
CHAPTER-Ill 
CRITERIA OF MEANINGFULNESS & MEANINGLESSNESS 



:!?resent .d~ thinkers Sl!'e fa!: toe readf to ·dismiss 

a -ph!loSQp1lical statanent as meaningless.. Bll1; they are 

uneble to :(!t)m.e to a single point about tJha'€: criterion <.b 

we fQllotf for .distinguish.Sng mGaningful sentences ~the 

meaningleaa ones. Pbilo&Ophexs from d.tf£eJ:ent ·coneeptual 

~sckgxound h~ given Q.Uferen.t conditions ·under wh~ a 

sent.ooc:o m~ be· said to be meaningful or· meaningless·. -philo­

sophors O·f the empU.icist txadition give anp1r!ei$t cr.tte#.ta 

of _meaniogf:ulne$8. According to ecpJ.d.cian ell non•enalyU.c 

:lmowlc-.flge is :ba$ea on -expo:~:ia.le-e. Smpir!C:.iot criter1.~ of 

meaning~ess is mainly formulated £Dr opposing metaphyst.• 

cian o.>: ib~ tlieccu:din9 metal,ilysical expressJ.ons a$ meaning­

lesa. Hum~ en ext~ane trsaitional em~~t, cliUm& that . . . .::.-

''eubateoee';.: ·•essence•" •csus·el p0~11er• G.U. ~ ins.ig&U.ficmt 

L~meaniQglesa. not •e~elesa~ ;J J:Jecausa we w not ~~ierK;e 

wJl:at they ostensibly signify. ·we do mt l~w • fmm what 

.t..::pJ:eSsion.'$ these ideas ere deriv:eu" • . L~ u::: movo f.mn Hume• s 

thesis to ·the these$ of logical pOa!tiv!.ets~ 'rhei:e· ara msy 

versions o£ logical positivists et:itaria o:f mean.ing.fulne~!' 

AJ.J. theso vemions Cleat only with 'cegnJ.tivo• meaning of a 

sentence as eppose<l to •poetic• o:r • cmt.lti.ve'· meanin9. tahen 

l.ogi.Gal positivists claim that metaphysical statanen:ta ue 

meminglcsa ~at they mec is that they o~ cognitively 
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meEAitl9le$$ although they Cal hA!Je poette ot: enot.1ve 

meooing.: 

One ol! the Siado~t :fo:a.ttul.atiQn of ~he en,PJ.r!c.ie~ 

crit._e~i~PT o.f rno~.gfuln~ is o.cmpl~o ve.tJ.U¢>il~ty 

(,l?Ossibili~ ·of vedficationl,. · H®~~ tb.trrulatea ·thi$· 

e~iteJ:ion m the following manner a 

.... ~ . 

A sstence has emp~al meaning ;1£ m-a only 
3-i tt is not anaiyt¥: and l»l.lOws ~og.teally 
~root ~o £in.i1:e and J.Qgieatl:y CO!lSistent 
·class of observat.ion sentences.; 1 

. . 
(lefeet•; ~£the. fo.cnulatton of ~lGte v~f.tability :ts . . . ' . 

·taken. as ~,~it~.ton o£ mQ~giulD$$8 ·tllen ell. aentmcea .. 

~o:f the un,t.versal fo.tnl including tne ticir~.tt;ti~ _ ~ovuaea 
' -. ;, : 

_,ul<i tuP au~ to be .as ~emillgl.es•· ~Call$(;) they S~:e not 
\ t . • • . • • • • .• 

v~i.f.i~·~ ~- .in prJnc!~ tJ:i :f-ird~'G· -~~~ ·of obsew~ionel . . . . . . . 

-d~Qi: · ~ht~: cli-.iter:ton ~ sc ~i.ong that_ l.t ~pa out c~rt.ein 

·s~ntenctt$ ~ meaningless wh:f.ch axe ~. feet gener:$lly a::~ted, 
.. 

as meatlinfl£ul•· 



cs-.tterl-on of complete f~ifiability insttaad of complete 

ve~ifiab.U!ty~ !i:he new czJ.terion iS lll~e ·tbis a 

A sentenc.p bas empi.r!Cal moantng if anti only 
~f tta c:lalial 18· not analytic;: md jblkJws 
1Qgka1l¥ f~ soma tin.ita logic~ly consistent 
class .of obs.ei!Vat!on sentenees.1 

!r'he main 4ef'Eet of this criterion is t.bot J.t ~ea out 

purely existential sentooces like ~here exi$s at least 

one unicom". _FUJ:ther there are sentences containing mi:xe<J 

qusntifie.1:o which -coula not be faJ.s.tf1ea concJ.usivf;lly. 

l:'o.r . these above masons the toqu:trsnent o;· complete. 

ve~if1$bil1ty ana complete falsJ.tiabil1ty uere abanQonad. 

l?os:i:tiv.tsts aeon come to moai£y tbo c.ritet:ion so that !t 

~equireo merely tbat all meaning£ul .enpJ.rJcal sentence woald 

be capabl.o· o~ being conf:Umed or Clis¢oniiuaea to cextain 

Cieg.r:ee -stead o# complete ve:if1ab.Uit.y ol: fa\s.if.iability. 

iJ:b~ can kP cal:Lao •confU:mabil..it:y c,r.tt~rion o~ ma~gfulnes&•. 
> ' 

