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REDUClBILlTY OF MEAt1lNGLESSNESS 

lr$om the discw:ae.tone of tbe prwioue c:hapte~ 

~t seems thet the distinction between meaningful and 

meaningless is quite tnteMsting ana .impottent. Whe 

distinction 1oett-1eert •meen~gful. ana me6l!Wlgloos • te· oo 

g$ilu.lne $S the Qist4netion bett-~een ·• good and t.~•, •tNhh 

ana :e~s·ity•. · •veJ.~a ana .invol.ia'. J?biloaopny of language 

may bS p1v~ta.d Qn tb.o distinction PetWEk~ mae:nmgfulness 

ana meen!n91eosness as the logic ano ethics ·is based on 

tbe basic distinction betweel'l 'val£dity on(] inValidity' t 

'good an(! bed' ~:eapectively. 't-1eooingful1 and'meaningloso• .. 

ar-, as J.~ ag&tionel wotds in tha vocabtlleru. of ~z:a;Lsal. . ' . . - . 

~t may not be always possible to state \.1hat is the ~act 
. ' 

meaning of an exp~ession but it is.qui~e JPOSS:i.bla t~ otatc 

wh~thor en GXpres~ion io. meaning~ul o.t." not• lf hum en 
communieQ~ion is to 'be someth~g ai~iftcant. then t~1th. 

' ' 

regard to aay linguistic $ipJ:ess:lon ~~c h<:lVe to say at 

1Ga&t Whether it ,is mea~£ng~ or meaninglE3S$• ~be pu.r:po~e 
' of using longuega is to COlmltmicate• And the very attenpt 

. . -

of eonrnunication would fail if someone u.oe the exp:c~t?Sicn. 

which if? mGE:ltl1ng~eae. 
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· .,. eome :teno"tmea philosophers do not g.t.ve so :l.mportePce to 'the 

cc>ncept of meentngleseneae. Acco:t:ding to some p.tlUooophera 

tb' concept o~ meenmglessn~a is not something net1, zs em 

,. fall Jteducad,I:Jlto g';be£ szoncepts spch eg ~ll,iity W&l §0 OD• 
' ,, ' . 

.. to other eoncept:(s) might zender the tl11V!G11ty of the 

· · .siistinct!on betwe_en meaningfUlness and meaninglessness. Lett 

us see whether meaninglessness c,en be_l:odueed. ,into otbe• 

. , concept:(s) Oi" noi!~-
'. 

• •'• M. adt\'c;IUate; linguistic &'!seript:Ltm should' , . " - .. · ' ,. ' . 

be oble to show eXpliCity what it;l wz:o~g ~1~tb 

sentences like u j; saw' e' spien&~ oc.btw, "cats' 
-c~ ooga":- .. and .. All ~pinste~ ·.are ttaQJ:~.t~d oo · · 
hantts~e ·men"·.. ~GJ:hspa ~o definite l.:tne ean 
~e 4ta\~ between ~alee endmo~~glcoe 
eentcnees. •· ''rhe ·.Reeks think·· p:to~o®i.1 · 
thoughts~ con ·be sna1y2od. either e.s sz:~tuolly 
ialse or es ltngutOtically (.lbsur~ 1 

,_ sut his v1e:.•J i~ not satisfsctoty• · Sc.,:.oeuse ( l) he O.S..Cl not 

- mal<:e aJ\lr &s~inetion 'bet't'leen senteric·e a161 ste.tenent• 

Sentence may not be either true o'r false• Statement esc 

only be said to be either true or false• ~enten<;:oD e:ce 

1 Adr:ioonG Lehrer, 0 Meaning in linguistics" in 'rbqoey .21 
£1Qcmms e~ted 1:>¥ Ad:ienne and Keith Leh:re~ i?J:ontice 
Mo;LJ.,: Inc•• EnglG'fOOd Cliff~ Nev1 Qetoey.- 197(),, Pt9• 
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usea to molto statanent.s, (2) A linguiStic:ally absurd 

sentence een not be ueed to make a false propesit.ton .... 

A false p~position can be ma&l only b,y a mean$D.gful 

oont~ce, Se!ng meaningful., it se~, is tba prerequ.tsite 

con(U.t!On of sentence• s to be a proposJ.tion. O$ statenent:. 

