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LANGUAGE, PHILOSOPHY AND POEIRY

Now let us begin from some typical areas where
the problem of meéninglessneas is apparent, namely philo=-
sophy and postry. One may wonder why is it that in philco-
sophy and in poetrxy particularly there is a problem ef-
meéaninglessness while in gcience the problém is relatively
unknovm,. It may be sald that scientific language is
stereotyped and technical. Scientists only try to discover
the laws of fact and describe them in most precise way.
And in doing so language indeed very much matter to science,
Otherwise it would not be possible for scientist to carry on
such activities as making hypothesis, recording, classifying,
systematizing, generalizing and so on. But the problem lies
in the fact that the manner in which language matter to
gseclence is not the ?s,é;ne as it matter to philosophy and poetry.
Scientists require minimal varleties of linguistic expression
to describe their result., Here there is only the recording

of certain information about the £act more precisely e.ge
1.2

Fa= %—-’-‘-ﬁ- {Given that F = Force between the two bodies

of M, G = Gravitation, Mi = mass, M, = another quantity of

mass)’e

Sclentists always try to restrict their words to
their symbolic use to 'take all the colour out of them',
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‘l‘hey are very much bta.gy with giving infomnations about

the mrl@ or objective factg, not with the manner of

making explicit these infomations nicely or elegantly,

Here style of saying does not matter so much. &nd where
style of saying does not matter so much the question of
'ox:dez:ing oxr ar:angizfig- language differentiy from that of
oxdinary language does not arise. So the question oﬁ
violation of sanantical and syntactical rules a:e re}.a-
tively unkncwn and so the concept of meaninglessness alsca

is relatively unknoun becsuse the conCept of meaninglessness
is highly related with the vioclation of syntactic and sehantic
regularities, .,Hany .vseientiﬁic sentences, however, often can
appear bizzare to common man at £ixst sight. ‘ :E'cr exanple, |
seientific expression 1ike "Nothing .ts really solid‘ may.

seem bizzare i:o common man because in camnon usaga thinga _
Tike tables, chairs. trees are spoken cf as solid" . Nothing
is really aolié" :!.s a misleading assex:!:ion unless scientists .
specilfy how t_hey -are usi-ng the mm “SQ),;;I".,

I scientific writing the words are of 1 intrinsic -
’:impcrtance. references made by ‘the words are all 5mportant. -
Because the’ chief concern of scientists is to give infomahiﬁn .
about the fact ang their interrelations.’ In contrast to
scientific language the Ianguage of poetry and philosc:cphy éo
not consist only of referential_ or symbolic usa;ge but of
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‘ semething much. 'mofé. It is the business of poet and
philosopner 'I:a 100}: a-h the world f::om infinite dimensions.
' They try to acquire concrete knowledge of the ‘reality
| by personalized experience, And in doing so reality"‘
stands in a relative manner. The poet and the philosapher
portray them in thei: own waye His experience o:E the world
:Ls modified by the sthtune oﬁ his 1anguq.ge. The function
of lmguage in this reopect is not to. clothe or robe the
| thought i.es the medimn by means of which we inter-ccmmuni—
cate infonnation about the existing reality. on’ the COntrary
| 3.anguage of poet::y and philosophy create reality in its own
. :image. Both the ph:i.laso;mer and the’ pae!: are not the |
: passive snectat.ox of the @cisting world e they ave’ also
involved in 'thiﬁklng of diverse p@sé'ibﬂ i‘t:iés of reality.
And this ;L.) the comon gmund between the zzhilosc*:phex: and
the poet. _Both engage in trenscending acts whzch extend
the lim:l.ts of o::d:}.nary experience or sensoxy axpemense.
To the extent a seientist say something-.wh;ich is axin to
common. sense tmdﬂrs‘baading. He may be accused of saying
something nonsense like * space is acuually mal:ten” . ‘.The.
root of the philasopher and the poet in daing philosophy
and writing. poetry is a kind of discantem. ox disse:tisfac—
tion ;bou’c the existem: things. Poet and ph.llosoph’*x: :
always tr:y to enxic¢ch the con».-ept from the.:.r :I.ntu tion.

They interwave things or events with new meanings, a
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potency uhich is entirely intuitive. They are very much
sensitive about the power of words. And this is cloasly
reflected in their use of metdphor - extended use of
words. It helps them to get hold of naw ideas. And this
metaphorical use of language is the supreme omament of

styles

4

They are rattling breakfast
plates '4n basement kitchens,
' &nd-glong the tranpled edges -
' . of the gtreet
I an aware of the damp souls
of housesmaids
Sprouting despondently at area
gates.

