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INTRODUCTION 



INTRODUGTICM 

I t vould be correc t to c a l l the twentieth century 

be the age 'Age of ana lys i s ' in philosophy. This i s not 

to say that analyt ic philosophy began v i t h the ear ly 

v r i t m g s of Bertrand Russe l l on the contrary, analysis 

has a long h is tory . But great philosophers from Pla to 

to present day have fa i led to employ analyt ic too l as a 

phi losophical technigiue. The vard ' a n a l y s i s ' vhen used 

in philosophy bears obvious a f f i n i t i e s to the vord ' s use 

in a science such as chemistry. The chemist i s concerned 

with the analysis of complex physical substances in to 

t h e i r const i tuent parts,{The philosopher, on the other 

hand, i s in te res ted in analyzing l i n g u i s t i c or conceptual 

u n i t s . Phi losophical analysis i s e s sen t i a l l y the study 

of language but i t pust not be confused with other 

important s tudies of language. Linguis t , ph i lo log i s t , 

grammarians e t c . are also in te res ted in study of language. 

Their i n t e r e s t , however, is prima r i l y in empirical i n ­

ves t i ga t i on . They are in te res ted in discovering facts 

about how our language i s used, what meaning words 

have e t c . which can only be answe*red through use of 

s c i e n t i f i c method. The analyt ic philosopher s tud ies 

language not in order to formulate s c i e n t i f i c hypothesis 
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becaase he believes that such a study i s not usefxL in 

s e t t i n g phi losophical quest ions . Although a l l anal^^tic 

philosophers vould agree that study of language is of 

the grea tes t importance, there is no general agreement 

about vbich language can most f r u i t f u l l y be studied 

by philosopher. Some of them have concluded tha t phi losophi­

c a l analysis ought to consis t primari ly in construct ion of 

new, a r t i f i c i a l language system. Other analysts have 

disagreed v i t h th is argument. They contend tha t such 

a r t i f i c i a l languages are of l i t t l e help in resolving 

phi losophical problems. According to t h e i r view, philosophical 

problems can best be approached by a careful analysis of 

ordinary, na tura l language ve a l l use t o communicate -with 

each other . The tvo main ' schools ' of analysis are 

a r t i f i c i a l language analysis and the ordinary language 

ana lys i s . The log ica l p o s i t i y i s t s re ly on a r t i f i c i a l 

language analysis where as the ordinary language phi loso­

phers r e ly on ordinary-language ana lys i s . The founder and 

guiding s p i r i t of log ica l posi t ivism was the philosopher 

Moritz Schlick. In addi t ion to having some fami l i a r i ty with 

the thought of Vfittgenstein, Schlick has himself been 

developing independently ideas s imi la r to some of those 

expressed by Wit tgens te in . In course of time the group 

headed by Schlick came to be known as Vienna c i r c l e .Log ica l 

posi t iv ism has probably gained wider public recognit ion 

than any other par t of analyt ic monement. Posi t ivism 
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believes that all metaphysical sentences vithout exception 

are meaningless. The positivism agreed -with V^ittgenstain 

that metaphysical questions are pseudo questions, and are 

unansverable. In England the most famous logical positt-

vist -was A.J.Ayer. Ayer placed great emphasis upon vhat 

he called 'The principle of verification'. 

Language is the most complex and sophisticated of 

human possessions. Animals are not users of language. Many 

animals of course, are capable of providing noises. Buat 

these n6is© are quite different in kind from human speech, 

that is, language. Our production of speech is independent 

of stimulas control in a vay in vhich animal noises are not. 

All knovn human societies have possessed a language, vhat 

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 vhich 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 vords, and by analysing 

logical relations betveen vords 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. Russell, 
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Wittgens te in , Carnap, Quine, Austin, Stra^son arc some of the 

v e i l known philosophers of language, "Wittgenstein in his 

book 'Philosophical i nves t i ga t i on ' says 'philosophy i s a 

b a t t l e against the bewitchment of our in te l l igence by 
1 

means of language".r Accoiding to him, the job of a ph i lo ­

sopher is to shov how past thinkers have fa i led to understand 

a b i t of language, Vimong human beings language is the p r in ­

c i p a l instrument of comnunication. Every language i s composed 

of words and words are combined to form a sentence. A word 

is a spoken noise or wr i t ten marks with a meaning. A meaning 

can also occui in s igb language which i s nei ther wr i t t en nor 

spoken but onl^ a gesture or bodily movement* Meaning i s an 

a t t r i b u t e not on: ^f langua^-e but of a i l sign and symbol. 

system- and the study of meaning i s ca l led semantics"which 

there fore , embraces a widerrange than language alone. However, 

s ince language is by far the most extensive symbol system in 

man's use, as well^^ the cen t r a l one, mach of semantics and 

of semantic theory is concerned wi th language and languages. 

Language i s ccrp^s&dof signs and symbols, and sign 

symbols again are what have meaning. 

Philosophers in a l l areas have an i n t e r e s t i n meaning. 

Schlick says "philosophy i s an a c t i v i t y through which meaning 
2 

of a statement i s asser ted or explained". Before discussing 

the theory of meaning here I want to discuss ce r t a in points 

1. L.Wittgenstein, Philosophical Inves t iga t ion ,3rd edn. . 
Macmillan, 1969.Section I09. 

2, Quoted in A.Schaff, Introduction t o semantics,Pergamon, 
196^.p.59. 
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about sentence, statement and proposi t ion, ay the term 

'p ropos i t ion ' ve mean any sentence vhich must be e i the r t rue 

or fa lse bat vhich of coarse can not be both t rae and at 

the same time f a l s e . For example, arsenic is poisonous, 

7 + 2 = 9 are propos i t ions . Similar ly arsenic i s n u t r i t i o u s , 

2 + 7 = 10 are a lso propos i t ions . The most comtnon means 

of expressing a lyelation among severa l terms i s proposi t ion. 

When ve say "Brutas k i l l e d Caesar", "The winters in S ibe r i a 

are cold'^vore each proposi t ion a s se r t s ce r t a in r e l a t ion 

holding betveen the t e rms . Any l i n g u i s t i c statement of 

proDOSition must contain words for terms and there must 

be at l e a s t one r e l a t i o n . Proposit ions are e i the r true or 

false and in th i s they d i f fe r from quest ions , commands 

and explaaations. only proposit ions can be ei ther affirmed 

or^denied, questions may be asked and commands given and 

explanations u t te red , but none of them can be affirmed or 

denied or judged to be e i the r trie or f a l s e , 

Senterce is a co l l ec t ion of vords , spoken or 

w r i t t e n . Sentence expresses a propos i t ion . In ordinary 

language, the \;-erb usual ly performs both f'onctions, i t 

names the relabion and asse r t s tha t i t holds among the 
c ase 

elements. But i f as is often the / r e l a t i o n is named 

byaproposition or other kind of vord than an ext ra verb 

i s required to asser t the r e l a t i o n . This i s the ' aux i l a ry ' 

use of the verb. For example in 'Brutus k i l l e d caesar ' 
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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 namt.s a relation, vithout 

making any assertion, to make the structure a proposition 

ve need an auxitury vord eg. the verb is ' to assert 

that the relation holds betveen 'the book' and 'the table'. 

'The book is upon the table' is a proposition. The relation 

is named and is said to hold betveen the elements. 

It is necessary to distinguish sentences from their 

meanings. Tvo sentences, vhich are clearly tvo because they 

consist of different vords arranged, may have the same 

meaning. For example 'John loves Mary' and "Mary is loved 

by John", are tvo different sentences, for the first 

contains thr-.̂  vords, vhere as the second contains five_̂  

the first begins vith the vord 'John' vhere as the second 

begins vith the vord 'Mary', and so on. Yet the tvo sentences 

ha*fe exactly the same meaning. It is customary to use the 

term 'proposition' to refer ta meanings of such sentences 

as these. The difference betveen sentences and propositions 

is brought out by remarking that a sentence is alva^s a 

part of a language, the language in vhich it is pronounced 

vhere as propositions are not peculiar to any of the 

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



following three sentences : -

(a) It is raining 

(b) I, Pleut 

(e) Es, regnet. 

All these three sentences are perfectly different. For the 

first is-ip English, the second is Ln French and the third 

in German, Yet they have a single meaning and this common 

meaning is propositions of vhich each of them is a different 

formulations. Many logicians have given different definition 

for sentence. According to some, it is a collection of vords 

of given language follovang graranatical rules and convey some 

meaning Afcordi'-^ to some others, grammatical rule is 

more important lan meaning. But both of them are equally 

iTiportant, 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, 'tablnis Saturday' this sentence is 

grammatically correct but does not covey any meaning. 

According to some other logicians, meaning is more important 

than rules of grammar. For example 'you are crying yesterday' 

though this sentence is grammatically vrong yet we San 

understood its meaning. From the above we can say that 

both grammatical correctness and meaning are equally 

important for a sentence, fwittgenstein defines sentence 



8 

as that which i s a combination of some words and possess 

some meaning and use in language. According to him meaning 

of a sentence i s judged by i t s use in language,* 

Before discussing the theory of meaning, f i r s t we 

have to know what meaning i s . There are many diverse q u e s t i ­

ons which can be asked about meaning, VJhat conditions must 

an expression meet to be meaningful ? what i s i t for two 

expressions to mean the same ? Me w i l l take in to considera­

t i on these two ques t ions . These are the questions which are 

of common in t e r e s t to both philosophers and l i n g u i s t . VJhen 

we ask, "what sor t of thing or e n t i t y is ^ meaning " , we 

are not saying tha t everything tha t has a meaning rajist 

r e fe r to something. So when I say ' I did i t for the sake 

of John ' , hfcre I am not saying t h a t , tnt-re i s something or 

some e n t i t y ' sake ' which'-belongs to John and for which I did 

some-thing. Here I mean that I did some th ing to ht lp John. 

Again, we can ask questions about meaning withoat usinf the 

word 'meaning'. Instead of asking ' I s x i s a word with 

meaning ? ' we can ask ' i s x meaningful ?. 

The term 'meaning' may be taken in d i f ferent senses, 

when I say ' I mean to go' here I am using in tent ion sense 

of meaning. Again when I say 'what is the meaning of your 

lal ' tness ? here I am using meaning as an explanation sense. 

When I say ' those black clouds mean r a i n ' here I am using 
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meaning as a syratcGL. There are numerous other uses vhich 

are used to t a lk aboat persons, ac t ions , events, th ings , etc, 

But here -we are mainly concerned -with the symbol sense. 

^When ye say that there are d i f ferent senses of the vord 

'meaning' there may be over laping between them. Because 

there can be d i f ferent mi-aning of the same word), Child 

learns the meaning of many words by hearing them in other 

people ' s ut tered sentences and practisimg such utterances* 

Through these they can learn many words and extend and i.. • 

increase t he i r knowledge. There are ce r t a in vrords whose 

meaning may be l ea rn t and taught by poin t ing . But the 

r e l a t i onsh ip between the word and tha t to which i t may be 

said to re fe r i s not a simple one. Proper names re fe r to 

individuals as s ingle ind iv idua ls . Boy, g i r l e t c , refer 

to an i n f i n i t e l y large c lass of ind iv idua l s , 

A Variety of theories of meaning are advocated 

in the west such as ve r i f i ca t i on theory, ve r i f i ca t i on 

p r i n c i p l e , denotation theory, image theory, concept theory, 

p ic tu re theory, use theory, causal theory, in ten t ion 
Since 

theory, and so o n . / I consider four theor ies to be more 

important than others^ I w i l l at tend to these theor ies only. 

These four theories are (1) The pr inc ip le of v e r i f i c a t i o n 

(2) The denotationor r e f e r en t i a l theory (3) Use theory 

or use doc t r ine , and (h-) in ten t ion theory. Accordingly, 

I have divided my thes i s into four chapters , namely 
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ci) meaning and verifiation, (2) meaning and denotion 

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



CHAPTER - I 
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MEANING M P VERIFICATION 

When the word 'meaning' i s taken in i t s symbol* 

Stn6e t h e r e are two problems, namely n a t u r e of meaning and 

c r i t e r i a of meaning. These two problems are two d i f f e r e n t 

problems, Vlhile d i s c u s s i n g meaning and v e r i f i c a t i o n I 

would l i k e t o d i s c u s s , S c h l i c k and Ayer, The v e r i f i c a t i o n i s t 

t heo ry was propounded by the l o g i c a l p o s i t i v i s t . O r i g i n a l l y 

they were a groap of p h i l o s o p h e r s , s c i e n t i s t s and mathemati­

c i a n s vho da r ing the 1920 's ga thered around Moritz Schelickj> 

^ P ro fe s so r of phi losophy at v i e n i a and became known as 

Vienna C i r c l e . Many of them who belonged t o t h i s c i r c l e 

became wellknown ph i losopher s f o r example, Carnep and 

Waismann. W i t t g e n s t e i n was never a member of t h i s group 

bu t he a s s o c i a t e d w i th S c h l i c k , and the c i r c l e was deeply 

in f luenced by h i s "T rac t a tu s l o g i c d - p h i l o s o p h i c u s " . T h e 

b e s t known B r i t i s h exponent of l o g i c a l p o s i t i v i s m i s 

A . J ,Aye r . The no t ion of v a r f i c a t i o n covers two views and 

both are a s soc i a t ed v i t h l o g i c a l p o s i t i v i s t s . The f i r s t 

view i s known as ve i f i f i c a t i on theory of meaning and t h i s 

t i ieory i s about the na tu re of meaning, and i t i s profounded 

by Schlick.^ The second theory i s knovm as ' v e r i f i c a t i o n 

p r i n c i p l e ' and i t i s the theory about the c r i t e r i o n of 

meaning, and i t i s profounded by A.J .Ayer . I would l i k e 
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t o disdJiss Aycr's -view and Sch l ick ' s view while disdussing 

ifleaning and v e r i f i c a t i o n . 

F i r s t , I would l ike to discuss Schellck^s view, that 

i s , ve r i f i c a t i on theory of meaning. The purpose of every 

prepos i t ion is to express i t s meaning yet meaning of a 

prepos i t ion cons t i tu tes a seriftus phi losophical d i f f i cu l ty 

vhen Vfc are confcerned with a proposi t ion ve u$u&lly think 

tha t we know i t s mtaning already but i f we do not then we 

can have i t explained to us. Sometimes, I t cons is t s in 

repeat ing the same thing, Sd we have seeh tnafe in drdinary 

l i f e and even In science to answer a quest ion concerning 

meaning of a proposi t ion i s simply repeating i t e i t h e r more 

d i s t i n c t l y or in s l i g h t l y d i f ferent ways. Here the question 

a r i s e , "Can there be any sense in asking for the meaning 

of a statement which i s wel l before our eyes or ears ?" The 

poss ible answer is tha t ve have not understood i t . Here what 

i s before our eyes or ea .s i s nothing but a s e i i e s of words 

and such se r i e s oi words i s for us simply a complejd of signs 

without meaning, but i t i s not a proposi t ion i t is a sentence 

So we cannot enquire a f te r the meaning of a proposi t ion but 

can ask about the meaning of a sentence. V/e should not think 

tha t we know the meaning of a sentence, i f we are familiar 

with a l l the words occuring in i t . I t i s necessary but not 

s u f f i c i e n t . Every word has a dt-finite s ign i f i ca t i on only 

wi thin a de f in i t e context in to which i t has been f i t t e d and 
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i t v i l l have no meaning out side t h i s contextj fojr other 

contexts , we v i l l have to produce nev r u l e s . Here ve 

can consult the example vhich Schlick has given. If a friend 

says to me ' take me to a country when the sky i s three times 

as blue as England' his phrase vould appear to me non­

sens ica l beca'use the vord ' b lue ' i s used In a vay which 

i s not provided Iby the ru les of language. Though the sentence 

ind ica tes ce r t a in command or Vlsh, yet the odtntination of a 

ngmber and name of c colour can not be used tdg4th^r, I f wc 

ask "what is the meaning of t^hree times as b lue ' he can give 

c e r t a i n physical circumstances vhich he wants his phEase t o 

be the descr ipt ion of and then his wish v i l l be meaningful 

to us. So vhen ve ask about a sentence 'what does i t mean?' 

vhat ve must knov is the circumstance in vhich the sentence 

i s used. According to Schlick "the meaning of a proposi t ion 

is the method of i t s v e r i f i c a t i o n " . The 'grammatical ' rules 

p a r t l y consis ts of ordinary d l f i n i t i o n s tha t i s explanation 
(by means of other vords) 

of vords/and th i s Is vhat Is Oalled ostfensive de f in i t i on . 

