CHAPTER-|
ME ANINGFULNESS AND WORLD VIEW




In this Chapter I like to deal with the question
how some thooretical considerations like one's view of the
world, logie, his belic? ploys a vitsl zole in determining
the meaniagfulness of a sentence o an expxessinn. Holiday
seys 3 |

Lanmuage serves for the exprescion of content 3 -
it hags a representational or, as I would prefer
to ¢all it, an ideational function ««s the

- spgaier or writer embodies in language his
axporience of the phenomena of the reas)l workds
and this includes his experience of the intemal
vorld of his oun consciousness ¢ his rexctions,
cogritions, perceptions, and also his linguistic
acts of speaking and tméezstanding@"

Liet us ses v each of these foctors like one's view of the
wrEld, his belief sbout the hunan ming, thoozy of logic ota,,
have smportent bearings on mesningfuluess. In desling with
this question we con take help foom different atamples of
axpressions whoge meaningfulness is .obvisusly the subject
matter of controversy anong philossphers and .‘lﬁn@;wtg;v

1Mpk Halliﬂayc "Linguistic E‘un*'tiom and Literary St yla .in |
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"}1ind and body exists® is one of such controversial
axpréassion,  Accozding to Ryle the above conjuriction

makes an absurd expreseion and can be used only in making
Jokegs We can constiuct conjunctive exproessions only with
the toms wilch belongs to the sae category or type or

wikth %he sang kind of expressions.  Hind zné body“ according
to Ryle, axe so different in nature that they can not be in
the same category and therefore it is improper to say that
both mind md body exists in the same sense, It is perfectly
proper to say that body exists (in the litexé:i sensa éf_ tha
tern ‘existencet}e &nd it ig 2lse perfectly proper to say
that mind exists (in the metephorical sense of the temm
"’esistenéa’%}@ | But to conjoin the two is ¢o make & cakegozy-
w=mistaka,

But the followers of the officisl ¢octrine give an
opposite opinion, According to them the proposition *Ming
and body exist? is not absurd, It is alright that mind end
body are different but as far as their existence is concemed
thoy belong to the same categoiy. The subject can have
physical exigtence or it ¢zn have mental existence. The view
of the suppon:ers of cfficial doctrine and of Ryle can be
represented by the figure (1) ané {2) respectively.
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Existence.
Body exists ingd exists
Literal sense Litersl senge

Body exists and mind exicts (neeningful)

Pigure s I

Existence Existence

|

Body exists Mimi existe
{Litezal sense) (Metaphorical scnse)

Body exists and mind exists {nonsense)

Pigure 3 2

Thus here we may séy that different interpretations
of 'existence' create stiong opposition between Byle and the
£ollowers of official doctrine in respoct of the meaningfule

ness of the sentence "Mind and body exists™e

“Jact s conoidor another controversial expression
"Scott exists". According to both Frege and Rusull the

sentence “'.ﬁizt exists® is senseless or it can be called
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oimply mesningless. Tho peason Frege gives in favour of

hic argument is thet cxistence is a property of a concept.
Since existence is a property of a conCept it can not be
significently spplied to an objecty whether we affiim or

demy it does not motter. Thus sccording ¢o Frege gonersl
aexistentisl sentemces of the form “Cow cxist", "Tree exist®,
“HMen exist" and so on are meaningful, but singular czistentisl
sentence of the fom “Scott exists®, "Socxates exists® is
memmiingless becaugse heore exigtence is sppiied to the @bjects.i
He aslpo mointains that the sentence “Scott cxists®™ can ba
meaningful only in the cage vhere "Séott exists” meoang therxe
is mething corrasponding to the word "Scott” or the word
1Scott? is not -@Mez

Rugsell slso tries tO establich by scveral aguments
the point that sentences of the form ®a exists™ are meaningless
uhere & io a proper nané. . And his argument gests solely on
his théo,:_:y of types, predicates and proper nmes. He says 3

The wids “a exists” are mesninglesse It is
only of descriptions - definite or indofinite
thet cxistence con be significontly assextedy
for if *d' is 8 namg it must nome something s
whaot does not name auything iz not a mme.{s

Frene odited by Peter Geach ne Thoe Black .
Bssil Blacm:ell. ORforG 1980, PeSie

Posthumus Writings, tronslaoted by Peter Long ang
Roger sm:u:n Dasii Bl aclmell.@xfm.& 1979,*;:.60.