~hen new p;oeblen m:ioes 3rsgar&ng uhEO a sentenee $$ confi:ma• 

blot! or ~:fi~mable. Ayar aeviseel a ed.ter.ton of ccnfitma­

bllj.ty t1b,t(:!l states that a statement is t;:Onfimable end benee 

meen1ngtUJ.. if it S.S !X)sf.dl>le to derive £~ the statanent in 

que~tJ.on ,md ~s subsidiary hypotbeses an obsez:Y.aUon st~eneot 

not 6er!vable fmn the subsid!ar,v hypotheses alone. 
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~his e~:J.terion of confitrnab111t.y ·:f.s so liberal 

that it l!'Ul.es out no sentence as meeningless• Zt allows 

anpiucal jmport to -~DY sentence tfhatsosver. ~bus if s is 

tha sentence •tehe <Jed is gootr 11: c:en choose as a subsidiiUiy 

bypjthosis the sentsce • .Z£ the Goa is geoa then this l.ed 

LD greoo" to caauce the obaewat.tCn sentGne&. •!ehi:s leaf 

.in green8
' ~ .. o daClUC1:1on ,which aoes not follow fran the 

first sentence alone. Wo meat this obJecUon ~yer has 

pi!QpOaed a: modi~ied verSion of the confiz.mabU.i:ty criterion. 

tJncitu:': tnto n&J !r.u:m.ulation the s\Ws.idi~ hypotheses t1eft 

JrequJJ:ea to be either cal~ o>C independently test&ble. 

S?his net<1 c.rito.t:ioQ.;: llowevel#. &ll<ms enp1ricel 

.etgnifte.~o tO my conj.unct.ioD.. s.m where s 1B a sentence 

t-mieh 10 :9~tber enell'f:ie or independently -taateble ana tt 18 

~ sentence like 11-JJhe absolute Ls perfect•· oz: ·~be God is 

t;'!Poil* 51a --~ on •.. 

· liron the above discussion J.t cen iJa sa.ta that ell. 

ntta::l:.&ta ·to state ·aD aaequate mpidc.t.st c~iter.t.on of mem$-ng.,. 

~-~ bSU'$ #aUe4 acme of than .axe too libo.ral wb.Ue. some 
others aro too .:estrJ.ct.ive. Ver.t~ieation aEgUncnt only ·· ···co 

states.:· as Aye~ says,, 

What metaphysical statancnto (k) · noi: f'a1l. .ifitO 
tlle ~ane aategoxy as the J.awa Qf leg.ie, or as 
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so!~ti:fic h-~th<:.!eli~ o:c as historic~ 

narratives.' or judgen~t of percept:ion 
or cny othe~ c-risens~ ~tiptiona ~f 
the Hnatural11 wona. ' Sw:-ely it was &l}t 

follOt\7 that the"".f a~~ peitfier true nt):t' false.; 
still less that they ~e nonsensical~ 1 

tJlete{hysicif;lls too never cl:aim that metapbysic:al .statenents 

belong to the sane catego:s:y .as scientii:ic etd:anents o~ . . . 

of the met~ysical cproosions .., t-1bich category they belong. 

so btJ stating that met:ar:byeical ex9ressionn belong to different 

category f1'0m t:hat: of scientific statements i:t says nothing new •. 

Another criterion which ie clQ~aly ~atea with 

VO~ifie aticn CJ:iterion oi; . Clistinguishing meaningful. SlimtenceS 
' 

£~m. the maminglesa -on3a · .ts the tntth-coridtt.ion criterion. 

-~n\1 i'i;:.~ C·l.OS~ ::teletion ~11th Verificotion C.riter.ion. CS} be' 
' . 

. ' 

manifeBtcfl fr.:lm the- ra:m!:'!t of ·M. Scbiiclt.· 
I. 

·••• it is.s1mply imp::.msiblc .to give the meal'ling 

of my statement axcept by· descd.bin\1 the f~t 
wil.i.Cb muat exist if the statement .i$ to be true.-•• 
The statement o£ t..'lle eoniditio!ls un.ae.:r t1hieh a 

pml'X)sition is true is th~ nanEJ aa thG statenent 

1 A.J.Aye~· BQ!tox-•.s Xntroc:iletion to !Qgic.al-PositJvi& 
lr'ree l?.ros~, N~·1 Yorlr, 1959; pp.15-16.. · · · · 



. . 
o.f ~ts ·meaning ••• , hid these ·•:conclit:tona• . . . . . - - .. 

must ·finally be &seovered in the given_:_i 

··•••· .v~ficable eanatnly meGD:;t no'thitlg but .. · 
•·¢epeblG of being eatbited in tho ~Jiven.. !/;he 

meanJ.ng .of e.re·ry p~sition J.s fin$y tO be 
dete~a ~Y the 9iven. · md by nothing ~se. 1 

.aeJX!l the main problem io tih.ethor mean:f.ng:ful,neS$. 

:.can, bQ· ttletennined by tmtth<ondition$ o:1ly or tfhethe: 1:he 

po~sib!l:ity of giving t:Nth<onait.ions of a1 expression 

;sffiJ;mc ~ut its .meanmg!\dne.ss:. ':bis pmblan aris.es 

becaUse rn~aning s:to tl:Uth go together so dften that to SOIIlG 

pb.Uosophe~ the £-undanentel questions shout meaning sean to 

bo· the sana as the funaamentGl ·questicns ~ truth. 

di$t!nt;t;ton ~ueon . .ana:J.n·ic an,d ,rr~.znthat:!c p~opositions t:n,d 

.·¢l~a1s: o~y uitb the truth.eon,d_itJ.cno of ~thet!c statc;ment·. 

A atcrt:~t a.s iinalyt!e \·men :!.t" is true. b!J v.is:tue o£ ft.s 

mel:Pfngs ot: by' syntax ind~pen&mtly ·of a f'oc:t. z tbi:nk 

that to "give· tr;ui;b-cc)nditions Of a G~t~G .is to indi(:ate 

the·· fc:Ct oo6 tor -this tbe concept of trutheepn~tions. -is nOt. 

r~~voot J.n determining 'the meaningfulness, of!'·onalytic 
' ' 

. .S~,~~s~ Anatyt.l¢al statan_ont ts often tet:md. as tal't()logy 

O."J: 1faetl~UP,·; . 



