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INTRODUCTION




INTRODUCTICH

It would be correct to call the twentieth century
be the age 'Age of analysis' in philosophy. This is not
to say that analytic philosophy began with the early
writings of Bertrand Russell on the contrary, analysis
has a long history. But great philosophers from Plato
to present day have failed to employ analytic tool as a
philosophical technigque. The ward 'analysis' when used
in philosophy bears obvious affinities to the word's use
in a science such as chemistry, The chemist 1s concerned
with the analysis of complex physical substances into
their constituent parts,|The philosopher, on the other
hand, is interested in analyzing linguistic or conceptual
units. Philosophical analysis is essentially the study
of language but it must not be confused with other
important studies of language. Linguist, philologist,
grammarians etc, are also interested in study of language.
Their interest, however, is prima rily in empirical in-
vestigation. They are interested in discovering facts
about how our language is used, what meaning words
have etc. which can only be answekred through use of
scientific method. The analytic philosopher studies

langaage not in order to formulate scientific hypothesis
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becaise he believes that such a stuady is not useful in
setting philosophical gquestions. Althoagh all analytic
philosophers would agree that study of language is of

the greatest importance, there is no general agreement
about which language can most fruitfully be studied

by philosopher. Some of them have concluded that philosophi-
cal analysis ought to consist primarily in construction of
new, artificial language system, Other analysts have
disagreed with this argument, They contend that such
artificial languages are of little help in recolving
philosophical problems. According to their view, philosophical
problems can best be approached by a careful analysis of
ordinary, natural language we all use to communicate with
each other. |The two main ‘'schools! of analysis are
artificial language analysis and the ordinary language
analysis, The logical positiyists rely on artificial
language analysis where as the ordinary language philoso-
phers rely on ordinary- language analysis, The founder and
gulding spirit of logical positivism was the philosopher
Moritz S¢hlick. In addition to having some familiarity with
the thought of Wittgensteln, Schlick has himself been
developing independently ideas similar to some of those
expressed by Wittgenstein, In course of time the group
headed by Schlick came to be known as Vienna circle.Logical
positivism has probably gained wider public recognition

than any other part of analytic monement, Positivism -
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believes that all metaphysical sentences without exception
are meaningless, The positivism agreed with Wittgenstein
that metaphysical questions are pseudo questions, and are
unanswerable, In England the most famous logical positi-
vist was A,J.Ayer, Ayer placed great emphasis upon what

he called 'The principle of verification!,

Language is t he most complex and sophisticated of
human possessions., Animals are not users of language. Many
animals of course, are capable of providing noises, But
these noise are quite different in kind from human speech,
that is, language, Our production of speech is independent
of stimulets centrel in a way in which animal noises are not.
All known human societies have possessed a language, what

ever else each of them may have lacked.

It is important to distinguish philosophy of language
from linguistic philosophy.| Philosophy of language is a
branch of philosophy in which philosophers attempt to
analyse, investigate certain crucial linguistic concepts
such as meaning, reference, truth etc., Linguistic philo-
‘sophy, on the other hand, tries to solve philosophical
problems by analysing the meaning of words, and by analysing
logical relations between words in natural language. Philo-
sophy of language and linguistic philosophy are intimately
connected because the methods linguistic philosophers employ

depend crucially on philosophy of language. FRussell,
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Wittgenstein, Carnap, Quine, Austin, Strauwson arc some of the
well known philosophers of language., Wittgenstein in his

book 'Philosophical investigation'! says 'philosophy is a
battle against the bewitchment of our intelligence by

means of language".% According to him, the job of a philo-
sopher is to showv how past thinkers have failed to understand
a bit of language, Wmong human beings language is the prin-
cipal instrument of comiunication, Every language is composed
of words and words are combined to form a sentence. A word

is a spoken noise or written marks with a meaning, A meaning
can also occur in sigh language which is neither written nor
spoken but only a gesture or bodily movement., Meaning is an
attribute not on. _f languar= but of all sign and symbol.
system- and the study of meaning is called semantiecs which
therefore, embraces a widerrange than language alone. However,
since language is by far the most extensive symbol system in
man's use, as well®® the central one, mich of semantics and
of semantic theory is concerned with language and languages.
Language is cerprsedof signs and symbols, and sign

symbols again are what have meaning.

Philosophers in all areas have an interest in meaning.
Schlick says "philosophy is an activity through which meaning
2
of a statement is asserted or explained". Before discussing

the theory of meaning here I want to discuiss certain points

1. L.Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigation,3rd edn..
Macmillan, 1969.Section 109.

2. Qioted in A.Schaff, Introduction to semantics,Pergamon,
196k4,p.59.
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about sentence, statement and proposition. py the term
'proposition' we mean any sentence which must be either true
or false bat which of course can not be both trie and at

the same time false. For example, arsenic is poisonous,

7 + 2 = 9 are propositions, Similarly arsenic is nutritiovs,
2 + 7 = 10 are also propositions. The most common means

of expressing a welation among several terms 1s proposition.
when we say “Brutus killed Caesar", "The winters in Siberiz
are cold'here each proposition asserts certain relation
holding between lhe t erms, Any linguistic statement of
proposition must contain words for terms and there must

be at least oae relation. Propositions are either true or
false and in this they differ from questions, commands I

and explamations, only propositions can be either affirmed
or.denied, questions may be asked and commands given and
explanations uttered, but none of them can be affirmed or

denied or judged to be either trie or false,

Senterce is a collection of words, spoken or
written, Lentence expresses a proposition. In ordinary
langiage, the verb usually performs both functions, it
names the relacion and asserts that it holds among the
elements, But if as is often thecﬁse relation is named
byaproposition or other kind of word than an extrg verb

is reguired to assert the relation, This is the lagxilary!

use of the verb, For example in 'Brutus killed caesar!



the verb furnished both the name of the relation and the
assertion that it holds but in 'the book upon the table!
the proposition upon merely names a relation, without
making any assertion, t o make the structure a proposition
we need an auxitury word eg., the verb is ! to assert

that the relation holds between 'the book! and 'the table'.
'"The book is upon the table! is a proposition., The relation

is named and is said to hold between the elements,

It is necessary to distinguish sentences from their
meanings. Two sentences, which are clearly two because they
consist of different words arranged, may heve the same
meaning, For example 'John loves Mary! and "Mary is loved
by John", are two differznt sentences, for the first
contains thr.. words, where as the second contains five,
the first begins with the word 'John!' where as the sccond
begins with the word 'Mary', and so on., Yet the two sentences
hawe exactly the same meaning, It is customary to use the
term 'proposition! to refer td meanings of such sentences
as these, The difference between sentences and propositions
is brought out by remarking that a sentence is always a
part of a language, the language in which it is pronounced
where as propositions are not peculiar to any of the

languages in which they may be formulated. Let us take the



following three sentences :-

(a) It is raining
(b) I, Pleut

(e) Ds, regnet,

All these three sentences are perfectly different, For the
first is-4ip English, the second is in French and the third

in German, Yet they have a single meaning and this common
meaning is propositions of which each of them is a different
formulations, Many logichkans have given different definition
for scntence, According to some, it is a collection of words
of given language following gramnatical rules and eonvey some
meaning Adco:dlrz to some otuers, grammatical rule is

more important 1an meaning, Bat both of them are equally
inmportant, for example ' It is raining! now it is both
grammatically correct and meaningful. There are certain
sentences which are grammatically correct but do not convey
any meaning, for example, 'table is saturday' this sentence is
grammatically correct but does not covey any meaning,
According to some¢ other logiecians, meaning is more important
than rules of grammar. For @xample 'you are crying yesterday!
though this sentence is grammatically wrong yet we €an
understood its meaning, From the above we can say that

both grammatical correctness and meaning are equally

important for a sentence.(Wittgenstein defines sentence
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as that which is a combination of some words and possess
some meaning and use in language. According to him meaning

of a sentence is judged by its use in language,'

Before discussing the theory of meaning, first we
have to know what meaning is. There are many diverse questi-
ons which can be asked about meaning, What conditions must
an expression meet to be meaningful ? what is it for two
expressions to mean the same ? We will take into considera-
tion these two questions., These are the questions which are
of common interest to both philosophers and linguist. When
we ask, "what sort of thing or entity is q® meaning ", we
are not saying that everythin that has a meaning mast
refer to something. So when I say ' I did it for the sake
of John', here I am not saying that, tnere is something or
some entity 'sake' which*belongs to John and for which I did
some.thing. Here I mean that I did some thing to hclp John.
Again, we can ask questions about meaning withoit using the
word 'meaning', Instead of asking 'Is x is a word with

meaning ? ' we can ask ' is x meaningful ?.

The term !'meaning'! may be taken in different senses,
when I say ' I mean to go! here I am using intention sense
of meaning. Again when I say 'what is the meaning of your
laténess ? here I am using meaning as an explanation sense.

When I say 'those black clauds mean rain'! here I am using
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meaning as a symtdl. There are numerous other uses which
are used to talk aboat persons, actlons, events, things, ete.
But here we are mainly concerned with the symbol sense.
'When we say that there are different senses of the word
'meaning'! there may be over laping between them, Because
there can be different meaning of the same word) Child
learns the meaning of many words by hearing them in other
people's uttered sentences and practisimg such utterances,
Through these they can learn many words and extend and i..
increase their knowledge., There are certain words whose
meaning may be learnt and taught by pointing. But the
relationship between the word and that to which it may be
saild to refer is not a simple one, Proper names refer to
individuals as single individuals. Boy, girl etc, refer

to an infinitely large class of individuals,

A vagriety of theories of meaning are advocated
in the west such as verification theory, verification
principle, ddnotation theory, image theory, concept theory,
plcture theory, use theory, causal theory, intention
theory, and so on?}?cfonsider four theories to be more
important than others; I will attend to these theories only.
These four theories are (1) The principle of verification
(2) The denotationor referentidal theory (3) Use theory
or'usé dasctrine, and (4) inténfion theory, Accordingly,

I have divided my thesis into four chapters, namely
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(1) meaning and verifietion, (2) meaning and denotion

(3) meaning and use, and lastly (%) meaning and intention.



CHAPTER - I
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MEANING AND VERIFICATION

When the word 'meaning'! is taken in its symbol.
$&née there are two problems, namely nature of meaning and
criteria of meaning. These two problems are two different
problems, While discussing meaning and verification 1
would like to discuss, Schlick and Ayer, The verificationist
theory was pro¥ounded by the logical positivist, Originally
they were a groap of philosophers, scientists and mathemati-
cians who during the 1920's gathered around Moritz Schelick,
s Professor of philosophy at Viennia and became known as
Vienna Circle. Many of them who belonged to this circle
became wellknown philosophers for examplc, Carnep and
Walsmann., Wittgensteiln was never a member of this group
but he associated with Schlick, and the circle was deeply
influenced by his "Tractatus logice-philosophicus".The
best known British exponent of logical positivism is
A.J.Ayer, The notion of verfication covers two views and
both are associated with logical positivists, The first
view is known as vefiflcation theory of meaning and this
theory is about the nature of meaning, and it is profounded
by Schlick, The second theory is known as !'verification
principle' and it is the theory about the criterion of

meaning, and it is profounded by A.J.,Ayer, I would likc
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to discuss Ayer's view and Schlick's view while disdussing

meaning and verification,

First, I would like to discuss Schelick!s view, that
is, verification thcory of meaning, The purpos< of every
proposition is to express its meaning yet meaning of a
proposition constitutes a seriadus philesophical difficulty
when we are concerncd with a proposition we usually think
that we know its meaning alrczdy but 1f we do not then we
can have it explained to us, Sometimes, it consists in
repeating the same thing, $6 we have seeh tnat in ordinary
1life and even in science to answer a question concerning
meaning of a proposition is simply repeating it either more
distinctly or in slightly different ways, Here the question
arise , "Can there be any sense in asking for the meaning
of a statement which is well before our eyes or ears ?" The
possible answer is that we have not understood it. Here what
is before our eyes or ea.s is nothing but a seiies of words
and such series of words is for us simply a comple® of signs
without meaning, but it is not a proposition it is a sentence,
So we cannot enguire after the meaning of a proposition but
can ask about the meaning of a sentence. We shoul& not think
that we know the meaning of a sentence, if we are familiar
with all the words occuring in it. It is necessary but not
sufficient, Every word has a dtfinite signification only
within a definite context into which it has been fitted and



- 13 =

it will have no meaning out side this context, for other
contexts, we will have to produce new rules, Here we

can consult the example which Schlick has given, If a friend
says to me 'take me to a country when the sky is three times
a8 blue as England' his phrase would eppear to me non-
sensical becanyse the word 'blae! 18 used in a way which

is not provided by the rules of language, Though the sentence
indicates certain command or wish, yet the combination of a
ngmber and name of ¢ colour can not be used togéther, If we
ask "what is the meaning of phree times as blue' he can give
certain physical eircumstances which he wants his phrase to
be the description of and then his wish will be meaningful

to us, So when we ask about a sentence 'what does it mean?!
what we mast know is the eircumstance in which the sentence

is used, According to Schlick "the meaning of a proposition

is the method of its verification", The 'grammatical' rules
partly consists of ordinary difinitions that is explanation

of worégfaggaggigfigtsggtwggdg;lled ostensive definition.