3 B.Russall, Intre ‘ ) :
Allen and Ynwin M:d.. Loncbn. 1956. PDe 178»179.
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and his view sbout the predicate is that if
something iz a predicate then it iz possible ot least o
concelve of g situstion where the predicste does not apply
to @ object. But in the case of “g exists", mhere ®4" 1s a
proper nang it is not possible to concedve of a situation
where ®a exists® is false. Because the meaning of a logically
proper name is its denotatum which camnot be without its
existences "The motion of "existence” have soveral £forms eee
But the fundemental fomm is that which is derived inmedistely

»
£rom the notion of "sometimes truey’

Another arqument of Russell in f£avour of the view
that "& exists” or "Scott exists™ is mesningless is as

follows

When you tske any propositional function and
assert of it that it is possible that 4t is
sometines trué, that gives you the fundamental
moaning of oxistence ..« when you say "Unicorns
exist”, you are mot gaying anything that would
apply to any unicoms there might happen to ke,
because as a matter of fact thers axe not any,
and therefore if what you sey had any application
to the sctual individualg, 4% could not possibly
be significant unless it wexe tiue ase and the
sants epplies to when you say "Men exist®. If

you sgy that *lMen exist®, and 'Socrates” is a man’,
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therefore 'Socrates exists’, that is exectly

the same sort of fallecy as it would be if

you said *Men are mumeroug®, ‘*Socrstes io a

man', therofore ‘Socrates is mmerous®,

because existence is a predicate of o propositional
function, or derivatively of a classaa‘

¢ we can £ind en opposite
viewe accaming to hi:a s&.ngulax existentisl pmposiuan
such as "Scott exists® is perfectly meaningful end is tm‘
He says 3

To say that something does not exist, or that
there is something which is no%, is clearly a
contrediction in temsy hence *(x) (3 cxistg) ¥
Tﬂm be tmasa

ot only certain theoretical considerstion but
olse sone common belief may iead to the controversy vhether
an expression is meaﬁingﬁxl‘,q: meaningless, The problem of
meaningicsoness arices in céé;ﬁect&an with zeligious language =
specially i£ reiﬁ.giaus i‘anguage is claimed as cognitive.
Believers ¢f the traﬂitinnal cnzistimity ané Judaiem heliem
the fzaetugl charactor of the eheamgical statanenf:a smh
8God loves namkind', "God is good®y “Gog w ipiinite” and 8o
on, Accorsing to them thoological statements are mot omly

1 B.,Ruszeil, in Ix e, edited by Baherk
Charles Marsh, Gmrge Mien & Unwin Ltd., Londong
1956, pPP.232=233,

2 Wl.V40, Quine, Magthematical Loglg, Harvard University
Press, Cambridge, 1985, D.150.
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cognitive ot true also. In addition to scientific reslities
and fackyy there are religicus realitles oad facts also.

 But their thes&a about mligi@ué statenent has
been challengeé by other philosgphezs end philosophical schools
ot difforent timezs They sttampted to ghow that religiocus
steotements age entirely meaningless by several argumentse

According to logical positivists like Ayer @ sentence
¢can be sadd to have literal significance {meaning) if and only
if the proposition it expresses is elther enalytic or emperie
cally veri¢isble (verifishble in principle at least) by hunan
experienca, Expeniance is relevant to the truth or Saisity
of a statonente SO in determining the tmuth or falsity of
o statcnent if cxperience is no way releévant then that
gentence st be literally memninglesse. ‘fnd this is vhat
happens to theclogical gtatements, according to the positivist,
In determining the meaningfulness of an erpressicn *experience*
ig a crucisl fector, The problam arises sbout the nature of

mape:iem:e or more clearly ghat io ¢ GUNtes erid

s - xeligi@ua sxperience on experience oF i At nercly a }:iné
of feeling ? vhen one says *I gee the world to ke a gift of
Qaﬁ' what &oes one' experience ? Or is it that he zﬁemly feels
smething 2 4And vhen the believers af the traditional
'czzzi.aumaxy and Judeism claim that in addéition to acientiﬁic
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realities and dects there are religious or psychological

facts, whiat kind of facts they refer to, Is the division
of facts into different categories like psychological ox

religions facts and ordinary facts ténabl‘e ?

