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Chapter VI
MEANINGFULRESS, CULTURE AND INTENT ION

Homan language has a creative aspects The
crogtion. of ney sentences and therefiore the creation of
new meanings of the sentences is a pmoperty of all languaw-
gceges This creative aspect of human language makes the
fundamental distinction between human language and animal
language or more properly between animal communication
systen and bhunan communication system. Human being
possesses o distinctive ebllity to aipress new thoughtsg
end ideas and @lso has a distinctive ebllity to understand
entirely different ond unique expressions within the
"4nstituted langueges I use the term *instituted language"
following Chomsky in his book Lgnguage and liind. ®Instituted
lsnguage™ is defined by Chomsky as "a language that iz a
cultural product subject to laws and principles partially
unique to it and partially reflections of general proper—
tics of mind*e® If 1enguage is subject to different laws
and principles unique to specific culture thon there can not
ba oy ouch conCept like meaningfulness and meaninglessness
independent of any specific languages Uhat is meaningful to

one language may be meaningless ¢ any other and vice versge

1 Noam Ch@msky. WM@ H&m@uﬁ; Brace &
HUozrlg 1988, pefe
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Let us discuss this important issuee. Tho content of every
culture is expressible in its languages Language difference
iz an important synbol of cultural difference. Linguistic
materials, both £omm and content, are used to symbolize the
actual meening the experience of the specific culture or
socletys Lven longuage may be called ag heuristic, The
forms of lomguage may predetemine our modes of observation
and interpretations 7The resl difference betueen languages
ig not morely a difference of sounds or signs but the
differencg of “iﬁ'grz.d-perapective" or World viem, that is
expressed by the sounds and signs of a languages DBut it
does not _fa.‘g;iow that there is a simple overt correspondence
betveon language and culture., The correspondence lieg

Lo rCOvVer on a very deep level, 7The e;étgab}Lishmnt of thig
correspondence requires a long oboervational process because

linguistic changes are not as rapld as the cultural changeg.

nguages differ w;ldely in zrespect of their
vocabularics and the vocgbulary is a very acute index of the
culture of the people. Every language contains temms that
cristallise in thengclves the thought of a people, a cultuz:e..
a civnizaticn. If one's mother 1anguage is English he has
the same word the word 'snow® for fané.ng ©now, snow in the

hill, pecked snow or what ever may be. But to an Esk:l.mo
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this generdl or all inclusive word 'snow’ is clmost unthinkaw
ble or mecningless. He uses dlfferent vords for different
kinds of snow which arc sensucusly different £rom esch other.'

A language ealled Agtec is even morée pooror in this respect,

_ using the sang word 'sten® for ¢cold ice md snow. Sometimes
the vocibulary dlfferences and therefore the meanihg differences
otistio botwaon different lancuages because of some cultural

and coopomit neads’ Thus tho Arxabs have a lagge vocghulary of
temms reforzing to canels as the kskimos have & lozge vocas
bulay of toms referring to snow becduse they have an econo=-
mic necegsgity to canels and snow respectivelys ~Vocabulary of
a language reflects the physical ag well as the soclal environs
ment of 3 soclicty. Some societies have twe different words for
Yaunt'e OnS word denctes the mother's sister and the other
Gopotes the fothez's siStere. Naturaily in such cultures there
would be dlfforent behaviours oexpected in relating to these

tuo *auntg’e

There is little doubt about the fact that language
consists of @ large body of grammatical rules. Bveéery lanquage,
magy be it Jopanese, Chinese, English or most “prinitive’ ‘
langunage like Hopi, has its particulaz gramatical structure,.
Lenguagos have gremmars which sct as a guide to the noms of
conventiondl and soclal correctness, "Languages differ mot
only in hou they construct their séntmices but also in how
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thoy cut Own nature into difforent t;@esv and categories
and put tham in centcnces. Thus Whors says '

. ewe 1t iz not possible to define ’ovemt,.
thing, object, relationship’ and so on
£rom nature but thet to define them gluays
involves a eircuitous return to the grumma-
tical categories of tha definer's 1mguage.1

There arc wide variéty of concepts and the principles of
their classification among lenguages which are illusirated
in dtfforent linguistic foms. For instancq in the Indo-
=Eutopesn isnguoges moun classification made generally on
the basis of gender but for many other languages this
principle d not function at all, slthough other methods are
thére'fﬁéé sgttaining thée same end. It is very suxprising that
not only the things in the world has been categorisad
aiffozontly in different lenguages, tho very important metae
physical concépt 1like *time’ also varies semetimes with the
languagess The wajor lingquistic differences occur in the
tomporal forms of verbe. English system of tenses aivides
time into three distinct sections, past. present and fnture.
In contrast liopdi verhs have no tenseg. Whoxf says $