~be. ident1fj_.c~;tcn .c£. smt~e maa:W:tg 1:1~th 

tgutl~.OCon&tiOn i$ mt e1 'l"atter-day ~ion. . J:t cOUld be 
. ' . . ... 

tr~ed t~ ~1-~~gen~t~~~-$ Zpst.~v~. In -~IE\i-" logiC!al 

constmts -.ate d$f!ned by t~e .metooa cf t~th•t:~l:~. . Jmc to 

glve· t~ti1-teble o£ a sentooce containing logiCal const_ant 

,i,s to g.iv$ the eona:LtiOna 'Q1loo~ ~Jhich thoae sentences· ··:am 

tJ:Ue o~ fale-. In the case of molt:eular pxopositiona tJlere 

ts •. ~l~eJ.t i•t1£ication of smse with £ta t.alth­

-condJ:~ione• 

~t is the cent~ai task of .Sf;m®tj,¢~ to give the 
senmtiC ·in'te~retat.ton i.e. ·the maentn-g o:f tiRezy sentence 

.tn the lmgttagee Xt is ve::y e_.y to dec16e whether a Gttntenee 

is gJ:snmat!cally o~ synt-=tically meaningful ot not~ file 

m~ j~" Qi sl'Dtax is to cbazoactense sentencebood and we al.'e 

VOJ:!r much con~a~~ amu~ tb$.6 char~terisatiQn ~ause 
"--.·, '. . ',. . ' ' . 

tho:l!Q ~- ~ic;tt granmaticel o.r syntact;ica\ t:uJ.ea -a:,~: 
' . . . . ' -- . 

£-ul_~i;t=tm9 .this task. ~his is true not only of an analytical 

oentenea ~t nl$0 o:f SY!lthet.ie sent~e. But there ~s no 
. ~ . ;" 

ouc.h egp!icit aanant;icel ~es for detel!Jinjng ~11hether a 

sentenc:c ia ~mtic~l.y me~gful or: oo't~ ~o det-ezmine . . 

it· has. ~8:ding to llonald l).av.iaoon "'••-•· to gJ.vo tl:utb . . 
conditions .is a. i-Joy of giving the me.cmlng of e sentence"_. 1 · 
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A theoey o~ m~.sn:ing· for a.·natural·laigu.sge is· claimed to 

00 a th®l:'!j'. of; t~. ;p avldson .. says.;·· 

-. •'• ·e aeirumtie theory of' .a natural lenguege 
c·ennot ·be coO.itaerea· adequate ual~ tt 
provides an a:count o£ .the cemcept of; ~th 

£or that language. along the gen~a.l l•es 
pmposed by r.cataki fur fo.nnal.l~~ lenguages•••·· 
~ ~ thi;)r.y of t!:Uth I mean a s~ of i:!Xioms· 
·that. entail,. . fer eveJ:Y ~entence in the l.an~a~·~ 
a statatien't ·of the conditiOns un~ tihicb it . 
. . . >;. l 
io t;t'WI.: 

0 

gi.<ving tJ:Uth<onaiti.ons in tbi.s manner the ·mea1j.ng o:f ell . . . 

C:iti.qU.e .o.f "the truth con(Jit.ion~ sanrntic:o may 

.. ci~ that many .f.ilootences of. riattirat iangu~e vary in truth 

value d~¢nding on the thne o~ uttercmeo o·:f the sent.ence 

and identj,fit.::¢ion of the spea~er.. AD<i this <:rueJ.al :fact 

!a absent in ... cl'ie caae of truth conditional theo:ry.. Jnut the · 

co:Eoodo;r; of the t:iiuth conditional the:>r,y tiios to <r::commodate 

this phencm~~mon .in their· thoo~.·· ~hGl~i ·said tnet truth value 



4-s · eith$-tr the P~De:tey of :a :particul~a:e u·ttel!ance ·o·~ the · 

spc~:~ .a::t' o~ tmth- ~s- a- .relation -~een a eentmee_;i a 

cpeakGJ:~. and a. -ehnec. 

But one obVicus Qiffieuley ®out this ~heoey of 

meaning io tbs·t: o%· )the e:K:lotence of t.he counterf~tual 

stat:~nta. f,et U$ 1:ake a well known e.Xanpl.e of iih.it~att * 
8 A.· cJ.'ty td.ll nOVe%" 'he wilt herd'. ~mth Gondi.t.iOn tneorJ.at 

•• • f ' 

- -
of._ course mqy give the t~th conditiOn o£ the atove statenent 

Jn the fl>llou;ptg mw.nert 

na .c.i"'cy· t-;ill ~ne-"e.r be 1.-uUt her~•· .is. tme i~_:i . · 

t::ed only :t:e..: a city Will never be built here. 

But tho tru:tb<onc31tions given by the ~-theorist is such 

thart i:t coul.d not even in pr.ineiple be ~gnized as obtein.lng 

.z.,y ·any S.Peelter of ~y tice.- ~hougb it-~ imt:::casible evoo in 

»::,~-~:7le to reeoqri~ze that the ttU.tb~&tJ.ons o); the 
' ''; . . . . . ' . -· . 

s~ntcneo ~·A eity will never bS built ber~'1 is obtaining, tht;; 

competent~ 1\hglish .spealters do indeed unee~-ta.~a the eentence. 

1~0'(·1 the m~ing of! the senter..ce. So giving truth ~ntli.tions 

,is o ti45'ff o·£' gi\ttn9 the meaning of sQntenees is not en aaeqUate 

,account. 