- Let us dee thst the answer to the question whether
religious lenguage is literally meaningful or mesningloss
depends wholly upon the kind of answer we give to the above

@Qﬂti@ng

According o some philosophors the meaning of an
expraossion or wordls) varies in different context, The word
*experience® used in the context of ‘reiigion has a meaning
different from its usege in the context of sclence. The
mathod of rzeligion has =n cuperirientis) charectew ut it is
“@ifferent in nature £rom that of science,  Scientific method
iz obgsexvacionagl in ¢heracter and obscrvation essentiolly.
depend on ccnse-experience, But the expericnce of the Suprane
Reality is none-sensible. Fox we can not even think of the
conditions under whick it can be sald that ve heve a sengible:
experience of the Supreme Reality. ~And this nonegeonsiblie
experience con be understoed in the context of religicus
zaixg*Jage- eniy. %he pésitivists contention ﬁiai: religious
langquage is.momingless because they are not wvoerificble by
expericnee. is not tenchle ascoxding to ¢hoge philoszophers
because positivists make no distinction between different

1106517
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kinds of expericnte mnd they view gs 1f exporience wmesns

sensge = experience and nothing else.

Hany philosophers zegard religiocus experience ag a
Proof of tho existence of Gode They maintoin that 3¢ is
possible for men to be imnediately scquainted with Gogd as in
the cose 0f senge-content. I opposing to thelr view
pocitiviots meintain that they do not deny that zeligious
cssertion may be tmue. Religious assertions may be true only
i£ the man who asserts that he is seelng God is merely asser=
ting thot he is experiencing a paculiar kind of sense~content,
he is experiencing a xcliglous enction or foelings - The
autonomists® also take the view like that of the positivists.
They maintain that ® *God exists' means *God & love’™ and
aloo meintedn thot **God exists® is reducible to what is
love without loss of mezuing®.> But the thesis of the
reductfonicm is not ot sil accepted by the religious bolievers
because it reducés ontologicel category into a psychological
onas Ordinarily the man'who says that he is experiencing
God or secing God is not saying that he is expericencing a
z’eligi@us anotion or fecling, but alco that therxe cxists a

§ futonomilsts maintain thet One's believe that God existsg and
zn ordinaxy obfect exists is not of the same kind, In the
cese of God aitists *the belief that means belief in',

28tSengupte,’ . - LOGiC
Calcutte i978, Pedd.

gf Raligloys Lag & Prajng,
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transcendental God who is the object of his emotion oF

feeling, For oxample, one who loves God also claims that

Jove experience must have a perfect and inginite loved

object. &£ there is no such object then love experience

would zrzbfi: ba passible; if "Go:a exz.sfk’s weans "ane feels

in a c:etkas.m way? thcn mm ontic chazacter of the
religious balieve will vmish.

From the sbove discussion does it follow that in
addition to scientific objective :aalitiea zeligiaus
objective realities need bo attributed to roligious asaezticms?
The probles it seeng, actually ldics in the use of t:he, tem
*objective zeality's Those who believe that religious
cxperiences must have some 'ab}ect&ﬂm real&ty' have extanded
the nesning of the waxd 'objective‘ in such a way that
uﬁ.timately thoy £ail to give it ey meaning at alle #And that
is why the statements sbout religious experlience, or more
SAnplY,. »'-m@ religi@ua statménts sséms to many peczple to be

meaningless of nonsSENSes

Lct us conglder smothes controversial issue of
vhether the assertion meéa by the milbsspheﬁ like "o
cmperical statcments are certsin®, "There aze no natexial
things® age cbsard oFf meaningless. #&ccozding to Moore and