(ToS.Eliot. Morning at the Window, 1217)

| ‘Here the transference of the qualities of some
.sorf’é' of ﬁepi:‘:l&ed plant growth to the housenzids ssuls

répreséi'.:ts &n attempt to describe their social statuse

henguage, Colderidge claimeq is the ‘ammoury
of the human mind’, an «ih'\xstruanent of the :imagin&tion.
Language is an instrument by meens of which we :eaéh‘
\ b_e.yo\ndl the:!mmediate world '];.:‘erc'ei'veé by the sye. Onme of |
the chief functlons of poetry is to evoke emotions or
feelings. o |
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She lived unkuown and few
N could know -
When Jucy ceased to be; o
But she is in her gfave, snd 0 4
.The difference to me $

(Willian Wordsworth = Lucy)

Here the simple words are used to cvoke the most

powerful énotign. ‘

o Style also plays an mpor-tant le in the poetic
language, Ht a conference on- *Style in language held in

the Unitea States in 1958 :Lt was suggested that the style

of a person is as his f:‘ingezprints.;‘
8tyle as the .éphyliognomy- of the mind'z“., And in this ‘stylis- .
tic effect vagueness of meaning or words is an dmportant

gsource, Many thinkers announce that. vagueness is in fact
‘oné of the basic pzinciples of ‘the symbolic aesthstic.

Wittgenstein m his Ph:i_..],oggghicg; Invggtig%igng also glves
a similar view. He says

. But is a blurred concept a concept
at all ? = Is en indistinct photograph
a picture of a pergon at all 2 Is it
"even always an advantage to .replace an
indistinct picture by a sharp onc 2.
Isn't the ;Lndistinct one often exactly
uhat we need? '

Schopenhauer described = .

3 Roger Brown, in Stﬂe 1._9‘ Langqugge, ed. by T.A, Sebeol»«.* -
Cambridge Mass., reprint 1968, p.378. °

2 L.Wittgenstein, RBI, Basil Blackwell, 1976, Sect. 71.
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In the postry of 5,E,Cumings we £ind phrases
1ike "a men woaring a round jéerl- for e hat", "children
building this rainman out of snow" and so ons And although
the sbove phrases violate some sahant__ic-al rules we can
understand them and this semantic violation creates the
imagery desired., Por novelty the writer use any word that
serves him, even the word may be ambiguous or new. The context
of t&f*.fé-‘ utterance helps us o understand what the speaker.tries
to - szye Sentences which are ancmalous-in-this way, that is,
by the employment of ambiguousg and nsw or uninterpretable .
words are-known as “nonsénse®, But this sémantic violation

is pémitted. for poetic. effect,  Shefali Moitra SaYS,

oo Sentences in gcientific language bring down
the iaoséibiliﬁy’of meaning variance almost to
nil, This is made possible by the fact that the
universe of discourse is predete,nniried and that
it does not have to be detemined by the context
of us;e.'i

The language of poetry possesses reality and value in its own
right and not only as an instrument or vehicle of communica-

tion. Ultimstely we are fascinated or enchanted by the uce

of languags, by the fom of language. #&And the language

1 Shefall Moitra "“Literal Meaning and the Role of
Context® in Iogical Form, Predication .and Ontology
edited by Pranab Kumar Sen, Macmillan India Litds,:
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itsajl.ff has become marvelous creation in the poetry.

YA rosewred song with sky-blue tune, a 1ittle scent

1 aughter” . 1 Hex.je there is a grammatical contiguity

between the word ‘red® and ‘song’, ‘blué’ and “tune’

but there is no semantic consistency between them.

Here it can be sald that some poetry leads us to a world,

. or creates a world which c¢an not be expressed by a customary
language ~ the poet breaks or at least ruffles the boundaries
of customary language or preestablished linguistic system
consciously. Paul Valiry says "... anbiguity gives poetry
itg delicate chann""? Even for some poet nongense is more

poetical than sense.