For example, vhen ve teach a chi ld ' b l ue ' we show ce r t a in 

blue object . But in most casss the ostenslne de f in i t i on Is 

of a more complicated form. Me can not point to an object 

corresponding to vords l ike 'because ' , immedia te ' , again 

here ve must require the presence of c e r t a i n complex s i t u a t i o n . 

From the above i t Is c lear that there i s ho way of understand­

ing meaning vi thout ult imate reference to os t ins ine definition.. 

This means reference to 'expierlence' or ' p o s s i b i l i t y of 
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v e r i f i c a t i o n ' . Therefore Schlick points oat that meaning 

of a proposi t ion can be given onJy by giving the ra les of i t s 

ve r i f i c a t i on in experience. According to Schl ick, l i n g u i s t i c 

ru les refer ul t imately to ostensiwegiy defined experience, 

to dtiftover meaning ve have ' to observe the world. Schlick 

t f i e a t o explain vhat he ffleant fey 'eiEperienfe©'. To UndettitkhA 

a proposi t ion, he v ro te in ' A Hew Philosophy of Experience ' , 

'we mast be able exact ly to ind ica te those pa r t i cu l a r 

circumstances tha t would make i t t rue and those other p a r t i ­

cular circumstance that would make i t f a l s e ' , "Circufflstances" 

means facts of experience and so experience decidesabo&t 

t r a t h or f a l s i t y of a proposit ion experience verifes 

proposit ions and therefore the c r i t e r i o n of s o l u b i l i t y of a 
3 

proposi t ion is i t s r e d a c i b i l i t y to possible experience ' , 

Schlick also wants to discuss the question 'how do 

we define v e r i f l a b i l i t y ?". He points out that ve r i fLab i l i ty 

means p o s s i b i l i t y of v e r i f i c a t i o n . Again, the word ' p o s s i b i l i t y ' 

can be used in two v a ^ - empirical pos s ib i l i t y and 

l o g i c a l p o s s i b i l i t y . Schlick defines empirical p o s s i b i l i t y 

in'^the folloving vay - any thing that does not contradic t the 

laws of nature that means compafcability with na tu ra l laws. A 

s t a t e of a f fa i r i s empirical ly possible when i t i s not con­

t r a r y to laws of natard . Thus, i t i s empirical ly impossible 

for us to jump 10,000 feet in the a i r or to jump out of 

a t en th s torey window and not go downward. The s t a t e of 
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affairs expressed by lavs of nature do not change hence 

vhat is empirically impossible at one time is empiracally 

possible kt any other time. What ve thoaght hundred years 

ago to be empirically impossible may have turned out to be 

empirically possible after all that means ve vera simply 

mistaken aboat the lavs of nature. Bat our knowledge about 

nrtural laws is not complete therefore ve can never aSsert 

with certainity the empirical possibility of any fact. The 

possibility of verfication which is relevant to meaning cannot 

be of the empirical sort. We havb to be sure of it before ve 

can consider the empirical circumstances and investigate 

whether or no, or under vhat conditions they will permit 

of verification. Therefore, aiiflick and other philosophers 

give importance on logical possibility. A process or fact 

is called logically possible if the sentence vhich is 

supposed to describe it follows the rules of gramiiar of our 

language. For example 'the child was naked but wore a long 

white night gown' obvioasly violated the rales oi 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 'square' and 'ciicle' contradicts each other« A circle 

is by definition something which is not foiv sided hence 

saying that circle is foar sided would be self contradictory. 

If it is eircle it cannot be a square, if it ts square it 

'-' a"̂  ^U. ^̂ h 
-̂  

f ok'1^3 

--1?^ 
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cannot be a circle. The 'cannot' here is 'logical cannot' ̂  

mtaning that it is logically impossible foi it to be so. 

fall It is logically Impossible to/: Jipwards because 'fall' 

flleans to go downwards „ So falling upwards would be self 

Contradictory, it is also empirically impossible. The 

Verifiability criterion does not say that a statement is 

meaningful only if it is verified. We have not found how 

many mo'uiitains are on the other side of thŝ  moon, but the 

statement that there art two thousand mountains there is 

surely meaningful. We cannot verify it,until we know the 

meaning of the statement to be verified. We know the 

meaning only when we know hô 7̂ it would be verified, whether 

anyone has actually done so or not,Meaning depends not on 

actual verification but on veriflability in othei words, 

possibility of verification, when we talk about po ssibility 

we are not talking about technical possibility or empiri­

cal possibility but logical possibility of verification. 

Logical possibility once again means only that there is 

no contradiction in the prooosition. We may also say in 

case of moon that the meaning requirement is fallfilledt 

by imagining the situation which would verify our proposition. 

But this can apply only in a restricted sense. Imagination 

coJ.ld not take placewhere possibility is of an empirical 

hind , We must not identify meaning with any of the psycho­

logical data, Carnep is right wben he says that questions 

of meaning has nothing to do with the psychological question , 
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To understand the word ' red f l a f , I vould point to an objt,^ 

vhich I should e a l l '.flag* and vhose colour I could recognlz, 

as ' r e d ' . 3t i s not necessary tha t I should ac tua l ly c a l l f.p 

the image of rbd f lag . lifnagining a red patch is d i f fe ren t 

from refer r ing to an ostensi le de f in i t i on of 'rdid' - v e r i f i a 

b i l i t y has nothing to do with images. 

// Nov I vould l ike to discuss Ayer^s pr inc ip le of ver'tr*^^ 

t i o n . According to th i s pr inc ip le a sentence i s l i t e r a l l y 

meaningful to a given person i f and only i f he knovs hov to 

ver i fy the proposi t ion which i t purports t o express. In 

t h i s case ve r i f i ca t i on referred to i s ve r i f i c a t i on by means 

of observation and experiment. 

Before discussing ve r i f i ca t ion p r inc ip le we must r e ­

member oni thing tha t only iadicati-oe sentences must be 

v e r i f i a b l e i a order to have meaning, Commejid, questions 

although they are meaningful they can fciot be ver i f ied 

because they are ne i ther t rne nor f a l i e . Again not a l l 

i nd ica t ive sentences have to be -^Bprified because in ca^e 

of analyt ic sentences ve need n i t have t o verify i t 

s ince ve knov? them in v i r tue of the i r def in i t ions of the 

components words. Again performative sentences a l so need 

not be ve r i f i ed . Thus only non-analytic,non-performative 

sentences ijust be empir ical ly ve r i f i ab l e i n ordei to ha-ve 

meaning. Unless a sentence vas l i t e r a l l y tnesuiingful i t would 

not express a propositLon because proposi t ion is e i t he r t r u e 
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or fa lse and to say that sbntence vas e i ther t rae or-

f a l l s vould enta i led bhat i t vas l i t e r a l l y meaninsfal. liut 

i f p r inc ip le of verificarAon vas formelated in th i s vay 

then there voald oe &» J i i f i c u l t y , because a l l sentences 

does not e^prest. propositLons. To explain t h i s d i f f i cu l ty 

Ayer introduces a th i rd candidate -the s tatement ' to dispute 

the honour •(/ith the sentence and proposi t ion. Ayer defines 

sentence as grammatically s ign i f ican t se t of vords, a 

' s ta tement ' as what such symbol expresses and a 'p ropos i t ion ' 

as sub class of statements vhich contains onl^ such s t a t e ­

ments as are expressed as l i t e r a l l y meaningful s tatement. 

According to Ayer, i t is sentences tha t are meaningfal and 

i t is statements tha t are v e r i f i a b l e . Now ve can reformulate 

the p r inc ip le of ve r i f i ca t ion in th i s vay-a statement i s 

held to be l i t e r a l l y meaningful if i t i s empirically v e r i ­

f i a b l e . Bit vhat do ve mean when ve say ' v e r i f i a b l e ' . Ayer 

makes a d i s t i nc t i on between strong sense and weak sense of 

•verifiafaility. According, to thv. s t rong p r inc ip l e , a 

proposi t ion is meaningful unless experience can conclusively 

es tab l i sh i i t s t ru th and according to veak p r inc ip le a 

proposi t ion to be meaninfful some observation shooLfl be 

re levant to the determination of a p ropos i t ion ' s t r u t h or 

f a l a s i t y . Ayer takes p r inc ip le of ve r i f i ca t i on in the 

veak sense because ve cannot reduce universal laws and 

statement about past to present experience. Here I want 

t a t a l k about one thing that vhen ve say meaninfful sentence 
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must be ve r i f i ab le we are not saying that i t should be 

v e r i f i a b l e in prac t ice but we are saying that i t should be 

v e r i f i a b l e in p r i a c i p l c . "I t mast be emphazised that when 

ve speak by v e r i f l a b i l i t y ve mean the log ica l p o s s i b i l i t y 

of ve r i f i c a t i on and nothing but t h i s . In discussing Aider's 

vcak sense of pr inc ip le ve find one vord ' r e l e v a n t ' . But 

the meaning of th i s relevant i s vauge thus Ayer put forwarde: 

his second versfcn of p r inc ip le by usin^ the phrase 'observa­

t ion statement ' in place of ' expe r i en t i a l proposi t ion. £o 

p r inc ip le of ve r i f i c a t i on can be reformulated In t h i s vay -

a s ta tement . ia verifip.bAe and can sequently meaningful i f 

some observation statement (6an oe deduced from i t in con­

junct ion v l t h ce r t a in other premises, without bein£ dedaced 

fron those other premeses alone. According to Ayer, a 

statement i s d i r e c t l y vei-ifiable If I t Is e i ther I t a e l f 

an observatlon^>statement or i s such that in conjunction 

\ iVu one oi more obser'^atlon statements I t en ta i l s at 

l e a s t one observation statement which i s not deduclable 

from these other premises alone, A statement i s ind i rec t ly 

ve r i f i ab l e i f i t s a t i s f i e s the following conditions - f i r s t l y 

that In conjunction with ce r ta in other premises i t en t a i l s 

one or more dlEectly ve i I f l ab le statements A hich are not 

deduclble from these other premises alone. Secondly these 

other premises do not inclrde any statement that Is not e i the r 

analyt ic or d i r e c t l y verif iaDle or capable of being Independer^ 

es tabl ished as Ind i rec t ly ve r i f i ab l e . 

h, M.Schlipk, 'Meaning and V e r i f i c a t i o n ' , in Theory of Mec.ninc' 
Ld. A and .v.Lehrer,1970o 
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The viewsefAyer ana schlick have criticized by many 

philosophers. But I vill concentrate onl̂ y on the criticisms oi 

Berlin and Waismann. According to Berlin,, a sentence is an 

arrangement of vords vhich obey the rales of grammar, a 

statement in a sentence vhich obeys the rules of lo£ic and 

finally by a proposition he means any sentence vhich conveys 

to some one that something is or is not the case. The 

essence of the principle of verificationvill appear clearly 

if oae consider its progressive modificatioi in the fact 

of difficalties. Berlin criticises the positivistic assert­

ion that is, all significant statements were concerned with 

faets about experience or vith 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 its verification. According 

to positivism the question 'what does the statement p means ? 

and 'what must one do to discover vhether p is true ? 

V>ere logically equivallent. here 'p' stands for empirical 

proposition. According to Berlin this argument is not 

correct and it invol-ves the Fallacy of hysteron proteron. 

According to him ve mast knov the meaning first before 

discovering 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 kaov̂  the means of the verificotion of 'p' is knovln^ 

what circumstances one vould judge the ^roup of symbol 'p' 

to convey something vhich vas or vas not the case. Berlin 

says that the conception 'meaas of verification ' is too 

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

empirical statement about the present and Immediate 

future experience. It can not take care of statement 

about past and future. In order to bring out this point ve 

can take the followin£ example - it rained half an hoir 

ago. Tt is an empirical statement about past experience. 

The claim of this propositloa can be proved by gi\ing more 

than one evidences - (aO my coat is vet (b) The ground is 

vet (c) my friend says that it really rained half an hour 

back. Here all the evidences may be true yet vhat the 

proposition mean may be false. The above evidences may be 

true not because of rain but because of other reason. There 

is no logical equivalence betveen the empirical proposition 

and evidential proposition. To this the defender of the 

theory says that the meaning of p resides in the means of 

its verification did not literally mean any equivalence. 

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 tn 

practice but verification in principle. For example the 
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propLii t ion 'There ere mountains on the other side of t he 

moon' i s c l ea r ly s ign i f i can t and yet cannot be ver i f ied on 

accoant of technical d i f f i c u l t i e s . Again in case of p tpos i -

t ion l ike ' Ju l ius Caasar vas b a l d ' , ve cannot verify the 

prooosi t ion by d i rec t inspection* To verify the propos i ­

t ion that such observers actually ex i s t and have exper i ­

ences vhich are not outs is of course a very d i f fe ren t 

and d i f f i c u l t task . Thus ' p ' i s siignificant have now come 

to me an ( I t i s conceivable that some one should obsei-ve or 

should have observed vhat is co r i ec t l y described by ' p ' 

irrcm the above i t can be said that khe s ingular 

ca tegor ica l proposit ions as gpe- conelusively ve r i f i ab l e 

at any ra te in p r i n c i p l e , by[ a su i tab ly s i tua ted observer. 