For example, when we teach a child 'blue'! we show certain
blue object, But in most casés the ostensine definition is

of a more complicated form. We can not point to an obgect
corresponding to words like 'because', 'immediate', again
here we must require the presence of certain complex situaation,
From the above it is clear that there is ho way of anderstand-
ing meaning without ultimate reference to ostinsine definitio:x,

This means reference to 'experience' or 'possibility of
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verification'’, Therefore Schlick points out that meaning
of a proposition can be given only by giving the rales of its
verification in experience. According to 8chlick, linguistic
rules refer ultimately to ostensiwvelby defined experience,
to dis@over meaning we have 'to gbserve the world, Schilick
tried to explain what he meant by lexperienee!, To undetdtand
a proposition, he wrote in ' A New Philosophy of Experlence!,
'we must be able exactly to indicate those particular
circumstances that would make it true and those other parti-
cular circumstance that would make it false!, "Circumstances"
means facts of experience and so experience decidesabott
trath or falsity of a proposition experience verffes
propositions and therefore the criterion of solubility of a
propnsition is its redacibility to possible experience'3.
Schlick also wants to discuss the gaestion 'how do
we define verifiability 9", He points out that verifiability
means possibility of verification., Again, the word 'possibility!
can be used in two wags - empirical possibility and
logical possibility. Schlick defines empirical possibility
in.the folloving way - aay thing that does not contradict the
laws of nature that means compabability with natural laws, A
state of affair is empirically possibie when it is not con-
trary to laws of naturé, Thus, it is empirically impossible
tor us to jump 10,000 feet in the air or to jump out of

a tenth storey window and not go dowtnward. The state of

8. PFudlicntion in Thilesophy, ¢d. Cellege of Pacific(1933).
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affaLrs expressed by laws »f nature do not change hence
what is empirically impossible at one time is empiracally
possible &t any other time, What we thought hundred years
ago to be empirically impossible may have turned out to be
empirically possible after all that means we were simply
mistaken about the laws of nature, Bat our knowledge about
netural laws 1s not complete therefore we can never assert
with certainity the émpirical possiblilty of any fact, The
possibility of verfication which is relevant to meaning cannot
be of the empirical sort. We have to be sure of it before we
can consider the empirical circumstances and investlgate
whether or no, or under what conditions they will permit
of verification, Therefore, shelick and other phtlosophers
give importance on logical possibility. A process or faet
is called logically possible if the sentence which is
supposed to describe it follows the rules of gramnar of our
language. For example 'the child was naked but wore a long
white night gown'! obviously violated the rules of grammar,
It does not describe any fact at all, It is meaningless
because it represents logical impossibility, It is logically
impossible for there to be a square circle, The definition
of 'sgunare! and 'eciicle! contradicts each other, A cirele
is by definition somehhing which is not fo.r sided hence
saying that cirele is foar sided would be self contradictory.
If it is eircle it cannot be a square, if it is sguare it
%ﬁ‘f‘g 0
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cannut be a circle., The ‘'cannot! here 1s 'logical cannot! .
meganing that it is logically impossible for it to be so.

It 1is lozically impossible tof?ll.upwards becaise 'fallt
means to go downwards. So failing upwards would be self
¢ontradictory, it is also empirically impossible, The
yerifiability critérion does not say that a statement is
meaningfal only if it is verified, We have not found how
many mouhtains are on the other side of th. moon, but the
statement that there arc two thousand mountains there is
surely meaningful., We cannot verify it,until we knew the
meaning of the statement to be verified, We know the
meaning only when we kncw how it would be verified, whether
anyone has actually done so or not,Meaning depends not on
actual verification but on verifiability in other words,
possibllity of verification, when we talk aboat po ssibility
we are not talking aboat technical possibility or empiri-
cal possibility but logical possibility of verification,
Logical possibility once agaln means only that there is

no contradiction in the pronosition. We may also say in
case of moon that the meaning requirement is fullfilleg

by imagining the situation which would verify our proposition.
But this can apply only in a restricted sense, Imagination
c011d not take placewhere possibility is of an empirical
¥ind . We must not identify meaning with any of the psycho-
logical data, Carnep is right when he says that questions

of meaning has nothing to do with the psychological question ,
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To understand the word 'red flag', I would point to an obje.
which T shoald wmall 'Tlag! and whose colour I could recogniz.
as ‘red'., 1t Is nct necessary that I should actually call cp
the image of red flug. lmagining a red patch is different

from raferring to an ostensive definition of 'rad! - verifia

bility hes nothing to do with images,

{;/ Now I would like to discuss Ayerls principle of verifica
tlon. According to this principle a sentence is literally
meaningful to a given person if and only if he knows how Lo
verify the pfoposition which it parports to express. In
this case verlficétion referred to is verification by meauns

of observation and experiment.

Before discussing verification principle we must re-
member oné thing that only indicative sentences mast be
verifiable in porder to have meaning, Command, questions
although they ares meaningful they can hot be verified
because they are neither trme nor false, Again not all
indicative sentences have to be werified becaise in case
of anag.ytic sentences we need nat have to verify it
since wve know them in virtue of their definitions of the
components words. Again performative sentences also need
not be verified. Thus only non-analytie,non-performative
sentences must be empirically varifiable in orde: to have
meaning, Unless a sentence was literally meaningful it would

not express a propnsition because proposition is either true
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or false and to say that sentence vas either trae or

falls would entailed that it was literally meaningfal. sut
if principle of verification was formamlated in this way
then there woild pe =+ Jifficulty, because all sentences
does naot edpres: propositions. To explaia this difficualty
Ayer introduces a third candidate ‘'the statement! to dispute
the honour vith the sentence and proposition. Ayer defiaes
sentence as grammatically significant set of words, a
'statement! as what sich symbol expresse8 and a 'propositioa!
as sab class of statements which contains only such state-
ments as are expressed as literally meaningfil statement,
hccording to Ayer, it is <entences that are meaningfil and
it is statements that are verifiable., How we can reformulate
the principle of verification ip this way-a statement is
held to be litérally meanin,ful 1f it is empirically veri-
fiable, B it what do we mean whea we say !'verifiable!. Ayer
makes a Jistinction between strong sense and weak sense of
verifiability. According to th. strong principle, a
proposition ie meaningful unless experience can conclusively
establishi Lts truth and according to weak principle a
proposition to be meaninf Jul some observation should be
relegant to the determination of a proposition's truth or
falasity. Ayer takes principle of verification in the

weak sense because we cannot reduce universal laws and
statement about past to present experience, Here I want

ta talk about one thing that when we say meaninfful sentence
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must be verifiable we are not saying that it should be
verifiable in practice but we are saying that it should be
verifiable in priaciple. "It mist be emphazised that when

we speak by verifiability we mean the logical possibility

nf vervfication and nothing but this. In discussing Ager!s
weak sense of principle we find one word 'relevant!, But

the meaning of this relevant is vauge thus Ayer put forwarde:
his second versibn of principle by using the phrase 'observe.-
tion statement! in place of 'experiential proposition, £o
principle of verification can be reformulated in this way -
a statement _is verifiabXe and can sequently meaningful if
some observation statement €an oe dedaced from it in con-
junction with certain other premises, without being dediced
fron those other premeses alone, According to Ayer, a
statement is directly verifiable if it is either itself

an observationistatement or is such that in conjunction
vith one o1 more observation statements it entails at

least one owservation statement which is not deduciable

from these other premises alone. a statement is indirectly
verifiable if it satisfies the following conditions -~ firstiy
that in conjunection with certaia other premises it entails
one »r more Jdirectly verifiable statements 1hich are not
deducible from these other premises alone. Secondly these
othe1 premises do not inclide any statement that is not either
analytic or directly verifiable or capable of being independer®

established as indirectly verifiable,

4. M.Schliek, 'Mecaning and Verification'!, in Theory of Mezning
Ld, A and J{.Lehrer,1970.
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The viewstfAyer anu schlick have criticized by many
philosophers, But I will concentrate oaly on the criticisms of
Berlin and Waismann. According to Berlia, a sentence is an
arrangement of words vhich obey the riles of grammar, a
statement in a sentence which obeys the rules of logic and
finally by a proposition he means any sentence which conveys
to some one that something is or is not the casec. The
essence of the principle of verificationw 11l appear clearly
if one consider its progressive modification in the fact
of difficalties, Berlin eriticises the positivistic assert-
ion that is, all significant statements were concerned wi th
raets about experience or vwith the symbolic means of
expressing them, According to him Metaphysician and
theologicians also reported facts of experience but in a
way different from empirical scientist, Berlin also criti-
cizes the positivistic claim that is, meaning of a proposi-
tion resided in the means of itec verification. Adcording
to positivism the guestion 'what does the statement p means ?
and 'what mast one Jo to discover vhether p is true ?
here logically equivallent, here !p! stands for empirical
proposition, According to Berlin this argaiment is not
correct and it involves the Fallacy of hysteron proteron,
Accorddng to him we must know the meaning first before
discaévering the possible ways of verifying the statement,
Thot means understanding what the sentence means - what

prooosit.on it express must in some sense prior to the
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investigation of its truth. But this criticism is not very
strong. Supporters of positivism says that the expr.ssion
'to kuaow the means of the verificotinn of 'p! is knowin,
what circumstances one would jadge the gxoup of symbol 'p!
to convey something which was or was not the case., Berlin
says that the conception 'means of verificatisn ! is too

narrow, because of the fact that it takes care of only

egpirical statement aboat the present and immediate
future experience. It can not take care of statement
about past and future, In order to bring out this point we
can take the following example - it rained half an hoar
ago. Tt i< an empirical statement about past experience.
The claim of this proposition can be proved by giving more
than one evidences - (a( my coat is wet (b) The ground is
wet (c¢) my friend says that it really rained half an hour
back. Here all the evidences may be trie yet what the
proposition mean may be false, The above evidences may be
true not because of rain bat because of other reason, There
is no logical equivalence between the empirical proposition
and evidential proposition. To this the Jefender of the
theory says that the meaning of p resides in the means of
its verification did not literally mean any eguivalence,
What they were claiming is simply this - p is significant
entails and is entailed by p is verifiable when 'verification!
is taken into consideration, it is not verification in

practice but verification in principle., For example the
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propcsition !'There ere mountains on the other side of the
moon! is clearly sigunificent and yet cannot be verified on
account »>f technical diffeculties. Again in case of prposi-
tion like 'Julius Ceasar was bald', ve cannot verify the
pronosition by direct inspection, To verify the proposi-
tion that such observers actually exist and have experi-
ences which are not ours is of course a very different
and di:ficult task . Thus !'p' is shgnificant hgve now come
to mean,It is conceivable that some one should obseive or
should have »>bserved what is coriectly describei by 'p!
Toom the above it can be said tmt $ke singular
categorical propositions as gpe conslusively verifiable
at any rate in principle, by a suitably situated observer.
But according to Berlin, this critérion leaves three classes
of proposition unaccounted namely propoasitbon vhich are not
/singular,nropositions which : re not .

/ categorical and propesitions which sé€ems to be both singalar
and categorical but not be conclusively verifiable by ob-
servation, General propositions offers the most obvious
difficilty, The general proposition 'all s is p', here !'s!
denotes infinite number and it can not be verified by
finite number of observation, This is not conclusively
verifiéble at all. This kind of proposition can be falsified
by future, hamsey says that all general proposition must be
considered as rules or prescription therefore the truth or
falsity of this proposition does not arise at all. Bagmsey

also says that this general proposition can be ¥efuted by
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single negative lnstances and it is non-sense to say
of rules can be refuted, To meet this difficulty we can
take two versions of weak verifiability which is given
by A.J.Ayer, According to the first we ask about a given
proposition 'would any observation be relevant to the
determinations of its truth or falsehood ? If so the
proposition is significant, Here there is a difficulty
and difficulty is concept of relevance, This' concept is
a vague concept and cannot be properly defineds Acoording
to the second veréion it is the mark of a genuine factual
proposition that some experimental propositions can be
deduced from it in conjunction wi th certain other pre-
mises without being deducible from those other premises

alone, Let us take the following cxample -~

All men arc mortal

Socrates is a man

.‘“ Socrates is mortal

Thus 'all men are mortal! is weakly verifiable because
1Socrates will s3dve' which edoges not follow from
'socrates is a man! by itself, follows from the two

in conjunction. According to Berlin this second version
is also not acceptable, To discuss this point let us
tame the following syllogism -
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This logical probl » is bright gresn
I dislike all shades of green.

:%, I dislike this logical problem.

Here though it is a valid syllogism and its major
premise has satisfied the definition of weak verifiabllity
as well as rules of logic and grammar , Yet its conclusion
can not be conclusively verifiable because here the major

premise is merely non-sense,

According to some logicians, all hypothesical pro-
positions are general and all general praopositions are
hypothatical, that means 'all s is p! 1is equivalent to
"if s then p" and vice versa , This view cznnot be accepted.
Though some hypothetical propositions are general not all
hypothetical propositions are general, For example !'if
I look up I shall observe a blue patch', This is a hypo-
thetical proposition but in no sense general, This hy-
pothetical proposition can conclusively wverifiable, I
verify this proposition by looking up and observing a
blue patch., This hypothetical proposition involves
two conjunctive proposition - I shall look up and I
" shall see a blue patch, But these conjunctive and
hypothetical propositions are not equivalent, The conjun-
ction is falsified 1f (i) I do not look up and see a
blue patch (1i) I do not look up and do not see a blue
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patch and (iii) I look up 2nd see no blue pateh, The
hypothetical proposition can be falsified by the occurance
of this last conjunctive proposition alone, If (i) and
(11) is the case then hypothetical proposition is neither
true nor false, According to some philosopher even a
single hypothetical proposition can not be conclusively

verifiable, For example -

If I remain in the class, I shall feel sleepy.
If I do not remain in the class I shall feel guilty.

. Either I remain in the class or I do not remain

® [ ]

in the class, either I feel sleepy or I f=zel gulilty.

Remaining and not remaining can not be logically
verlifiable in principle, The above inductive evidence can

weakly verifiable,

Lastly, the proposition which appears to be singular
and categorical but they are not., Let us take the example -~
'this table is brown!, Though it appears to be singular but
it is not, It is a cluster of many statements, Even a

material object statement cannot be conclusively verified ,

-
4

Iet us consider the view of Friedrich Walsmann, the
modern empiricist who tric8&/to defénd the verification

theory of meaning, Waismann viewedtnat when the verification



- 26 -

theory claims that the meaning o»f a stat:ment is the

method of its wverification, we must be gquite &lear

what we mean by the term tmethod of verification!, From a
logical pnint of view wc are not interested in various acti-
vities that are involved in verifying a statement. To

make this point clear let us take the example which is

-

wr

“r

given by Waismann himself, Suppose there is a metal ]
ball and in order to know whether the ball is charged
with electricity we have to connect the ball with an
electroscope and watch whether the gold leaves diverge.