~ The problem of meaninglessness alse finds its way in
vhilosophy, And it finds its way in philosophy because of
the vagueness involved in the very definition of philosophy
and the nature of philosophical thinking, In the case of
philosophy to ask the general question like "what is
philosophy?” "What is the meaning of the word 'Philosophy’2"
would leave unanswered since there is no one reportive "

definition of philosophy. A:i:l;fferent~ person or group of

1 Sukanta Chowdhury, The Select Nongenge of Sukumar Roy,
Oxford University Press, Calcuttsy 1987, De56.-

2 PFrancis Scarfe, Art of Paul Vglery, Heinemann, 1954, p.56.
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‘ persons use the wo::d 'philosophy to stand for very
4 different things ox: activit:.es. So to agk the question

about philoso_phy it would be better to ask in this manner 3
what do you mean by the word 'Philosaphy‘? Elmer Sprague

s&ys,” .

- The guestion "what is philosophy?™ is like the

- question "what is fumiture?" both “philosophy"
and ”fumiture are words thect can be applied to
many- things ..: to answer the duestion "what is
'furnituré?"‘ ' One must detail the different ways
in vhich the word " famiture” may be used.

_ Sim:i.larly. an aswer to the questian ®yhat is
philosophy?® requires a detailing of what the
word may msaene-1

- -Now -I shall focus my attention on the issue that
"every philosopher or group of philosophers makes a particul ar
system' = g system of belief and what can meaningfully be sald
is also detemined by that particular systemn. . When 'Em

R systané; made by the philosopher or group of philosophérs

X canﬁ‘rga‘dict’ with ezxh other thée problem of meaninglessness
'éreep in., #And this can be ciplicate properly by pﬁesenting
-the instences of various kinds of conflicting views about
| ‘_~‘the same suliject l'maét,es- in philosophye .

1 Sprague E:Lmer. ‘What ‘ S 2 . -
New York, Oxford Univers-‘ty Press, 1961, DDe.3=4,
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B ?h-ilosbphy in contiast with natural science
announceé the ul'!:imate nature of the woxld or the nature
;of tne world as a whole on the basis of logic (while the .
Anatural scientists descripti.on of the vnrld is subject to
anperical obsezvation) . And the philosopher can conceive
:the i’zif‘inii:e numbar of 1agically possible world. As a
result there we can "ind the :Ldealists world. the world of
matex:ialigsjhs ‘an.d ,3‘? manye Iﬁealist mnoseéﬁezs bela.eve
that abeve'-‘ and beyénd‘ tﬁe pe:ceiving ~wor—ld there 4s a world
of extra ordinary state of affa.ws. And it is the task of
‘the philoso;:her to search mrl: such extraordinazy state of
effairs 1ies concealed (the world of ddeas,i the world as
God’s mind) « -And the logic they give in favour ‘ef their
argmnent is that the world of sense does ncrt pmvide them
satisfactory obj ects of knowleége because Of its evex: chmging
nabure. Only ﬂme M can provide them an altemative satig-
factor:y medel. Behind the chenging phenomenon thex‘e J.ies the

and ‘cternal obj e,cts, of knowle;ige.-

. In-contrary to the idealists ‘Jb'gfié ‘about the exis-
ténce of the wozld of Ideas météi:iéii's’&é give their logic in
gavour ‘of the world of Sense or the perceiving worlds
.Qgco:d@é te them the statements made by the -idealist for




: 31

pmving the existmce af something thai: iles beyond the
-percez.ving world wculd not make sense. Thsy are s:l.mply
meaningless expression. Fo:: a statement to be meaningful
t@ an aupir.‘:mist the thing talked abaut must in some way |
-be ‘t:he sort of thmg that can be experienced. Thus the
statenent maae by 'ahe idealist such aé "God has a pezceiving
mind", "‘The werld af Ideas a:e the :Ldeal foxms of sens.ible
ebjects" are regaréed by ‘the empirici.sts as meanmgless.

“Ih poetry and in philosophy ‘;fanéuééé ‘has a o
pecul iar:i.mportmce. Philosopher andpoet ‘have no alter~
native but to & this through langusge itselfs By the -
nét&re‘jdff'theif art they xﬁusi*. be cohceﬁq;ed with language
(if philoéoéhy'can' be regarded as a kind of art).  The -
rodé"‘=fof"'b6th of them is a kind-of dissatisfaction s
dissat:.sfactlon abeut the orcanary or everyday use cf
language o ,1L may be- about i:he ordinary concept- of :
reality.— .ing philosophy and writing poet_'-.ry A _is. an
attempt-to unfreeze habits of nomal thinking, to redeem
tﬁem by less rigid and restriéted one, The nature of
philosophical and paehical language :Ls such that * the
vezy manner of saying is intrinsic to what is said" . |