' ~ ' ; 

llfl'M about the condition unoer ~lhich an !ndiv .idual sentence ,Cell · 
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bo seiQ to .)le tl:\te ana t.nt~refO.re .have a i.1e8ling* It .. m~y 

~epeats. tl::u;l· seiltenee tyoe~ 

t-to.roover,: t!1-ere ate sentences "tba'~ do not ses to 

have any tmth valu~s at all. for ex:anple,. LLtperativ-. 

iritaxrogettves,Y esc~anato~ sent«lCes ana so on. ~ut they 

am the pl!'Opet eent:ene~ of natural l.anguege. A theo:J:y· o:f 

· ma"an.:lng fOr a natural- langU.age must $U.Ccessf'ul.ly cope with 

t;he meaning o~ these s~i:erices~ 

Sane pbilosopbe.ts claim that e.Kp::essions like 

"''1.:he ehi).d 1'1a3 naked but wpre a .t:ea· 4ressu, "He 'saw a eolour-
. . •' .. ~. 

loss grca~· dmcm last night•:,. ·~he square is a four sicled · 

figure :Cut ru;rc four s.idect' are meanmsless because they ~ 

nelf~ntraCtl.ctory.. Sane, but. not al)., philosoph_o.t"S have 

bold :t;hol; ·sel.f-co~tradJ.e.tory ~essions are rneaningles~~ 

t-Jh~th~r se~f'"'!'Contr~dicto.ry _ ~ressions ~--a me,aningl$:ia OJ' 

. no·e . .is a m~tet> of ¢ontl:Qversy.. . T~ere e=e so many c"',:\sseating 

views about ~vhe-the:r· .cont.raaictions ru:e m~sningless. t.ang~rd 

z;eQSon h~ gives in support of his v!et1 is that t'~e c~t find 

~y- unit~ meening of self'...contra¢lictory sr:presa.ions or 

oontences# though we get the meaning Qf the separ~te t-JO..t'(is or 

nentencoo. !ie $lso states that a sentetce .is maan,ing£ul. by 

vi.ttue o~ tho 'accompaniment of the sentence' .t,.~~, something 
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wbidl a ·sentence $\:mas .fO~• aut in the casCJ of self'• 

~-eontra<UA;to.z:y expres:d.on no accompadmeQt can be f0un<J.1 

In· defending the view that selft!iiCOntrad!cto~:y 

sant~QDCC$ am .meaningles$ Eefi~d Erwin h~s given tb,e 

follou.:Lnn argument • 

•• .:~~me bachelors ai:e marded"' and •vs~ue 
1s squar.- both k!n(ls of f)t~ta.nent.s· are. 
unintelligible in that we cannot :understand 
W1et it would be like i3or than w bO txua. 
z eonc~ude, tbdl. that .it is not ol:>jec~ion­
a.blo 'that contl:adict.ions tum out to .be 
meaningless. .if we interpret *meanmgle~s• 
as moaning • a pJ:io~.i .false•. a· 

Xt t'oll.Owa imm the cited argwneot that il: the inte~ftti:a­

tion of •oecnmgless" as meamng • a priori ftl1se• eon be 

p.tevea iUCorr~ or i.f some other inte.tpl:'etation Cal be 

gi'll® to tho· t,emn *meaningless• aucb as "m~eningleastt 

means ·•na.f.tbe: true nor fal.stl' th-an eont~adiction ca:mot 

~ regaroou as maaningless. Because cont.f."a&ci::tion is e 

.pdQ~. f.alse. ~hus methor contrad!Ction is mean:1nfl1ess 

oz: not ·troU!d· wb01ely depend on ~e .interpretation of 

llmetn.fn9losd' if we accept a•m• e via.• zt .seEms that he 

1 C.l.L_· ow.f.a_. _ana. c.H. Langford,_ SmJagl~ilQ;& Dove~ 
Publications. lla-1 York. 1932,- pp.475• 1.· 

2 Edwarcl ~:z:w.io, ~he CQDSfQ\ o:f MSat}#Qgle§ppeg. John 
Hopld.ns, C1970, pp.l38•39. 
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" 

1s bound to give tbe vJ.etf tbat ccn:traaictJ.on: is mes1Q91ea.s 

bocause he aefines •meaningless• as mearung • a pr.ior.l 

1ialse• ~d contradlctions are --~ pr.to~.t fol.~o- -as the 

negation o£ eontra~ion .is a prio~.i t.rue •. 

C.l. Law~~ howev~ gives an opposite view~ He 

stiateS <f:i;.a·t sel£..Contraaictoey eentences nave meanings 

uhJ.<m aro inconceivable .. 1 It (be~. not ~sw. ~ bl.~ 'l'here 

±s s001e reaction to such .a sentence. Evoo. he states that 

,sel f-con~J:adict:orY' expressions have c:onnotation.,. .i.t QefJ.nitely 

~:;>lies some prope.;ties. ~e expression. • muna sque~d' impl.i.es 

tll.e pmpo.rt.y of roundness end ,squareness. And J.t is ibr the 

CZ!Xi.ctc..~ of thG too l!ltl"tucl.ly ezcluaive pxoperties -at the 

Smt() ~jma -md Sl>aC~ ttte· maanJ,ng Of S SeJ..~pntradictOQo 

·~entenc~ e.an not th.trik eonsistenUy.. zt. is .inconceivable. 
. ' 

'·Ineonc:eivs1d.lity he%(3 maans •·;J.og::Lcal 1liconcaivab.U;f.ty,•. 

AaC.Ew.ing offQrs DD ~gumont. in. £avou: . of tho view 

t.hat eont.t;·::ldictions a:;~ meanmgflll. He . s u$S.: . 

.. "'. 