The statement !the gold leaves of the instrument diverge(s)
describe the verification of the statement 'the ball is
charged!(p). Here we find that the statement !p' follows
from statement(s), tanerefore we make a connection here,
According to Walsmanr here we lays down a rule of

inference which alloﬁ us to pass from the statement !'the
ball is charged with electricity' to another that describes
an observable situaticn. According to Waismann, meaning
and verification are :onnected thus he says that expleining
the verification is explaining the meaning and changing

the verificction is ch;nging the meaning, Empiricism

does not claim any idengity nor any logical equivalence
betveen empirical staetement and evidential statement,

These two statements arse different from or: another,
Empirical statement caniot be reduced to evidential

statement, Because of tte Zact that empirical and
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evidential statement have different logical status, Therc.
fore one cannot be reduce to other. jccording to Waismanr,
phenomenalist fails to translate empirical statement to
statement about sense data, The failure is because of

topen texture' involyved in empirical concept. Suppose

there is a cat in the next room, In order to prove this

we will have to go and see whether there is a cat or
not .. Here there is a problem how do we know that it is a
cat not other animal., Thé possibility of cat chahging into
another thing can not be ignored. Let us take the other
example - 'the notion of ggld’. According to Waismann 1t

is not possible to define a concept like gold with abso-
lute precision, because something unforseen might happen,

we cannot block every nook an& corner agalnst entry of
doubt. Waismann says that 'opén texture! in d;fferent from
'vagueness!' 'vague' 1s oppocsite of precise! qp 'definitc'
and words and phrases that are vague are accoidingly
lacking in precision, The simplest form of vagueness

occurs when there is no precise cut off point between
applicability and non-applicability of -he words; in

some situatlons -ghe word is clearly applicable in

other sitmations it is not clearly app]}éable. If we

know exactly at what speed someone ﬁés driving we need not : -
to use the words 1fagt! »r slow!, we s.mply state the Speedf
But if we do not know exactly we might say, some what vaauély
taround 65' are more vaguely still !'pretty fast!, We

hage indeed a whole series of vague vords such as slow,

-
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mwedium, pretty fast, fest, very fast which we need

to use when our information is not precise, Vagueness
can be removds but open texture can never be corrected.
Open texture is possibility of vagueness. Open texture
is a very fundamental characteristic of all empirical
concepts and it is this open texture which prevents

us from verifying conclusively all empirical statements,
There will always remain a possibility that we have

not taken into account something or other that may be
relevant to the use of terms involved in empirical
statement and we can not also forsee completely all

the possible circumstances in which the statement is
true or in which it is false, There will always re-
main a margin of uncertainity, Thus the absence of

a conclusive verification is directly due to the open
texture of the terms coﬂcerned. Logically speaking

1t is always possible to extend the description of

an empirical statement by adding some more detail or
.other, Evéry gescriptidn stretches into a bortison

of mc’zastzi where we can :ttain the completeness, If :

X bhgee

X in Geometry I deseribe a triangle e.g. by giving its
three sided, the descviption s
complete, nothing can be added to it. Empirical state-
ment is as a rule not conclusively verifiable for two
different reasons firstly because of existence of
unlimitted number of tests, secondly because of open

texture of the terms involveg; The incompleteness involved
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in tnese two ceses i# different . In the first case we «
can not complete the description of material object or
situetion. Something more can always be added to it,

In the second case there is always a chance that some-
thing unforeseen might happen because our factual
knowledge is incomplete, that is,I show#d get acquainted
with some new experience which at present I cannot

even imagine, Let us take the case of a blind person
who later obtaines t he experience of seeing. Again our
interpretation of certain facts may change completely

because of some new discovery.
Gonelusion '
As I have polnted out there are two prohlems

when meaning 1s taken in ffs symbol sense. Thesc problems
are the nature of meaning and creéteria of meaning., It is
not wrong to say that these two problems are different,
The problem of nature of meaning is concerned with the
answering of the question, 'what is it for a word to

be meaningful ?. The criteria of meaning on the other
hand, tries to answer asdifferent question namely,what
conditions must a word fulfill in order to be meaning-
ful. The lsgical positivists have advocated two theories
of meaning, namely,verification theory of meaning and
verification principle. The verification theory of
meaning is concerned with problem of nature of meaning,

where as verification principle concerns with problem
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of criteria of meaning. M,Schlick is the protagonist of
the former and A.J.Ayer of the latter. It cannét be

denied that logical positivism is a powerful movement

in philosophy and therefore, its place in the develop-
ment of philocsophy is secure, Needless to say that

logical positivism brought zbout a significant change

In the attitude and outlook of subsequent philosophers,

It is logical positivism which determineg to a great
extent as to what questions should be raised in philosocph),
and what questions should not be raised, It is no
exaggeration that philosophy have never be same since the
advancement of Jlogical positivism., Schiick goes wrong

In identifying meaning with true or falsity. But he will
be remembered for a long time to come for his clear

cut distinction between logical possibflity and empirical
possibility ?zéggfrfgglhgggésgfgiiggydistinction between
logical impossibility/on the other, It is obvious that
schlick's theory fails to account for all meaningful words
and statewwcts , Because there are many meaningful words and

statewents vhich caanot be verified in experience,

Ayer!s weak sense of verifiability also fails
to carry conviction as Berlin has rightly pointed out
Ayer is quilbty of sometbing that is meaningless into

somcthing that is meaningful. The main criticism agalnst
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these two theories is bthat they failed to cover general
propositions, conditional propositions and propositions
regarding statements about material objects and minds.

I think that this criticism has been adequately met

by ¥.Walsmann., Another wain criticism is that conclusive
verification and conclusive falsification are not po-
ssible not only in practice but also in principle. I am
of the view that this criticlism has also been demolished
by Waismann, Walsmann emphasises the peculiar logical
strtus of all empirical statements. He points out

terms involved in all empirical propositions consists of
what he calls 'npen texturef, Due to this open endedness
of empirical concepts it is nelther possible to con-
clusively verify empirical statements nor it is possible

to conclusively falsify them,

Though these two theories failed to aqecount for
&
all kinds of propositions, they, I think, at’ least

accoant for all empirical propositions,



CHAPTER -~ II
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MEANING AND REFERENCE

Suppose, one ls asked what it is for a werd to
have meaning®? It is perheps natural to answer that a
meaningful word stands for something, where as a mening-
less one does not, Thus the meaning of word is a kind
of object. What kind of object is the meaning of a word
supposed to be ? One answer has been that the meaning
of word is that of which the word is the name or in
other words, meaning of a name 1s the bearer of the name,
and since a name is traditionally said"to/'deﬁote1 its
bearer, the theory may be called the 'demotation'! theory.
Such a théory of meaning was presupposed by Bertrand
Russell and Strawson. Though this theory does not claim
that it 1s epplicable to all words and phrases, the
critics point out that it breaks down even in the use
of the words and phrases which it does claim to cover.
I think that it would be worthwhile to give a brief
account of Bertrand Hussell's views regarding denotation
in arder to determine the relacion between meaning and
reference, He says - "By a 'denoting phrase! I mean a
phrase such as any one of the following a man, some man,
any mgn, every man, all men, the present-kind of England,
the present king of French, the centre of the mass of
the solar system, the revolution of the sun round the

ear th,
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Here we find that denoting phrase depends on
its form (a) phrase may be denotin, and yet not depote
anything for example, the present king of France (b)
a phrasc may denote one definite object; for example;
present king of England, denotes a certain man (c)
a phrase may denote ambigously; for example 'a man!
denotes not many men but an ambigous man, In theory of
knowledge, the subject of denoting is very important,
There are cert2in things with which we have no immedicte
acquaintance but which can be known only by description.
The distinction between acyuaintance and knowledge about
is the distinction between the things we have presen-
tations of and the things we only reach by means of
denoting phrases, Denoting phrases never have any meaning
in ‘henselves, but that every proposit.on in whose verbal
expression they occur has a meaning. Lvery thing, nothing
and something are not assumed to have any meaning in
isolation, but a meaning is assigned to every proposition
in whioh they occur. When we say that 'I met a man!
here it 1s true thut I met a definite man bat 1t is not
what I affirm, what I affirm according to t he theory is
"I met x and x is a human! is not alwaysfalse, Again,
when we say !'all men are mortal! then it is a hypothetical
proposition and it states that if x is a man, x is mortal

whatever x @ay te., There are certain phrases containing



- 3 -

ithe! and these are the most interesting and difficult

portion ol denoting prrases,

According to Meinong, any grammabically correct
phrase staads “or an obiect., Thus ‘the present king of
France' iihe —cund squace! etc arc supposed to he a
genuine objects. These orjeciydo not subsist and yet
they are supolosed to he objecte. But this view involves

self contradiction.,

RBrege in his theory avoids violating the law of
contradiction. In a denoting phrase. Frege distingulshcs
two elements .. the meening and the denotation. For
€ xample frhe centrs of mass of solar system at the
beginning of the twentieth century is a certain polnt’,
here’the centre of mass of the solar system at the begi-
nning of twentieth cenlury' is compléx in meaning and
the solar system, twentieth century etc. are constituents
of meaning. Here the denotation 'is a certain point! is
simple and denotation has no constituent at all when we
analyse with Frege's view there is a difficulty. If we
say !The king of England is bald! here it is not a
statement about o mplex meaning but it is a statement
about the actual man denotated by meaning, But when
we say 'the king of France is bald! here it has the sane

mcaning provided by 'the king of England' but 1t has no
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denotation in obvioas sensc. So it && not nonsensical
that 'the king of France 1s bald! but it is plainly

false, Thus if we say denoting phrescs have two sides
of meaning and denotation, the cases where there scem

to be no denotation, cause difficalties{4¢7

Iet us now examine word meaning in particular.

What is the relationbetween a word and what it wmeans ?
Words rcfer to the things in the world. The question of
reference deals with the relation of words and the

world. Sentences are combitation of words,they are

made up of words, Each word stands for an object or name
an object, The meaning of a word is the object for which it
stands. We usc the word 'cat! to refer bo cats, the word
'run'! to refer to various acts of running and so on.
'To determine what a word means i8 to find out what things
we use i¥ to refer to. The referential theory can not

be the whole story, this theory cen be applied only to

a limited class of words and those words we call proper
names} If T call my sister 'Mary' and my dog 'polly!' then
I am refering to them by means of proper names, because
they are ustd to label one thing only. !'One word, one
thing' - this formula applies enly to proper names,

\Prooer names are clearly used to refer to individual

things. Bat they are the only words that are used

sclely to refer, iost words do not refer to things at

all not even 1if we use the word !'thing! in a very broad
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sense to include material object, animals, people, acti-
vities, qualities and relations. Therg are many words

that clearly do not refer in any way qt all. For example,
conjuanctions, interjections etc, 'oh', 'aha!,'hurrah'

and so on which do have a meaning of same sort but do

not refer to any thipgs, any qualitics of thkings, any
activities or any thing else that could be called things.
Thes¢ words are ordinrily used to express or evoke feelings
and attitudes, Again, there are certain words, for
example, 'and', 'as!', 'or!,!but', 'because!,?! not!?!,'yes?,
these words do not behave the way name behaves{\They are
used to introduce phrases and clauses, bat they do not
refer to things. Yet they do have meanings, and their
meanings make a difference to the sentences in which they
occur; Again, some vords refer but their reference is not
the same as their meaning. For example, the word 'I' changes
1ts reference all the time, When John uses it, it refers
to John, when smith uses it, it refers to smith, and so
on, for millions of users of the language. Yet the meaning
of 'I' does not change these millions of Thmes, it always
has the same meaning. A person who uses it always talking
about himself that is 'I' refers to speaker himself.

Thus while 'I! does refer, what it refers to constantly
changes, so what it means ‘cannot be the same as vhat it
refers to. The same is true of 'this?!, t'that!, 'here!, .

'now! ete.
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By a description Russell means any phrase of
the form 'a so and so! or !'the so and so!. A phrase
of the form 'a so and so! he calls 'ambiguous'! description
and a phrase of the form 'the so and so!(in the singular)
definite description.hussell callsdefinite description as

propername,

'A man' is an ambiguous description and 'the man
with the iron mask! is a definite description, Lassell
calls definite descriptions such phrases as 'the author

of Waverely ', 'the present king of France'!, 'the tallest
Building in Lopdon', and so on - phrases which purport to

name one definite object and the nop .other,

Many people assumé that the meaning of any word
or phrase 1s the object it names. For-example, the word
'Socrates! names a certain man, thet it means that man

and thus he is the meaning of the word 'Socrates!,

®As to what one, meangby 'meaning', I will
give 'a few 1llustration. For instance, the word
'Socrates!, you will say, means a céftain man,

The word 'mortal' means a certain guality... nl

i, P

1. Bertrand Russell, 'The Philosophy of Logical Atomigm",
reprinted in his Logic and knowledge, ed.by R.C.Marsh
(New York: The MacMillan Company, 1996 ) p.186.
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If we accept this presupnosition thgt every word or

phrase does name something then it leads to a difficulty,
Because the phrases like fthe golden mountain!, t'if!,
etc,, do not neme anything. According to Bussell, if a
word or phrase does name something - if it is true proper
name, a logicelly proper namne, then the meaning of that
word or phrase is what even ¢ names. Iet us take the
example of nouns, hussell views that if a noun does infact
name a certain object then that object is »ts meaning

and it has that meaning in all contexts,

a
Let us now return to Russsll,s/mbiguous

ahd definite
description, When I say 'I met a man! it is an ambiguous
description. Let us assume for a moment that my assertion
is true that I met John., It is clear that what I assert
is not ' I met John!, 1f I say 'I met a man but it was
not John! here though I lie I do not contradict myself
where as I do contradict myself if I say I met a man
when 1 really mean that I met John, We may go farther

not only to John but no actuai man at all, The statement
would remain sigrificant, though it could not possibily

be true, even if there were no man at all, According

to Russell, the proposition ' I metla unicorn! is a
significant proposition if we know what it would be to

be a unicorn, Even the word 'unicon' applies to no

animals in the world, we know the meaning of the word

7
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because we know vhat we vo01ld call a unicorn if we came
across it. Again, we say that ' a man exists! 1f the
propositional function 'x is a human' is sometimes true

and 'a so and so exist!, "if 'x is so and so! is sometimes
true, This can be pat in another way. The proposition
'8ocrates is a man' is eqguivalent to 'Socrates is human!
but both of them are not the same propositiog¢»The 'is!

of 'Cocrates is human!' is the relation between subject

and predicate and tre 'is! of !'Soerates is a man' 1s the
relation of identity., The identity in 'Socrates is a man!
is the identity between an object and an object ambiguously
described. An object ambigaously described will exist when
at lesst one such proposition is true i.e. when there is

at least one true proposition of the form !'x is a so and so!

where 'x! is a name.

Thourh Fiasell talks of ambiguous and definite despri~
ption but by description he means definite description. Thus
a description will mean any phrasc of the form 'the so and
so' in the singular. An object is 'known ay description!
when we know that 1t is 'the so and so'that is when we
know that ther< is an object and no more, having a certain
property and it is implied that we do not have knowledge
of the same object by acguaintance. For example, we know

that the candidate who gets the most votes will be elected,
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and in this case we ar- very likely also acquainted with
the man who is in fact the candidate who will get most votes
but ve do not know which of the candidates he is, that is,
ve do not know any proposition of the form 'A is the
candidate who will get most votes! where A is one of the
candidates by name we have 'merely descriptiie knowledge'!
of th- so-and-so when, althoigh we know that the so-and-so
exists and we may possibly be acquainted with the object
which is in fact, the so-and-so, yet we do not know any
proposition 'a is the so-and-so!. When we say !the so-

and- so exlsts! we mean that there is just one object which
is'the so and so'when we say 'Mr.A is the Unionist. candi-
date for this constituency' we mean that 'Mr.A is the Union
candidate for this constituency and no one else is!,!'The
Union candidate for this constituency exists! means !'some
one is the Union candidate for this constituéncy and no

ore €lse is', Thus, wvhen we are acquainted with an object
which is the so and so we know that the so and so exists
but we know that the so-and-so exists when we are not
acquainted with any object which we know to be the so and
so, and even when we are not acquainted with any object

which, in fact, is the so and s»..
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Let us take the example !'Scott is the author of
waverley!, Herc, we apnly the name 'Scott! and the
description 'hhe author of waveraly to the same person,
But therc is a distinction between name and other symbols
A name is a sirple symbol vhose meening is sometning that
can only occur as subject, again a simple symbol is one
which has no parts, Thus !'Scott' is a simple symbol.So
ve have two things to compare (a) namc and (b) the des-
cription. A name is a simple symbol which directly
designates an individaal which is its meaning and a de-
scription which consists of several words, and whose

are
meanings ;y already fixed .