John Hospers says,·.:· 

•••• A false p~pesition asaeJ:te a possible 
states. ott ·affairs to be octuei t'lhen !t is 
not t ~r C*mplO. "J:t ra.tns svegydery €311 
over tha worlcfl • maanift9less smtence 
Ui:p~esses no pz;opositi<n'l wnateve4 fot 

there ie l'lO otste of affaiJ:S t-Jhose actuality 
is being assarted.1 

.N~V· Banerjee also comes to the conclusion that the 

concept of meaninglessness io net a new concept. 4t can be 

understood, itl t•.nns of conti:adiction 01: .fals.i:ty.. In provtng 

that tho conce.¢ o~ meaninglessness caa1 be rewcea ~nto the 

c:oncq.rt: of falt~Lty be t~es help f;rom the £nglieh <ltct . .lonary 

where tho t·:o~d ••msoruingl.cDs• is synonymous wtth thG~ '\VO~'l U·absu;CC 

~he t'IOJ:d ~absurtr ho~1ever has its s~et"C:\1. ~oue wo.srei$ 

like 8
' !ncongsuous" • ·• !nconsiatent• ana .so on.. He says the 

following ; 

''·incongmitlt"* or • inconsistency* ~st ba 
eithe~ factual o~r 1Cgica1. So mean!.ngl.e.sanes~ 
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should mean either factual O# logical• 
so ms~inglessness should me• e1tll$: · 
f$lt.uel oJr 1ogic:al .t.nconststenoy. ln 
tho fo xme.J: aense .f.t is obv i<!Jusly 
1:ndistinguisheble kOni and .m fact the 
strne ss fa1eitYt and in the lattez: .1.1; 
is bu.t another nane feu: invaliC:U.ty• i 

But the woi:'Cis • false' and • .tncons.tatent• ara not: tho seme 

level of eJ»;aisel. ~tl"awson nic~y mac:le thiS point 

ele~. flo oeys t 

• • • A slightly more dt.fflcult distinc.tion 
is that betwEien the ct'itieian we of!Ie# when 
~e deQiare e. man's Jt~adcs to be unt.Ne end 
tbe criticism we offeJ: when wE! \:ie:leu:e thsn 
to .be .tncone.t:stent.. :en t.ho ' ~i::st e oso tse 
¢~itici=e his remarks on the g;l:'ounti that 

they #a.U to squaz:e with the f$Ct~;JI tn tho 
second case we critici2e them O.n. tne ground 
that they' fa~ to sqUa"e tf1th· ~pe snothaJ::• 
Tbo eh~ge o~ unttuth refe:t'S 'b~n¢1 the t·Io-rCI$ 
end ~~tenees the mcm uses to t}lat in' the 
woJ:ld about which he talks. J:)ut tho cha:ge' 

of inconeisteno:~ Ck>Os not in this Vii~ .t:of~ 
. to an:Ythinj outs.tcle the et&tanent~ tb~ the 
man makes. 

l N.v.asnet;jee, t:snml&Ui!>, Mfaninq
3
ws; FeFfsmif· Oeoz:g~ 

Allen • Unwin Ltd., Lon d)~ 196 · __ , P.• ~ 1. - , . 
2 Jit•~•Stt;~ .. ~~eon, ~ID\£9<1uct,op' ;tQ,J.Q~CBJ. ~!)9Qg. 

UI'J,iVei:'?i'ti' PapeJ:backs, etbun • · nd:Jn. '~052;· P•-1.• 
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se<ws, ·he eomnits a mist:alte. i'acta ere $$ they a~. t1e 

never apply the ~p.r:aiaal •consistency•, • i;lconoio'teney•, 

•vel1ClitY'il • invalidity• to fe£ts. ~ie ~ly these apprateet 

OiU.y t® the t'Glat.ion between the st$anen-to that t1e make. 

