o wsy of giving the mesning of sentences 1s not an adequate

oapcsunt,

Sceondly, truthsconditional thoozy says nothing

ney akcut the condition under which en Individesl sentenca oan -
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be sald to be true and i:he:refore have 'a meming., It mezely
ropests tho sertence tyae; o ’

tﬂaxeover.—: ‘t's,;ere ar:e sentences that dbo not geem to
have any truth values at all, for sxampls inperatives,
iﬁﬁézrog*gtivés;ff exclanatory sentences and so one But they
are the pmper gsentances of natural lancuede, A theory of
'ms’aniné' for a natural language fnust suCeessfully cope with

the meaning of these sentences,

) Some philesophem claim that expressions 1ike

m »cs:x..lﬁ vas nake& hut wore a red dress®, "He saw a coloure
loss green dyesn last night®, "The square is o four sidad
£igure but not four sided are meaningless because they are
sel f=cont radictorys Scme, but not all, philas-‘sphem have
held thot celf-contradictory expressions are meaninglesse
Wh@;ther aé&igconégadictazg e;zpress;ons are meaningless ox
not ls o matior of controvorsys There awe so many disseating
vieus ebout whether contradictions a;'.'e mesninglesse Langford
holds thet selfi-contradictory sentences are meaningless. The
regzon he giveg in ,supgz*t of his vicy is that we cannot £ind
any: unitéry meam-ixig of scelfecontradictory cpressions or
sentencos, though we gelt the meaning of the separate words or
scntencess He dlso gtates that e sentence is meaningful by

vigttiue of the ‘accompaniment of the santence' ieCes scmething
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which & gentence stands for, But in the Case of selfw
weontradictory expresgion no accompaninent con be ﬁe‘unﬂ.-z

in defending the view that self-contradictory
sontences are meaningless Ddward Brwin hes given the

£ollouing ergument 3

sse Some bachelors are married® =md “virtue
is square" both kinds of statements are
unintelligible in that we cannot understand
what it would be like for them to be txrue.
I conclude, then, that it is not objectione
ablc that contradictions tum out to be
meaningless, if we interprot *meaninglesa
8g neaning ‘& priori £slce" .?‘

It follows £rom the cited argument that if the interpreta-
tion of "meoningless” o mesning "a pricri fZolse" coan be
proved incorrect or if somo other interxprétation can be
given to the tem "mesningless” such as “noeminglegs®
means "neither true nor false® then contradiction cannot
bo regerded os meandingless, Becange contradlction is g

priorl £aolscs Thus vhether contradiction is meaningless
oF not would wholely depend on the intorpretstion of

Bonoaningloos™ if uwe accept Emiin’s vicws It seems that ho

1 CelLowin and C.He Lan forci, S
Fublications, New Y@rk. 1532, ;

2 Edwerd Brwin, The Concept of
Hopking, C1970, ppe 138—39.




$ 473

is bound to give the viéw t&':zat contxaéiétion is mé.m»iggless
bocsuse he defines "meaningless® as meaning " priori
false* and contradictions are & priori £xsc as the
negstion of contradiction is & priori true,

Cale Lowls, however, gives an opposite viey, He
slistes thot self<contradictofy sentences have mesnings
uhich arc inconcelivable,® It does not drav g blank, There
1s some reoction to such a sentence, Even he states that
self-contradictory expressions have connotation, it definitely
implies some pmﬁé;ties. The ‘eﬁpmssloni *"muné squerd® implies
the proporty of roundness snd .gquareness. #nd it is fHor the
esictonce of the two mutueclly exclusive propertics at the
same time and .,spaée’f the meaning of a sclf~contradictory
sentence can not think consistently. It is inconceivable,
‘Inconceivability here mam‘é- "loéical ihcancmivabilitg'.

NeCoEwing offors cn argumcent in Lfavour of the view

that contradictions are meaningfuls Ho coyse

aeothc statement 3 Quadratic equations attend
face neatings, ic self contradictoryeee ovenl

sclf=contradictory sentences are not momw

attend zaco meatings, is a statameant which

1 C.I.Lewis ana C.H.Longford, Symbolic Loglg, Dover
P_ublic&ﬁ;%@ﬂs, Rew York, 1932, pe6B, ' .

<
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we understand perfectly well ond that it
is only because we cen understand it so
well that we see it to be obviously false.”