The philosopher and the poet :i.s the generator of a new

1 Margaret Ghatterjee. Tl;e Lancuage of Philosophy,
Allied Publishers Private Ltd., Calcutta 1981,
De 134,
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lsnguage gane - the pogsessor of highly linguistic
dmagination. Philosophical writing expréss insights =

the way in which the world is conceived and the manner

in which they are expressed is' an integral part of it,

Tfte ways of saying or style detemine what someone wants
to say. In expressing his subtle experience, his insights
or vision, philosopher sometimes goes beyond the koundaries
of everydasy language. Though they use the ordinary words
they use them in a very decper sense., This kind of activity
of the philosopher involves linguistic imagination and

for which no rules can be given. In doing so they even
sometimes temminate into vagueness or unclarity., Following
Wittgenstein we may say occasionally the "blurred edges® |
can @ the job vexy well, Waismann also says this 3

A philosophei;' instead of preaching the
richteousness or ordinary speech, should
learn to be on his guard againgt the pitfalls
ever pregsent in its foms ... just as a good
gias,mmex: must be able to swim 'up stream, so the

’ ﬂuildfs‘c‘:'phe: should master the unspeakably
difficult art of thinking up speech, against
the current of -clich&e:.?‘

1 Priedrich Waismann, "How I see philosophy” in
Logical Positivism edited by A.J., Ayer. The
Free Pregssi New York, 1959,! pp.362-63.
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The question naturally ax:ises 3 Does evezyday use
of language = the language we use in ord.’mary convetsation.
not a proper way of using language 7 It, 15. a_ll right, But
£rom this it does not :Imply that one cannot use languaée
dlfferently. . A man who possesses limitless fund of imagina-
tion or possesses subtle insight M@.S.W
the -§m_§g_@t nongengg. Even a para&xical ‘sentence like o
“Matten does not. exist“ is made by the philosopher. And
this comes from his extranrdinary kind o:E exped.ence.
Philosophical argunents ensble us to see things :i.n a nerw
way though they do not confomm logical rules. Waismann

says,’

The essential difference between philosophy
and logic is that 1ogic constrains us while
philosophy leaves us frea s in a philosoph:!c
discussion we are leé. step by step, +o change
our a‘zgle of vision, e Je to pass fx:om one
way of put’l:ing a question to another, and this
with our spontaneous argument -a thing
profoundly different from deducing theorems
from a given set of prenises «se The essence
of philogophy lies in its freedom.>

And the root of the conCept of meaninglessness lies herein

i,_e.,"in £reedom = freedom to think and otpressing it.
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- Bvery philosopher thinks in his own. x#ay.f in his mm
ontological- bmkgx:oxmd ‘oF :Eganework. Out:sids h.is concap-
- tugl framework. certain eﬁ&pzassians expressions af -’

- dlfferent ;ﬁai}.osophical back gmzma seems to him noi. false

| but measningless. “Phus the concept of meam.nglessnesa
i ha«)e their origin in the nature’ of philcsozahy itself.

o o It also - :Einéis its wey in poetical language as 1

: ‘have menticned earlier. Poetry :anolves» & kiné of ixzme_g__iiate

'aﬂd witching embodiment of. ingights in vele_a_z_a_;._ forme _In

. __'expressams tholr insights, their imsginsry worlq, they

 tzanscends the linits of existing laiguage md establish &
’,spirit of 'ﬁonsense,. Sukumar Roy named this gpecial vein of

; Lo In his Rhmgg without

__g_g_sgm (Abol-‘l‘abol} we f.ind nonsmsical expressj.ons like s

‘nonsense the xagg or spirit ; £ him_

t'i pochar:é and pemupine. ﬁefying the

pm:cechara. unmindful of the:lr variance.

-&nd this litexazy nonsense creatw Zn apparent
grav:.ty wha.ch is absent m @opulax: xhyme. & poem is a world
of its owns Unlike the .pmse it des noi_: accept the conven-
tional vehicle of 1a‘nguagea In paetry the mznd is mctive,

" having to make ity own systan. In poetical d;icticn the words
".can no 1onger ‘be given theiz pmper memmg e&nﬂ the ordinaxy
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syubolic process is foiled. Flissbeth Sewell says + .

It is necessa:y to pos'culate at once two-'
‘_knom fm your youth up, and that of
) poetry about which anyone who writeﬁ '
" poetry will have gl:lmnerings. but which
is not taught in the schools.

1. Elizaneth Sewell. 'I‘he Stmctuge gf Po _gl_;_;y, Routledge
& Kegan Paul Ltd,, London, 1951, PpPe 100401.'