Tne assauption the aciin tioa descripuions are
proper names cannot bc ac:epted. Let us take the following
two examples, namely (a) Scott is the aathor of waverley
(b) Scott is Scott. These are two different propositions,
because a prooosition containing a description is not
identical with what that proposition be comes when a
name Is sabstitated even though the name, nemes the came
object as the descriptinn describes. In case of 'Scott
is the author of Waverley! if we put any one else other
than Scott in place of 'author of wWaverley! then our
proposition will become false, Bubt our propbsition 1is
€ssentis 1y of thc same form if we say !'Scott is Sir

Walter! in which the two names apply to same person,
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S92 long as names are used as names 'Scott is Sir,Walter!

is the same trivial proposition as !'Scott is Scott!, Let

us talk of law of identity that is x = x. Here we can sub-
stitube x any name we choose for example Socrates, Aristotle,
Plato &nd so on, and we can infer from lav of identity that
Socrates 1s Socrates, Plato is Plato.But from this we cannot
say auathor of Vaverley is author of Wavergey because if we
substitute a name for 'aathor of waverley'! in a projosition,
the pronosition we obtain will be a different one, In fact,
in the propositions of the form 'the so and so, the so and
so, are not always true. It is necessary that the so and so
must exist, Thus 'the present king of France' is the present
king of France!, 'the round square ils round square' is always
false. When we substitute a description for a name, proposition-
al function which are always true may become false, if the

description describes nothing.

"Take, for example, the following proposition: "Scott

is the author of Waverley" - This proposition expresses
an identity, thus if 'the author of waverley" could

be taken as a proper name and supposed to stand

for some object C, the proposition would be 'Scott

is C'. But if C is any one except Scott, this
proposition is false, while if C is Scott, the

proposition is 'Scott is Scott'which is trivial
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and plainly different from 'Scott is the auathor
of'Waverley"?
éﬁefinite description in iscsolation have no meaning but
sentences containing them may have a perfectly good meaning.
(words and Phrases of which this is symbols), lL.assell
claims that if we comnlete the proposition expressed by
such a sentence for example 'the author of waverley is
Scott! we can see that it is a complex one. The proposition
expresses by the sentence 'the author of waverley is Scott!
has for its meaning the three propositions expressed by

these three sentences -

a) at least one person wrote waverley
— b) at most one person wrote waverley

c) who ever wrote Waverley was Scott,

From this we can see that 'the present king of France
is bald!' . mow have a perfectly good meaning but they
are false, since part (a) of their analysis is false thus

making the whole proposition false,

Strawscn while whole heartedly supports hussell's
intentions and appreciates his !feeling for reality' thinks

that Russell'’s theory of description should be rejected

2. Russel and Whitehead, Principla Mathematica, I, Second
Edition (London Cambridge University Press,1925).
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as it is based on certain misconceptions and confusion,
Strawson's 'on referring' is the most famous challenge
which has been directed against Russell's !'theory of
description!',.

Strawson says that Lussell made at least two mistakes.
He did not fully realize that a sentence can have wvariety
of\uses and he mistakenly thought that every meaningful
sentence must be either trie or false, Strawson says that
we commonly use expre.sions of certain kinds t o mention or
refer to some individual person or single object or particular
event or place or process, According to Strawson, these
expressions have a particular use which he calls 'uniquely
referring use!,) There are mainly four classes of such
expressions which have uniguely referring use, They are
as follows:

(a) Singular dem-nstrative pronouns(this and that),

(b) Pronouns (London, Nepoleon., John)

(¢) Singular personal pronouns(She,he,I),Singular

impersonal pronun(it).

(d) and the phrases beginning with the definite

article followed by a noun qualified or ungualified, in

the sinpular (eg. the table,the old man, the king of France),

Strawson is not saying that these phrases have only one
use but they have other uses also.let us take the following

two sencences (1) the whale is a mammal and (ii) the whale
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struck the ship. In the first sentence tne is not mention-
ing one particular whale whera as in the other sentence
ene is mentioning a particular whale. When we say 'the
whale struck the ship, here we are using each of the
expressions 'the whale'! and 'the ship! to mention a
particular object, we are using each of these expressions

in the uniquely refering way.

v'Russell in his theory of description tries to
solve some of the problems relating of the phrase of the
form 'the so and so! when they occur as a subject in a
singular subject predicate sentence. Let us take the
example 'the king of France is wise!, This is a significant
sentence. But there is not at present the king of France.
Then how can it be a significant sentence when there is
ndthing vhich answers to the deseription it contains, To
avold this difficalty hussell says that 'the king of
France is wise' has grammatically a subject and predicate.
But it is not a logical subject predicate sentence at
all., That is, the subject in this sentence 'the king of
Franece! is only a subject grammatically not logically.
Strawson tries to find out that the implications of Russell's
theory of diseriptions in the following way- (1) In case
of sentence 1like 'the king of France is wise (a) whieh is
grammatically of the subject predicate form (b) its gramma-

tical subject does not refer to anythking, the only



- 46 -

alternative to its being meaningless is to tzke it to

be not really of subject predicate form at all., This,

in turn, implies - (2) If there is a sentence which is
genuinely of subject-predicate form (grammatically and
logically) then there is something referedq to by its
logical sabject., To have meaning it mast refer to ccmnthing
According to Russell there are genuine subject-prediccte
sentence and in these sentence 'logically proper names
toccur as a subject, By logically proper names Lussell

means the following things -

(1) That they and they alone can occur as sibjects
of sentence which are genuinly of a subject -
predicate form.

(2) that an expreesion intend to be a logically
proper name LS meaningless, unless there .is some
single object for which it stands, for the meaning
of such an expression just is the individual c¢’j-
ject which the expression designates, To be a

name at all thereiore, it mast designate something,

According to Lwussell, only in two ways sentences
which are about some particilar person or individual object
or event can be significant (a) the misleading sentences
like the digcussed one, that is, the sentences which can

be analyzed as a special kind of existential sentence
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(b) the sentences, with 'logically proper names!' as

their subjects.

Strawson tries to show that there are sentences
which are significant, which begin with an uniquily referring
way but which falls into neither of these clasres., Again,
there are sentences which are about some particular person
etc and vhich are significant but they are not analyzable
in the hussellian way nor their suhject are !'logically

proper name!,

In order to bring out rRussell'!s confision, Strawson
draws some distinctions. These distipctions are very
important because on them he builds up his whole arguments
against L.ussell. Here he refers to an expression which
has a uniquely refering usc és 'an expression! and refers
to a sentence beginning with such an expression as 'a

sentence!, The distinction are between -

(A4) a sentence

(Ao) a use of a sentence

(A3) An utterance of a sentence and correspondingly
between

(B1) an expression

(Bo) a use of an expression

(B3) an utterance of an expression.
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Let us take the sentence'the king of France is wise!.
This one and the same sentence may be uttere d at various
times. This one and the same sentence stands for a

'sentences!?!.

There are obvliois differences betveen different
occasions of the use of this one and the same sentenee:
One man uttering it in the reign of Louis XIV would be
making a true assertion where as another man uttering it
in the reign of Louis XV woald be making a false assertion,
Though the sentence is same it has got different uses, So
we cannot talk of the sentence being trae or false asser-
tion. So sentence is not about a particular pexson becauise
it can be applied to so many persons. We can say that
a particular use of the sentence is about a particular
person. Similarly, mentioning or referring o some thing is
a characteristic of a use of an expression, just as being
about something and truth or falsity are characteristics

of a 'use of a sentence!,

Two persons may utter the same sentence 'the king
of France is wise! that is one may speak and cother may
vrite, Here we find that samne use bat two different

utterances.
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According to Strawson, the expression 'I' has a
uniguely referring use. Stawson says -

\

Meaning is a function of sentence or expression,
mentioning and referring and truth or falsity are
fanctions of the use of the sentence or expression.
Meaning simply consists of general directions for

use either to refer (in case of expression) or to

make true or false assertions (in case of a sentenceg).
It consists of ruies, habits, ednventions governing

its (expression or sentence) Corfect use on all

occasions to refer or to assert.

Strawson says that Lussellie wrong when he thinks that
reférring or mentioning mist be meening. hussell could noh
distinguish betveen expression from the use of an expression

he confused expression witht?eir

use and meaning with
mentioning., If I talk about my hsndkerchief I can prodace
the objeet I am referring to out of my pocket, but I canmobt
produce the meaning of the expression 'my handkerchief!

out of my pocket. People use expressions to refer to parti-
cular things. But meaning of zn expression is not the

set of things or the single thing it may correctly be used

to refer to, the meaning is the sét of rules, habits,

conventions to its use in referring.

3, P, F.Strawson "On referring",
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According to Strawson, kussell fails to notice the
particular use of a sentence i.e. whether its present ase
is genuine or a spariois one, whether it is used to talk
aboit something or is used in make believe etc., If to-day
some one utter the sentence !'the king of France 1s wise!
then we will nbtt say that the seantence uttered by the man
is true or false, We will simply sey that nov a days
there is no king of France, It is a pseudo use of the
sentence, Trath and falsity are propertjeg of 2 sentence
when it is genuinely used. But the sentence 'the king of
France is wise! is not meaningless., It is significant

when it is uttered,

According to Strawson, there are two sets of rules,
one set of rule is referring or mentioning ani other set
of rul- is attributing -w-describing. Oi.e of the main
purposes of language is to state the facts about things,
persons and events., In order to state the facts of the
world we must take care of ¥wé : questions "what (who,
which one) are we talking aboit ?" "yhat all we saying
aboat it (him, her ) ? " The first question is about the
referring task or identifying task and second gquestion
takes care of attributing, ascribing or deseriptive or
classificatory task. Strawson says that usually the subject
of a sentence takes care of referring task or identifying

task and predicate takes care of descriptive task. But
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there 1is nothing sacrosauct about the employment of
seperable expressions for these two tasks, Strawson says that
to perform the first task is to use an expression in
uniquely referring way. But the question arises how do 1€
perform this ? In order to make a uniqie reference certain
devices are necessary for showing that a unigue reference

is intendeg and what unigue reference it is. In securing
this result the context of utterance is of primary impor-
tance, By icontext! Strawson means the time, the place, the
situation, the identify of the speaker, the subjects which
from the immediate focus of interest and the personagl
histories of both the speaker and those he is addressing.
There {s linguisticcommunication., All these contextual
conditions are conventianally requireq for the correct
referring use of expressions. The requirement for the
correct application of an expression in its ascriptive use
to a certain thing is thest thing should be of a certain

kind,have certain characteristics.

The fulfilment of the condlitions for a correct
n?eferring use of an expression is never part of vhat is
stated, thoagh it is impliey by such a use. The meaning
of an expression is the definitioa of that expression. A
definition is a specification of the conditions of the
correct ascriptive use of an expression we reach at it
throagh analysis. hussell fails to notice that problems of

use are wider than problem of anczlysis and meaning. hussell
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tries hard to make the unigueness of unique and existence of
matter of logic and language but failed. Strawson says

that expressions which have uniguely referring use differ
in their descriptive use . Russell's reply to Strawson's
'0n referring! first gppeared in Mind in 1957 Strawson
identifies tvo problems namely problem of descriptions

and problem of egocentricity. Russell says that since he
considers with these problem to be different problem he has
dealt with them seperately. This enables Strawson to
pretend that russell hac over looked the problem of ego-
centricity,

»7TIn his theory of description, Russell dealt with
two examples 'the prescnt king of France is bald! and
'1Scott ic the author of Waverley!. The later example does
not suit Strawson. As regards the example ' the present
king of France' Strawson fastensupon the egocentric word
'present! and does not seem able to grasp that, if for the
word 'present! he had substituted the word 'in 1905!' the
whole of Strawson!s argument would have collapsed. According
to Russell, it is not difficult to give other examples of
the use of deseriptive phrases from which ego centricity
1s wholly absent, For example 'the square root of minus one
is half the sguare root Hf minus four' or 'the cube of
three is the integer immediately preceding the second

perfect number,
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"tThis' denotes what ever, at the moment when the
word is used occipled the centre of aktention.
With words which are not egocentric what iIs contant
is something about the object indicate, but 'this!?
denotes a different object on each occasion of its
use, what is constant is not the object denoted
but its relation to the particular use of the word.
Wheneyer the word is used, the person using it

is attending to something and the word indicates
this something. When a word ie not egocentric,
there 1is no need to distinguish bétween different
occasions when it is used, bat we mist make this
distinction with egocentric words, since what they
indicate is something having a given relation to

the particular use of the word"

Strawson says that there are no logically proper names and
there are no description(in this sense) Kussell tried

to explain the meaning of the word 'in this sense! which
Strawson puts in the brackets., L.ussell says that what
Strawson objects to is the belief that there are words

which are only significant because there is something

4. Human knowlege(Page 107).
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that they mean and if there were not this something they
would be empty noises not words. There must be sucl. woids
if language is to have any relation to fact, The necessary
for such words is made obvious by the processes of ostensive
definition. How do we know what is meant by such words as
'red! and !'blae! ? We can not know what these words mean
unless we have secn red and blue object, If there were no
red and no blue in our experience we might perhaps invent
some elaborate descriostion which we woald substitate

for the word 'red! or the word !'bluc!. For example if we
were dealing with a blind man we coild hold a red hot
poker near eaough for him to feel the heat and ve could
tell hin that red is what he coald see if he could see,
but of course for the word 'see! we would have to substi-

tute another elaborate description,

\(éome philosophers pointed out that common speech
is good enough not only for daily 1life but also for philo-
sophy. Bat Russell does not agfec with this point. Russcll
says, common sSpeech is full of vagueness and inaccuracy
and that any attempt to be precise and accurate requires
modification of common speech both as regards vocabulary ang
as regards syntax) Lverybody admits thet physice, €hemistry
and medicihe each requires a language which is not that of
€veryfay life. Let us take an illistration, one of the

commonest words of everyday speech namely the word 'day!. Jews
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have difine@ it as the period from one sunset to the
next., Astronamers, with other recasons for seeking
precision have three sorts of day- the true solar day,
the mean solar day and the side real day. These have
different uses - the true solar day is relevant if we

are considering lighting up time, the mean solar day

is relevant if we are sentences to fourteen days withouat
the option and the sidereal day is relevant if we are
trying to estimate the influence of the tides in re-
garding the earth'!s rotation. All these four kinds of day -
decalogical, true, mean and sidereal day are more precise

than the common use of the word 'day!.