»se the Hopi language is seen to contaln no
wordg, grammatical f£orms, constmti@na or
exp:&ssmns that refer dirzectly to what we call

1 Benjamin Lee wm:f. L Tho R
edited by John B, Carroll, The M.I.T. Pregg,
Cambridge 1971, De 215,
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BLime®, or to pagt, present, or futuZCeee

AL tht sme tine the lopi leiguoge -is

capsoic of pocounting for znd describing
corpectly, in a pragmetic or operstional

senng,’ all cbservable phenomena of the
wnivorse.s. The Hopd netaphysics dmposes

upon the universc two grand cosmic Some,

which as a first approximation in termminology
ve may call Manifestee or Manifesting (or
unmaniZest) ox again objective or subjeei:'ive.l

Thug what wo céll future 13 for the Hopi in the realm of the
mm;festimg and wvhat is past is for the fHiopi in the realm of
the menifesteds. Now the question arises 3 ' Is this merely a
St.eminalogical difference or eonegals the fundamental concepe
tual differcnces between the two languages 7 These are not
merely a temimldgical difiekehce because the words Hopi
anploy for temporal informmation belong to a different group’
£2om that the wzrds iii:a *future® belong. Our concept of
time is a public, messureble and objective process snd time

for us is a pever end

X _ But in lopi lTanguage time
is a purely mental concepts Thae Hopi words for tamoral |
infomation are used for talking about tho ming about hoping,
vhat cen be hoped for. The grammatical structure of Hopi °
longuage does not permit the objectification of tims, If one
trics Lo 4 o in Hopd languege then meaningless cxpression “

3 ﬁmjaa.m I:éevﬁrbrf. ngizagé. ‘Thoucht Reality
edited by John B, Carroll, The Helels Press, i
Canbx:iﬁge 1571, pp.57-59.
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vould gegult because the logic of the spocigfie- language
contrilute the understanding of the meaning of the

exprogoion,

Elmse philosophéers like Grice nentions of course
that it is dmpossible m ‘give an adeguate sccount of the
concept of meaning without reoference to cpedker's zudlence
directed intenticns of a certiair kind., According to Grice
the particular meszing of an expressicn is neo doubt largoly
a matter of rule mnd convention of that lasngusge and may
have cultuxal fervoure, UWe have to follow tﬁe fules end

conventions of clascifying objects into difforent categories,
grameatical zules foxr constructing an expregsion mné SO om
but the rules and conventions can be cnly understood by

roferenco o the concept of communication intention, that

iz he trieg ¢o estoblish that mpegndngfylr

g mettor of intention. This view if correst, has importent
bearing on the sigiificance of the distinction between
méoningfulness and mesninglessnegs. ' Role of intentien may
lend to obliferate the distinction or st least biunt the
sharmess of this distinction betueen -mewingﬁnneés and
meaninglepspess, Mozeover, if meeningfulness is primarily

& matter of Intention then the concept of meaaingfulnesé
would no vay be a relaotive contept = relative with &
opecific culture oF lenguage. It would be a universal

concept, for the man of any culture want to commnicate
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sonething or intends to communicate something by using the
languages llow let us consider whether meaningfulnegs ig
primarily o matter of intention or mot, according ¢o the
communication intention theory of linguistic meaning
{nonenatural meaning) the primary use of laonguage is to
mske communication and what we wé:t to commnicate cannot
be grasped in complete isolation £xom what iz intended

to be conmunicateds It is true that one of the most
inportont functlon of using langusge is communicastion, and
in commmdication intention plays 2 vital role, But gince
Intention is a mental process we cannot Imow others intention
dirzectly., I can know my intention directly but to lmow the
others intention ox others to knovw my intontions we must
have a cbjective means, a communicating process. Fommnal
senanticict gives stress to this process e= the process of
making explicit the complex intention, while the communica-
tion « intentiondst glves gtress enly to wvhat 1s to be
commmnicated not Ry it is to ke commumnicated, Both the
formal senmticists and the commnication - intentionists
take the one sided diet, OGrice's account £ails to bring
home the tzxuth that saying something or commnicating is a
procass which involves rxules, conventions and othex
parsphamaliae ]