But according to Ber l in , th i s c r i t e r i o n leaves three classes 

of proposit ion unaccounted namely proposit ion vhich are not 
/s ingular^ oroposit ions vhich t :e not 

/ ca tegor ica l and proposit ions vhich seems to be both s ingular 

and ca tegor ica l but not be conclusively ve r i f i ab le by ob­

se rva t ion . General proposit ions offers the most obvious 

d i f f i c u l t y . The general proposit ion ' a l l s is p ' , here 's» 

denotes i n f i n i t e number and i t can not be v e r i f i e d by 

f i n i t e number of observation. This is not conclusively 

v e r i f i a b l e at a l l . This kind of proposi t ion can be f a l s i f i ed 

by fu ture . Kamsey says that a l l general proposit ion must be 

considered as rules or p rescr ip t ion therefore the t ru th or 

f a l s i t y of th is proposit ion does not a r i se at a l l . Bĉ msey 

a lso says that th i s general proposi t ion can be ifefuted by 
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single negative instances and it is non-^ense to say 

of rules can be refuted» To meet this difficulty ve can 

take two versions of veak verifiability vhich 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. Thle' concept is 

a vague concept and cannot be properly definefl;? According 

to the second version it is the mark of a genuine l̂ actual 

proposition that some experimental propositions can be 

deduced from it in conjunction vd. th certain other pre­

mises without being deducible from those other premises 

alone. Let us take the following example -

All men are mortal 

Socrates is a man 

f Socrates is mortal 

Thus 'all men are mortal' is weakly verifiable because 

'Socrates will s3(i-te' which «do|es 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 

taie the following syllogism -



This logical probl ̂  is bright green 

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 veak verifiability 

as veil as rules of logic and grammar , Yet its conclusion 

can not be conclusively verifiable because here th« major 

premise is merely non-sense. 

According to some logicians, all hypothesical pro­

positions are general and all general propositions are 

hypothatical, that means 'all s is p' is equivalent to 

"if s then p" and vice versa . This view csnnot be accepted. 

Though some hypothetical propositions are general not all 

hypothetical propositions are general. For exan̂ jle '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 verifiable, 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 if (i) I do not look up and see a 

blue patch (ii) I do not look up and do not see a blue 
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patch and (iii) I look up and see no blue patch. The 

hypothetical proposition can be falsified by the occurance 

of this last conjunctive proposition alone. If (i) and 

(ii) 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 feel guilty. 

Remaining and not remaining can not be logically 

verifiable in principle. The above inductive evidence can 

veakly verifiable. 

Lastly, the proposition vhich appears to be singular 

and categorical but they are not. Let us take the example -

»this table is brovn'. 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 , 

Let us consider the view of Friedrlch Waismann, tl^ 
• - « * 

modern empiricist who trit-sŝ' to defend the verification 

theory of meaning, Waismann viow«idtnat when the verification 
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theoyv claims tha t the meaning of a statament i s the 

method of i t s v e r i f i c a t i o n , ve must be qu i te c lear 

vhat ve mean by the term 'method of v e r i f i c a t i o n ' . From a 

l o g i c a l point of view vrc are not in t e res t ed in various act i -

v i t i e s tha t are involved i n verifying a statement. To 

make t h i s point c lear l e t us talae the example vhich i s 

given by Vaismann himself. Suppose there i s a metal _, 

b a l l and in order to knov whether the b a l l i s charged 

with e l e c t r i c i t y we have to connect the b a l l with an 

electroscope and iffatch whether the gold leaves d iverge . 

The statement ' the gold leaves of the instrument diverge(s) 

descr ibe the ve r i f i ca t i on of the statement ' the b a l l i s 

charged ' (p ) . Here we" find tha t the statement ' p ' follows 

from s ta tement ( s ) , tnerefore we make a connection here . 

According to Waismann here we lays down a ru le of 

inference which allow us to pass from the statement ' the 

b a l l i s charged with e l e c t r i c t t y ' t o another tha t describes 

an observable s i t u a t i o n . According to Waismann, meaning 

and v e r i f i c a t i o n are connected thus he says tha t explaining 

the ve r i f i c a t i on i s explaining the meaning and changing 

the ve r i f i ca t i on i s changing the meaning. Empiricism 

does not claim any iden t i t y nor any l o g i c a l equivalence 

betveen empirical statement and ev iden t i a l s tatement . 

These two statements are d i f fe ren t from on:-s another. 

Empirical statement canaot be reduced to ev iden t i a l 

s ta tement . Because of t t e Ikct t ha t empirical and 
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evLdentlal statement have d i f ferent l o g i c a l s t a t u s . There, 

fore one cannot be reduce to other , ^ c o r d i n g toWaismanr^ 

phenomenalist f a i l s to t r ans l a t e empirical statement to 

statement about sense da ta . The f a i l u r e i s because of 

>open t ex tu re ' inv oly.ed in empirical concept. Suppose 

there i s a cat in the next room. In order to prove t h i s 

we w i l l have to go and see whether there i s a ca t or 

no t . . Here there i s a problem how do we know tha t i t i s a 

ca t not other animal, Th6 p o s s i b i l i t y of cat chaiiging in to 
•) 

b 

another thing can not be ignored. Let us take the other 
s' 

example - ' the notion of go ld ' . According to Waismann i t 

i s not possible to define a concept l ike gold v i t h abso­

l u t e prec is ion , because something unforseen ml^ht happen, 

we cannot block every nook and corner against en t ry of 

doubb, V^aisnann says tha t 'open texture* in d i f ferept fru^: 

'vagueness' 'vague' i s opposite of p r e c i s e ' or 'def in i te* 

and words and phrases tha t are vague are aacordin^Xy 

lacking in p rec i s ion . The simplest forB of vagueness 

occurs when there i s no prec ise cut off point between 

a p p l i c a b i l i t y and non-appl icab i l i ty ot "he vords , in 

some Bi taa t ions ^he word i s c l e a r l y applicable i n 

other s i t a a t i o n s i t i s not c l ea r l y applicable. I f we 

know exactly a t what speed someone was driving we need not ; -

t o use the words ^ faa t ' or s low' , we s.mply s t a t e the speedy 

But i f we do not know exactly we might say, some what vae.u<9i3'y 

'around 65 ' are more vaguely s t i l l ' p re t ty f a s t ' . We 

hai^e indeed a whole se r i e s of vague -^ords such as slow, 
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medium, pretty fast, fp^t, very fast vhich ve need 

to use vhen our information is not precise. Vagueness 

can be removes but open texture can never be corrected. 

Open texture is possibility of vagueness. Open texture 

is a very fundamental characteristic of all empirical 

cx)ncepts 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 involve din 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, TĴ us the absence of 

a conclusive verification is directly due to the open 

texture of the terms concerned. Logically speaking 

it is always possible to extend the description of 

an empirical statement by adding some more detail or 

othtr« l««rr 4*«eripUiii ttrtteliM into • imUan 
of open cases where we can a t t a i n the completeness. I f ;. 

jT in Geometry I describe a t r i ang le e .g . by giving i t s 
th-t^e^ sid«<Jj ikje- d4z.scir»'tpt;on is 

complete, nothing can be added to i t . E o ^ l r i c a l s t a t e , 

ment i s as a ru le not conclusively v e r i f i ab l e for two 

d i f f e ren t reasons f i r s t l y because of existence of 

unl imit ted number of tests, secondly because of open 

text t t re of the terms i n v o l v ^ i The inconqpleteness involvei 
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in t'nese tvo cases itf d i f ferent . In the f i r s t case vc c 

can not complete the descr ip t ion of mater ia l object or 

s i t u a t i o n . Something more can always be added to i t . 

In the second case there i s always a chance tha t some­

thing unforeseen might happen because our factual 

knowledge is incomplete, tha t i s , I shoMild get acquainted 

with some new experience which at present I cannot 

even imagine. Let us take the case of a blind person 

who l a t e r obtaines t h e experience of seeing. Again our 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of c e r t a in facts may change completely 

because of some new discovery. 
ffonclusion 

As I have pointed out there are two problems 

when meaning i s taken in fets symbol sense. Thesb problems 

are the nature of meaning and c r i t e r i a of meaning. I t i s 

not wrong to say that these two problems are d i f f e r en t . 

The problem of nature of meaning i s concerned with the 

answering of the quest ion, 'what i s i t for a word to 

be meaningful ?. ĵ̂ he c r i t e r i a of meaning on the other 

hand, t r i e s to answer asdi f ferent question namely,what 

condi t ions must a word f u l f i l l in order to be meaning­

fu l , yhe Itjgical p o s i t i v i s t s have advocated tijo theor ies 

of meaning, namely,ver i f icat ion theory of meaning and 

v e r i f i c a t i o n p r i n c i p l e . The v e r i f i c a t i o n theory of 

meaning i s concerned with problem of nature of meaning^, 

where as v e r i f i c a t i o n pr inc ip le concerns with problem 
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of c r i t e r i a of meaning. M.Schlick is the protagonist of 

the former and A.J.Ayer of the l a t t e r . I t cannot be 

denied tha t l o g i c a l posi t ivism i s a powerful movement 

in philosophy and therefore , i t s place in the develop­

ment of philosophy i s secure. Needless to say that 

l o g i c a l posi t ivism brought about a s ign i f i can t change 

in the a t t i t u d e and outlook of subsequent philosophers. 

I t i s log ica l posi t ivism which determined to a great 

extent as to what questions should be raised in philosophy^ 

and what questions should not be r a i s ed . I t i s no 

exaggeration tha t philosophy have never be same since the 

advanct-ment of l og i ca l posi t iv ism. Schlick goes wrong 

in identifj:ing meaning with t rue or f a l s i t y . But he w i l l 

be remembered for a long time to come for his c lear 

cut d i s t i n c t i o n between log ica l p o s s i b i l i t y and empirical 

p o s s i b i l i t y on the one hand, and the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
/ empi r i ca l imposs ib i l i ty 

l o g i c a l imposs ib i l i ty /on the other . I t i s obvious that 

s c h l i c k ' s theory f a i l s to account for a l l meaningful words 

and ff-tatetnwr/ir. . Because there fere many meaningful words and 

atatdw^rtts vhich cannot be ve r i f i ed in experience, 

Ayer's weak sense of v e r i f i a b i l i t y a lso f a i l s 

to carry conviction as Berl in has r i g h t l y pointed out 

Ayer i s qu i l ty of something tha t i s meaningless in to 

something tha t i s meaningful. The main c r i t i c i s m against 
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these tvo theories i s tha t they fa i led to cover general 

p ropos i t ions , condi t ional proposi t ions and proposi t ions 

regarding statet ients about mater ia l objects and minds, 

I think tha t th i s c r i t i c i sm has been adequately met 

by F,Waismann. Another main c r i t i c i s m i s tha t conclusive 

v e r i f i c a t i o n and conclusive f a l s i f i c a t i o n are not po­

s s i b l e not only in p rac t i ce but a lso in p r i n c i p l e . I am 

of the vte-w that t h i s c r i t i c i s m has a lso been demolished 

by ^aismann, Waismann emphasises the pecul iar l o g i c a l 

s t a t u s of a l l empirical s ta tements . He points out 

terms involved in a l l empirical proposit ions cons is t s of 

vhat be ca l l s 'open tex ture ' ' . Due to th i s open endednt-ss 

of empirical conctpts i t i s ne i ther possible to con­

c lus ive ly ver i fy empirical statements nor i t i s possible 

to conclusively f a l s i fy them. 

Though these tvo theories foi led to afcount fo r 

a l l kinds of propos i t ions , they, I th ink, a t ' ' l e a s t 

account for a l l empirical p ropos i t ions . 
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MEMING AMD REFERENCE 

Suppose, one i s asked what i t i s for a vord to 

have meaning,? I t i s perhaps na tu ra l to answer that a 

meaningful vord stands for something, vhere as a mening-

l e s s one does no t . Thus the meaning of word i s a kind 

of objec t . What kind of object is the meaning of a word 

supposed to be ? One ans-wer has been that the meaning 

of word i s that of which the word i s the name or in 

other words, meaning of a name is the bearer of the name, 

and since a name i s t r a d i t i o n a l l y ffaid to 'deijote' i t s 

bearer , ' the theory may be called the 'denota t ion ' theory. 

Such a theory of meaning was presupposed by Bfertrand 

Russe l l and Strawson. Though th i s theory does not claim 

tha t i t i s applicable to a l l words and phrases , the 

c r i t i c s point out tha t i t breaks down even in the use 

of the words and phrases which i t does claim ,to cover. 

I think tha t i t would be worthwhile to give a b r ie f 

account of Bertrand Russe l l ' s views regarding denotation 

in order to determine the re lac ion between meaning and 

re ference . He says - "By a 'denoting phrase ' I mean a 

phrase such as any one of the following a man, some man, 

any man, every man, a l l men, the present kind of England, 

the present king of French, the centre of the mass of 

the so la r system, tht:; revolut ion of the sun round the 

ea r th" . 
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Here ve find that denoting phrase depends on 

its form (a) phrase rna.j be denoting and yet not deaotc 

anything for example, the present king of France (b) 

a phrase may denote one definite object; for example; 

present king of England, denotes a certain man (c) 

a phiase 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 certain things with which we have no immediate 

acquaintance but which can be known only by description. 

The distinction between acĉ uaintance and knowledge about 

L3 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 Jhenselves, but that every proposition 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. Vllaen we say that 'I met a man' 

here it is true that I met a definite man but it 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 may te. There are certain phrases containing 
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' the^ and these are the most i n t e r e s t i n g and d i f f i c u l t 

port ion o.C denoting phrases . 

According to Meinong, an̂ '- gr aromatic a l l y cor rec t 

phrase s cand.s "o"!" an ob^'ect. Thus ^thc present king of 

France' ''Lhe "^cund square ' etc arc supposed to be a 

genuine objects . These ot̂ jccViCLo not subs i s t and yet 

they are supDosed to bo objec ts . But this view Involves 

s e l f cont rad ic t ion , 

Fx^ege in his theory avoids v io la t ing the law of 

con t rad ic t ion . In a denoting phrase. Fregc dis t inguishes 

two elements - the meaning and the denotat ion. For 

example ifthe centre of mass of so la r system at the 

beginning of tht; twentieth cei tury i s a ce r t a in p o i n t ' , 

he re ' the centre of mass of the so la r system at the begi ­

nning of twentieth century ' i s complex in meaning and 

the so lar system, twentieth century e t c . are cons t i tuents 

of meaning. Here the denotation ' i s a ce r t a in po in t ' is 

simple and denota^-Jon has no cons t i tuent at a l l when we 

analyse with Frege^s view there i s a d i f f i c u l t y . If we 

say 'The king of England i s ba ld ' here i t i s not a 

statement about complex meaning but i t Is a s t a t eaen t 

about the actual man denotated by meaning. But when 

we say ' the kini of France is ba ld ' here i t has the sane 

meaning provicit-d by ' the king of England' but i t has no 
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denotation in obvioas senŝ .. So it ia not nonsensical 

that 'the king of France is bald' but It is plainly 

false. Thus if we say denoting phrases have tvo sides 

of meaning and denotation, tht cases where there seem 

to be no dv^notation, cause difficulties^ >^ 

Let us now examine word meaning in particular. 

Islhat is the relationhetween a word and what it means ? 

Words refer to the things in the world. The question of 

reference deals with the relation of words and the 

world. Sentences are combitation of words,thoy are 

made up of words. Each word stands for an object or name 

an object. Tht; meaning of a word is the object for which it 

stands.-̂ We use the word 'cat' to refe' bo cats, the word 

'run' to refer to various acts of running and so on. 

^To determine what a word means' is to find out what things 

we use it 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 I call my sister 'Mary' and my dog 'polly' then 

I am rcfering to them by mtans of proper names, because 

they are ustd to label one thing, only. 'One word, one 

thing' - this formula applies anly to proper names. 

1 Prober names are clearly used to refer to individual 

things. Bat they art the only words that are used 

solely to refer, Host words do not refer to things at 

all not even if 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. There are many words 

that clearly do not refer in any way at all„ For example, 

conjunctions, interjections etc, 'oh', 'aha^,'hurrah' 

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

not refer to any thiggs, any qualities of things, any 

activities or any thing else that could be called things. 