a According to Russell, every significapt sentence is
elther true or false) But according to Strawson it may be
eilther true or false. For example suppose that in soke
country there was a law that no person could hold public
office if he considered it false that therc is God. Accor-
ding to Russell, an avowed atheist who took advantage
of Strawson's doctrine to say that he did not hold this
position false but he says that it is not true. It is not
only as to names and as to false hood that Strawson
shows his conviction but he shows the sam feeling as
regardsuniversal affirmatives i.e. sentences of the
form 'All A is B!, Traditionally such sentence are su-

nposed to imply that there are Ats, Rissell agrees with

Strawson that ordinary language has no exect logic.
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According to Keith S5.Donnellsn, definite descrintion
have two possible functions, They are used to refer to
what a speake¥ wishes to talk aboat, but they are also
used quite differently, To use a definite description a
speaker may uSe an expresslon which denotes some entity and
this the only relationship between the entity and use
of definite deseription recognized by kussell., But according
to Donnellsn there are two uses of definite descriptions.
Donnellan says that I.ussellt's définition of denotation
can be applicable to both of these uses, In this sense the
speaker uses the definite description to refer to some
thing and this is known as !referential iset of a definite
description., According to Donnellan refering is not same
as denoting and the referential use of definite description
1s not recognized by Russell: Donnellan calls the two
uses of definite descriptions as the attributive use and
the referential use, A specker who use a definite deseri-
ption aptribuﬁively in an assertion states Something
about who ever or what ever is the so and so. A
speaker who uses a definite description referentially in an
assertion, on the other hand, uses th- description to
enable his audience to pick. out yhom(:% or what he is talking
about and states something about that person or thing.
Let us take the sentence Smith's muderer is insane !,
In a quite ordinary sense we do not know who murdered

Smith. According to Donnellan, thls is an attributive use



- 57 -

of definite description. Again let us suppose that

Jdohn hss been charges wifh Smith's murder and has been
placed on trial, From John's odd behaviour we might

sum up our impresgion by saying that !Smith's murder is
insane!', Her- if some one asks to wvhom we are rerring
our description naturally the description will be about
John. According to Donnellan this is referential use of
definite description, Here we may point oit one thing
that the two uses of the same sentence will be gulte
different if we consider that assimption that Smith had
no murderer that is he in fact committed suicide, In
using the definite description 'Smitht!s murderer! the
speaker in same sense implies that there is a murderer.
Bat when we suppose that this implication is false “hen
there will be different result for two uses, In the
first case if there 1s no murderer then we need not
have to attribaite thé predicate 'insanity' to any body.
In the second case wk vwere speaking about John's

even though he is not in fact 8mith's murderer and it wéé
his behaviour we were comdenting upon, A person heariag
our comment in the context imagined might know we are
talking about Johns ewven though he does not think

Johns giilty. In the referential use of a definite
description we may succeed in picking out a person or
thing to ask a question about even though he or it does

not really fit the description but in the attributive
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use if nothing fits the description no straightforward
answer to the question can be given, %ccording to
Donnellan, the important differcnce ketween the referential
and attributive use in the beliefs of the speczker., In
case of Smith's murderer there was in one case no belief
as to who did the deed, where as in other case it was
believed that John did it. But this is not an essential
differences, It is possible for a definite description to
be used attributively even though the speaker believes
that a certain person or things fitc the description.
Similarly it is also possible for a definite description
to be used referentially where the speaker believes that
Qothing fits the description. If a speaker does not
believe that anything fits the description er does not
believe that he 1s in a position to pick oat what d

does fit the description, it is likely that he is not
using it referentially Again, we supoose that John is the
marderer, We also comment that any one who murdered

poor Smith 1n that horrible way must be insane, If it
turns out that John is not the murderer but some one

else thea my claim wbuld be right if the true murderer is
after all insanc., Neaxe wg AxXE Nsink RREARKER ARSFripkiox
Here we are using definite description attributively
even though we believe that particular person fits the

description,
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Both the attributive and the referential use of
definite descriptions seem to carry a presupposition or
implication that there is some thing which fits the
description but in a two differeat way. When a person
uses a définite description referentially he believed
that what he yishes to refer to fits the description
because the purpose of using bhe description is to get
the audience to pick out or think of the right thing
or person. Migdescription of that to which one wants to
refer would mislead the audience. Therefore, the speaker
presupposes that there is some thing which fits the
description, In case of attributive use there is not

the same possibility of misdiscription beceuse we are not
ner

/

ption, Here the presupposition that the speaker believead

refering to John to any one else by using the descri-
same is 8mith's murderer docs not arise, Here the speaker
will not succeed in saying something true, if he makes

an assertion, he will not succeed in asking a question

that can be answered, if he has asked a question ani

he will not succeed M sPRARE A ASEXign Xkak oEQ M
RERRENR , AR e REE gSUMA X qUesKAmn sRa R wikd XA Kngeos s
in issueing an order tkat can be obeyed if he has issued

an order, But in case of referential use it is possible

to say something true or to ask a question that get answ:ired

or to issue a command that gets obeyed.
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Conclasion:

I have discussed in this chapter the relation
between meaning and refercnce. I have highlighted the
views of hussell, Strawson and Donnellan. I have also
highlighted the famous philosophical quarrel between
Kussell and Strawson.’ The referential theory fails to
explain the problem of meaning adequately. However, I
think that it has succeeded in account for certain kinds of

utterances.

Strawson is right in pcinting ont identifying
meaning with reference. But as 8trawson points out Lussell
does not identify the problem of descfiption with the
problem of egocentricity, #hore over Lussell is right
in wanting a precise technical language for doing

philosophy,

Though Strawson criticise Russelll!s theory of
description, yet this criticism is not wvery strong. Strawson
might mean that 'uses! etec. are not attached to the
expressions 2ather they change from time to time, place to
place and from context to context, If this is so then
expression would be an empty one, Every expression will
be syncate-gorematic in itself and depend on so
many other things to become categoramatic. They will wait

for time, place, context etc. to get their meaning.



Agaii Strawson says that there is a difference
between a sentence and use oi the sentence, Truth or
falsity are properties of the use of sentence not of a
sentence.En the preoviois discussion we find theat he
distinguishes an utterence of a sentence from its uise.
Every case of an utterance of a sentence is certainly a
case of use of that sentence, How can a sentence remain
seperate from its use at any time whatever it cmes in
to being it comes because it is used. Thoagh he divides
tuses! into two types - one spurious and the other
genuine one, but it is not very clesr to us. From the
above it is clear thet Strawson has failed to give any
internal criticism of Russells theory of discriptions,
But he is successfal in constructing his theory 'on
referring' and ther< he rightly points out the import:nce
of rules, habitc, conventions circumstances as they
bear on one's referring act, but his distinction
between meaning and reference canaot be taken into
consideration, We t:ink that this distinction is the only
ground on which he has built his suaperstructare of

arguments and criticism against Lussell.

I agreed with Donaiellan that ncither L.ussell nor
Strawson's theory regpresents a correct account of the
use of definite descriptions. He says that Lussell
ignores the referential ise and Strawson fails to
make a distinction between referential and attributive

use,
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MeANING AND USE

In the beginning of twentieth century there arose
a stron; reaction against speculative metaphysics, which
gave rise to two important trends in philosophy such as
positivism and anslytic phklosophy, Idealists of the past
were charged that they were using words without proper
meaning, The terms such as substance, thing, phenomenon,
object truth meaning, validity were used ambiguously
stuart Chase viewed that words which have no correspondence
in egperience and the world are meaningless and therefore
they should not be used in philosophy. Although ambigiity is
to be avoided yet significant assutions can be adequately
thought and meaning required to be fulfilled in concrete
situations, Words cannot altogether be dismissed but
their significance ani context oight to be properly
cognized. This enables us to remember the famous saying of

Wittgenstein "Do not ask for meaning, ask Hor use',

The gquestion 'what do we do in order to mean
something 2 or 'How do we go about meaning something',
presupposeg that meaning is something we do, bat it might
also be something thét happens in us.Meaning something
1s a distinct phenomenon. We say 'T said it and I mean it!

and this lonks like tio things, not one and when we say
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1T ¢aid it withoat meaning it ' or'I said it but did not

meesn it! this looke like a report of the absence of one

of these thiags, which vould normally be present, There is

a manifest difference between on the one hand, saying
something in jest or as a joke or withoat thinking and

so on, and on the other hand, sayin. something and

meaning it, Every day rem:rks that is normal circumstances
caanot be described as cases of speaker's saying something
and meaning it nmor as cases of the speaker's saying something

and not meaning it either. In cases of excitement we ws
sometimes raise the question whether the speaker really
meant it when he said something. When some one says
something and means it,just before he speaks he says to
himself the same sentence or its equivalent. Where as,
1f someone says something and does not mean it he says
nothing to himself inwardly. In this connection Wittgenstein
admits -
"It is much more often the case that when a person
says something and means it, he experiences a
characteristic feeling of meaning what he says.
Comnpare the difference in feeling between saying to
an old and good friend you have not seen in years.
'T shall be delighted to see you to gight! and
saying this to a crashing bore yho has just invited

himself to yoar party to night",

1. See B.B,, P.146.
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When we use the verb 'to mean' there is an inner state

of ours that is importantly connected with our expressing
ourselves the way we do, If we make a dipe threat and

mean it, we may be conscious of a feeling of gfim determina-
tion.,When we are strage¢ling to say what we mean, these is
always an experience of the immenence of successful
expression which could be thought to be a preverbal
knowledge of what we nean or what we want to say. There are
various uses of the verb!to mean', A red sky in the evening
is said to mean fair weather tomorrow and certain medical
symptoms mean that a person hes a certain disease, Sometimes
it is also about equivalent to !'intend! as in 'I have

been meaning to write for a long time'. A person is the
subject of the verb fto mecan' and his meaning something ic
directly tied up with his saying something., When we

eXplain ourselves further, saying, 'what I mean is.....'we
are not explaining the meaning of what we have just said,
but simply saying more along the same lines, when we say
something and add that 'we mean it' we are not further
explaining what we have said, but indicating that it should

be taken just as it stands,

There is a view that words produce a mental content
in the person who reads or hears them, and that he under-
stands 1f the content produces is the same as that i1n the

mind of the author »f the words. Here the word 'understand!
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miast refer to something, something we do or that happens in
us aad we can think of a 1lbt of cases in which words do
prodace something in us, mostly cases of hearing or reding
discriptions, when we imagine the scene or the object
describeu, We want to say that the picture ve imagine is
the understanding and that ve have understood if we have
the right picture. From this we can say that understanding
is imagining vhat is déscribed, by again and again thinking
of a discription and thea imagining something., But how
eften we do the imnagining in the ordinary course of events
when we read a discription in a novel or a news paper ?

I) some cases without imagining also we can understand.
Now, wvhat does the word tunderstand! refer to ? It does
not refer to mental state nor a deseription, pattern

of behavisir nor any thing else. The word understand has
variouB uses, One such use is to explairn the sort of
difficulty one has 1ith vhat some one has said, If I say ' I
did not understand that last sentence! here I am not
questioning whether it is trae or false, but that I am
uncertain what it means and that I would like the other
person to try saying it another way. Negative and hypo-
thetical uses of 'understand! are much the most common.,

We say 'I do not understand! and 'If I understood you rightly(
but wve are a >3 deal more hesitant about saying that we

do understand . Wittgenstein says -
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tI understand is a glad start, a cry of joy or
relicf, We let oat this cry when some block age in
the normel conversational flow has been remoééd’?
when ve try to assert something our utterance of
appropriate sound is not enough. We mist also mean some-
thing by that, Thexre must be some thought behind the words
or some mental acts or processes must be there, Fou
example, if some one utter the sentence 'thecat. iIs in
the corridor! then he must mean by 'the ecat! one parti-
cular animal and 'by corridor' one particular pLace. If
he utters this secntence in sleep then we cannot say that

he has made an assertion, Wittgenstein says -

"It seems that ther¢ are certain définite mental
processes bourd ip with the vorking of langua e,
processes through which alone langiuage can function
I mean the processes of understanding and meaning.
The sign of our langiage sc:m dead without these
mental processes and it might seem that the only
function of the signs is to induce such processcs
and that these are the things we ought really to

be interested in't,

When we talk about something our language does not point

to it nor mirror it. Pointing or mirroring coald refer

3.Wittgenstein;(Philosophical Investigation, Sect.358.)
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to things oaly within a convention that is only when
there is a way in which pointing is understood and the
way in which mirroring is understood. Oar words refer to
things by the way they enter in discourse by their
connections with what pwople are saying and doing.There
is a difference between what we say and what expressions
we use and the notion of a rule goes with that, When

we speak of ' ase! we may think of general practice and
we may think of rule, Sometimes they go together, -
sometimes not, By observing what other people do I learn
what it wmeans and if I know what it means I know that
others who speak the langaage will use it in that way,
and this is what I have learnt a rule. But there are

some difficalties also. A rile is something that is

kept. That is why we can know what we are takking about,
when we have learnt how the expression is used then we
cannot merely behave as other people do. For example
'this is red! does not mean that 'every one calls this
red'. Unless the wordhad a regular use I shoald not know
it was red and I should not know what colour it was because
there woild be nothing to knov., I know what colour it is
becaas: I knov red when I see it, I know what red is.
The coloir red is not the word 'red!., If a man cannot see
he will never know what it is. I cannot learn the colour
unless I can see it, but I cannot learn it without langua;ze

either, I know it because I know the language., It is
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similar with sensation. I know a head ache when I fecl
it, and I knov I felt giddy yesterday afternoon because
I xnow what giddiness is, The meaning of a word 1is some-
thing that is kept. It is for this reason that I can say
this is the same colour I saw a moment ago I can see

the same colour just bacause I know red when I se it
when vords are to refer to anything they must be understood
yWords cannot refer without connecting it with use, a use
which we learn when we¢ learn what the words means, Words
can not refer to anything unless there is a way in which
the language 1s spoken, The expressions of a languesge gety

. C e o their ) _
their significance and - _ - force from treir application

fromthElrextensive uses., Using an expression ia their
meaning is what we call following a rule;_For langiage
there must be 'the way the expression are ased!. Using an
expression in the same way does not mean using it for

the same purpose. Wittgenstein admits -~

" Philaosophical problems are gf course not
empirical problemns, they are solved, rather by
looking into the workings of our language and that
in such a way as to make us recognize those workinec

in despite of »ur uarge to misunderstand them"

L. (p.1. Sect 109).
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In philosophical Investigation, Wittgenstein talks

ab \at use of words as well as function of words, of the
aims of words, parpose of words, rule's of words and so on.
There are various aspects of the use of a thing, the
notion of use of something is not at all a simple

aspect. When we use the word 'olive oil' there are
different aspects - what it is used in, what it is used
for etc. when we speak or write something, words are
used as material of our utterance or writinggvbrds are
used to perform certain speech act such as issuipg an
order, asking question and so on. Speech act comprises

at least two and typically three, sub aects. They are
locutionary, illocutionary and per locutionary acts.
When a person makes an utterance and we ask the question
what he is doing # this zan be answered in three different
ways, One angér is to describe the n>ised he makesythe
grammatical construction these noises are in end their
meaning. The locutionary act includes the utterance of
certain noises, the utterance of ecertain words in a
certain construction and the utterance of them with a
certain meaning, Illocutionary acts are such speech acts
as describing something, issuing an order, asking a
question, greeting somec one, announcing an intention,
making a promisc, and so on. Perlocutionary acts are such

speech acts as persuading some one to do something,
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upsetting someone, pleasing someone and so on, let us now re-
turn to the question of what Wittgenstien means by the use

of word.