some philosophe~ macte s !snous ttichoton'lY ef 

·• eitbe'" t.lMe or false or meaningl.ese 1; aa opplieti t.c 

s.tatanents o~ propos.it!ons. Passnoo::o aJ.sc (b tho $ane in 

bi& ibU,QgoR}lj.<:y ,R&UlA9DUW• He ~are • 

Ph.Ucsr;,phical ax-gumentt;;J • • • Jb:equ.ently issue 
in tllG co~lusion that a <U.sputaa ptQpesiticn 
i~ noithe.r: two FaOJr false1 "ather, in -what 
tu~s out to :be s~mewtaat speciel sense of the 
Word it ts meaningless.~ 

N.V. Banerjee also 4mpl1c.ttly acc:epte«S ~tot %ichotomy of 

• eithe.r: tiNe oz:o false or meatlinglasa • blf ~educing the 

concept o~ meaninglessness into tha eonc:ept of fals1tr. 

Because one concept is reaucJbi.e into other (S} jrnpliOQ 

that t11ey are the eane level concepts. aut this tJt.tchotan)f 

is a bogus one ana vanishes tho distinction bet"t'leen oantenoe 

anC! atat~ent, ~be eentenee "All c.a:.tc::ke1(jors e~:e ~er.~ 

strong" is not meaningless. Zt ia e perfectly signif.icEDt 

sentence. _J'?:!lt i't 4o<as not make eense to ~lt oi! this sentenc:e.· 

whetheJ: J.t 1e true or false. it 1s about atatsnenta only 
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tlbat tbe · qu.estion of: t:uth oJ: ieJ.slty can e#.t.ae. Wo.l'ee 

ltke tme~ingM •, ·•m~gtesa ', 'g.t:~~4ce1•, 1 ungJ:aqma-
. I I 

tical' belong to tns fit'st oJ;"aei: v.ooebuia~, whu.a 1ti:Ue•, 
. 1 1 • t . · , l , .. 

1 

.•faise• Qelong to the eecona o~:CleJ;' vocsbU.l!ury. A mem.tngiul 
'1. • • • • 1 

$t)ntence ·c$ ol\ly mske e tNe or j'alee st&tanent. A 

mt~eningleS$ sent:ence cSonc't make anr sts1tanent at all·• 

'rbose who eays that the concept oi meaninglessness 

is not a new conCePt an«S ia reduCible .tnto the concept of 
. ' ~ 

~al.sitr, (.t a.aeme. ere ei.so inflUEftced by the i!ppOt'Ont 

similarity· between the mean.tng1esG 1;1ent:e1ce ana tba sol.f• 

·.oont;~a~ctc:y statement. Zn J»tb cases the gen_ei:al purpose 
; / 

o~ 1).sing ~anguage that 1e the intention to c::ommunieat:e someeii 

th.tng has ·been Sailed• cen~t:at:Jicticae a~: however; 1 meaning• 

t'ul wnic:b .;t tuwe diseussad in Chapteso ~li• OontncUction 

mean$ cnnce1lation• .In contraaict.ion pJ:ec.11c:~e exp.-reaaton 

CtnCel$ 0;" cleQ.ies what is affilmed by tbe S~ject $Xpi.'G$Sion. 

~'be man wbe mak• · a conttaeictoq etatenent makes a false 

etatanentt· only a logically :false o:ar a ~10#.'1 :false statenen1; 

A.n -. dietin~1on ~tom o'"ainely · false statEm(Ot• 

· ·&lotheJt attempt of chai:~tetta.tng meaningless 

sentenees ·ss false ( e priotti---,,islael h~ ~$1 m$Ci$ by ~heoctu:e 

Pt"l!m9e• ~.he. fOllotting sentences such as •· 

( 1) '.t'he 1;heo.cy of ~el ~ivity is blUGt 

(a) Who numbS..: S weitJhta mo~e then th~ number G·> 
' . . 

'' 



.• 114· .• 

l • . - ' • 

. ( ~) Socrates is a pt'Jma nu."nber_: 
I I I I . . . . 

(4) QuaCU:ap11c1ty dJtinks p.;ocastinati.Qn,-~ 
. . 