Thest 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, but 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 meanings For example, the word 'I' changes 

its reference all the time. When John uses it, it refers 

to John, when smith uses it, it refers to smith, and so 

OB, for millions of users of the language. Tet the meaning 

of 'I' does not change these millions of times, 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', 'that', 'here', LC 

'now' etc. 
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By a descr ip t ion Russe l l means any phrase of 

the form 'a so and s o ' or ' the so and s o ' . A phrase 

of the form ' a so and s o ' he ca l l s 'ambiguous' descr ip t ion 

and a phrase of the form ' the so and s o ' ( i n the s ingular) 

d e f i n i t e description.B-ussell ca l ls de f in i t e descr ip t ion as 

propername. 

'A man' i s an ambiguous descr ip t ion and , ' the man 

v i t h the iron mask' is a de f in i t e desc r ip t ion . Las se l l 

c a l l s de f in i t e descr ip t ions such phrases as ' the author 

of-Waverely «, ' the present king of F r a n c e ' , ' the t a l l e s t 

liuilding in Lopdon', and so on - phrases which purport to 

name one de f in i t e object and the no other . 

Many people assumfe tha t the meaning of any vord 

or phrase i s the object i t names. For-^example, the vord 

'Soc ra te s ' names a ce r t a in man, tha t i t means tha t man 

and thus he i s the meaning of the word ' S o c r a t e s ' , 

"As to what onê  mearfeby 'meaning', I w i l l 

give 'a few i l l u s t r a t i o n . For ins tance , the word 

'Soc ra t e s ' , you ^'111 say, means a cfei*tain man, 
-j 

The word 'morta l ' means a ce r t a in q a a l i t y . . . " 

1. Bertra'nd Russe l l , 'The Philosophy of Logical Atomipm", 
repr in ted in his Logic and knowledge, ed;by R.C.Marsh 
(NeV York: The MacMillan Company, 1956 ) p.186, 
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I f ve accept th i s piesupoosit ion thg.t every vord or 

phrase does name something, then i t leads to a diff icui t i^ . 

Because the phrases l ike »the golden mountain', ' i f , 

e t c . , do not neme anything. According to Busse l l , if a 

word or phrase does name something - if i t i s t rue proper 

name, a log ic f l ly proper na-ne, then the meaning of tha t 

word or ptarase is what even i t names. Let us take the 

example of nouns. Kussel l views tha t i f a noun does infact 

name a ce r t a in object then that object i s i t s meaning 

and i t has tha t meaning in a l l con tex ts . 

Let us now re turn to R u s s e l l ' s / * atid def in i te 

desc r ip t ion . VJhen I say ' I met a man' i t i s an ambiguous 

desc r ip t ion . Let us assume for a moment that ray asser t ion 

i s t rue that I met John. I t i s c lear tha t what I a sse r t 

i s not ' I met John ' , i f I say ' I met a man but i t was 

not John' here though I l i e I do not contradic t myself 

where as I do cont radic t myself i f I say I met a gian 

when I r e a l l y mean tha t I met John, We may go further 

not only to John but no ac tual man at a l l . The statement 

would remain s i g n i f i c a n t , though i t could not possibly 

be t r u e , even i f there were no man at a l l . According 

t o Russe l l , the proposi t ion ' I met a unicorn^ is a 

s ign i f i can t proposi t ion i f we know what i t would be to 

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

animals in the world, we know the meaning of the word 
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because ve know vhat vt vo ild call a unicorn if ve came 

across it. Again, we say that ' a man exists' if the 

proDOSitional function 'x is a human' is sometimes trae 

and 'a so and so exist', "if 'x is so and so' is sometimes 

true. This can be put in another way. The proposition 

'Socrates is a man' is equivalent to 'Socrates is human' 

but both of them are not the same propositiory The 'is' 

of 'Locrates is human' is the relation between subject 

and predicate and tire 'is' of 'Socrates is a man' is 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 least one such proposition is trae i.e. when there is 

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

where 'x' is a name. 

ThoUĉ h Ljisell talks of ambiguous and definite descri­

ption but by description he means definite description. Thus 

a description will mean any phrase of thss form 'the so and 

so' in the singular. An ohj.ect is 'known '*y description' 

when we know that it is 'the so and so'that is when we 

know that thert is an object and no more, having a certain 

property and it is implied that ve do not have knowledge 

of the same object by acquaintance. For example, we know 

that the candidate who gets the most votes vill be elected, 
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and in this case we ar-j very likely also acquainted with 

the man who is in fact the candidate who will get aost \̂ otes 

but ve do not know which of the candidates he is, that is, 

ve do not know any proposition of tho form 'A is the 

candidate who will get most votes' where A is one of the 

candidates by name we have 'merely descripti\e kncfwledge ' 

of th-- so-and-so when, although we know that the so-and-so 

exists and we may possibly be acquainted with the object 

which is in f^ct, the so-and-so, yet we do not know any 

proposition 'a is the so-and-so'. V-hen we say »the so-

and- so exists' we mean that there is jast one object which 

is'the so and so'when we say 'Mr.A is the Unipnlsi^ 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 constituency and no 

one else is'. Thus, when we are acquainted with an object 

which is thb 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 ve are not acquainted with any object 

which, in fact, is the so and so.. 
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Let us takt- thb example 'Scott is the author of 

v a v e r l e y ' . Here, ve apoly the name 'Sco t t ' and the 

descr ip t ion 'bhe author of vaver^i_y to the same person. 

But there i s a c i i s t inc t ion betvjeen name and other symbols 

A name i s a sLtrple symbol vhose meening i s something tha t 

can only occur as subjt-ct, again a simple symbol i s one 

which has no p a r t s . Thus 'Sco t t ' i s a simple symbol,So 

ve have two thinf_s to compare (a) name and (b) the des­

c r i p t i o n . A name i s a simple symbol which d i r e c t l y 

designates an individual which i s i t s meaning and a de-

s c r i p t ton vhieh cons is t s of severa l words, and whose 
are 

meanings / already fixed . 

The assumption th^ ae l in t ioa descrip-cions are 

proper names cannot be ac ^epted. Let us take the following 

two examples, namely (a) Scot t is the author of waverley 

(b) Scott i s Sco t t . These are two di f ferent proposi t ions , 

because a prooosi t ion containing a descr ip t ion is not 

i d e n t i c a l with what that proposi t ion be comes when a 

name i s subs t i tu ted even though tht, name, names the same 

object as the descr ip t ion descr ibes . In case of 'Sco t t 

is the author of Waverley' i f we put any one e l se other 

than Scott In place of 'author of V/avcrley» then our 

proposi t ion w i l l become f a l s e . i3ut our proposi t ion is 

cssent i fxl^ of the same foim i f we say 'Scott is Sii 

TiialtcT' in which tht, two names apply to same person. 
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So long as names are used as namts 'Scott i s S i r . W a l t t r ' 

i s the same t r i v i a l proposit ion as 'Scott is S c o t t ' . Let 

us t a lk of l a s of i den t i t y tha t i s x = x. Here we can sub-

stitufee X any name vc choose for example Socra tes , A r i s t o t l e , 

P la to and so on, and wfc can infer from lav of i d e n t i t y that 

Socrates is Socrates , P la to is Plato.But from th i s we cannot 

say author of Vaverley is author of Waver^ey because if ve 

subs t i t u t e a name for 'author of vaver ley ' in a prooosi t ion, 

the prooosi t ion ve obtain v i l l be a d i f ferent one. In fact , 

in the proposit ions of the form ' the so and so , the so and 

so , are not always t r ue . I t i s necessary that the so and so 

must ex i s t . Thus ' the present king of France' i s the present 

king of France ' , »the round square is-'round square ' is always 

f a l s e . When ve s u b s t i t u t e a desc r ip t ion for a name, propositiion-

a l function which are always t rue may become f a l s e , i f the 

descr ip t ion describes nothing. 

"Take, for example, the following proposi t ion: "Scott 

i s the author of Maverley" - This proposi t ion expresses 

an i den t i t y , thus i f ' the author of vaverley" could 

be taken as a proper name and supposed to stand 

for some object C, the proposi t ion vould be 'Scott 

i s C . But i f C i s any one except Scot t , th i s 

proposi t ion is f a l s e , vh l le i f C i s Sco t t , the 

proposi t ion is 'Scot t is Scott 'whlch is t r i v i a l 
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and p la in ly d i f ferent from 'Scot t is the aathor 
2 

of Viaverley". 

"T^efinite descr ipt ion in i s s o l a t i o n have no meaning but 

sentences containing them mâ  have a per fec t ly good meaning, 

(Vords and phrases of vhich t h i s i s symbols). Kasse l l 

claims tha t i f ve comolete the proposi t ion expressed by 

such a sentence for example ' the author of vaverley is 

S c o t t ' ve can see that i t i s a complex one. The proposit ion 

expresses by the sentence ' the author of vaverley is Sco t t ' 

has for i t s meaning the three proposi t ions expressed by 

these three sentences -

a) at l e a s t one person vrote vaverley 

— b) at most one person vrote vaverley 

c) vho ever vrote Viaverley vas Sco t t . 

From th is ve can see that ' the present king of France 

is bald ' , ipuov have a perfect ly good meaning, but they 

are f a l s e , since par t (a) of t h e i r analysis i s fa l se thus 

making the vhole proposi t ion f a l s e . 

Strjttrscn while whole hear tedly supports R u s s e l l ' s 

in tent ions and appreciates his 'feeling, for r e a l i t y ' thinks 

tha t R u s s e l l ' s theory of descr ip t ion should be re jected 

2. Russel and Whitehead, P r inc ip le Mathematica, I , Second 
Edi t ion (London Cambridge University Press , I925) . 
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as i t Is based on c e r t a i n misconceptions and confusion. 

Straws on's 'on r e f e r r i n g ' i s the most famous challenge 

vhich has been directed against R u s s e l l ' s ' theory of 

d e s c r i p t i o n ' . 

Stravson says tha t Ptussell made at l ea s t two mistakes. 

He did not fu l ly r e a l i z e tha t a sentence can have va r ie ty 

of uses and he mistakenly thought t ha t every meaningful 

sentence must be e i the r true or f a l s e , Stravson says that 

ve commonly use expre;L,slons of c e r t a i n kinds t o mention or 

r e fe r to some Individual person or s ingle object or p a r t i c u l a r 

event or place or process. According to Stravson, these 

expressions have a pa r t i cu l a r use vhich he c a l l s 'uniquely 

re fe r r ing use•^ There are mainly four c lasses of such 

expressions- vhich have uniquely re fe r r ing use. They are 

as i o l lovs : 

(a) Singular de-i^nstrative pron6uns(this and t h a t ) , 

(b) Pronouns (London, Nepoleon. John) 

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

Impersonal p roaun( l t ) , 

(d) and the phrases beginnln£, v i t h the de f in i t e 

a r t i c l e followed bj- a noun qua l i f ied or un| .uallfled, in 

the s ingular ( e^ . the table_,the old man, the king of France), 

Stravson is not saying that these phrases have only one 

use but they have other uses a lso .Let us take the folloving 

tvo sentences (1) the vhale Is a mammal and ( l i ) the vhale 
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struck the ship. In the first sentence ane is not mention­

ing one particular whale whera as in the other sentence 

one is mentioning a particular whale. When w& 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. 

'^Russell in his theory of description tries to 

solve some of the pioblems 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 which answers to the description it contains. To 

avoid this difficulty Eussell 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 

France' is only a subject grammatically not logically. 

Strawson tries to find out that the implications of Russell's 

theory of discriptions in the following way- (1) In case 

of sentence like 'the king of France is wise (a) which is 

grammatically of the subject predicate form (b) its gramma­

tical subject does not refer to anything, the only 



- he 

a l t e r n a t i v e to i t s bein^ meaningless i s to take i t to 

be not r ea l ly of subject predicate form at a l l . This, 

in turn , implies - (2) If there is a sentence vhich is 

genuinely of subjec t -predica te form (grammatically and 

l og i ca l l y ) then there is something refered to by i t s 

l o g i c a l subjec t . To have meaning i t must r e f t r to ccm'^.thing 

According to Russel l there are genuine subject-predicott ; 

sentence and in these sentence ' l o g i c a l l y proper names 

•occur as a subject . By log ica l ly proper names Lusse l l 

means the followiag things -

(1) That they and they alone can occur as subjects 

of sentence which are genumly of a subject -

predicate form. 

(2) that an expression intend to be a l og ica l ly 

proper name is meaningless, unless J-here i s some 

s ingle object for vhich i t s tands , for the meaning 

of such an expression jus t is the individual c ? j -

j e c t vhich the expression des igna tes . To be a 

name at a l l t he re lo re , i t must designate something. 

According to Kusse l l , only in tvo vays sentences 

vhich are about some p a r t i c a l a r peison or individual object 

or event can be s igni f icant (a) the misleading sentencerf 

l i k e the discussed one, that i s , the sentences vhich can 

be analyzed as a spec ia l kind of e x i s t e n t i a l sentence 
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(b) the sentences, with ' l og i ca l l y proper names' as 

t h e i r sub jec t s . 

Strawson t r i e s to sho\A' that there are sentences 

which are s i t n i f i c a n t , which begin with an uniquily re fe r r ing 

way but which f a l l s in to neither of these c lashes . Again, 

there are sentences which are about some pa r t i cu l a r person 

e t c and vhich are s ign i f i can t but they are not analyzable 

in the I iussel l ian way nor the i r subject are ' l og i ca l l y 

proper name'. 

In order to bring out p u s s e l l ' s confusion, Stravson 

draws some d i s t i n c t i o n s . These d i s t i nc t i ons are very 

important because on them he builds up his whole arguments 

agains-t Lus se l l . Here he re fers to an expression which 

has a uniquely refering use as 'an expression' and refers 

to a sentence beginning with such an expression as 'a 

s en t ence ' . The d i s t i n c t i o n are between -

(A^) a sentence 

(A2) a use of a sentence 

(A3) An utterance of a sentence and coirespondingly 

between 

(B-|) an expression 

(B2) a use of an expression 

(B^) an utterance of an expression. 
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Let us take the sentence ' the king of Frsncc i s -wise' 

This one and the same sentence may be u t t e re d at various 

t imes. This one and the same sentence stands for a 

' s en t ences ' . 

There are obvioas differences between d i f fe ren t 

occasions of the use of th i s one and the same S9i!itet!ue<e: 

One man ut ter ing i t in the r e ign of Louis XIV would be 

making a true asser t ion vhere as another man u t te r ing i t 

in the reign of Louis XV would be making a fa lse asse r t ion . 

Though the sentence i s same i t has got d i f ferent uses . So 

we cannot ta lk of the sentence being true or fa l se a sse r ­

t i on . So sentence is not about a pa r t i cu la r peis on because 

i t can be applied to so many persons, t̂ e can say tha t 

a pa r t i cu la r use of the sentence is about a pa r t i cu l a r 

person. S imi la r ly , mentioning or re fer r ing feo some thing is 

a c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of a use of an expression, j u s t as being 

about sofflt-thing and t ru th or f a l s i t y are cha r ac t e r i s t i c s 

of a 'use of a sen tence ' . 