Wittgensteln remarks-
" One cannot guess how a word functions. One has

5

to 1look at its use and learn from that "7,

When Vittgenstcin speaks of the use of words 1t is usually
the sp.ech activities that he has in his mind, The use

of words to do something ought to be distingiished from
the use of words in doing something for example,telling a
Joke, relating an experience, presenting a report and so
on and this is what is called speech activities, wWittgen-
stein calls this specch activities, the language game.

He ingludes among langu: 1¢ games pure speech activities

that is,activities which involve 1little or nothing, except
the use of words, such ag telling a joke, reporting an

event, describing a room ete,

To Speak a language Ls to exercise certain
rteéhniosf'to behave in certain highly complex ways, which
exibits various abilities., Let us take the example of the
word 'ball'. In case of child's learning the meaning of the
new word ?ball', it is not encugh that he could make the

sound 'ball' or write the vord 'ball'. He must also behave

5. (p.1, Sect 3!*0)‘
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in certain ways that 1is,when point to a ball if somedne ask
hin 'what is this ?' he mist be able to rcsponse that. This
i{s what is called ostensive definition and ostensive
définitionof the word 'ballf consists in polnting at a

éall and saying this is bali. But we must remember one

thing that ostensive definition alone is not enough. In
pointing to a ball one is at the same time pointing to a
round thing, to a thing of certain welght, to a thing of
certain colour, to a thing of certain size ete, Speaking a
language includes understanding thin.s said in it, to act

or behave in certain ways and to do so under appropriate
conditions, If a person 1s to be said to know the meaning

of the word 'ball! he must be able to do at least some of the
following things - to fetch ball, to draw pictures of balls, ¢
to distingulsh ball from ether things and so on, and he

must know how to apply this in what circumstanees, Same

is to the apply to other words also.

A

*_ For Witégenstein, wo;:ds are not p%stures, :;)ut
pleces used in various language games, Thélmeaniné of a
word im its role in various language game in which it
figures, how we behave with it that is meaning of a word

depends also how we use the word.Fnr Wittgenstein -

'words have meaning only as '"pleces'" in the language

games which are their "original home(s)"'?"

6. (P.1,5ect,11c).
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According to Wittgenstein, mcaning of a word is 1its use

im the garious language games in which it plays a part,

"For a laggesge class of cases though not for
all in which we employ the word 'meaning' it
can be defined thus: the meaning of a word is

its use in the language".7

To know the meaning »f the word 'time! we must know in
what context the word is used, the framework of actual
situation in which it occurs., From the above it is

clear that in order to know the mezning of a word we must
know its use, In telling some one what a word means we
are putting him in a position to be able to use it,

hence that knowing wvhat it means is a funetion of how it
is usedy It is natural to think that when we teach a
child the meaning of a word what we teach him is its

use, There is no connection between knowing the meaning
of a word and knowing how to use it. We think that if a
person knows the meaning of a word he also khows the

use and vice-versa, s till it is quite possible to know
the meaning of a word and yet not know its use and to
know the use withoat knowing the meening, For example,
most people know how to use the word { amen' but faf
fewer know their meaning, Similarly proper name have uses

but no meaning. <

7.(P 1,5ect 43).
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Wittgensteln says -

| "Philosophy attempts to5 econstruct an fidesl languags'
a 1;nguage the terms of which ar. all of them preci-
sely defined and the santences »f which unambigously
reveal the logical form of the facts to which
they refer, such a perfect lenguage must rest upon
atomlc propositisns, the fundamental philosophical
problem is to describe the structure of these; atomic

proposition',

Wittgenstein points out that word = uses can be 1inked
without being describable in a single éomprehensivc formula,
Consider for example the word 'gamet! Board games have meny
points in common with card games, but shate only some of

these simlilarities with football,

The result of our survey, Wittgenstein argues, 1s

that 'we see a complicated network of simllarities over-

] ‘..!\

¢

%appi?g a?d p;iss-crossing? éodeﬁ%mes overall simi;ar%ties y
sometimes similarities of detailf. Such a network he calis
é '¥amily', The késéence' of a éame Qill consist in these
complex, interlaecipg ways of using the word fgame! a con-
elusion w1ttéenste1n seems up in an eplgram:; 'essence is
expressed by grammer; grammar tells us what kind of object

anything 13'.8

8. (H.Khatehadomian 'comon names and "family Kesemblence",
PPR 1958)
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As regards meaning Wittgenstein views every word
as a name which leads to Meinong's manner, to prostulate
mysterious pseudo-entities to serve &8 the objects of
reference for abstract nouns and to think that 'understanding
a word' or learning a word's meaning! is some sort of
mental process involving the contemplation of what locke

called an ‘'1dea' or Schlick a '"content",

Wittgenstein describega mede of social behaviour and
also tries to consider the sort of language which would be
practically useful within such a !'form of life'. Let us take

the following exsmple which is given by Wittgenstein himself,
Suppose a bullder is working with a labour, he teaches his

labour to briig him a slab when he says 'slab! a brick
when he says 'brick! and so on. Wittgenstein thinks t=t
this is the kind of langudge philosopher mast have had in
mind, he qaotes Augusti.e when they wrote of language as
if 1t wholly consisted bf names. Though such a language is
obviously very miach simpler than the Ln_lish language

yet we cannot regard worfls as mere names, To understand the
word 'slab' is to grasp how it is used in a certain !
language game in this case the 'game! of receiving and
giving orders. Wittgenstein thinks that name is a label
and the word 'slab'! might actially be printed on the slabs,
then we should have to learn how to read this word before
we could obey the bullder's instruction., This purpose of

'learning the names of objects'ave according to Wittgenstein
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preliminaries to use of language not eramples of it. The
meanings of 'slab', then does not consist in the objects
it names bit in the way it is used in a language. If
meaning of 'slab' is part of actual panysical object then
witt _enstein argues we ought to be eble to say things
like 'I broke part of the meaning of the word 'slao'.
$ich sentence is obvioisly non-sense and Wittpenstein
sugscests that the '‘naming' theory of meaning is alsc nor-
sense.
Let us talk’about some yuotations given by leading
philosophers -
"Llucidating the tieaning of a word is explaining how
the word is used".9
"The meaning of a vord is simply the rules which
govern its use and to ask for its meaning 1s to ask
for rules".1o
"I'o give the meaning of an expression is to give
general direction for itsuss to refer to or to
mention particular objects or persons, to give the
meaning of a sentence is to give general directions

for its use in making true or false assertion”.

9. Patrick Nowell Smith, ethics, (p.67)
10.J.L.Lvans, 'One meaning and Verification' Mind IXIT.p.3.

11.P.F.Strawson, 'On refering' iiind IXIX p, 327.
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"To know the meaning of a sentence is to know how
to use it, to know in what circumstances its use 1is
correct or incorrect. A s atence is meaningfal if
it has a use, we know its meaning if we know its usl%
“,..to know what an expression means is to know how

it may and may not be employed... w13

According to kyle, there is a destinction between language and
speech. Ryle points out that language 1s a stock,fund or
depésite of words, construction, intonations and so on. On
the other hand our activity or clan of activities of

saying things be denated by speech or discourse,Without
capital trade is not possible like wise without language
speech is not possible., When langaage is tadght to us we
learn that language. By picking it up also we learn the
language. ﬁmlc Jearning language tiree things car be
happen that Ls,we learn the language and forgotten, or
learn it and not forgotten or we have half learned it and
half forgotten it. Without language it is difficult to teach
anything. So language is the corpus of teachable things.

12.G.G.Warnock!Verification and use of Language!. Rev.o3
investigation de Philosophic(V.p.318)

13.Gilbern hiyle "Theory of meaning'! in British Phil. in Mind
Century, p. 255.
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Words, construction etc, Mﬂ‘areajomsof languages and
sentences are units of speech, Word constructions are
what wc have to learn in mastering a language, sentences
are what we prodlce when we say things; Words have histori.s
becaise they are already there but sentences do not heve
histories. We produce sentences while syaing things, I am
the author of my sentence, We do not aguir sentence but
we compose sentences, hyle also says that to know a language
is to have aquired its vocabulary and grammar and so
abllity to eonstruct and construe sentences in which that
vocabulary is employed, where as to say something in a
langagge it is necessary to produce not just some words
but a sentence, But his implication that 'sentences are the
units of speech' seems much more stronger than this, for
a scntence, he goes on 5 say, is not mzerly vhat I have
Prodqce in saying something, it actually is my saying it or
it is "what I say", In our daily 1ife we produee many
sentences, but we do not call them sentences we ecall them
allegations, complaints, promises, request, commands etc,
But people like grammarians, composttors, translators
editors are concerned with sentences. They are interested
iJl?ll'instances of someone, actual or imagined,alleging,
eo mplaining, warning, joking etc. though their special
concern is with the punctuation of them not with their

humorousness, with their length not with their truth,

with their moods and tenses and not with their relevance
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or rudeness, But this view cannot be taken as a whole.
Because firstly 'people like! grammnarians etc. are actually
interested in very different things - g¢rammarians in
syntex, compositions in spaces stirings of letters, trans-
lators in style and meaning and editors in lots of oTh~.
matters. Secondly, nor is a sentenez an 'insvaice! of
'someone actual or imagines, alleging, complaining ct4.

For example someone may allege that Smitti's dog wpn't eat

bananas and I may cmplain that my dog wont!t eat bananas.
What we do and say is differen. but the sentence we uttered
may be the same. We can talk simply about the sentence
without bringing in anybody's allegations or complaints,
whether actual or imagined. Lastly, a sentence is a gramma-
tical item that can have moods and tenses, but it cannot
have relevance or rudeness though in gttering that senten:e.
something relevant or rude might be said from time to

time. A joke dmes not have punctuation, though the sentences

may have in which a joke is told.

Ryle says that only philosophzrs are concerned with
the meaning of a sentence or truth of sentence. In order
to discuss this point I would like to discuss Ryle's example.
Ryle has given a very interesting example uttered by
Julins Qaeser - Vini, Vidi, Vici(I came, I saw and I con-
qured). Then the question arises 'Is vice a word or a
sentence ? Kyle says that there is something queer about

the question but hé seems to misidentify what is queer about



..79_

it. Firstly there is the word 'vici' , & word in Latin
Language, then there ls Ceesar!'s boast 'vici' and there
perhaps was on some other occasion, the nervous gladiator's
gquery 'vice! ? That is there is the word, there are various
speech episodes, cises of boasting,cnguiring etc. i

in which that Qord is used, According to Liyle sentences

are speech episodes. The boast !'vici' is a different
sentence from question 'vici' ? This differ.nce is not
because Ceasar's boasting was a different episode from
gladiator!s enquiring. For a sentence could not be a boast
though it might be uttered in boasting and ar sentence could
not be a question though it might be interrogative i.e. ibs
utterance would standardly be the asking of a guestion
'vici' and 'vicl ?!' are different sentences not because
boasting is differcnt from enguiring but because Caesar's
boasting is different from someone else's enquiring .!'vici!
can be said boastfully and modestly but we can not distinguish
this though we can distinguish 'viei!, and !vici ?', Thus
what is queer aboat "Is 'vici! a word or = sentence" is
nothing so extreme as what is wrong with "Is that a bat or
a cover Jrive" ?

A sentence is a certain kind of verbal struactare,
syntactically ordered sequence of words of some language
and we do not in gemeral devise such sequences just fer fun.
Usually we want to do sorething with them, we produce
them for a purpose, we do not just compose them,

But this seems to go egainst Lyle'!s own example. He compares
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the composer of a sentence with a cook, somewhat as a cook
uses ingredients and also uses kitchen utensils , in making
a ple so we may use certain words in composing a sentence.
But a cooke is unlikely to make a pie for no reason, purely
for the sake of making it., In case of sentence I shall

make some use of it will use it in saying and doing something
or other., The cook uses here ingradients and utensils, she

does not in this way use the pie that the speaker who uses
certain words in composing a sentence does notuin this way
ﬁge the sentence, It may be the case that the %ook does
@ée the pie she has made and the speaker the sentence he

composes. Cook keep the ingredients they need to use 'in
stock! like wise words are stock of language in a way

in which sentences are not,there are no dictionaries of

sentences. But it is not do to suggest that only items

'in =steek'! are ready for use or are ever used. I may con-
struct something out of such items and proeceed to use that,
Bat makers use pleces of wood in making bats and the bat

they make are used by cricketers.