.• • ;tbo · statenant a fJtlooratzt.c equations attena 
rs;e meatin9s.. -·J.o t;Je.l.i: · cont:s:aaLctoJ:y•·•. ev~· 
sQJ.f...;ont.:r:a~toq sen-tences axe not mem­
m!'Jlass.' % think that • Quadrat~ e~ations 
a"~twd l:aca meetJ.ngs, is a statement uh1eh 



tJe undel:stana pe:r:zectly .well and that 1~ 
is only because we can unaerstend 1t oo 
well that \te see it to te obv.tously felse. .a 

J;:wJ.ng soya that ·8 Quaa.r:at.ie equations attend rs:e meetings"· 

in · $olf~ontrat91c:tocy because according to him type­

<~osingjil ~e self-cont~dtctoq. He (JQ·es .not make any 

d.i~Jt.!nc't~n ~-tiean the sentence ttcuaarat.J.c equations 

attend r~e meetirtsd'; ·. a:ia the sen-tmce ·•An oquUate.cal 

tJ;iengle ~ not .equil·ateraJ.•.. • If f1111Y ,oeJ.:fiioContradic~t:y 

.statement~ era me•mg:ful Z w not .se-e tihe.t:e· to draw the 

~ine"'.2 sews Bwmg. But tibether the senta1c:e "~a"•ic 
.oquatio~ ezttena. ra:e meetings• woula :be oogsu:4ecl ·as self­

·<ontra~~ is a contJ:Overs1al ·.issue. ~et us consi.aeJ: 

this .tssue· a l.ittle. 

·~a em divide a p~io.d. ttutbs into tho$6 (1) lihic:h 

are· truo by ,tttue o£ tbe.ir lo9it::.al fb~, S:Or exc:J.'2pl,~. .1 

ul\. bachelor is a bachelor' ana (2} those ubich aro ~:ewc.ible 

by eubstitutimi o:f · synonJins to stat·anents o.f the first kind. 

£o.r exanpl(\. "A ba:belor is ail ·u.nmatJ:iod mala6
• If we 

rest.~iet, :t;ha texm 0 eontreaiction" only to tbe negation of 

st~ta:.10ll'to' oi :the abOve "tt;:O ldnds tl'lon t~ .. ~xos~g tn 

£J®Oral. e1nd ·the oEilt:EDCe .. Qua~atic equ.atJ.ons attend ~ace 

' 

1 A.C,..EvJing, tjpQ.-L&t!.Wi§.'t:f £bU2JiORQy, Gex>rge Allen & 
Unwin ~ta-. Londo~ 196 » pp.31 .. 32:•' 

2 It>i~ •. p,,sa. 
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.meetings.!• .in. particular would not be regardoa as self• 

<ontracJictoJ:"Y•· Only •A baehelor is not_~ hachelcu:• and 

~ ~ bachelo-r .is not an unmarried man• ttould llG contradictions • 

.K?.E • .str&wGOn has aeni.eo that tJCPa czossings are 

self-contraW.ctoJ:Y. ··He axgues.. 

~ have been. t.anpted to. ass1mUete 
' .. ' ' 

V.lolations oft~ restrlctiollG to 
sel~~ntxoa(U.eticnet. .· Sut tb.is seans a 
mistake. ~he ~eason why 'loud smell.s' 

. mak~ no sense is not that smell::;; l,ir~ 
I' 

mumurs,. are necessuUy soft. Refe.a"ing 
to something as a sriel.l prescttbes aS 
senseless the question whetber ·.it )u loud 
or oot loud. 1 

I1iou .if we . restrict, the usag:~ of :the tettn ·~tr~ 

tlict:ion• oniy to the ~lQVa 'two .ldr.d$ th,on many ~entf3'ldeS . . . . ' . . : 

such as-"'Colour.tess green .i~as sleep £ueiously", •aouna 
square is a geometr~al £~e•#} ·~he table is mun<t -md 

squard',. n11e 3.5 dead and eliv41! 'V~ll,ich a$1$ms CQnt~:adictoz:y 

uould no ·way oo :regarded_ as c:ontradietQxy. It can be sa.ia 

that tbougn they 1ook l.:!ke contradietory sentences. a:tually 
- ·.~~. 

tnoy GJ:e· • inaetem!nable~ smtences.. .t propose to use tha 

term 'J.naetem!nab~e'· .1Pl1ot~in9 X~z though in a slightly 

. ,-



df.ff~ent t:~8y. ae sB',is tb$.. :~hose sentmeeLi ~e 

tnaetex:m.f.n~e i.1hicb invoive incompatib.lo subj a:tt? but 

not ~patJb~e p.maicates. "Sentences mieh involve 

incompatible predicates· a:r:e eontradictoz:y l?eetilQe . . ~ 

.. 

.incompatible predications: m,ade of the sane unproblEinet.ic 

cover tn~ ·ensea which. involve both incomp91ttble .subjects 

·~4i pS'odtcat$$.- ~hey are·not con't~ad1cto.ey because 
• ,1;; -.. 

eontr..G~tiQn is tbe eas·e:.ttJhere ~ompat,3J)i1,ity lJ;es 
,..... • ~ ' >J ' • 

between . t,'11e sabj¢t and the predicate or: ~el:'t:leen th~ 

two sentences (;Ln the case o£ conjunction) but not between 

the s@joot ana the prec:H:cate then.selves. Vc.~:eover_. by 

negating the con1;raqictox-Y sentences we gat the analytic 

oent$1C$ ~ :bJ( negating the inc:lete:ninables we cannot 

get ·tne ensl:(t:ie sentonc·es. So .inaetominables are not 

self~ontredictorf• 

.L~t; tW ~etut'n to our orw!n~ !,?l.bblG:n - ·uhether 

nelf-cont~adietcry oent.ances are mear,Unglcss. Zt ecm$ to 

me i;hat aolf<entra&etocy .sent~;nees are ~c31ingfu1. 

Contraaiction is a logical .relation bett·:een tt-Jo giVel'l 

~res$ion.g:.-. A contradiction s:f.mply m,eann t1bat ·the . 

subj.oot ·~pr:eosion deoignotes or ass$Rs milo prem.cate 



oap~aion ·Clenies tbat oJ: what -' ,e»cpression asserts: 

(ltlQt..1ier ~ression of the sane conjunctiOn -tlenies that. 