Ewing says that "Quadrstic equations asttond race meetings™
in gelf~contradictory because according to him typee
=croosings are selfe-contradictory. He does not mske any
distmctian batween the sentence “Quaﬂ:atﬁc equations
sttend roce mectings® and the sentence "aAn equilateral
tzisngle is not -equilate:d”. ® If any scelf-contradictory
otatenonts are meaningful I ¢o not see vhere to dras the
J.ina“‘..z saya Ewing. '-But whether the ,sem:eﬁc:e *Quadratic
acquations sttend race mestings would be fegarded as selfe
~contradictory is a controversial issues et us consider

this issuc a little.

Ho cas divide a priori trxuths inte those (1) which
are true by virtue of thelr logical form LHor cxaxpleg
A bachelor is a bachelor™ and (2) those vhich are reducible
by substitution of synonyms to statements of the £ixst kindg,
for exapls, %A bachelor is an unmatricd male®. I£ we
restrict the tem Ycontradiction” only to the negstion of
stotononto of the dbovo two kinds then type ¢rossing in
genmeral amé"ﬁha sentence "Quadratic equations attend race

George Allen &

2 Ibid,, p,,sz.k
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meetmg " in particular would not be regardad as selfe
~contradictorye Only "A bachelor is not, a bachelex“’ and
*A bachelor is not an unmarried man™ would be contradictions.

PeleStrawson has denisd that type crossings are

self=contradictory. He argues,.

Some have been taapted to assimilcte
violations of type restrictians to
selfscontradictions, But this seems a
mistadkes Tho reagon why *loud smeils!

, makes no gense is not that smells, like
mumu:s. are neceaaarﬂy soft, Roferring
to something as a smell prescribes as
sengeless the questiorn whether it ig loud
or not mué._z

Bou 4£ wo restriet the usage of the tepm “f;entrag
diction” eniy to the sisve two kinds then mony sentences
such as "Colousless green ideas sleep furiously”, “"Round
square 1o a geometrical figure", "The teble is zound nd
gquare®y "Ho is dead anéi slive® which seoms contradictory
would no wéé be reg_alrded. as ccxét:ad;ctpm. -‘;t can be ‘said
that though they' loek' 11.ké com:radictdry sentencas, actually
theay are 'indeteminable? sentencess I propose to use the X
tem *indctemincble’ following Katz though in a slichtly

i P.Pa t;atr@:son, Inkroduct ]
Methuen, London, 1952, 9.227.
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disferent vay. He cays th&t those sentences are
indetermingole which involve incompatiblc subjocts but

not incompatible pm@discat'asa. Sentences which involve
;incanpatible pxeﬁicates are contradictory becmse
incompatible predications made of the same ungmblauatic
-subject.i I like to use the tem °*indeteminsbie® to

cover the cases %mich- involve both incompatible subjects
ond predicatese They arezf-fmt‘ contradictory because
e;onﬁggﬂiﬂfgﬁigﬁ is the cas’e:'vm?e:e. incompatibility ldes
between the subject and the predicate or i;ei:ween the

two smt;meee‘; (in the casg of conjunction) but not betueen
the subkjcct and the px:edicahe thmselves,, Moreever. by |
negating the ccntrad:wtory eentemes we gat the analytic
sentences but by negat:ing the indeteminables we cannot
gek the anslytic sentcentese So indeteminscbles are not
self-contredictorys

Lot us retum -to our original problem - vhether
ﬂe&if—c@n‘é’.zaﬂict@ry sentances are megningless. It geems to
me thot self-contraﬂmtmy sentences arg 'ncmmgm.
Contradiction iz a logical relation betusen two given
cxpressiongs & contradiction simply meens what the
subjoct 'erpression degignates or asserts vhile predicate

i Harper & %;e.g Newy




exproscion denies that or what an expXession asserts

another ®pression of the same conjuncticn denies that.