Accérding to Lyle the famous saying 'Do not ask ' ..
for the meaning, ask for use'! might have been a pieee of
advice to philosophers and not to translators, Thié famous
Saying is associated with the idea of rules of use. Lyle says
that knowing vhat a word means can use fglly be said to be
a matter of knowing 'how to use! that word, knowing what
a sentence mecans cannot be said to be a mqtter of knowing

how to use that sentence. In many cases !'if knowing the
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meaning of a word is knowing how to use it..." should ke
recognized as a very strange thing to say. I know how

to ase a word but I should not find it easy to say what
it means, But therc are lots of words which go other
way arouand. We should not contrast 'knowing how to use
the sentence! with 'knowing how to use the word', on the
supposition that in the latter there¢ is no whiff of
oddity at all, Knowing how to use the scntence does not
seem a very pointful thing to say, it certainly does not
even begin to make clear what exactly it is that one
knows, in knowing what the sentence means or what this
knowing consists in, It is also ccrtainly a pretty strange
thing to say,very much as in the case of some words, To
understand a language is to be able to operate with some
finite stock or set of sentences, the . uses of which

one has individuslly learned,

In discussing meaning and usce I would like to
inclade the view which is given by J.N.Findlay.Aceording
to Findlay hyl.'s definition of language is arbitrarily

narrow, Findlay says -

"I should have thought it would be wrong to include
in language the vhe various syntectical and other
rules which restrict our employment of the capital
of expressions mentioned by professor Ryle, though
perbap$hI am wrong in thinking we meant to exclude

them "

14, Findlay "use, usage and meaning(Iheory of Meaning)
edited by G, H,R,Perkinson,
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In Ryle's view sentences arce units of speech and
thus he exclude sentence from language, B.t Findlay does
not agree with this point of hyle, Findlay talks of the
idea of concepts of language that is,narrower conception and
wider conception. Narrower conception ineludes vocabulary
and rules and wider conception bucludes 1all possible
sentences that could be frame out of the vocabulary in
accordance with rules. As far as sentences are concerned
Yanguage of use or employment is more natiral than language of

production,

Findlay critically discussed bhe famous slogan 'do
not ask for the meaning ask for use'! which has dominated the
phllnsoghicaldiseussion for the past twenty years, Findlay
is tkz view that there are two usage of 'usec! one is oriinary
and the other is a 'use'! of characteristic of the later
wfittﬁngs of Wittgenstein, This later use in different
from ordinary use and this use is largely accepted by
philosophers because it has the clearness and straight

forwardness of ordinary use.

Findlay says "since the suggestion th&t use and
usage in some acceptable sense are philosophically very
important, cartainly underlimes k.yle's paper, I neced not
apologize for relevance in preceeding to demolish this

suggestion,” It is believed that the notion of use presupposes



83 -

the notion of meaning thererore we must concentrate on

the use rather than meaning of an an expression. The

notion of use¢ i3 a wider notion than tne noti.n of meaning a1t
besides notion of meesning it includes other things also

and without presupposin: meaning funccion it is not possible
to give a clear account of use., We nmust remember one point
that when an expression is used we must refer to some thing,
That is we can not fullyréay bow an expression is used,
withoat saying what sort of things is is intended to

refer to. Let us take an e¢xample of the word '!'dragon' we

use it to refer to a human being or beings, generally

pature and female and it also> represents some terrifying
human beings. From this it is clear that the notion of

use cowers denotation and cannotation. In the above

exampie it is not only denotes a mature female but also
connote some characteristics such as terrifying ete. But

the modern semantics does not agree with this kind of
explanation. It is one of the extremely lmportant dis- . -
coveries of modern semantics that there are some expressionns
whose use netther denote noi connote anything but they are
expressions of feelings and wishes or they perform certain
soclial acts e.g. promises which have certain definite social
consequences, But this non-referential and non-connotative
use deper-=s upon referential and connotative use and they
can not exists without it. The use concept covers the hidden

impgication and suggestion when we write something or utter
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a word er a sentence. Let us take the example 'he 1s a
nice boy!. The use of this sentence implies that he is
often otherwisc and at the same time 1t also suggests that
every body shoild be nice., Now the question arises what
s the implication of the slogan 'Do not ask for meaning!
ask for use, The slogan does not mean that the concept

of use covers much more than connotative and denotative
function of language rather 1t explains the denotatiwe

and connotative function of language, The slogan also
implies the reference and aonnotation of expression by taking
note of the way people operate with such expressions, It
also includes the varing cirecumstances in whieh the ex-
pression or sentences are found appropriate or fully

justifiable,

There arises a controversy whether meanings exist
'out there in the ﬁhings we deal with or they exist 'in the
mind or the understanding before we find words to express
them ? We must not siggest that there are per existent
meanings, Words enjoy meaning and reference in and by our
use of them and our use cannot be cxplained in terms of
any mecaning antigates the use of words., To follow a
rule is not necessarily to be guided by a spoken or written
formulay since each such formula admits of interpretation
in terms of another and s> on infinitely. Following of a

rule cannot be identified with any sort of inner personal
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anderstanding of that rule which can guide one's subse-
queft performance, since to hold this would be to accept
pre-existent meanings resident in the queer medium of the
mind, Following a rule is something one can know how to do

without being able to know how that one does is done,

Some philosophers have said that knowing the
meaning of the word is simply a matter of knowing the
rules for its use or employment, If meaning is a matter of
rules of use, surely we ought to be able to state the rules
for the use of expressions in a way which would express
the meaning of those expressions, Let us discuss about
the two sorts of rules - some regualate antecedently
existing forms of behaviour, some rules on the other
hand do not merely regulcce but create or define new
forms of behaviour, The rules of football, for example,
do not merely regulate thc game of football but as it were
the possibility of or define that activity. The activify
of playing football is constituted by acting in accordance
with these rules, football has no existence apart from
these rules. This latter kind of rules is known as con-
stitutive rules and the former kind regulative rules.
hegulative rules regulate a pre-existing activity, an
actigity whose existence is logically independent of the
existence of the rules, Constitutive rules constitute
and also regulate the existence of which is logically

dependent on the rules,
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The model or paradigm of a rule which most philo-
sophers have s that of regulative rule, There are no
doubt social rules of the form ione ought not to utter
obscenities at formal gatherings', but that hardly seems
a rale of the sort that is crucial in explicating tne
semantics of a langiage. The semantice of a language

can be regarded as a series of systems of constitutive

rules. Conclusion
In this chapter I have discussed the relation
between meaning and use, . s,

The theory of meaning or use doctrine is a powerful theory
which has been accepted by wma 3z, Though use theory
accounts for many kinds of meaningful utterances, it

failc to account for all kinds of meanirgful utterances .

More over, it is open to other criticism as well,

Wittgenstein, seems to identify meaning with use,
This identification is wrong for the following reasons,
The notion of use presupposes the notion of meaning .
Therefore, the notion of use neither can do duty for
meaning nor can it replace meaning., Moreover the notion of
use is much wider than that of rotion of meaning., Wittgen-
stein is guilty of making meaning completely objective,
He is of the view that meaning of an atterance is manifested
vhen it is actually used. This is wrong because we also

attach meaning before we utter a sentence, This conclusivel”
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shovs that meaning is subjective-objective, not completely
objective as Wittgenstein supposes mor it is completely
sabjective as idealism holds., I think Wittgenstein is the
first philosopher who makes the distinction between
surface grammar or ordinary grammar and depth grammar or
logical grammar very clearly, There 1s no denying fact
that the philosophers are concerned only with a latter,
that is, logical grammar. Philosophers are interested only
in rules of logical grammar. This contribution of
/cannot be overemphasised. Witténgestin
Wittingestin/&xplicates the concept of meaning in terms of the
concepts that are embedded in ordinary language, But we
must remember that there are certmin fundamental concepts
which are not embedded in ordinary languages. In order to
explicate these concepts one has to go behind language as
it were, Langaage cannot be considered a reliable guide

here,



CHAPTER -IV
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MEANTING AND INTENT ION

Intention theory of meaning trics to develop the
relation between an account of what an expression means
and an account of what a person means by an expression,
We think that this sort of attempt is open to certain
serious difficulties. The difficulties which we consider
to the serious will be looked into. This theory should
try to é&evelop a relation between an account of what
an expression means and an account of what a person
means by uttering an expression, In this connection, the

logic of intention will also be discusscl.

What distinguishes actions which are intentional
from those which are not ? is the first question which
has to be answered, when we try to discuss intention.
This questiofl can be answered in this way the actions to
which a certain sense of the question twhy' ? is given
application, the sense is defined as that in which the
answer, 1f positive, gives a reason for acting. From
this we hardly get any further information because the
gquestion 'what is the relevant sense of the question
'why' ? and 'what is meant by reason for acting ?!' are the
Same,

Philosophers have ordinarily presumal that those

actions we mark of as 'intentional!',are preceeded by or
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incorporate, a special kind or internal act - %the intention
to act in that way. The d@istinguishing featare of an in- '
tentional act is that the question 'why! asked in relation
to it can be a request for a reason, not for a cause,

There are certain cases when regaest for a reason has no
application. For example, when the agent does not know

that he is performing the kind of action for which we

are seeking the reason, That is if when asked why he was
driving at sixty miles an hour a person sincerely replies
'T did not knew that I was doing so ? then he was not
intentionally driving at sixty miles an hour. But if we
asked why he was driving at more than thirty miles an

hour, he might be able to give us a reason , An act can

be intentional under a certain description but unintention-

al under different description.

When we ask the question 'why' the person may reply
the question by referring to some past act. Here the question
arises, "Is he offering a reason or a cause" ? If we ask
some one 'why did you kill thaﬁ man ? and if he replies
that 'because I felt just had to kill some body'! then we
will say that he is giving a mental cause, But if he
replies 'I acted in revenge because he killed my father: then

here we will say that he is giving a reason.

According to Ansccmbe, knowledge of our intentions
is practical knowledge not theoritical knowledge. For example,

with my eyes shut, I write on the black board !'this is
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mango,! 1f in fact the black board is too wet and no
words are visibly appear there yet I khow that this is
what I am doing. To 'know what I am doing' in this sense
is to have 'practical knowledge'. Here my performance is
a bad performance, bedause I alone can know what I am
doing but I do not have a mistaken belief that I am

writing on the black board though no words appear there,

The term intention is closely related with the teru
purpose, Indeed they are sometimes used as synonymous. Bub o
purpose refers to mental activity and intention to the
¢nd towards which mental activity is directed. The complexi:
of a purpose¢ or intention may be compared with that of a
cause, Usually, vhen we speak of the cause of any pariticular
occur ance, we mean some other conspicuous occurance, happen-
ing a little earlier, which has led, in accordance with
some regular order of sequence, to the particular event
with which wieare concerned, Likewise, when we speak of
our intention in any particular cee~lve)geneally mean
some conspicuous change that we aim at bringing about.

For example when we say that it is our intention to go

to a particular place, here we not only intend to go to
a particular place, but also to do something when we get
there, But oftenfthe things that we intend to do are too
complex and sometimes too indéfinite, to be conveniently
summed up. Hencé'we prefer not to say that we intend to

do these things, but rather than these are the motives
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that induce us to go to that particular place. Sometimes
these inducement may be described as our intention,/If

we go to a place to consult a book, to sez a friend or to
recover oy health, these objects may be nearly or quite

as definitely intended as the act of going to the place.
Here we may say that our immediate object as being that of
going to the place and the other things that we intend

are rather our motives,

Intention may be distinguished under different
categories, For excmple immediate and remote intention,
divect and indirect intention, conscious and unconscious,
formal and material intention etc//Two men may both have
the immediate intenti-n of saving a third from drowning.
But oue may save his life from drewning because his life
may be preserved and others may be reserved for hanging.
Here’the immediate intentions are same but the remote
intentions are very deferent{‘.Again-byYaﬁ"unconscious
intenkion we mean an intention which the agent does not
definitely gyou bo himself’ A mans conduct Ls often in
reality profoundly influenced by such intentions, Again,
there is a distinction between formal and material ini
tention of an act,”’The material intention means the par-
ticalar result as a realized fact, the formal intention
means the principle eibeded in the faceiﬁTwo men may both
aimat the overthrow of a particular government. Here,
we find that their material intentions are same but formal
intention is different because one may aim at its overthrow

because he thinks it too progressive and the other because
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he thinks it too anservative. From the above discussion

we may sum up by saying that an intention in the broadest
sense of the term means &ny aim that is definitely adopted
as an object of will and that such intentions may be of
various kindg While discussing intention we also have to .1l
discuss motive, The term 'motive'! is not less ambigous than
intention', The motive means, wvhat makes us or causes us

to act in a particular way«

In philosophy a distinction has sometimes been drawn
between 'motive! and intentions in acting' as refefrring to
quite different things, A man's intention is what he aims
at or chooses and his motive is what determines the aim or
choice and the 'determins' must here be another word for
fcausesy, Popularly 'motive! and intention! are not treated
as so distinct e.g. we hear of !the motive of gain! according
to some philosopher gain must be the intention and desire
of gain the motive. Asked for a motive,a man might say ' I
wanted to ,...!' or 'I did in order to ...' , here the
meaning of the two phrases are identical when a man's motives
are called good, this may be in no way distinct from call-

ing his intentions good,

Nevertheless, there is even popularly a distinction
between the meaning of 'mntive'! and the meaning of 'inten-
tion. For cxample, if a man kills sole one, he may be said

to have done it out of love and pity, or to have done it
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out of hatred, these might indeed be cast in the forms' to
release him from this aweful suffering or 'to get rid of
the swine! but though these are forms »f expressions
suggesting objectives they are perhaps expressive of the
spirit in which the man killed rathcr than descriptive

of the end to which the killing was a means - a fubture
state of affairs to be produced oy the killing. And this
shows 1s part of the distinction that there is between
the popular senses of motive and intentions. According to
some philosophers, 'motive for an action has a rather
wider and more diverse application than 'intention with

which the action was done!l,

Let us take some examples of game to discuss
intentibon (1) suppose in a game Smith is offered ten dollars
if he can shoot a bettle placed on a distant wall. (ii) we
take here the example of board game, In case of playing
board game Smith has to role a six with a die to win the
game, there by winning ten dollars. In (1) let us suppose
that Smith is not an expert marks man and he himself knows
it. The chaﬂc;s that he will hit the bettle at this distance
is remote (one in a hundred). He takes alm as carefully as
he can and fired, hoping to hit the battle. The shot hits
the bettle and Smith gets the ten dollars, In (1i) let us
suppose that Smith has no special manipulative powers with
dice, yet he throws the dice, hoping to throw a six, the
die is a fair die and Smith wins the ten dollars. In (i)
Smith shot the bettle intentionally but that Smith did not

throw a six intentionally in (ii) From the first case it
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is clear that one can do something intentionally withoat
having the ability to do it. But then why is not Smith's
action inténtional in case (ii) ¢ Smith's actual chances

of succeeding were much better in second case (one out of
six) then they were in first case (one out of hundred).