Wb.e t!Jiu~ ~ignated by tile contraaic'tol:y &pmsaion.· lelongs 

to a set whiCh cannot have a. msnber or tilat J.t belon~ to 

a ·null set. Besides this., analyticllty ana contredX:t<i.on 

-0$8 inVtU.'SGly related to each oth.er tiith respect 1to negation •. 

Uogation of a analyt.J.c smt;once ean nevec ~- e me(Jlinglesa 

:sentenc~ _ An&l.ytic scmtences perfectly me~.ful .so an ., 

- J 

bettteen tho metepbor ana the concept of meen.ingles•esa •. 

one o£ the views of metaphor is ·that metapao.rical exp.J:E3$8-iona 

B1"e me~gless. ~he violation oi ,categoZ'Y x:estrict.i.ons 1$ 

the &stinctJ.ve feature of cat.egorical GMpJ:eSsions. In-

other ~1or~ mcataphQ.Cical. expressions necess~.JtY ocmmits a 
•\ 

cetO]'O.ey mistake. And cc:mnittJnt? the catego~ mistake .is 

tbo sign a~ a sentmee• s being me.aninglesa o-t nonsms4cal. 

Another ro.aoon :for supporting the vif!W that tnataphoz:oical 

expressions are meaningless may be tbe a:ceptance of the 

"e1"if.icat1.onist crite~ of ~meantng£ulness. Acco:&ng to 

the verifleationist a sentence cS'JDO't be raeaningAU unless 

it. is ve.r:.1tiable. ~be metSl:Jbor.leal sentence ·~be spl:~g as 

At eomes b.;u;~ts up in bonf.iJ:es green''' <~.H.L.at'Irence) i.s -not 

the kind of senteneo -that is veri.£iablo as tt. aoes not ateqoxt 
. . ~ 
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£~ts o-r. c~ribe tbJ.ngs ln a eonveJ~t.iot)al o~ in a $t~aight 

jacket• :~o this metaphorical. eentence.; a:co~~ng to ., 

veJ:.:lfic:ationJ.st- .11? ~eaningless,.: J: h~e alre~dy diSCU$secl 

about the "e:rifi.cat!onist cd.te.eion cf .mean:f;rlgfulness -and 
obOwn that .it is not the . adequate e:r~teli~D -~3; detenn,f.ning . ~ . . . 

Let ·11$ exanine the fiz:st z:e_,on gJ.ven by :3ome 

philosophers in favour o:f the v~a~: that metapborlcel 

~lPr®.sions 81:$ meaningless as they violate t~£l or catego%Y 

rost.~!Ct:i.oll$• ~he viet-l ·that metqpbo~.tcal eapxessions violate 

catego~ ,tos.td.c:tiona and bence Q:m meaningless 1o primarilf 

ba~ea an the. v:tew that me;t;!Jittora _ ;J:pu].d be , ;~ad_litg@ljr.• 

D~t it~- not u~thput ·cont.mveray. One of tJle;_eo~tz.:~. 

'U'.iew in this regu~ is' that m®iPJlRS! .. shg~d pgt 1 ~ mas 
l.&StcALlV• -Paraphra$J.nf) o:f m~apl'Jo.t: £a .aluay$· .tnadeqp.atl\r 

J:t Ca'U'lOt eapresa the exact. sense o£ tho met.-~or~el. 
' ·~ . ' ' 

expression O# the ::~Ql.)tle feeJ.ings ~~~ b.Y .it. $omet91Dg 

.i£3 lost in par~Easirig. ~het the metapbo:~Gl expr~sione 

cbes not meM exactly tvb&t the para~r:aso. mems,. .Z£ in 

$PE!a1d.ng mGtaph:o.riea11y. it ·setms_ oo i~. ,Il,o.,is. speol:ing 

l~'te~ally tha very usa of metaphoJ: td.11 ·be rowntlarit.t:. . t-loreov~ 

:to some pb.Uooo~ers. in the case of metapl1orkal f»tpr:essions 

there io a break bett1een speaker's IJl(laning .. and tho ~entence 

meaning (e¢nventional meening) .. lfuet tho oentooco literally 
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means iS. nat hare iaent.k:al \Jit..ll t-;hat .the speaker means 

by. tt'le.. oentmce thOugh it Js ~ndent on the sent~e 

mo~g jn, ~e tii!Y~ !-!era opeoke:t!' a . .tn.'tentton pl aye e 

v.it€1]. p~,~ EvM a speaker c~ give tbe 11ter~l'!. 
I 

nonsensieal aentetces lilte .·~ ro~.:red: song with .sey~ue 

tune. a little scent o£ laughte:• (Sukumali ~y) a 
£ - ,-· 

met~~1co1 use~ lie can mention the ran~k. of ~am 

1:: a:w1n in tbJ,s Jtespect. 