Two persons may u t t e r the same sentence ' the king 

of France is wise ' tha t is one may speak and other may 

w r i t e . Here we find that sa-ne use but two d i f fe ren t 

u t t e rances . 
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According to Stravson, the expression 'I* has a 

uniquely referring use. Stawson says -

Meaning is a function of sentence or expression, 

mentioning and referring and truth or falsity are 

functions 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 sentences) 

It consists of rules, habits, cdnventiDns governing 

its (expression or sentence) Gorfect use on all 
3 

occasions to refer or to assert. 

Stravson says that Lussellts wrong when he thinks that 

referring or mentioning must be meaning. Kussell could not 

distinguish betveen expression from the use of an expression 

he confused expression with / use and meaning with 

mentioning. If I talk about my handkerchief I can produce 

the object I am referring to out of my pocket,-but I canmot 

produce the meaning of the expression »my handkerchief 

out of my pocket. Feople use expressions to refer to parti­

cular things. But meaning of en expression is not the 

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

to refer to, tht meaning is the s*t of rules, habits, 

conventions to its use in referring. 

3. P.F.Stravson "On referring". 
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According to Stravson, Russe l l f a i l s t o notice the 

p a r t i c u l a r use of a sentence i . e . whether i t s presont use 

is genuine or a spurious one, whether i t is used! to t a lk 

about something or is used in make bel ieve e t c . If to-day 

some one u t t e r the sentence ' the king of France is v i s e ' 

then we w i l l nbt say that the sentence uttered by the man 

i s true or f a l s e . Ve w i l l simply spy that no\-- a days 

there is no king of France. I t i s a pseudo use of the 

sentence. Truth and f a l s i t y are p roper t i es of ^ sentence 

when i t i s genuinely used. But the sentence ' the king of 

France is wise ' is not meaningless. I t is s ign i f i can t 

when I t i s u t te red . 

According to Stravson, there are two se t s of r u l e s , 

one se t of rule is re fe r r ing or mentioning and other se t 

of rulr is a t t r i b u t i n g or- 'describing. Oi.e of the main 

purposes of language is to s t a t e the facts about th ings , 

persons and events . In order to s t a t e the facts of the 

world we must take care of two .- questions "what (who, 

which one) are we ta lk ing abo it ?" "\ hat a l l we saying 

about i t (him, her ) ? " The f i r s t question is about the 

re fe r r ing task or ident i fying task and second question 

takes care of a t t r i b u t i n g , ascribing or descr ip t ive or 

c l a s s i f ica tory task, Strawson says that usually the subject 

of a sentence takes care of re fe r r ing task or ident i fying 

task and predicate takes care of descr ip t ive task. But 
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there is nothing sacrosauct about the employment of 

seperable expressions for these tvo tasks. Straws on says that 

to perform the first task is to ase an expression in 

uniquely referring way. But the question arises how do i e 

perform this ? In order to make a uniqae reference certain 

devices aie necessary for shoving that a uiLque reference 

is intended and what unique reference it is. In securing 

this result the context of utterance is of primary impor­

tance. Bi? 'context' Strawson means the time, the place, the 

situation, the identify of the speaker, the subjects which 

from the immediate focus of interest and the personal 

histories of both the speaker and those he is addressing. 

There is IXngaisttccommunication. All these contextual 

conditions are conventianally require^ for the correct 

referring use of expressions. The requirement for the 

correct application of an expression in its ascripti-ve use 

to a certain thin^ is thpt thing should be of a certain 

kindjhave certain cfetaracteristics. 

The fulfilment of the conditions for a correct 

•.referring use of an expression is never part of vhat is 

stated, thoagh it is impliê i by such a use. The meaning 

of an expression is the definition of that expression. A 

definition is a specification of the conditions of the 

correct ascriptive use of an expression we reach at it 

through analysis. Russell fails to notice that problems of 

use are wider than problem of analysis and meaning. Kussell 



-52 

t r i e s hard to make the uniqueness of unique and existence of 

matter of logic- and language but f a i l ed . Stra-wson says 

tha t expressions vhich have uniquely re fer r ing use d i f fer 

in t he i r descr ip t ive use . Russe l l ' s reply t o Strawson's 

'On r e f e r r i n g ' f i r s t appeared in Mind in 1957 Stravson 

i d e n t i f i e s tvo problems namely problem of descr ipt ions 

and problem of egocen t r i c i ty . Russel l says tha t since he 

considers v i t h these problem to be d i f ferent problem he has 

deal t with them sepera te ly . This enables Stravson t o 

pretend that i iussel l hat, over looked the problem of ego-

c e n t r i c i t y . 

^^^n his theory of descr ip t ion , Russe l l dea l t v i t h 

two examples ' the present king of France is ba ld ' and 

'Scot t i s the author of Waverley', The l a t e r example does 

not s u i t Stravson. As regards the example ' the present 

kin^ of France' Stravson fastensupon the egocentric vord 

' p r e sen t ' and does not seem able to grasp t h a t , i f for the 

vord ' p resen t ' he had subs t i tu ted the word ' in 1905' the 

whole of Stravson 's argument would have col lapsed. According 

to Russe l l , i t is not d i f f i c u l t to give other examples of 

the use of descr ip t ive phrases from vhich ego c e n t r i c i t y 

i s wholly absent. For example ' the square root of minus one 

i s half the square root 6f minus four ' or ' the cube of 

three is the integer immediately preceding the second 

perfect number. 
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" ' T h i s ' denotes what ever, at the njoment when the 

word is used occapied the centre of a t t en t ion . 

T<>sith words which are not egoctntr ic what is contant 

i s soraethint, about the object ind ica te , bat ' t h i s ' 

denotes a different object on each occasion of i t s 

use, what is constant is not the object denoted 

but i t s r e l a t i o n to the pa r t i cu l a r use of th t word. 

Whenever the word is used, the person using i t 

i s attendinr to something and the word indica tes 

t h i s something. Vihen a woid ie not egocentr ic , 

there is no need to d i s t ingu ish between d i f fe ren t 

occasions when i t is used, but we must make t h i s 

d i s t i n c t i o n with egocentric words, since what they 

ind ica te i s something having r. given r e l a t i o n to 

the pa r t i cu l a r use of the word" 

Strawson says tha t t h t r e are no log ica l ly propei names and 

there are no descr ipt ion( in th i s sense) Eusse l l t r i f d 

to explain the meaning of the vord ' i n th i s sense ' which 

.Strawson puts in the brackets . I^ussell says tha t what 

Strawson objects to is the be l ie f tha t there are words 

which are only s ign i f i can t because there is something 

h-. Human know lege (Page 107) 
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tha t they mean and if tht,re were not th i s something they 

would be empty noises not words. There most be sucL woids 

i f language is to have any r e l a t i o n to fac t . The necessary 

for such words is made obvious by the processes of os tensive 

de f in i t i on . How do we know -what is meant by such words as 

' r e d ' and ' b lue ' ? Me can not know what these words mean 

unless we have se^n red and blue object . I f there were no 

red and no blue in our experience we might perhaps invent 

some elaborate descr io t ion which we would subs t i t u t e 

for the word ' r ed ' or the word ' b l u e ' . For example if we 

were dealing with a blind man we cojild h-cld a red hot 

poker near enough for hira to fee l the heat and we could 

t e l l hLTi that red i s what he could see i f he could s ee , 

but of course for the word ' s e e ' we would have to s u b s t i ­

tu te another elaborate descr ip t ion . 

Xsome philosophers pointed out tha t common speech 

i s good enough not only for da l ly l i f e but a lso for ph i lo­

sophy. But Russel l does not agfee wi th th i s po in t . Russel l 

says , common speech is f u l l of vagueness and inaccuracy 

and that any attempt to be precise and accurate requires 

modification of common speech both as regards vocabulary anj 

as ref,ards syntax^ Everybody admits thc t physics . Chemistry 

and medicihe each requires a language which is not that of 

evt^ryaay l i f e . Let us take an i l l u s t r a t i o n , one of the 

commonest words of everyday speech namely the word ' day ' . Jews 



- 55-

have difined i t as the period from one sunset to the 

next . Astronamers, with other reasons for seeking 

precis ion have three so r t s of day- the true solar day, 

the mean solar day and the side r ea l day. These have 

d i f fe ren t uses - the true so lar day is relevant i f we 

are considering l i gh t ing up time, the mean solar day 

i s relevant i f we are sentences to fourteen days wi thoi t 

the option and the s i d e r e a l day i s relevant i f we are 

t rying to estimate the influence of t h e t ides in r e ­

garding the e a r t h ' s r o t a t i on . All these four kinds of day • 

deca log ica l , t r ue , mean and s ide r ea l day are more precise 

than the common use of the word ' d a y ' . 

^ According to Russe l l , every s ign i f i can t sentence i s 

e i t h e r true or f a l se ) But according to Strawson i t may be 

e i t h e r t rue or f a l s e . For example suppose t h a t in sofae 

country there was a law that no person could hold public 

office i f he considered i t fa lse that thero is God. Accor­

ding to Russe l l , an avowed a t h e i s t who took advantage 

of Strawson's doctr ine to say that he did not hold th i s 

pos i t ion fa lse but he says that i t i s not t r u e . I t i s not 

only as to names and as to fa l se hood that Strawson 

shows his conviction but he shows the sane feel ing as 

regards universal affirmatives i . e . sentences of the 

form <A11 A i s B ' , Trad i t iona l ly such sentence are su­

pposed to irr^ly that there are A»s. Rasse l l agrees with 

Strawson tha t ordinary language has no exact l og i c . 
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According to Keith S.Donnellsn, definite descriotion 

have t-wo possible functions. They are used to refer to 

vhat a speaker vishes to talk abojit, but they are also 

used quite differently. To use a definite description a 

speaker may use an expression which denotes some entity and 

this the only relationship bet-ween the entity and use 

of definite desbripfeion recognized by Russell. But according 

to Donnellan there are two uses of definite descriptions. 

Donnellan says that Russell's definition 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 isê  of a definite 

description. According to Donnellan refering is not same 

as denoting and the referential use of definite description 

is not recognized by Russell; Donnellan calls the two 

lises of definite descriptions as the attributive use and 

the referential use, A speaker who use a definite descri-

ption attributively 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 tĥ  description to 
whome 

enable his audience to pick, out/ : or what he is talking 

about and states something about that person or thing. 

Let us take the sentence 'Smith's raudereif is insane ». 

In a quite ordinary sense we do not know who murdered 

Smith. According to Donnellan, this is an attributive use 
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of definite de's'cfiption. Again let us suppose that 

John hes heen charges vith Smith's murder and has been 

placed on trial. From John's odd behaviour we might 

sum up our impresiion by saying that 'Smith's murder is 

insane'. Her^ if some one asks to whom we are rerring 

our description naturall} 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 tvo uses of the same sentence will be quite 

different if we consider that assumption that Smith had 

no murderer that is he in fact committed suicide. In 

using the definite description 'Smith's murderer' the 

speaker in same sense implies that there is a murderer. 

But when we suppose that this implication is false "-.hen, 

there will be different result for two uses. In the 

first case if there is no murderer then we need not 

have to attribute the predicate 'insanity' to any body. 

In the second case vh were speaking about John's 

even though he is not in fact Smith's murderer and it yd: 

his behaviour we were comnlenting upon, A person h-̂ '̂ri ig 

ottr comment in the context imagined might know we are 

talking about Johns even though he does not think 

Johns giilty. In tht referential use of a definite 

description we may succeed in picking oat 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. According to 

Donnellan,,the important difference between the referential 

and attributive use in the beliefs of the spe&ker. In 

case of Smithes murderer there vas 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 thoagh the speaker believes 

that a certain person or things fits the description. 

Similarly it is also possible for a definite description 

to be used reftrentially where the speaker believes that 

nothing fits the description. If a speaker does not 

believe that anything fits the description or does not 

believe that he is in a position to pick oat what d 

does fit the description, it is likely that he is not 

usin^ it referentially Again, we supoose that John is the 

marderer. We also comment that any one who murdered 

poor Smith in that horrible way must be insane. If it 

turns out that John is not the murderer but some one 

else then my claim wbuld be right if the true murderer is 

after all insane. K«fce i« Mr» SLSiCjn̂  tikiAnitft A«*«rJUĉ HJU«JH 

Here ve are using definite description attributively 

even though we believe that particular person fits the 

description. 
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Both the a t t r i b u t i v e and the r e f e r e n t i a l use of 

de f in i t e descr ipt ions seem to carry a presupposit ion or 

implicat ion that there i s some thin^ vhich f i t s the 

descr ip t ion but in a tvo d i f ferent -way. When a person 

uses a de f in i t e descr ip t ion referent ia l l^ ' he believed 

tha t what he vi-shes to refer to f i t s the descr ip t ion 

because the purpose of using the descr ip t ion is to ge t 

the audience to pick out or think of the r igh t thing 

or person, j j i sdescr ip t ion of that to which one wants to 

re fer would mislead the audience. Therefore, the speaker 

presupposes that there i s some thing which f i t s the 

descr ip t ion . In case of a t t r i b u t i v e use there i s not 

the same p o s s i b i l i t y of miadiscr ipt ion because we are not 

refer ing to John "^^to any one else by using the d e s c r i ­

p t ion . Here the presupposit ion tha t the speaker believed 

same is Smithes murderer does not a r i s e . Here the speaker 

w i l l not succeed in saying sotaething t r u e , i f he makes 

an asse r t ion , he w i l l not succeed in asking a question 

tha t can be answered, i f he has asked a question an:l 

he w i l l not succeed M fcjUUuig, K <X3i^^Mf» JsjAsdi «t»n JMs 

vo^mfoctoi, AR 1^ k0ff KtHMA K (aomBM.m^ gM. kA xkM. M^M- »mm^i<ASf 

in issueing an order tha t can be obeyed i f he has issued 

an order. But i n case of r e f e r e n t i a l use i t i s possible 

to say something true or to ask a question that get answared 

or to issue a command that gets obeyed. 
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Gone? •IS ion; 

I have discussed in th i s chapter the r e l a t i o n 

between meaning and reference. I have highlighted the 

vievs of Eusse l l , Strawson and Donnellan. I have also 

highlighted the famous philosophical quarre l between 

B u s s e l l and Strawson, The r e f e r e n t i a l theory f a l l s to 

explain the problem of meaning adequately. However, I 

think that i t has succeeded in account for ce r t a in kinds of 

u t t e r ances . 

Strawson i s r igh t in pcit t t lng oat identifying 

meaning with reference. But as Strawson points out Kussel l 

does not ident i fy the problem of descf ipt ion with the 

problem of egocentr ici ty^ ihore over I iussel l i s r igh t 

i n wanting a precise technica l language for doing 

philosophy. 

Though Strawson c r i t i c i s e R u s s e l l ' s theory of 

desc r ip t ion , yet t h i s c r i t i c i sm i s not very s t rong. Strawson 

might mean that ' u s e s ' e t c . are not attached to the 

expressions f a the r they change from time to time, place to 

place and from context to context . I f t h i s is so then 

expression would be an empty one. Every expression w i l l 

be syncate-gorematic in i t s e l f and depend on so 

many other things to become categoramatic. They w i l l wait 

for time, place, context e t c . to get t h e i r meaning. 



Agai : Stravson sâ 'S that there is a difference 

betveen a sentence and use o± the sentence. Truth or 

falsity are properties of the use of sentence not of a 

sentenceoin the previois discussion vt. find that he 

distinguishes an utterencc of a sentence from its use. 