( S) · ~mal).s ot:e ~oua~· 

(G) l have eeten e l.oucl cJ.epF5 

( 1) l-!Ql"$1 pe~fection is a p~.ttne nwnbel:r·· 

(6)) Chemist~ is ·a g~:eato~ o#Qinal i:hen the 

concept of twtlt 

a.t'e· all rnaenJ.ngJ,esa.. acco.t~9 to ll'hoo~ta P.wenge. b~&l.lse 

they involve a erQssing of typ<:e oz: typo J::ounom:ies. iJ:hey 

·al'e medl.i.i'lgless o# unmtelllgibl'e when ti\Oit eze taltan 

li'teJrallY• He also sayo· that sentencoo su~h as (1) • (B) 

neec! to be· given s001e spec.tal. ·m\:<at);)re'te"t;icu~ in o~da.t tc;; be 
®aeretood. some int·erp~~:ation can 1:;19 giVen to tilcm t-Jhich . 

t.-wuld renee# thEJn not onl;v meeningful_ but·' twe also, .wo.-: 
-emple, th:O ~:ientence (2) coUld be ut~e.~re<i in a pJrS.nting 

shop by e tyPe eette&-. sentences ( ~) coula have ~refe&-enee ' 

to e num»er~a J.iei: of JithU.osophero•· nsne. But they a%0 all 

meaningle'Ss £f they a~:a tntsepreted in aa OJ:ClinaJ:y $1C3 

otteigh't:?o:c:t1aa:d t11a.Y• Xn ~aplying to· tho question what 
m~kes an o~&-e$sion 'type c~sstno, ~heoaose P~:engo gives 

._,.1o viet-:s• .In r.rag cm'i!?YW he says in one place thot: the 

eentE'Ilces (1) - (S) involve crosemg of tNPOO ana tho.tefo.d 

m-.an:Lngl.e.so -~- ;.~ _ '· · so fa~: as thei.t; UE!Ual.. tntex:pretations 

it#., coneot:n~<t. 'rhey seem to ~ s8fin9 ono, t:yp~ o:i! thing 

{:)otnetb;&.ng that has appl~catton only to another type 9~ tb~g • 
.. 
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. What, makes· a sentence e.· type·. c::oss~g !(;) 

tb~. tnte~:retErt:~n· given __ to :J.t, which .is 
not necessau:.Uy its prima .tacie meen:l.nO• 

· fozr · .. eX.$8Plei · ·,consi'cae~ the·' sentence t 

(9) IJ:hot mooheniem bas tt'IQ springe ~t it. 
Sel\t€JUCe (9) t-:oulcl normally ·be tal;ea"l to be 

a perfectly meaningful sent~oe o£ English,. 
But ~\lppose the Wt'd • spJ:i.ng' ~l~!ch eppeat'$ 
.tn tt,.' were unaeratooa to meen •whe fir:st 
seaeon. oi 'the year~-. ~hen (9) . Wo~Ol be ;a . 
type .;z:oseing, being equivalent to "-that 
tnOOhetnisrn has t\>JQ first seaeonff in .tt" t l 

~hat· is scm~ unusual ·!nte~#st®ion o~ a gtven· ·sentence mt.W 

-mal;e_ tho cientenc:e .tn question ae ~~e e~EJs.tn~h ~hus tll•a 

~e tt-JO': 11:1aye;cof sentancee toeing ·twe c#Qas!ng and ttaere£o-., . 
meening1~ss., eceoJ:ding to TheoCbt:e l>i:ange, (1) en: \lsusJ. w.Y 
c~ .f.nterptot::ation uotil.cl meke some sentences tYPo c=asing en<! 

<a> • unusual .tnt:erpr~atJ.on o·:f ·some sentEnces ~JOulo make 

than tt~PG ~J;Ossingtt ·I;Jut he cloar:A.y states "•·•~• let the te11n 

:• type C#Oe~sing·• be un~~:etood • ·• ·• ~ refer~ing to sentmcea 

WhiCh ~Q like t1) • <a) .tn the Spet::\:1£$-ed t::G!f-. 1 'Xbe unUSUal 

f.nterp~etat;ion o£ sentences woul¢1 make most of the meanitloi.Ul 

$Ontsiceo that t:1e use in_ cut aaUy life as type crossing a"A<l 

hf-'lc• meontftgl~ss. 'l'here is no reason to teke ser!ouslf h.~s 

·secon<l J.nte.t!pretat!on of·_type cmesinga• 
' ' 