In general. tibet e. speaker means iS l'zh~ be 
int(3lds to ~~~- :rut what his woras mean may 
not be wha~ he me~ ant1 .bene':Q, may not 
mean ·ubat t<Je $.ntmd· · ·to say. we ~et!m~ 

fail to aay t1hat ue mean - ~'e .intood to 
asy :one thing but actu~ly say anotheJ:. l:t 

is what wa actually eay. however. ana ng1; 

(neee.ssarily). what we intend to a~. tl"lat· it; 
1 e.it:h~r meaningless .QJ: mei30.1ngfnl. 

r1o11 .U tne .ve viet~ oj; Exw.m· is ce.u:J:eet then the question 

of t711othar metophoricat Gxpress.ions are memingless" or not 

is oomplotoly i.rrcalevani:• ~ause 'me.tepltO~ 4s rela.1;;ed v.tth 

the .s:pea'kGJ:• s intention and not with the Gent$11Ce'' .itself. 
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the,. spaaker.•·.s J.ntentJ.on · u i.t is' ·not ~~sea by the 

s~tence.:itoelf 1 .Or in other wc.u:Q.s· tllbat t.ne p.rincip~e$ 

tbat 't'ZO~d ·enable _speaker to £ol:!I\Ulatar a1a· bearer to 

·un:ae~stc;anQ_motqphoncal ·uttuonecs· i' l:n ~eplying to th;t.s 

£ix>Vo qu.ostion.. ~eaJ:J.o Stat~ 

' J 

See:ause in metaphorical. utte~:ances uhat 
tne speaker means differs fJ:Om what he 
says :(in ene sense of • a.,.). in genm:al 
we shc;lll need tw sentences fQr ow: 
e&a:nples of meto.phol: - f:f..rst the scwt~e 
ut:tem4 metapbcu:Jcally, and seeon~ a 
sentonce that exprassee · lite~al.ly what 
tha ~ea.~er· means. when he -utt~l:S the 

£.1l:'st .omten~e ana mesns it met~~titially1 

i. ~... the l:'el.evant: paraphrases will J.n&cate or .at, laast 

hint what the !ipeaker intends to ·say by his metaphQr.:I.Cal 
.• •i· .. 

aentencea.. Let U$ take one of the £amoua metaphor ana 

aoe what pt'Qblans a~ise about .its meaning., :Che po~ 

t-ly love. is lil;o a red l':$Cl mso 
~he't'• e net-.71Y sprung in June. 

Apparent1:v i.t seems meaningless becausia· •t~y love• 'wicb 

refers eitl1ar to a ~ung ~an or the poet•:s own anot.ion 



is not t'he ~do£ tbing .. ~at em be ·~eli mse•.. l'ut:e 
" . ' . . . . .. 

.literal . mt:~ret~t~on_ o£ th.ts sentEJ'lcc ·o:bv!ously mattes 
' .. . . .. . . -.. '.. . ' . . . 

. i~ a mean~~ess sent~e. Dut by ~sing tho part o£ the 
-· .. ' . . ' : -. 

~p~a~s~a like ~ e red ~ mse• the au.th9J: suggests 
' . . . ... ~ . ' 

. somotb..ing. o_f. the vitality. the fresnness.: th:e v!v.i~ess 
., . ' . -;· 

of colour CAd beauty of his love end usinq the expreseion 
0:fhat~·o not:11Y sprung in Jund' he sugg~ets the !ntco:d .. ty 

and vigoul!' o£ his love. l'o mct.o.p."'lor!c:ol express.ton the 

ouggestivo maan.in9. pltWe a vital i»le.. An<.l .it ia genezoally 

expz:as.ocd (~ugh not by an. aa~qaatm ue:y) I:Jy t~anslat.ing o:t 

pa.xta.J;il.rao.ing the metaplm.ric~l ae..'l'l~ence itself. j,n a. a;zst:enatic 

ucy. finding soma. kind of s.imiinr.ity betnasn tho mctepho~ical 
' l • • ' • • • ~ 

•.. . .. · 

fulness,· eclaes regat'ding the expr~sion which is a ttranala.• 

t.!.on ·of ~ mataphoxical exp.ression. sure:L~ i.t must be 

translatable iriw ;scmeth±ng that ·tfe alreecy know to ba 

momingftU.., So a eriter:!on .of memtngfulness £a alReady 

p~qe~!?JGea. 

l shall oo-v: diSCUS$ another a~n:t~ •type"· or 

~1·catego~ r.d.st:ake a:9li:nent Whkb. msy pbilosophClW tJu.nk 
CGn be atipJ.oyea foJ: dist;.inguisbing meeoingless QXpreG&~D8. 



uoea ·as a techniC:di.' teim lJ.V A::.i&tOtle. kco~Qing. ~ 

A.:'istotlG ci;ery 'uneotnbineO ·expression• must ~all·one ·Of 

the ten categories ot cJ.asses · a ·~'t~e.:· · quanti.ty• 
' l .; . . 

qual:.t.t:y. relation, piace. post.ur~: time. state, ecti.Qn ana 
pess:ioL · ~t..'tQ. expressions l:$~ng·to tw-o dlfierent .c;atego.\:'.iea 

m(;ens th~ they have ~ites-211,- rictbJ.ns in common. Zn J:ecent 

JX:lllosopb,:v the notions · o£ -•eatesol:Y~ ana ··~~ego.s:y .m1stsk&;•· 
.. 

has :been intmduced i'IV3i."'lly by IJilbeJ:t Ry1e. At the beginning 
. . 

o1! ~he .cons;pt. 9f HJ.nj he gives :vano\lS ~snp1es in expl.;l.ng 
. . 

t-1hat be means by •eategoxy mistake". Since ·the conc~pt o:f - . . . . 
' .. . 

category-mi$take is f!auous by Ryle. l.et .u.s consi.aeJ: whetbec 
- . 

a,te•s. concept of categoJ:Y-mlstake is aaeqllate for distingui~ 

. shtng meaningless sentences · :.erv:x11 the meenmgml. o~es .. 

Ryla $:a!fa • 

Uhen ··a sentEnce ie tnot twe or ·fa\S.a hut) 

nonsc;maicel o:: absura although .,its vocebu.ta:y. 
is ·canvent.t.onal and its grarr:metical. ccnst:UC•· 

tion is &-egulal4- t1~ say t,het 11; is c'bs~d . 

bOOause .,at least one ingreQient exprossion 
in it. .is ,not of the J:ight type to be coupled. 