Every case of an utterance of a sentence is certainly a 

case of use of that sentence. Hov can a sentence remain 

seperate from its use at any time whatever it ocmes in 

to bei Tg it comes because it is used. Though he divides 

'uses' into tvo types - one spurious and the other 

genuine one, but it is not very clê .r to us. From the 

above it is clear thpt Stravson has failed to give any 

internal criticism of Russells theory of discriptions. 

But he is successful in constructing his theory 'on 

referring' and there he rightly points out the importrnce 

of rules, habitf , conventions circumstances as they 

bear on one's referring act. but his distinction 

between meaning and reference cannot be taken into 

consideration. Wc t: ink that this distiaction is the only 

ground on wnich he has built his superstructure of 

arguments and criticism against Kussell. 

I agreed with Doniellan that neither Lussell nor 

Strawson's theory represents a correct account of the 

use of definite descriptions. He says that Eussell 

ignores the referential use and Stravson fails to 

make a distinction betveen referential and attributive 

use. 
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Mfc..ANING AND USE 
• • • • • •y . - iuM » • — — •! • • • • • • 

In the beginning of twentieth century there arose 

a strong react ion against speculat ive metaphysics, vfhich 

gave r i s e to two important trends in philosophy such as 

posi t ivism and analyt ic philosophy. I d e a l i s t s of t he past 

were charged tha t they were using words without proper 

meaning. The terms such as substance, th ing, phenomenon, 

object t r u t h meaning, v a l i d i t y were used ambiguously 

S tua r t Chase viewed tha t words which have no correspondence 

in experience and the world are meaningless and therefore 

they should not be used in philosophy. Although ambigaity i s 

to be avoided yet s ign i f i can t assutions can be adequately 

thought and meaning required to be fu l f i l l ed in concrete 

s i t u a t i o n s . Words cannot a l together be dismissed but 

t h e i r s ignif icance and context oaght to be properly 

cognized. This enables us to remember the famous saving of 

Wittgenstein "Do not ask for meaning, ask fior u s e ' . 

The question 'what do we do in order to mean 

something ? or 'HOVT do we go about meaning something' , 

presupposes that meaning ta something we do, bat i t might 

a lso be something that happens in us.Meaning something 

i s a d i s t i n c t phenomenon. Me say ' I sa id i t and I mean i t ' 

and th i s looks l ike ' t jab th ings , not one and when we say 
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' I said i t v i thoa t meaning i t ' o r ' I said i t bat did not 

mean i t ' t h i s look? l ike a repor t of the absence of one 

of these th iags , vhLchxould normally be present . There is 

a manifest difference between on the one hand, saying 

something in je.st or as a joke or withoat thinking and 

so on^ and on the other hand, sayine something and 

meaning i t . Every day real-rks that i s normal circumstance'^ 

ca'-inot be described as' cases of speaker ' s saying something 

and meaning i t nor as cases of the speaker 's saying something 

and not meaning i t e i t h e r . In cases of excitement we IIR 

sometimes rt^ise the question whether the speaker r ea l l y 

meant i t when he said something. When some one says 

something and means i t , j u s t before he speaks he says to 

l^itBself the same sentence or i t s equivalent . Where as , 

i f someone says something and does not mean i t he says 

nothing to himself inwardly. In th i s 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. 

Compare the difference in feeling between saying to 

an old and good friend you have not seen in years. 

'I shall be delighted to see you to aight' and 

saying this to a crashing bore who has just invited 
1 

himself to yoar party to night". 

1. See B,3,, P.1^6. 



- 614- -

When ve use the -verb »to mean' there is an inner state 

of ours that is importantly connected with our expressing 

ourselves the vay ve do. If ve make a diye threat and 

mean it, ve may be conscious of a feeling of gfim determina-" 

tion.When ve are struggling to say vhat ve mean, these is 

alvays an experience of the im-aenence of successful 

expression vhich could be thought to be a preverbal 

knovledge of vhat ve nean or vhat ve vant to say. There are 

various uses of the verb»to iiean'. A red sky in the evening 

is said to mean fair veather tomorrow and certain medical 

symptoms mean that a person has a certain disease. Sometimes 

it Is also about equivalent to 'intend' as in 'I have 

been meaning to vrite for a long time'. A person is the 

subject of the verb 'to mean' and his me&ning something is 

directly tied up yith his saying something. Vwhen ve 

explain ourselves farther, saying, 'vhat I mean is..,.,'ve 

are not explaining the meaning of vhat ve have just said, 

but simply saying more along the same lines, vhen ve say 

something and add that 've mean it' ve are not farther 

explaining vhat ve have said, but indicating that it should 

be taken just as it stands. 
« 

There is a viev that vords produce a mental content 

in the person vho reads or hears them, and that he under­

stands if the content produces is the same as that m the 

mind of the author of the vords. Here the vord 'understand' 
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mast re fe r to some-thing, something we do or tha t happens in 

us and we can thiaK of a l i t of cases in which words do 

produce something in us, mostly cases of hearing or reding 

d i s c r i p t i o n s , when vc iiiagine the scene or the object 

descr ibea . Vie want t o say that the p ic ture ve imagine is 

the understanding and tha t ve have understood if we have 

the r i gh t p i c tu r e . From th is we can say that understanding 

i s imagining what i s described, by again and again thinking 

of a d i s c r ip t i on and the.i imagining something. But how 

often we do the imagining in the ordinary course of events 

when ve read a d i s c r i p t i on in a novel or a news paper ? 

I.i some cases without imagining a lso we can understand. 

Nov, vhat does the vord 'understand' l e f e r to ? I t does 

not refer to mental s t ^ t e nor a descr ip t ion , pa t t e rn 

of behavioar nor any thing e l s e . The vord understand has 

V&t-i©ti8 uses. One such use is to explain the sor t of 

d i f f i c u l t y one has i i t h vhat some one has sa id . I f I say ' I 

did not understand that l a s t sentence ' here I am not 

quest ioning whether i t i s t rue or f a l se , but that I am 

uncertain what i t means and that I would l ike the other 

person to t ry saying i t aaothtr -Bay. Negative and hypo­

t h e t i c a l uses of 'understand' are much the most common. 

Ve say ' I do not understand' and ' I f I understood you r igb t ly ( 

but ve are a gDod deal more hes i tan t about saying tha t we 

do understand . Wit tgenstein says -
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l l understand i s a glad s t a r t , a cry of joy or 

r e l i e f . >fe l e t oat th i s cry vhen some block age in 
. 2 

the normal conversat ional flov has been removed'. 

V*hen ve t ry to asse r t something our ut terance of 

appropriate sojind is not enough. We mast a lso mean some­

thing by tha t , Diefc^ must be some thought behind the vords 

or some mental acts or processes must be the re , Foi 

example, if some one u t t e r the sentence ' thec'at- i s in 

the co r r ido r ' then he must mean by ' the c a t ' one p a r t i ­

cular animal and 'by cor r idor ' one par t icu la r ptace . If 

he u t t e r s th i s sentence in sleep then ve cannot say that 

he has made an a s se r t i on . Wittgenstein says -

" I t seems tha t there- are ce r t a in d&finite mental 

processes bour4 ap v i t h the vorking of language, 

processes through vhich alone language can function 

I mean the processes of understanding and meaning. 

The sign of our language s^tm dead without these 

mental processes and i t might seem that the only 

function of the signs i s to induce such processes 

and that these are the things ve ought r e a l l y to 
3 

be in teres ted in" . 

When ve ta lk about something our language does not point 

to i t nor mirror i t . Pointing or mirroring could re fe r 

3 .Wit tgenste ins(phi losophical Inves t iga t ion , Sect .358. ) 
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to things oal> within a conventiDn tha t i s only when 

thert. i s a way in which pointing is understood and the 

way in which mirroring i s understood. Oar words refer to 

things by the way they enter in discourse by t he i r 

connections with what people are saying and doing,There 

i s a difference between what we say and what expressions 

we use and tht^ notion of a ru le goes with t h a t . Vlhen 

we speak of ' use ' we may think of general pract ice and 

we may think of r u l e . Sometimes they go tog^^thcr, •' 

sometimes not. By observing what other people do I learn 

what i t means and i f I know what i t means I know th^^t 

others who speak the language wi l l use i t in that way, 

and th i s i s what I have l ea rn t a r u l e . But there are 

some d i f f i c u l t i e s a l so . A r a l e is something tha t i s 

kept . That is why we can know what ve are ta lking about, 

when we have l ea rn t hov the expression i s used then we 

cannot merely behave as other people do. For example 

' t h i s i s red ' does not mean tha t 'every one c a l l s th is 

r e d ' . Unless the wordhad a regular use I should not know 

i t was red and I should not know what colour i t was because 

there would be nothing to know. I know what colour i t is 

becauso I know red when I see i t , I know what red i s . 

The colour red i s not the word ' r e d ' . I f a man cannot see 

he w i l l never know what i t i s . I cannot learn the colour 

unless I can see i t , but I cannot learn i t without language 

e i t h e r . I know i t because I know the language. I t i s 
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s i i i i l a r v i t h sensat ion . I know a head ache when I fec-1 

i t , and I knov I f e l t giddy yesterday afternoon because 

I knov what giddiness i s . The meaning of a word i s some­

thing tha t i s kept . I t i s for th i s reason that I can say 

t h i s i s the same colour I saw a moment ago I can see 

the same colour j u s t because I know red when I ^ e i t 

when vords are to re fer to anything they must be understood 

fVIords cannot refer without conneccing i t with use, a use 

which we learn when vt learn what the words means, Words 

can not refer to anything unless there i s a way in which 

the language is spoken. The expressions of a languege getr 
X., . . t h e i r 
t he i r Significance and '-~ force fromtir.eir appl icat ion 

t he i r 
from ext tnsive uses. Using an expression in t he i r 

meaning i s what we c a l l following a r u l e . For language 

there must be ' the way th t expression are used ' . Using an 

expression in the same way does not mean using i t for 

the same purpose. VJittgenstein admits -

" Phi losophical problems are gf course not 

empirical problcTis, they are »olved, r a the r by 

looking in to the workings of our language and that. 

in such a vay as to make us recognize those workinrr 

in despi te of our urge to misunderstand them" 

^ . ( p . 1 . C êct 109). 
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In philosophical Inves t iga t ion , Wit tgenstein ta lks 

ab u t use of vords as v e i l as function of vords, of the 

aims of vords, parpost of vords , r u l e ' s of vords and so on. 

There are various aspects of the use of a thing, the 

notion of use of something i s not at a l l a simple 

aspect . When ve use the vord ' o l ive o i l ' there are 

d i f f e r en t aspects - vhat i t i s used in , vhat i t i s used 

for e t c . vhen ve speak or v r i t e something,, vords are 

used as material of our ut terance or vr i t ingH/brds are 

used to perform ce r t a in speech act such as issuing an 

order , asking question and so on. Speech act comprises 

a t l e a s t tvo and typ ica l ly t h ree , sub a c t s . They are 

locut ionary, i l l ocu t iona ry and per locut ionary a c t s . 

When a person makes an utterance and ve ask the question 

vhat he is doin^ H t h i s 3an be ansvered in three d i f ferent 

vays. one anser i s to describe the n:»ised he makes^ the 

grammatical construct ion these noises are in end t h e i r 

meaning. The locutionary act includes the ut terance of 

c e r t a i n noises , the ut terance of c e r t a in vords in a 

c e r t a i n construct ion and the ut terance of them v i t h a 

c e r t a i n meaning, I l locu t ionary acts are such speech acts 

a? describing something, issuing an order, asking a 

quest ion, greeting some one, announcing an in t en t ion , 

making a promise, and so on. per locut ionary ac ts are such 

speech acts as persuading some one to do something, 
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upset t ing someone, pleasing someone and so on. Let us now re­

turn to the question of what Wit tgenst ien means by the use 

of word. 

Wittgenstein remarks-

" One cannot guess how a vord funct ions. One has 
5 

to look a t i t s use and learn from that " . 

When ^' . i t tgcnstcin speaks of the use of words i t i s usually 

the speech a c t i v i t i e s that he has in his mind, The use 

of words to do something ought to be dis t inguished from 

the use of words in doing something for examplejtelling a 

joke , r e l a t i n g an experience, present ing a report and so 

on and th i s is -ferhat i s ca l led speech a c t i v i t i e s . Wittgen­

s t e i n c a l l s t h i s spe.ich a c t i v i t i e s , the language game. 

He incHudes among langur ^e games pure speech a c t i v i t i e s 

that i s > a c t i v i t i e s which involve l i t t l e or nothing, except 

the use of words, such as t e l l i n g a ^oke, report ing an 

event, describing a room e t c . 

To speak a language i s to exercise c e r t a i n 

t e chn i c s , to behave in cer tn in highly complex ways, which 

ex ib i t s various a b i l i t i e s . Let us tak« the example of the 

word ' b a l l ' . In case of c h i l d ' s learning the meaning of the 

new word * b a l l ' , i t is not enough that he could make the 

sound ' b a l l ' or wr i t e the word ' b a l l ' . He must a lso beha\e 

5 . ( p . 1 , Sect 3IK)). 
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in ce r t a in ways that Is^whcn point to a b a l l i f someone ask 

Htm 'what i s th i s ? ' he tndst be kble to response tha t . This 

i s itfhat i s ca l led ostensive de f in i t ion and ostensive 

4^f ini t ionof tho word 'ba l l* consis ts in pointing at a 
I I ' 

t a l l and saying th i s i s b a l l . But we m'ost remember one 

thing that ostensiv<- de f in i t ion alone i s not enough. In 

point ing to a b a l l one i s at the same time pointing t o a 

round thing, t o a thing of ce r t a in ve lgh t , to a thing of 

c e r t a i n colour^ to a thing of ce r t a in Size e t c , Sp^aki-ng a 

language includes understanding things said in i t , to act 

or behave in ce r t a in ways and to do so under appropriate 

condi t ions . If a person i s to be said to know the meaning 

of the vord ' b a l l ' he must be able to do at l e a s t some of the 

following things - to fetch b a l l , t o draw pic tures of b a l l s , . 

to d i s t ingu i sh b a l l from ether things and so on, and he 

must know how to apply th i s in what circumstanees. Same 

i s to the apply to other words a l so , 

j " i ' c' 

F For Wittgenstein, words arc not pictures, but 

pieces used in various language games. The meaning of a 

word i» its role in various language game in which it 

figures, hovr ve behave with it that is meaning of a word 

depends also how we use the word. For VJittgenstein -

'words have meaning only as "pieces" in the language 
6 

games which are their "original homeCs)"'^ 

6. (P.1,Sect,11c). 
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According to Ij^ittgenstein, meaning of a word i s i t s use 

in the -garious language games in which i t plays a par t , 

"For a lai|g«®,^e c lass of cases though not for 

a l l in which wc employ the word 'meaning' i t 

can be defined thus; the meaning of a word i s 
7 

i t s use in the language". 