1. Theo4?~e Jltsng- :rxee crossA.ngo a ® Iut~m;et~&Pn 21 
1!-1~cmiQq6ue sep:t;m)cstJ. Whe uagu~ -M·outoni 1906* P•l.3• 

a ~bid.~ P•13• 
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Let us discuss whether type crossings, exanpl!­

ftea in . sentences ( 1) - (S) • can be Cbornete~ized as £alse 

(a priori .false) as it is Ciemanc.ied by 'rha">Clo:te Drange. He 

claims that type crossings ean be cbaracterizea as false. 

Anti t!1cis follows.·, he suys. £rom the principle that nSgations 

o~ type c~oaings are ttue (a.pr1o:r:.t true) and therefore 

meaningful.~ He bas given some proofs in :eavouz: of his viEr.-:. 
:: :..' .: . , ' . 

Ono exanplci of suet~ proo~ is· the followLn·g ·a· 

( 1) ~he tboo::y .of relati~~.tty is a tnoor.i•· 

(2) ~~1,~ries are abstJ:oct entities. 

(3) l:~~ abstl:'et:t en~iti<.:!S etl:'a concz;ete ent.iti~• 

(4) · Only .con~t:ro·te. enti.t.i.~ a~ colo~€4. 

_ ·(5) · Onl,y -colo:t-ed entities arc blue• · 

(G) · ~h~re., th~ thet.)ey O"f' rolativ.ity is no:t blu~. 

• '· 4 y 

fle sa!IS thot the conclusion is a ~u:.tort true end h~tcna 

meat1ng£til ·oo .it: is logi<:Slly 'follows :fJ:aa the premises each 

o-f t1h1Ch· S.s e true statement. And therefc;n.-e the t:]lpe c.tOssings 
. ' .' 

But the- thoo.ry that. negati,on of twe cro~s!nge are 

.o P#'.f.orl t~ a"'Aa therefore typo ~.r:o5Sings tbe7lrJelves may be 

~eg.ttktately chara::t~_rize<t as e prJor.t. fal,so seems unacceptable 

boeause the thoo.ry of :t:eletivity .t.s such o Kina of thing 

about which no snpirical preatcrite l.il~a bluew, green. reQ. 
.. 



heavy, light ·and so. on c.an be. applieQ or d~iea to be 
. . ' ' . '" 

"~he ·theo-ri of· relativity: is· not. blue" also 

sentence because ''significant §entqnce on;Ly can be 

.i&gnific,c;mt1v cont~aaict§4 Or ·negatQ$1• · ~rth\ll: Pal also 
. . . . 

says that the negation of a mean~~les~ sentence is 

mea:n:tngless!l!. _,.ndl. i:E a senten~e is ·meanin~f~J,.ess then the 

qu.est;i.on whether the statements made by. these sentences 
' . . ' ' . .· 

a~EI tru~ OJ: lialse ao not arise. pap· OP.PO$ecl the viet;,r that 

the negat.ton of type cxossing ate twe (a priori) in this 

following, J:lciJI .•. 

In ol:din<'lry psrleric:e- a .rejectj,on of a 
stat~ent of the foli.\"4 "K is blu..e" -as ~alse 
J..s equivalent to the :assertion that X has 
some co.ioul: other than blue; ~.:iln.il. arly, 
we~e one· to rej ec't: ~-~ weigl:ls more ·than i" 
as ~alsE'.: one would' implicitly a$Settt: that 
either X arid l' nave the same weight o~ T 

we:L~hs mote than ~.t1 ooa· so or_t.; ·~ 

~o t~ere is no qu.est~on of oesc~:i.b!ng: Oll' char.ae·teriz.i,ng type 

c.t:Ossings as (a pJ:iori) true. 'rhey are s.;tmply meaningless 
I 

as the type otoss:l.ngs themselves are. Only contradicztoq 

statements ere said to bo false e p:y:io;oi. 