¥e.meonse Wittgensteln says "e.e @ significont sentenceo is
one which one can not memly say, but also ‘hﬁink.“l £Ia alpo

1 Luéw:lg Eiittgenatem Ph ' tiong tz‘anslatezﬁ
by GeEl.lle Anscombe, Basil B.Iackwe}.l, Oxﬁmzd‘. 19'76. Secction 511,
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seyo that ldhguage involves am elaboratc systom of rulos «
mles of meaing, grammatical and syntactical rules and
thése rulcs 'must be objective, If meaningfulness is only
a matter of intention then vhat is the significance of
producing cortain xules for producing certéin sound
pottermn of mazks for commmnication 2 If meaning is prie
marily amatter of intention and not closcly related with
the outuvard process of making this intemtion explicit

shen meaning would be 3 metter of subjoctive affair. and
then having a meaning would be comparasble to having a pain,

or some other mental state.

Moreover there is pothdng 3-

Intention and the process of expressing this intention are
ingeparsbleoy This is true cven for the speaker himsclf,
vhere he io soliloquizings Intention is G kind of thoucght
processe Hnd as thinking is cessccntlally lingulstic in
nature (it does not mean that thinking remires a fully
developed -lméuage 1ike ug) there may be nv intention without
lenguages Griciang, I think, would agree uith this. What
they disegree, if T am not wrong is the fact that linguistic
structurc of intention and the linguistic gtructure of what
ve say mey not alwsys ba the sames Accordng to than when
somebody uttors the sceantence "The forest ls full of ferocious

endmal ™ 4o comeecne, the real .intention of the utter of the
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centence micht not bo oimply to deseribe the present sgtate
of the forost but to wamn the hearexr not to go to forest

and the sctual meaning of the sentence 13.@5 in the intention
of the specker in uttering of the sentences In this thpe

of cases where we gay one thing and mesn eanothes thing, I
think,. two other factors may involve, either his intemtion
of not making explicit the intention of uttering the centence
©F his pregupposition that the content of the utte#anee would
malke his intention clear, Instead of uttering the santence
"The forest is full of ferocious animal, so0 you will nct o0
to. the forest" wo can just say "The forest is full of feroe

¥

cious animal® in a communicative situstion end think the
rost will be supplied by the situation or the contaits So
coptext 15 also a determining fector of memning. e can not
neglect thic factore Now what will be the meaning of the{
pentence in the case (1), where a higher order intention ia.e,
the. intention of not making oxplicit the intention of
uttoring the sentence, is involved 2 Igs ths meaning of this
gentence is Jdetermined by the syntacticel and semantical
rales of the language. or by the intention vhich he does not
vant to commnicate ? Commmnicstion - intention theorists are
silent about this.

Zo give an account of meaning neither the at:iuetural

festuros of language mor the spesker’s intention or
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peychological states can ultimately be ignored. The concept
of comminication requires scmething which will be comminicae
tod and at the sane time modia of communication which is to
agcertaln oocaptable oxr as stsble or abjectives, Otherwise
communication would not be possible. We heve to give the
sane mpextmxce both to what we want to communicate and the
media wese £or this purposes 24 ke

g« They are complementary and aze not

to.ond over tho othe
contzastings Grician theory contends that communication
rolles on the spesker's expectation that the hearey can
rocognige his intention throuch his uttérance, But says
nothing akout the structuze of languAage though hé is concerned
with lingmlmic meaning and relegate the question of linguig~
tic atmc:i.um o secendary statua. If£ tho real meening of
- a semmce da primarily a mateor eﬁ mtienﬁim - intention of
the spedkcr and if what I an saying is not the same as what

I an intonding then it is impasslbla for my hearep to grasp
the rosl meaning of the sentence that I am uttering. Iz
intention 15 the most dominant factor in meening then
neoningfulness would be &n affair of the spoesker and meanings
legoness would be sh affaly ofﬁﬁeaﬁe&' becaﬁsé the speaker
intends to say somethingy but the hearer does not understand
it. Sincere spesker zeally wants to say somothing, he always
Boys meﬁ:hing -naaningful.' No one deliberahely gdy something
‘neaninglezss - eVem i€ it is possible for a Speakex te produce



8 94 3

a meaninglogs exprossion {arbitrery collestion of
words, 0% ciemple) deliberately. And if a speaker
produces a‘memmgless ezeéressmn dntentionally <hen
that expression serves cextaln puipose « tha purpooe
0f giving an exeawple of megningless ewpression ad o
éﬁ;;- That expression can not be vacuouse

BRI N A