To know the meaning of the word 'time* we must know in 

what context the vord i s used, the framework of actual 

s i t u a t i o n in which i t occurs. From the above i t is 

c l e a r tha t in order to know the tnesning of a word we most 

know i t s use. In t e l l i n g some one what a word means we 

are put t ing him in a pos i t ion to be able to use i t , 

hence tha t knowing vhat i t means i s a function dt how i t 

i s ased.\ I t i s na tu ra l to think tha t when we teach a 

chi ld the meaning of a word what we teach him is i t s 

use, Thtjre i s no connection between knowing the meaning 

of a word and knowing how to use i t . We think that i f a 

person knows the meaning of a word he a lso knows the 

use and vice-versa , s t i l l i t i s qui te possible to know 

the meaning of a word and yet not know i t s use and to 

know the use without knowing the meaning. For example, 

most people know how to use the word { ain«n' but faf 

fewer know the i r meaning. S imi la r ly proper name have uses 

but no meaning. 
-—,- > 1 ^ 
7.(P 1,Sect J+3). 



- 73 -

"Wittgenstein says -

^fPbiiosophy attempts to construct an Udepl lang^uage' 

a language thb termS of which ar^ a l l of them p rec i ­

se ly defined and the santences of which unambigously 

reveal the l o g i c a l form of the facts to which 

they r e f e r , such a perfect laiguage must r e s t upon 

atomic propos i t ions , the fundaaental phi losophical 

problem is to describe the s t ruc tu re of these ^ atotrlc 

proposi t ion" , 

Wit tgenstein points out that word - lises can be l inked 

without being describable in a s ing le comprehensiv-c formula, 

CofflBia^r f ea?'. ft^anapie the word ^game* Board games have many 

points in common with card games, but sbatie only some of 

these s i m i l a r i t i e s with foo tba l l . 

The r e s u l t of our survey, Wit tgenstein argues, i s 

t ha t 'we see a complicated network of s i m i l a r i t i e s over-
• ' • • . i > ,. . , , ' ^ • 

lapping and c r i s s - c r o s s i n g , sometimes overa l l s i m i l a r i t i e s , 

sometimes s i m i l a r i t i e s of d e t a i l ' . Such a network -fee c a l l s 
. . • - - • ' ' 

a ' lamily*. The E s s e n c e ' of a game w i l l consis t in these 

eoimplex, interQacicg ways of using the word 'game* a con-

elus ion Wit tgenstein seems up in an epigram: 'essence i s 

expressed by grammer; grammar t e l l s us what kind of ob;}ect 
8 

anything i s ' . 

8. (H.Khatchadomian 'comon names and "family Resemblence", 
PHI 1958) 
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As regards meaning Wittgenstein -vievs every word 

as a name which leads to Meinong's manner^ to p ros tu la te 

mysterious pseudo-ent i t ies to serve PS the objects of 

reference for abs t rac t nouns and t o think that 'understanding 

a -voord' or learning a vord ' s meaning' i s some sor t of 

mental process involving the contemplation of -what locke 

ca l led an ' i d e a ' or Schlick a "content". 

Wit tgenstein describesa mede of soc ia l behaviour and 

a lso t r i e s t o consider the sor t of language vhich vould be 

pra^ctically useful v i t h i n such a 'form of l i f e * . Let us take 

the folloving example vhich i s given by Wittgenstein himself. 
Suppose a builder i s vorking v i t h a labour, he teaches his 

labour to b r i i g him a s lab vhen he says ' s l a b ' a brick 

vhen he says ' b r i ck ' and so on. Wittgenstein thinks tet 

t h i s i s the kind of language philosopher most have had in 

mind, he quotes Augusti.^e vhen they vrote of language as 

i f i t vhol ly consisted bf names. Though such a language is 

obviously very much simpler than the Ln^lish language 

yet ve cannot regard vorfls as mere names. To understand the 

word ' s l a b ' is to grasp hov i t i s used in a c e r t a in ' 

language game in th i s case the 'game' of receiving and 

giving orders . Wittgenstein thinks tha t name is a l abe l 

and the vord ' s l a b ' might ac tua l ly be printed on the s l abs , 

then ve should have to learn how to read th i s vord before 

ve could obey the b u i l d e r ' s i n s t ruc t i on . This purpose of 

' learning the names of ob jec t s ' a r e according to Wittgenstein 



- 75 -

prel iminar ies to use of language not examples of i t . The 

meanings of ' s l a b ' , then does not conpist In the objects 

i t names bat in the vay i t is used in a language. I f 

meaning of ' s l a b ' is part of ac tua l physical object then 

V i t t ^ens t e in aigues ve ought to be eble to sa> things 

l i k e ' I broke part of the meanin^i of the vord ' s l a o ' . 

Such sentence is obviously non-sense and VJitt^enstein 

suggests that the 'naming' theory of meaning is a lso non­

sense . 

Let us ta lk about some quotations ^Iven. by leadint 

philosophers -

"hlucidat lng the flieaning of a vord is explainin£, hov 
9 the vord is used", 

"The meaning of a vord is simply the rules vhich 

govern i t s use and to ask for i t s meaning i s t o ask 
10 

for r u l e s " . 

"To give the meaning of an expression is to give 
use 

general direction for its •/ to reff̂ r to or to 

mention particular objects or persons, to give the 

meaning of a sentence is to give general directions 
11 

for its use in making true or false aspertion". 

9. Patrick î owell Smith, ethics, (p.67) 

lO.J.L.Lvans, 'One meaning and "Verification' Mind IXII.p.3. 

II.P.F.Stravson, 'On refering' ilind LXIX p, 327. 



"To know the fueanln^, of a sentence is to know how 

to use i t , to know in vhat circumstances i t s use i s 

cor rec t or incor rec t . A s ate nee is meanmgfal i f 
12 

i t has a use, we knov? i t s meaning i f we know i t s use" 

" . . . t o know what an expression means i s to know how 
1^ i t may and may not be employed... " 

According to Kyle, there i s a des t inc t ion between language and 

speech. Ryle points out that language i s a stock,fund or 

dep6sLte of words, cons t ruc t ion , intonations and so on. On 

the other hand our activity- or clan of a c t i v i t i e s of 

saying things be donated by speech or disc ours e.Vithout 

c a p i t a l t rade is not possible l ike wise without lanfe,uage 

speech i s not poss ib le . V/hen language i s t a U ^ t to us we 

l ea rn tha t language. By picking i t up also ve learn the 

Xik&gtt«g«« liihilv Oearoiog lan^aage tiqr«e ttain^ can b« 

happen that ts;we lesurn the language and forgot ten, or 

l ea rn i t and not forgotten or we have half learned i t and 

hal f forgotten i t . Viithout language i t i s d i f f i c u l t to teach 

anything. So language is the corpus of teachable th ings . 

12,&.G.Vfaa7nock'*Verification and use of Language^. Re\ic\ 
Inves t iga t ion de Philosophic(V,p.3l8) 

13.Gilbern Ryle "Theory of meaning* in B r i t i s h P h i l , in Mind 
Cent'ory, p.255. 
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Words, construction etc* «lif are / of languages and 

sentences are units of speech, Word constructions are 

vhat wc have to learn in mastering a language, sentences 

are what we prodace when -t̂ie say things^ Words have histories 

becajise they are already there but Sentences dd not hrve 

histories» We produce sentences while syain^ things. I am 

the author of my sentence. We do not aquir sentence but 

ve compose sentences. Kyle also says thAt to know a language 

is to have a(niired its vocabulary and grammar and so 

ability to construct and construe sentences in vhich that 

vocabulary is employed, vhere as to say something in a 

langugge it is necessary to produce not just some vords 

but a sentence. But his implication that 'sentences are the 

units of speech' seems much more stronger than this, for 

a sentence, he goes on o say, is not ii3Brly vhat I have 

produce in saying something, it actually is my saying it or 

%% \% "vhat I say", tn our daily life ve produce many 

sentences, but ve do not call them Sentences ve call them 

allegations, complaints, promises, request; commands etc. 

But people like grammarians, compositors, translators 

editors are concerned vith sentences. They are interested 
all 

in^' instances of someone, actual or imagined,alleging, 

eomplaining, warning, joking etc. though their special 

concern is vith the punctuation of them not with their 

humorousness, with their length not vith their truth, 

with their moods and tenses and not vith their relevance 
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or rudeness. But th i s viev cannot be taken as a whole. 

Because f i r s t l y 'people l i k e ' grammarians e t c . are ac tual ly 

in te res ted in very d i f fe ren t things - grammarians in 

syntex, compositions in Spaces s t r i ngs of l e t t e r s , t r a n s ­

l a to r s in s ty le and meaning and edi tors in lo t s of 6":h'"-

matters . Secondly, nor ifi a sentence an ' ins oatce ' of 

'someone actual or imagines, a l l eg ing , complaining e t i . 

For example someone may al lege that Srairfcti's dog wnn't eat 

bananas and I may CD mplain that my dog won't eat banana-s. 

What we do and say i s d i f fe ren t but the sentence we ut tered 

may be the same. We can ta lk simply about the sentence 

without bringing in anybody's a l lega t ions or complaints, 

whether actual or imagined. Last ly , a sentence i s a gramma­

t i c a l item that can have moods and tenses , but i t cannot 

have relevance or rUdenesp though in g t t e r ing that sentence. 

something relevant or rude might be said from time to 

time. A joke does not have punctuation, though the sentence-? 

may have in which a joke is to ld . 

Ryle says that only philosophers are concerned t-'ith 

the meaning of a sentence or t r u th of sentence. In order 

to discuss th i s point I would l i k e to discuss Kyle 's example, 

Ryle has given a very in t e r e s t i ng example ut tered by 

J u l i a s Oaeser - Vini , "Vldi, V ic i ( I came, I saw and I con­

j u r e d ) . Then the quest ion a r i ses ' I s vice a word or a 

sentence ? Ryle says tha t there i s something queer about 

the question but hd seems to misidentify what is queer about 
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i t . f i r s t l y there i s the vjord ' v i c i ' , b. vord in Latin 

Language, then there is Caesar 's boast ' v i c i ' and there 

perhaps vas on some other occasion, the nervous g l ad ia to r ' s 

query ' v i c e ' ? That i s there is the vord, the r t are various 

sgeech eoisodes, Cc-ses of boast ing,enquir ing e t c . Jm 

in vhich that word is used, -^cording to Ii.yle sentences 

are speech episodes. The boast ' 'v ic i ' i s a di f ferent 

sentence from question ' v i c i ' ? This differ- nee i s not 

because Ceasar 's boasting was a d i f fe ren t episode from 

g l a d i a t o r ' s enquiring. For a sentence could not be a boast 

though i t might be ut tered in boasting and a; sentence could 

not be a question though i t might be in te r roga t ive i . e . iiis 

ut terance would standardly be the askini^ of a question 

' v i c i ' and 'v ic i ? ' are d i f ferent sentences not because 

boasting i s d i f ferent from enquiring but because Caesar 's 

boasting is d i f ferent from someone e l s e ' s enquiring . ' v i c i ' 

can be said boastful ly and modestly but we can not d is t inguish 

th i s thouih we can d is t inguish ' v i c i ' , and ' v i c i ? ' . Thus 

what i s queer aboat "Is ' v i c i ' a word or a sentence" ie 

nothing so extreme as what is wrong with "Is tha t a bat or 

a cover dr ive" ? 

A sentence is a ce r ta in kind oi verbal s t r u c t u r e , 

syn tac t i ca l l y ordered sequence of words of some language 

and we do not in general devise such sequences j u s t for fun. 

Usually we want to do something with them, we produce 

them for a purpose, we do not j u s t compose them. 

But th i s seems to go against I tyle '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 uteneils , in making 

a pie so wt 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 not in this way 

use the sentence. It may be the case that the aook does 

use 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 Ptock' are ready for use or are ever used. I may con­

struct something out of such items and proceed to \is^ that. 

Bat makers use pieces of wood in making bats and the bat 

they make are used by cricketers. 

According to Eyle the famous saying 'Do not ask ^ .'. 

for the meaning, ask for use' might have been a piece of 

advice to philosophers and not to translators. This famous 

saying is associated with the idea of rules of use. P̂ yle says 

that knovring vhat a word means can use fjLLly be said to be 

a matter of knowing 'how to use' that word, knowing what 

a sentence means cannot be said to be a matter of knowing 

how to 'jse that sentence. In many cases *if knowing the 
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meaning of a word i s knowing how to use i t . . . " should be 

recognized as a very strange thing to say. I know how 

to ise a word bat I should not find i t easy to say what 

i t means. But there are l o t s of words which go other 

way around. Vie should not contras t 'knowing how to use 

the sentence ' with 'knowing hov to use the word', on the 

supposi t ion that in the l a t t e r there i s no vhi f f of 

oddity at a l l . Knowing how to use the sentence does not 

seem a very pointful thinj,, to say, i t ce r ta in ly does not 

even btgin to make c l ea r what exactly i t i s tha t one 

knows, in knowing what the sentence means or what th i s 

knowing consis ts i n . I t i s also ce r t a in ly a p re t ty strange 

thing to say,very much as in the casts of some words. To 

understand a language is to be able to operate with some 

f i n i t e stock or se t of sentences, the u uses of which 

one has individual ly learned. 

In discussing meaning and ust I would l ike to 

inclade the view which is given by J.N.Findlay.According 

to Findlay Bylv^'s de f in i t ion of language is a r b i t r a r i l y 

nairow. Findlay says -

"I should have thought it would be wrong to include 

in language the vhe various syntactical and other 

rules which restrict our employment of the capital 

or expressions mentioned by professor Byle, though 

perhaps I am wrong in thinking we meant to exclude 
1^ 

them," 

1^. Findlay "use, usage and meanincf Theory of. Meaning) 
§§|.tp4 by G.H.R.Perkinson, 



- 32 -

I n R y l e ' s vie-w sentences are uni ts of speech and 

thus hy exclude s tn t tncc from language. 3:,t Findlay docs 

not agree v i t h th i s point of Kyle, Findlay ta lks of the 

idea of concepts of language that iSjnarrower conception and 

wider conception. Narrot»rer conception includes vocabulary 

and rules and wider conception jjncludes ?LSL possible 

sentences tha t could be frame out of the vocabulary in 

accordance with r u l e s . As far as sentences are concerned 

language of use or employment i s more na tura l than language of 

production. 

Findlay c r i t i c a l l y discussed bhe famous slogan 'do 

not ask f o r the meaning ask for use' which has dominated the 

pbiloBOpliicaldiseussion for the past twenty years , Findlay 

i s thv3 view tha t there ar'? two usage of ' usb ' one is ordinary 

and the other i s a 'use» of c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of the l a t e r 

wr i t t ings of l i i t t g e n s t e i a . This l a t e r use in d i f fe ren t 

from ordinary use and th i s 'use i s l a rge ly accepted by 

philosophers because i t has the clearness and s t r a i g h t 

forwardness of ordinary use. 

Findlay says "since the suggestion thfat use and 

usage in some stcceptable sense are phi losophical ly very 

important, c e r t a in ly underlines I .y le ' s paper, I need not 

apologize for relevance in preceeding t o demolish t h i s 

sugges t ion ," I t i s believed tha t the notion of use presi^jposes 
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the notion of meaning therefore we must concentrate on 

the use rather than meaning of an an expression. The 

notion of use j_3 a wider notion than the notion of meaning n, r. 

besides notion of mepning it includes other things also 

and without presupposing meaning function it is not possible 

to give a clear account of use. V/e must remember one point 

that when an expression is used vc must refer to some thing. 