The thing designated by the eonfradietm cupression belongs
to a set which cannot have a meniaer or that it belongs to

o null set, Besides this, amalyticsty and contradiction

ore inversely related to each other with respect to negation.
Uogation of a analytic sentence can never be a mesningless
sentence, Analytic sentences perfectly meskingful so are
the negation of malytir:' sentence,

My philosophors £ind some obvious relation
between tho mtaxahar and the concept of meaninglessness.
One of the views of metapﬁor is that metasphorical expressions
ars meaninglesse The violation of l‘cahegoxy restrictions is
the distinctive feature of categorical emressiona. in
other words mtaghoxieal exXpressions necessarﬂy commits a
cotogory nistakes HAnd comnitting the eategn:y mistake is
tho sign ¢f a sentonce’s keling meanincless or nonsensicale
Another rcason fof suppérting the view thet metephorical
expressions are meaningless may be the acceptance ¢f the
verificstionist eriterion of meaningfulness. According to
the verificationist a sentence campot be meaningful unless
it is verifistle. %The metaphorical sentence ‘Zhe gpring as
it comes buxsts up in ronfires green' (D.H.,Lavrence) is not
the kind of sentence that is verifiasble as it does x;aot report
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facta ox describe things in a conventional or in a gtraight
Jackete So this z_netaphs::.cal sentence, accozrding to
vorificationist, is mesningless. I have elready discussed
about the verificgtionist criterion of .méaaingfulness and
choun that it is not the adeguate criterion of detexmining
the meaningfulness of a sentence,

Lot us exenine thé first resson givem by some
phé.lo-so@iaeié'i# favdur of the view that metaphorical
cs:‘.::.préssiom' ave meaningless as théy violate type or catégoxy
restrictions. The view that metaphorical eupressions vislate
category rostrictions and hence arxe meaningless is primarily
1d e resd literallvs

boged on the view that getgohors c 106 _0C _ :
But it io mot without contmversy. O©One of the.contrasting

view in this segard is that metophors ghouldd not be road
Adterallve Parephrasing of metaphor is aluays inadequate,

it canmot express the exact gense of tho nebgphorical
@x@ress_:&an or the subtle feslings cxpresSed by its Something
is lost in parsphrasinsg, Thet the meta;:%mzical- exproegsions
dots pot mosn exactly what the parasphraso meamss If in
spacking metephorically, it secms as if, he is specking
litorally the very use of metaphor will bo redundants . Moreover,
to oome shilooophers in the case of metaphoricad enpressions
there is @ brezk between speakén’s meaning and the sentence

neaning (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 expitssed by the
sentence dtself ? Or in other words what the primciples
that would enable spesker to formulate and hearer to
understaad motsphoerical ubterances 7 In peplying te this
chove questlon Searle statess

Becouse in metaphorical utterances vhat .
the gpecker mesns differs from what he
soye {in ene sense of "say"), in general
we ghall need two sentences for our
cxanples of metaphor = £irst the sentance
uttered metaphorically, 2nd second. a
sentence that expresses illterally what

the speaker means wvhan he utters the
£irst sentence and mesns it m@tap&’mfi@auyl

i-ea.. the zclevant pavsphrases will A:maic‘at:ea or at lcagt
him: what the speaker :lntends to say by his metaphorical
semtencea{ Let us take one of the famous metaphor and
sece uhat problams agise about its meaning. %She posot

Bufns wrote &

My love is 1iko & zed red rose
Zhat*s nevly sprung in June.

Apparently it scems meoningless because My love' which

fofers either to & young woman of the poet’s own emotion

2 Z.R. Scarle, “Netaphor® in w of La
edited by A.P.Martinich, Oxford University Press,
How York, Oxford 1985, p.419.
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is not the kind of thing that can be 'red xose’®s Pure

. Xiteral .@te}:p:e;gag;oﬁ, gf this gentence abvisusly makes

it a meaningless sentence, But Iay using tho part of the
exprosasion like | ‘a reﬁ_rgg;fi ,.m_aef‘_" tma autho¥ suggests
soncthing of the vitality, the freshness, the vividness