Maolcolm these sStatements are absurd of scnsclessé They have
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uged the poradign case argument 0 prove thelr absurdity.
Paradig: case argument goos £rom the actual usa of words
in our ordinary language to snswer to the philosgphical
gxéblans;@ It refuseg t¢ conduct philosophical discussion
in :‘ a differzent way, with different mles £rom those of
ordiriary discussions. Arguuent from paradignm case states
that worxds mesn what a given langusge, its mles, customs
and conventions say thoy mean: Philosophical theses which
often go against the paradign cases are surely absurd or
senselens, The defendor of the paradign Case argusent txy
to prove the sbsurdity of the philosophical theses like
*No emperical statements are cextain®, "Therxe are no
materisl things®, in this way, "No empiricsl ststoments are
certaln” is absurd sccording to Moore, becouse we ot least
. xnow for certain that there are severel chairs in this
room, and it would be sbgurd to suggest that we & not know
i, but only believe it. Philosophical thesis that "There
are no material things" is slso absurd becouse the
existence of two hands at least prove that there afe at
least two material things that cxist. Tho essence of
Moorots technique of refutation iies in the fact that these
statements go ageinst the orxdinary use of lenguage. In
goply to these Moove's argument it may be saild that when
philosophers say that we never know for cortain sy material
thing statements he is net gtating any empirical £ack. Whak
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they deny is thst the fomm of the gpeech such as "I know
for certain that P* is proper where p is & meterlal thing
statement, This is an impzoper form of specch bevause
this is mﬁ the type of gtatenent which can fulfil the
ersterion of certainty, The criterion of certainty states
that it is wrong to aéy the::t anything is certain if there
ip the slightest possibility that ik wm ok h@pm.

A priord @ataaent can only fulf£i) this criterion of
certainty, The phrese "know for certain®, according to
Ayer is properly spplled only to a pxiﬁ:i statenents and
not to empiricsl steteménts, Similarly, when a philoscpher
says that "There are no material things" he does not deny
that *materisl thing® plays ne part in 61‘6&:1&2 language.
Denying material things he is not denym snything which
the ordinery men believes, Uhat they vant to say is that
mon doen mot Seally see amaterial thing like cat, what he
sces gnly some senge-data of a cate |

So it seems that the problen of abourdity oz
meaninglﬁssness somatimes grise £rom the mtmmi‘al
idssue of vhat should bo the nature of philosophicel langucge -
the language philosophers used £or their discussions FPhiloso=
phical theses seem absuré to those who believe thot oxdinazy
lenguage should be the philogsophers mediun of discussion,
while it seems perfectly mesningful to those who believe that
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philosophers® stetaments are oot to be interpreted in the
same way as it is done by ordinary man.

Thus after dlocussing the various exsmples of
cxpressions vhose meaningfulness is obviously a matter of
controvergy among philosophers it seems that the concept of
nmeaningfulness ond mesninglessness cannot be used unifomly
o unimauy. " Sometimes we cannot say instantly uvhether an
exXpression ic mesningless or meaningful. The concept of
mesningfulness sad mesninglessness are chequered condepts
" gnd are rclated to a plethora of ftems. Meaningfulness and
" mesninglesanéss may be determined against the background of
linguiztic end nons=linguistic facte. |

In this chapter I hava randomly used the tem: ®absurd®
as synonymous for “"meaningless™. One may object that the tem
* sbsutd® cannot be used as & synonymous tomn for *meaningless®
for som@ kind of arbitrariness is invelved with the tem
"meaningless®s While with the tem "dosurd® this type of
arbitreriness is not involved. I an also agree that
8 spsund* camot be always used as a synonymous term for
*neaninglosd®s But é‘éxey may be used interchangeably in
those cases where the mesningless expressions are mot

constructed through arbitrary ox randon combination of words,



but out of linguistic and mone-linguistic 2ilusion, %he

instances of memingless axpraasions {(although controveraisl)
that I have teken for consideration in this Chapter ore

not at ell arbitrary. So, I think, there is mothing wrong
 in using the word "sbgurd® and "mesningless® interchangesbly.
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