\.Zi'hl-1 o~ 1zo be coupled. j.n that way u.!tb. tho 

o'tliOJ: j,n~re&ent expression o1: ~~eso.ions 

in it:.. Such sentence~, ue m~ say commit 
type-tresspasses or ·break type•xuies. 1 
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~bat is,. ilt ~eommits o · ~.att!9'J:Y~:l.stake. But no,w Cb we 

<!etezmino that two tems or expressions belong to or mea 

not ~long ~ · otff~~ent ~stage>%-!~~ ? ·In ~ly ·to tbi~ 
question Ryi.e says the .foilowing -~ 

~\:10 propositU:m £~i!_ors· are o£ different 
ec±Q9-or1es or types if there are sentence 

'fran$$. such . that t'lh~ th~ ~z:-essions ·· -~-~ 
those f~toJ:s ate .imp)tteo as: <llternativa 
complements to . the sane gap s.tg~ tbe 
roorutant sentences are signif.iemt b:l 
one ~·ase and abs.urd :til the otht?t.1 

t1 ith tho help of som~ exanple~ this point .can kle made c:le~ 

.n ----~n the world-cup t.rophy o.a= 1992" is a sentenc~ 
-
fri;!n~· the ClelSh .is the gap sl.gn.· Xf \'3e put in ~he blmk m 

O..~$).ressicn .l.:tke tt·In&a"# tt·pe]U,stan" • nsn91Sla• and the WOJ:Cia 

"' .... .... . -
o£ this eat(;90rles tho result w.i.U be a signifiealt sentence· 

tllon9h ~t? sen.~~e· may be fSlse. ~ut .:f.£ ua pu.t in the 

blool~ -an .a."W:C~ssion l~~ uyiz:tue't. the ~sUlt~g sequCDCe 

tdll b<? eboutrd o·r nonsensical. li'J:Qm thU1 .it. :follous 'that 

ttvtrtue11 belongs' to aiffe:am.t eategoJ:y ·:e~ ui?altistan°# 

t~·lndiau ~~. "~ngland'' and oo on. 
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state that a $entEDce i.a me~!ngless and it .is also UGed to. 

p:r.ove that a teJ:m iS anb!guoua~ ~o Oiscu~ about tho 

categonr.~istake argt.nent phUosophe.fS usually beg$8 ~ 

ot.ating tha'&: if the 1two tenns x ana ~ belong to two 

Clifienmt l,o9ka1 categoxoies then ()third tetm, a, can not 

be p~atea o£ both x andY... ze we .c!b so t.wo conclusions 

w.U.l A.lllow ( 1) that prediCating ·~ t~UZd. teun. say z, to 

totb X mel Y eaultl m:ako the .oentenc:e meard.n9less oz nonsenae 

ana (2) that the tenn z ,is anb1.guaus. ':Chase two c<mclus.ions 

£Q1low f:com the p:s:~pposit.lon thfJt 1im;mtt plr_ Q;1£~t . j&J'\?M 

2r «=§!:SJQ?£W ·CMJJ»'t MiiD :lbtJ Cqmtt!9D J2#9!l_1Sf4lli .in, $hQ Iii• 

one objeCtion against catesoz:y-mistak.e argument .is 

that it does not st·ate separately that ~£ ·•x is ~ is e 

.s.igni~icont sentence thm •y !a ':t'' J.s nonsens~ or that 3 

1~ ,p. anb~us predi.cate~ Xt only states- that either ... ., is ·~ 

1s ;nonoenaf!: ·or: ~, J!s snbiguous~ So we .bave to supply ·~ 

naClitional criteriOn to -get tho conclusion ·that a Gmtence· 

;to nonscno_e from ~e aisjUUC'tton tbat .eitb~ •''I !s z•· ~ 

~:onsens~ or = S.s Wlb:i.guous~ So the c~:tegoey"!!llllstake OJ:gument 

~a not oel#•ouf£icicnt for tleteJ:min.tng 't1hstb~ a sentalCG 

:is meanin9le::;a or· not. 

Mo:rc:»vor,. .if category-mistake results 1n mcenJ.ngless• 

ness- thot aoes not mem ~hat it is the Qnly eauee of 
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.. -
le~s,- bU:t ilO categoQ-miS'"~ake is apparently involved bexoe 

~:r no· catego~411ilrtiatS1~· c::an ·t.a aeteetea J.Q this sentencee.. 

·1Js.-o.n. tha abOve dlscussi.on about. .t~ general 

principle or er1ted.a of castinguishing meaningless 

e:gpress ions . frem tbe meanJngful ones it ney b~ ~aid i;het: 

cur. aim 0f &$covering one general crJ:t:enon of rnemingles_. 

. ness hove failed. Sut that &>as not mem. that tJe -sboula 

~mann all these e.r.itln'ia of mean1n91essneo~., Sxprcssions 

mey bo meaMilgless for different reaaono an~_ . in _ detemnin.tng 

·th!:!J.r nezmi,nglessnesa diffelten't c.ri.te~;.ta may be usca!t.· !i:ha 

concept of meaninglessness can be eompa~:etl t1ith tho concept 

o£ • g~• as. .it is used ·by tU.ttgenste.tn in .ib.Y.S>SRPhic§l 

ZJ)Xtl$igptiggg. ·r1.ittgenstein s-6Y£1 that there are &.:ffe.rent 

lUnas of 9~~ caJra.ganas. 'tioarQ.;;.gcmes,· ball..r.gcmes,. 01l'OPiC 

ganes sntt .so on. ~be:te is mothing Commcm- to all. of thEm 

but only similad.tJ..oo~, 1 S.irnllarly the~ 2.s · oo one eiOgle 

element that is eOOfllOn· to all iii-stances o2 meaningl~ 

~~ress1ons although theta m~y be some sJmllarities-e · So Ow:' 

hankering after n gene~al er.iteJ:ion o£ meanmgless .is not 

#c.asonab1Q.. 