©of colour end beauty of hiz love and using the expression
2Phat®s novly sprund in June® he guggests the intensity

amd vigout of hig love, In nctaophorical oxpression thé
auégestiva neaning plays a #zé.t’él. zolae AnQ it is generally
expressed {(though not by ‘an 'adeq&ate wey) by translating or
paraphrasing the metaphorical gentence itgelf in a gystematic
woy, £inding some kind of similarity betveen the metephorical

usage of the axpression e s litexal usogCe

Dut the original question, the cuestion of mesninge
fulness, a,:riges regarding the expée,ssmn which is a transla=
tion of 3 metaphorical expxessiaﬁ. Surely it must be
translatable into something that we alresdy know to be
" noaningful. So a criterion of memingfulness is already

proouprogeds

I shall new discuss ancther argument,“type® or
“eategory” mistake ergument which mesay philosophers think
con be enployed for distinguishing meeningless expressions

izom the momingful ones. %he word “cstogory® was first



3 S6 3

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-mistakm But how do we
detemire -P:hu gt two tems or exg::essmns belong to or éoea
nm: b@long '&@ d&ﬁferent categox..es 7 In renly to t.his

‘ question Ryx.e says ‘the :Eonnwing s '

Two proposition factors are of difforent
cctagories of types 1f there are scntence
£rames such that when the cwpressions for
thoge factors arc jmported as alternativa
complements to the seme gap sign the
rosultant gentences ave significaat in
ons cage and absurd in the athéar._i

17ith the help of some exanples this point can be made clear

- won the world=cup trophy of 1992° is a sentence
frame, the dash is thée gap sione If we put in the blank an
cupressicn like "India", "Pakistan", “Englend® end the words
of this categories th«., gesult will be a sigaificant sentame'
mmgh the sentence may be falsa. But ;UZ we pout in the
blank & empressicn like ”virt:...e" the resu.:l:..ng sequoence
will ke chourd or nonsensicels TFrom this it fellous that
"vmue mlcaga to different category from "Pakistan®,

®Indid”, "Eagland® and E9 Ohs

- “he categogy-mistake azgtmzem. is uged prinmerily to

13
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state that a sentence is mesningless and it is also used to
prove that a temn is anbiguouse To discuss gbout tha
categorys=nistake argument philosophers usually begin by
stating that if the two tems X and Y belong to two
different logical categories then a third tenn, %, <an not
be predicated éf both X and ¥« If we do so two conclusions
will follow (1) that predicating some thixd temm, say 2, to

wcia A mé ¥ would make the gentence meaningless oY nonsonse
and {2) that the tem 2 is ambigucus. These two conclusions

Cne objection asgeinst category-mistake argument is
that it does not state separately that 1f "x is 2* is &
sicnificant sentence then *y is 2 is nonsonse, or that z
is @ wbiguous predicate., It only stateg that cither "y is 2

is nonsenss or g Lg-ie gabiguony, SO we have €0 supply on

additional eriterion to get tho conclusion that a sentence
ig nongcnoe from the dlsjunction that either "y is o is
nonsense oF g is unbicucus, &o tha category-nistake argument
1o not sclfesufficient for detemining vhether a sentenco

is meaningless or not,

Mozeover, if categorye=nistake results in mconinglosge

negs thet does not mem thet it is the only cause of
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meaninglessnass. “Pirxots carulige elaticaliy® is mcaninge
" 1ess, but no categoxy-mistake is apparently involved here
oF no category-nistdke can be detected im this sentence.

Feom the doove discussion sbout the general
principle or critexia of digtincuishing meaningless
axpregsions from the meaningful ones ‘it, ooy be saild thet
@uz:. aim of discovering one genersl criterion of measninglesge
. ness have faileds But that doeas not meon that we should
‘chendon: all these ¢riteris of meaninglessness, Bxprescions
may be meondngless for different reasonc and in dotemmining
thelr meaninglessness different criteria may be useds The
concept of meaninglessness can be compared with the concept
of *game’ as it is used by Wittgenstein in Zhilosophical
Inyestiggtiong. Wittgenstoin says that there are different
kinds of gang <©ardegancs, Loard-gameg, ballegemes, Olympic
games and 50 one Theie is mothing cormen to all ©f them
but only .similéritieéy,‘q‘ Similorly theore is 5o onc sigole
element that 4is cmri"‘:ﬁe all instances of meaningless
expressions sithough thexe may be some similarities. So our
hankering after a gene:éi eriterion of meaningless is not

roasonsbl e,