One has the minimal ability to do an act if the chances of
one's doing the act are improved by one's trying to do it,
Smith's chences of throwing a six were not impyoved by

his trying to throw a six, but Smith's chances of hitting
the bnttle were imp¥voved by his trying to hit the battle
with shot. But one objectior can be raised here that if one
is a nervous sort of individual, it may be that one's chancesc
of doing something decrease when one tries to do it., In the
second case, Smith does not have the ability to throw a

six, and there is no act he has the ability to do. In first
case on the other hand, while Smith does not have the
ability to shoot the bottle at that distance, it is the

case that there is some act thgt Smith has the ability to do,

namecly, alm and fire the gun;

Acting intentionally can be explained in terms of
one's action satisfying »f matching what one will do. If
one lacks the minimal ability to do an act, that is because
one cannot will to do that act (though ope can desire or
hope to do it) The actual presence of a volition to do
an act reveals itself in having soue impact on probability

of the agent's succeeding in doing an act,



- 95 -

In the modern times, H,P.Grice is considered to be
the foremost proponent of this theory. Ia order bo under-
stand his theory, we ne.d to understand two types of
examplcs S ., Let us take the first example
(a) Those spots means measles, From the above example it
is clear that once we see th.se spots we cannot go on to
say that he does not have measles ., Those spots entail
measles, It can not be otherwise . Again, from the sentence
'Those spots means measles! we cannot draw the conclusion
'what 1s mcant by those spots', we are not entitled to
say, what was mean by those spots was that he had measles,
Another point is that if we want to have a restatement
of this sentence then the verb 'mean' cannot be followed
by a sentence or phrase which is found within inverted
comnas, That means 'those spots means measlcs! cannot
be reformulated as 'those spots means '"measles'". If at
all we want to have restatement then it must be of following
form: the fact that had those spots meant that he had
measles', Let us taxze the second case of example.

(a) Those three rings on the bell of the bus mean that the
bus is fill., In the second example after making the statemen.
(a) it is possible for me to say that the bus is not fall.
It is possible here that the conductor has made a mistake.
After saying those three rings on the bell of the bus means
the bus is full we can go on to the conclhidsion what is

meant by the three rings. But we are not allowed to draw

this type of conclusion in the first oK example. In case
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of second example, I can argue from the sentence (a) the
conclusion that somebody that means the conductor meant or
at any rate should have meant by the three rings that the
bus is full. In case of sccond example we are allowed to
put the phrase in question within inverted commas "The bus
is full®,

Grice makes a distinction between natural and non-
natural sense of me:ning, The examples of the first case is
the example of natural sense and other example is the example
of non-natural sense, He calls the non.natural sense es
meaning NN, Grice is interested ia non-natiral sense of
meaning not the gener:1 or natarcl or standard meaning..He
also uses another terminology that is natural and convention-
al, He distinguishes between natural and conventional sign,
Gestures haMe meaning HN but they are not conventional,
gestures differ from person to person, Again, @ords can
mean NN but they are not signs. Even when something has
natural meaning that 1s not a sign at all. Here the question

arises whatis meaning NN ?

Stevenson says :-

"that for x to mean NN scmething, x must have
(roughly) a tendency to produce in an audience some attitude
(cognitive or otherwise) and a tendency in the case of a
speaker to be produced by that attitude, these tendencies

being dependent on an elaborate process of conditioning
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attending the use of the sign in communication"

Grice does not agree with this type of explanation.
Let us take the example of belief in order to diséuss this
point, tJohn is an athlete. It must meun that John is tall,
non-tall athlete can not be think. We always Belief that if
some one is an athlete thgn he must be sugrelyl, tzll, Does
this satisfy us that John is an athgete mean NN that John is
tall ? Surely not. Grice says that sunpose some body utters
X and X was imtén€ed” to prodace a belief in the audience,
will that utterance have meaning NN ? -~ According to Grice,
i$ is not because X was intended to produce a belief in the
aidlance that would not be enough the audience must have to
recognized the intention then only utterence have meaning NN,
To say that A meant something by X is to say that ' A
intended the utterance of to produce some effect in an
audience by means of the recognition of this intention'. It
showdu a close relationship between the notion of meaning
and notion of intention and it also captures something which
is essential to speaxing a langiage. iy speaking of a
language involves my communication of things to my hearer
by means of getting him to recognized my intention to produce
just that effect. For example I may make someone to believe
that I am French by speaking French all the time, dressing
in the French manner, cultivating French acquintances etc.
on the other hand I amy also attempt toget you to believe
that I am French by simply telling you that I am French. Here
we find a difference between getting some one to know and

telling. In the former case I attempt to get others to

1. Ethics and Language,Pege 57(New Haveit, 19Lh),



- 98 -
/getting others to recognize

that, ik urported intenéion
to get d%ﬁgrg tg believe that

I @am fipench by
believe that I am French by my acting which is discursed above

then in this case others recognition of my intention cannot

be a meangI am employing., The suspicion of others will be
strong in this case, But this account of meaning does not

show the connection between onc's meaning something by wvhat
one says and what that which one actually means in the
language, Let us take the following example. BUpposi 22X EVOIE
Suppose an American soldier in t he second world war was captumd
by Italian troops. In order to release hi®®l¥ the American
soldier would have to product some believe in the mind of
Italian soldier that he is not an American but he is an

German Officer, In order to do so he would have to know

German or Italian language.Let us supppose that the American
soldier knows only one German sentence !'Kinnst du dasland,ve
die .itronen bl@hen', So if we consider from Griciezn: pcint-of
view then we find that the American soldier intent to pro-
duce certain effect in Italian troops namedy the effect of
believing that he is an German officer., But does it follow
from this account that when the American soldier says
"Kennst,.. bluhen ?! what he means is 'I am a German officer ?
surely not, because what the words mean is 'Knewest thou the M
land where the lemon trees bloom, From this egample it is

clear that meaning is more than the matter of intention,

There is clearly an important connection between
meaning ani intention. we speaks >f people meaning things
by their words and the word 'meaning'! can often be replacegyg

by intending, here, The connection betveen meaning and 1 1.ia
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intending seems to be-»f the following sort, The basic

point of employing meaningful expressions is to communicate
vith othof’ Zwlg e e e St e 28 fSast EaYRT
intend to produce certain effect in the hearer and (b) intends
that the hearer recognizes this intention, For example my
telling you that Smith is a murderer is an act of communi-
cation in a way in vhich my leaving Smith's lighter at the
sgene of the crime for you to find it is not enough. In both
casesI intend e certain effect that you should believe Smith
to be the murdererbut only in the former case do I intend
that you shoyjd recognize that this is my intention, Now for
speaker tn succeed in this double intention (a) and (b)

it will be ih general be necescary for him to use meaningfinl
expressions, If he does not, he is unlikely to produce the
required effect in the hearer and even less 1likely to get
the hearer bo recognize his intention to produce that effect.
So it scems that thcre are at leaséf@ays in which meaning
and intentions are tied up first ve posses and employ
meaningf i1l <xpression in order, primarily to carry oat our
intentions to cowmunicate , second we can only succeed

in commanicating by emnloying meaningful expressions which

the hearer will recognize our inteation there by,

For X to have meaning NN, the intended effect mast
be something vhich in some sense is within the control of
the audiencgithat in same sense of reason and notwearly a
cause. An utterer is held to intent to convey what is normally
conveyed and wve required a good reason for accepting that

a particular use diverges from the general usage, In case of
i
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doubt whon two more things ap utterer intent to convey, we
tend to ref.r to context of the uttecrance. ¥From the above
discussion it is clear that Grice gives more importance

to non-natural meaning, According to him mcaning MN is

more fundamental than, satural meaning.
J.R.bcarle says:

(1) Understanding the sentence "Hello" is knowing
its meaning,
(2) The meaning of "Hello" is determinedlby scmantic

rules, which specify both its conditions of utterance and
what the utterance counts as. The rules specify that under
certain conditions an utterance of '"Hello" counts as a

greeting of the hearer by the speaker,

(3) Uttering "Hello" and meaniag it is a matter of
(a) intending to get the hearer to recognized that he is
Peing grected by means of getting him to recognize one's
intention to greet him.(b) intending to get him to rreognize
one's intention to greet him in virtue of his knowledge of

the meaning of the sentence "Hello".

(4) The s.ntence "Hello" then providesa conventiional
means of greeting pcople. If a speaker says "Hello" and
means it he¢ will have intention (a2),(b) and (¢) and from
the hearer'!s side, the hearer's understanding the utterance

will simply consist in those intentions being achieved.
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The intentions will be achieveg in general if the hearer
understands its meaning, i.e. understands that under certain

condition its utterance counts as a greeting!? Grice makcs the

following generalizations (1)'A meant something by X" is (ravg
(10aghly) equivalent to 'a intended the utterance of X to
produce some effect in audience by means of the recognition
of this intentiont',

(2) 'X meant something' is (roughly)equivalent to 'somebody
meant Nu something by X'¢ Herc again therc. will be cases wvhere
this will not guaite work. I feel inclined to say that, as
regards traffic lights' the change to red meant NN that the
tragic was to stop, bat it would be very unnatural to say,
'somebody m:zant NdJ by the red light change thet the trafic
was to stop!. Nevertheless, there scems to be some sort

of refcrence to sombody'ts intencions,

(3) 'X means NN (timeless) that so and so " might as a.first
sheuld be cgquated vith some statemnt or disjunction of

statements about what 'people! intend to effect by X.

Paul Ziff criticises Grice's account of meaning.
Ziff is a scholar of scmantics which is a study of meaning.
Grice says that natural meaning hust be explained in terms

of non-natural meaning. He also says that natural meaning

is the species of non-natural mecaning., Bat Ziff says that é@g&&
19 m
P TR 7 A
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non-natural meaning is a species of natural meaning. leé§v “\\é%%
%y / o
thesis runs counter to Grice's thesis, natural meaningiis \=7
J .

the type and non-natural meaning is tokenr>ﬁis thesis runs

2.(J.R, Searle, Specch Acts, An essay in philosophy of
of la guage (Cambridge, 1969,p.48-49). /0‘?;35{3
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counter to Grice's thesis, natural mcaning is the token, His
thesis runs counter to Griee's meaning.(They do not ran
parallel to one another but they are opposed to one another&
The account of meaning given by Grice is a cointerfeit coin. .
Paul Ziff starts his discussion by giving two exumples

(1) The scntence 'snow is white' and (2) The adjective 'un-
culate! mcans having hoofs, 'ungulate! is not a sentence, but
(1) is a sentence., Grice says that !'mean' in (1( and (2) is

used in what he calls 'non-natural! senses of the verb. He

uses the abbrevation 'mean-nn' to mark the 'non-natural! senses

of mean,
Let us consider (1nn ) and (2nn) - (Inn) The sentence
'snow is white ! means Snow is vhite,
(2nn) .he adjective 'ungulate! means having hoofs.
Now the question arises whéther A(1 nn) is simply a restatement
of (1) ?
In order to discuss this question let us consider
Grice'!s three 'generalizations!.
(1) 'A meant-nn something by X'is (roughly) equivalent
to 'A intented the utterznce of X to produce some effect
in an audience by means of recognition o this intention?,
(ii) 'X meant -nn something' is (roughly) equivalent to
'somchody ' meant - nn something by X!.
(iii) "X means nn (timeless) that so and so might as
first shot be equated with some st_tement or disjenction
of statements avout what !people!(vague)intent(with qualifi-

cations aboat 'recognition) to effect by X.
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In these, generalization ldtter 'A' is supposed to be
replaced by a name and letter 'y! may be replaced by a senten-
ce, This last generalization that is (1ii) can be apply to
(1 nn). But this generaliza tion is not very clear. In order
to make it clear let is take two other cxamples, Supnose a man
named John joined in army, when th. officer asked him what
his name is ? , his answer wes ugh, ugh, ugh, Here John's
intention was to produce some effect by means of recognition
of his, Here the ofiicer recognizes his 'intention, becausc
the intention was to insult the officer. Bere we see that
Gracean account of intention is applied yet we see that the
utterance does not have any meaning, Let us take the same
example again, This time ancther officer asked John a question
which he replied By uttering phi,hi.y Pi,hi,y, In this
cas¢ the officer could n.t recognize John's utterances but the
utterance have a me aning becaase John is speaking in Hopi,
Therefore Paal ziff says that Grice confused two different
things 'A meant something by uttering X' and 'A meant something
by X'. These two are completely different, John meant something
by uttering ugh, ugh, but he did not mean anything by it.
According to Paunl Ziff, Grice is guilty of converting non-
sense into sense, that is, something mecaningless into meaning-

ful. Paul Ziff says ¢

"To be concerned with what people intend or would
intend to effect by uttering an expression is to We
concerned with the use of expression, As I have clse

vhere pointed out and argues at length the use of
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of an expression is determined by many of which
have nothing (or have nothing directly) to do
with meaning: acoustic shape is one such factor,

length another",

People generally intent or vo1ld intend this or that by utter-
ing an utterance has at best as much significance as a state-
ment to the effect that when 'pass the salt ' is uttered,
generally mean that people are eating thus what is called the
statement of a !'regularity!., An expression is normally used
only when certain conditions are obtained for example, when
certain events haee taken place, when the speaker is in a
certain kind of position, when certain kind of object is
present and so on., To say this is to say that there are
semantic regularities associated with the utterance of a
given expression or a given sentence. If two people A and B
are having their dinner, will all the usual items on the

table and with the salt cellar near B,A can say fpkase pass
the salt! without least oddity because this is the kind of
situation in which those woris are generally uttered. Not

all regularities are semantically relevant - a regularity
coiched in terms of peoplc’sfintentipns" is no% likely

to be.

3. Semantic Analysis (Ithace: Cornell University Press 41960).
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COLSLUSION

It is no exaggeration to say that intention theory
of meaning is one of the most powerful theories of meaniag.
Grice makes a strong plea for th: intention theory of
me aning, He first formulated his theory in his article
'meaning' when criticisms were levelles against this for-
mulation, he formulated his theory in the article "Utterer's
meaning, sentence meaning and word umeaning'", As far as human
communication is congerned, I think, intention plays a
very important role, Althoagh the attcmpt to develop the
relation between an account of what an cxpression means
and an account of an expression leads to certain serious
difficulties, these difficulties can easily be overcome by
reformulating the thesis, The reformulation is as follows,
The relation is between an account of what an expression
means and an account of what a person means by uttering

an expression,

Paul Ziff's cirticisms are directdagainst the

first formulation only. He contests the Gricean view that
non-natural meaning is more fundamental than the natural
meaning and that n-tural meaning is a species of non-natural
meaning, I agree with paul Ziff that Grice goes too far

in claiming that natural meaning is a species of non-natural
meaning, Though, as Ziff points out, non-naturel meaning <~
is & spspecies of natural meaning, the importance of non-

natural meaning in human communication cannot be ignored.
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In human o amunication, I think, non-natural
meaning is much wmore lmportant than natural meaning,
Kaoam Dediwpe sfbexr domixibe Foue Mar nobered woamdvg.
For example, 'good morning' can be uttered by different
persons to mean different things, 'Good morning! has
the natural meaning of a wish. But it can be uttered to
have the non-natural meaning to econvey different things

other than a wish,

I believe that Grice's theory of meaning can be
fruitfully applied to understand legends, folklores,

cultures and world view of human race,.
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