1 · Arthu~ ·pap,. ~~ype~ and :Meaninglessness"•· 
Mirid Vol~·69 •. i.1960,· p~41'• 

. ;; 

~s cont~adictions 
' ' ' 
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Sl!'e the negation of analytic statauenta whiCh e~:e twa a 

· · ·p:ri.ol:-1•, f·1oteover, ·~heo&lre »range attempts -to p.rov$ that 

· f;11e nogattons of tl(Pe crossings as:e mean.i.l!')gfu1 by way oi 

th~.U: 'beirif) tzue. J?ut 'tne e$ltenceo being meanin.gftll is the 

pxrerequisite eonc.lition oi · tte be4,ng twe but not vice versa. 

j.nto the concept of felsity ~ also ·evida'l~ :fJ:Cm t:h.o &oetie 

uoee of le..'llguage. In poetry the.r:e oceu.J:."s nen:1 expx:fJssiona 

t~hich era semantically ineoz:pet Gfia the.~tefore meaningless. 
' 

:tn poetry we find mooy inatances of Stich semantic violations 

t'-Q&-m.tng st!lenge but interee-ting aesthetic :images. ~ \3l~~ Pylw 

Thomes• a plutase " a gr~ef ei!'P" as en exaupJ.o• •~t.g;:J• 1o a t·:tcl:d 

ordinari:i:y used with ""'-ores ~pe::if!e<a ~J some tem~l:& ioa"~~e • 

;;. a 't1eelt ago0 , n en houl:' ago"f/4, 0 Gl m~nth agcla_ u a eentut.v ago" 

b"Ut nOt tt Q table fJ.g:JH 1 U a Qf:€)sU Gg0U 0~ 0 a U\Qtber SgQ0 e tJhen 
. . 

Thoma$ used t.he 't'10l:d. ti gt:iee' '\1ith n ago" he \1l'OS aooing t.)J:Obably 

a du.l:otionel time feature to the ~.rd fo~ poot.tc effect. Stolt 

poatey Cc;;l raoo~t: be oai~ to to :falee. Though it em1 be 

rtu::u;n1nglo3S or nons8lse.. :ao the concept of faletty ena the 

meaninglessness !s not the aano concept• 

~he.J:e · are other sentences· wh.tch sound 11k.e sngli$b 

scnt:e."'lC.so but mnl~o no sense at all bocdtWe .;;bey incl.u.tle some 

tvords wh.ic:h b6Ve oo meailinQ, they a:a "unint.etpretabld' • OQe 
~ . 

can only .uht··e~rGt. th(;{ll ii' one :impose oonfo meaning ~r est:b 
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J.o pmbably the most iemou• poem in whwh mc)s't of the content 

t10rds have no meaning - they do nat' exist. in aJ.Y of t.bc 

English 1ex1t:on oi! the worla. ¥et au thG .sentences couna ea 

.i~ the.y al!O the perfect English S~"ltencea ·• 

He too~ h.ta vo~al. sl;-K)rd in hmcl,: 

Long t.ime the m£n..~me ~e .he sougit.:a: 

So xested he by th<3 '.i:umtum tree.: 

And stood a ~ile in thought •. 

A: Vatf:'.J strange bird . J.s the BJ.igbty cow 

. You c.cn see h.im ~t 'r.t~m.• s office nciw. 
Ho has Cl;-eany eyes ~ t.rvery long . ~a;:.e.· 

HU: ~e~ bla:k curls are neatly in pl.ece. 

t-i.e m not knoti7 'V1hat the' t10l:.'d 'vorpsl• mo 'the .Bligllty cow,' 

me8ls.. tie em s.a,v that the s~~t:enca in ~;nich the \'Xll:ds 

11lte •vorpcl.' and "tbe 2li9}lty cow• occurs are meaningless 

b'\lt nerre~ G!:lY that they are false. ·· 

Fmm 'the above Qiscussions it may be sa.ia that tbe 

concopt oSI r.uscn.1nglessnesa and the concept. o£ £als~ty aJ:O two 

&&fox:oot concepts.. So there ma:sr not ~se· my question of 

rcwcirlg .mominglessness ;t.nto falsity or che:r:actez:.izing 

oooo.tnglecs oo 'false.. A1::t~pt. of eharact:Gr!Zing mem~9le.'ls. 

es· false rn~..r not be succeesifu1. 