That is we can not fully say hov an expression is used, 

withoat saying what sort of things is is intended to 

refer to. Let us take an example of the word 'dragon' we 

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

giature and female and it^also represents some terrifying 

human beings. From this it is clear that the notion of 

use covers denotation and cannotation. In the above 

example it is not only denotes a mature female but also 

connote some characteristics such as terrifying etc. But 

the modern semantics does not agree with this kind of 

explanation. It is one of the extremely important dis- • •. 

coveries of modern semantics that there are some expressions 

whose use neither denote noi connote anything but they are 

expressions of feelings and wishes or they perform certain 

social acts e.g. promises which have certain definite social 

consequences. But this non-referential and non-connotative 

use deper-ris upon referential and connotative use and they 

can not exists without it. The use concept covers the hidden 

impMcation and suggestion when we write something or utter 
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a word er a sentence. Let us take the example 'he is a 

nice boy'. The use of this sentence implies that lie is 

often otherwisfe and at the same time it also suggests that 

every body shoald be nice. Now the question arises what 

ts 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 it explains the denotatiioe 

and connotative function of language. The slogan also 

implies the reference and ttonnotation of expression by taking 

note of the way people operate with such expressions. It 

also includes the varing circumstances in which the ex­

pression or sentences are found appropriate or fully 

justifiable. 

There arises a controversy whether meanings exist 

'out there in the things we deal with or they exist 'in the 

mind or the understanding before we find words to express 

them ? We must not suggest that there are per existent 

meanings, Words enjoy meaning and reference in and by our 

use of them and our use cannot be explained in terms of 

any meaning anti^ates the use of words. To follow a 

rule is not necessarily to be guided by a spoken or written 

formula; since each such formula admits of interpretation 

in tt,rms of another and so on infinitely. Following of a 

rule cannot be identified with any sort of inner personal 
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understanding of that rule which can guide one's subse­

quent 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 abl^ 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 regulate antecedently 

existing forms of behaviour, some rules on the other 

hand So not merely regulc..ce but create or define new 

forms of behaviour. The rules of football, for example, 

do not merely regulate the game of football but as it weie 

the possibility of or define that activity. The activity 

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. 

Kegulative rules regulate a pre-existing activity, an 

acti-gity 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. 



The model or paradigm of a ru3.e vhich most philo­

sophers have IS that of regulative rule. There are no 

doubt social rules of tht form 'ore ought not to utter 

obscenities at formal gatherings', but that hardly seems 

a rule of the sort that, is crucial in explicating tne 

semantics of a language. The semantic: of a language 

can be regarded as a series of systems of constitutive 

^^•^^^' Conclusion 

In this chapter I have discussed the relation 

between meaning and use. • j . . 

The theory of meaning or ust; doctrine is a powerful theory 

which has been accepted by m?ry.. Though use theory 

accounts for many kinds of meaningful utterances, it 

failc to account for all kinds of meaningful utterances , 

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

Wittgenstein, seems to identify meaning with ust. 

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 

when It is actually used. This is wrong because we also 

attach meaning before we utter a sentence. This conclusive!:' 
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shovs that meaning is subjec t ive-objec t ive , not completely 

objective as Wittgenstein supposes mor i t i s completely 

sab jec t ive as idealism holds. I think Wit tgenstein is the 

f i r s t philosopher vho makes the d i s t i n c t i o n between 

surface grammar or ordinary grammar and depth grammar or 

l o g i c a l grammar very c l e a r l y . There is no denying fact 

t ha t the philosophers are concerned only with a l a t t e r , 

t ha t i s , log ica l grammar, philosophers are in te res ted only 

in rules of log ica l grammar. This contr ibut ion of 
/cannot be overemphasised. NittfengestLn 

Wit - t inges t in^xpl ica tes the concept of meaning in terras of the 

concepts that are embedded in ordinary language. But ve 

must remember tha t there are cerfcain fundamental concepts 

which are not embedded in ordinary languages. In ord^r to 

expl ica te these concepts one has to go behind language as 

i t were. Language cannot be considered a r e l i a b l e guide 

here . 



CHAPTER -IV 
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MEANING AND INTENTION 

Intention theory of meaning tries 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 develop 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 discussol. 

Vihat distinguishes actions which are intentional 

from chose which are not ? is the first question which 

has to be answered, when we try to discuss intention. 

This question can be answered in this way the actions to 

which a certain sense of the question 'uhy' ? is given 

application, the sense is defined as that in which the 

answer, if positive, gives a reason for acting. From 

this we hardly get any further information because the 

question 'what is the relevant sense of the question 

'why* ? and 'what is ne ant by reason for acting ?' are the 

same. 

Philosophers have ordinarily presumed 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 distinguishing feature 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 request 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 

'I 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 'iihy' the person may reply 

the question by referring to some past acfe. Here the question 

arises, "Is he offering a reason or a cause" ? If we ask 

some one 'why did you kill that 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 Ansccmbo, knowledge of our intentions 

is practical knowledge not theoritical knowledge. For examplej 

with my eyes shut, I write on the black board 'this is 
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mango,' if in fact the black board is too wet and no 

words are visibly appear there yet I know 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 tera 

purpose. Indeed they are sometimes used as synonymous. Bu^ p 

purpose refers to mental activity and intention to the 

end 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 particular 

occuiance, 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 ̂ KlJt.are concerned. Likewise, when we speak of 

our intention in any particular cnp-̂ liTei genet'ally 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 often*the things that we intend to do are too 

complex and sometimes too indefinite, to be conveniently 

summed up. Hence ve 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 intentionyif 

•we go to a place to consult a book, to se^ a friend or to 

recoveroiaiP health, these objects may be nearly or quite 

as definitely intended as the act of going to tt̂ t 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 example immediate and remote intention, 

diirect and indirect intention, conscious and unconscious, 

formal and material intention etc^ Tvo men may both have 

the immediate intention of saving a third from drowning. 

But oue may save his life from drowning 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 different. .Again by'aff unconscious 

intenfeion we mean an intention which the agent does not 

definitely avQ„ to himself. A mans conduct is 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

ticular result as a realized fact, the formal intention 

means the principle etobeded in the fact.^Two men may both 

aim at 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 



he thinks i t too anservative.^Frora the above discussion 

we may sum up by saying that an in ten t ion in the broadest 

sense of the term means ^ny aim that i s de f in i t e ly adopted 

as an object of w i l l and that such in tent ions may be of 

various kindg^Vhilia discussing in ten t ion we a lso have to J i 

discuss motive, The term 'motive' i s not l e s s ambigous than 

i n t e n t i o n ' . The motive means, what makes us or causes us 

to act in a p a r t i c u l a r way^ 

In philosophy a d i s t i nc t i on has sometimes been drawn 

between 'motive' and intent ions in ac t ing ' as r e fe t r ing to 

qui te d i f ferent th ings , A man's in ten t ion iS what he aims 

a t or chooses and his motive is what determines the aim or 

choice and the 'determins ' must here be another word for 

'causesi"!, Popularly 'motive' and i n t en t i on ' are not t rea ted 

as so d i s t i n c t e .g . we hear of I the motive of ga in ' according 

to some philosopher gain must be the in ten t ion and des i re 

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 i d e n t i c a l when a man's motives 

are cal led good, t h i s may be in no way d i s t i n c t from c a l l ­

ing his in tent ions good. 

Nevertheless, there i s even popularly a d i s t i n c t i o n 

between the meaning of 'motive' and the meaning of ' i n t e n ­

t i on . For example, i f a man k i l l s solite one, he may be said 

to have done i t out of love and p i t y , or to have done i t 
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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 svine' but though these are forms of expressions 

suggesting objectives they are perhaps expressive of the 

spirit in which the man killed rather than descriptive 

of the end to which the killing was a means - a future 

state of affairs to be produced by the killing. And this 

shows us 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'. 

Let us take some examples of game to discuss 

intention (i) suppose in a game Smith is offered ten dollars 

if he can shoot a battle 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 (i) let us suppose 

that Smith is not an expert marks man and he himself knows 

it. The chaices th^t hewiU hit the battle at this distance 

is remote (one in a hundred). He takes aim as carefully as 

he can and fired, hoping to hit the battle. The shot hits 

the bottle and Smith gets the ten dollars. In (ii) let us 

suppose that Smith has no special manipulatix/a 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 bftttle intentionally but that Smith did not 

throw a six intentionally in (ii) From the first case it 
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i s c lear that one can do something i n t en t i ona l l y v i thoa t 

having the a b i l i t y to do i t . i3at then vh^ i s not Smith's 

act ion in t en t iona l in case ( i i ) ? Smith's ac tual chances 

of succeeding were much be t t e r in second case (one out of 

s i x ) then they were in f i r s t case (one out of hundred), 

one has the minimal a b i l i t y to do an act if the chances of 

one's doing the act are improved by one's t rying to do i t . 

Smith 's chrnces of throwing a s ix were not improved by 

his trying to throw a s i x , but Smith's chances of h i t t i n g 

the b o t t l e were impTzoved by his t rying to h i t the b a t t l e 

with shot . But one objectioB can be ra ised here t b i t i f one 

i s a nervous sor t of indiv idual , i t may be that one's chanceso 

of doing something decrease when one t r i e s to do i t . In the 

second case, Smith does not have the a b i l i t y to throw a 

s i x , and there is no act he has the a b i l i t y to do. In f i r s t 

case on the other hand, while Smith does not have the 

a b i l i t y to shoot the b.Qttle at tha t d i s tance , i t i s the 

case that there is some act th^t Smith has the a b i l i t y to do, 

namtly, aim and f i r e the gun^ 

Acting in ten t iona l ly can be explained in terms of 

one's act ion sa t i s fy ing ot matching what oae w i l l do. If 

one lacks the minimal a b i l i t y to do an ac t , tha t i s because 

one cannot w i l l to do that act (though ope can des i re or 

hope to do i t ) The actual presence of a v o l i t i o n to do 

an act reveals i t s e l f in having some impact on probabi l i ty 

of the agent ' s succeeding in doing an ac t . 
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In the modern t imes, H.P.Grice i s considered to be 

the foremost proponent of th i s theory. l a order bo under­

stand his theory, ve ne^d to understand two types of 

examples . Let us take the f i r s t example 

(a) Those spots means measles. From the above example i t 

i s c lear that once we see th-se spots ve cannot go on to 

say that he does not have measles . Those spots e n t a i l 

measles. I t can not be otherwise . Again, from the sentence 

'Those spots means measles' we cannot draw the conclusion 

'what is meant by those s p o t s ' , we are not e n t i t l e d to 

say, what was mean by those spots was that he had measles. 

Another point is that if ve want to have a restatement 

of th is sentence then the verb 'mean' cannot be followed 

by a sentence or phrase which is found within inverted 

comTias. That means ' those spots means measles' cannot 

be reformulated as ' those spots means "measles". If at 

a l l we want to have restatement then i t must be of follovring 

form: the fact that had those spots meant that he had 

meas les ' . Let us taiie the second case of example, 

(a) Those three r ings on the b e l l of the bus mean that the 

bus is f u l l . In the second example a l t e r making the statemenL 

(a) i t i s possible for me to say that the bus i s not f u l l . 

I t i s possible here that the conductor has made a mistake. 

After saying those three rings on the b e l l of the bus means 

the bus is fu l l ve can go on to the concliision what is 

meant by the three r i n g s . But we are not allowed to draw 

t h i s type of conclusion in the f i r s t 0S. 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 

a t any rato should have meant by the three rings thht the 

bus is f u l l . In case of second example we are allowed to 

put the phrase in question within inverted commas "The bus 

i s f u l l " . 

Grice makes a d i s t i n c t i o n between na tura l and non-

na tura l sense of meaning. The examples of the f i r s t case is 

the example of na tura l sense and other example Is the example 

of non-natural sense. He ca l l s the non-natural sense rs 

meaning NN. Grice i s in teres ted ia non-natural sense of 

meaning not the general or natural or standard meaning..He 

a l so uses another terminology that i s na tu ra l and convention­

a l . He dis t inguishes between na tura l and conventional s ign . 

Gestures haSfe meaning i>[î  but they are not conventional , 

gestures d i f fe r from person to person. Again, words can 

mean M but they are not s igns . Even when something has 

na tu ra l meaning that is not a sign at a l l . Here the question 

a r i ses wKa^is meaning NN ? 

Stev-enson says : -

" tha t for X to mean M something, x must have 

(roughly) a tendency to produce in an audience some a t t i t ude 

(cogni t ive or otherwise) and a tendency in the case of a 

speaker to be produced toy that a t t i t u d e , these tendencies 

being dependent on an elaborate process of conditioning 
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1 
attending the use of the dign in communication" 

Grice does not agree with this type of explanation. 

Let us take the example of belief in ordBr to dis(iuss this 

point, 'John is an athlete.' It must mean that John is tall, 

non-tall athlete can not be think. We always belief that if 

some one is an athlete then he must be sut̂ iyl:/ tail. Does 

this satisfy us that John is an athiete mean NN that John is 

tall ? Surely not. Grice says that suopose some body utters 

X and X was iaat̂ nied' to produce a belief in the audience, 

will that utterance have meaning MH ? ' According to Grice, 

ife is not because X was intended to produce a belief in the 

aiidiance 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 

showda a close relationship between the notion of meaning 

and notion of intention and it also captures something which 

is essential to speaking a language. Ay 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 to get 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 Haveft, 19Mf), 
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/ ge t t i ng others to recognize . 

that,ife,4sf'^urported in ten t ion 
to get others to believe that 

bel ieve tha t I am French b y ^ y acting which is discursed above 

then in th i s case others recognit ion of my in tent ion cannot 

be a mearfel am employing. The suspicion of others v i l l be 

s t rong in th i s case . But th i s account of meaning does not 

show the connection between on^'s meaning something by vhat 

one says and what tha t which one ac tual ly means in the 

language. Let us take the following example. 3jiip«po6*i. aar 9QP9«>P**'. 

Suppose an American so ld ie r in t he second world war was captuiai 

by I t a l i a n t roops. In order to re lease hid?^5.f ^ the American 

so ld i e r would have to product some bel ieve in the mind of 

I t a l i a n so ld ie r that he i s not an American but he is an 

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

German or I t a l i a n language.Let us supppose tha t the American 

so ld ie r knows only one German sentence 'Kinnst du dasland,ve 

die ^ i t ronen blfeihen'. So if we consider from Grici esn: point-of 

view then we find that the Americfin so ld i e r in ten t to pro­

duce ce r t a in effect in I t a l i a n troops namely the effect of 

bel ieving that he is an German of f ice r . But does i t follow 

from th i s account tha t when the American so ld ie r says 

"Kennst , , . bluhen ? ' what fee means i s ' I am a German off icer ? 

sure ly not , because what the words mean i s 'Kh<»vest thou the J» 

land where the lemon t rees bloom^ From th is ejtample i t is 

c lear that meaning is more than the matter of in t en t ion . 

There is c l ea r ly an important connection between 

meaning and in ten t ion . Vve speaks of people meaning things 

by t he i r words and the word 'meaning' can often be replace^ 

by intending, here. The connection between meaning and I r n_Xi 
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intending seems to be- of the following s o r t . The basic 

point of employin£ meaningful expressions is to communicate 
/how foi a person fo communicate a message to another 

with o t h e r s / i t is typ ica l ly r equ i r ed ' t ha t he at l e a s t (a) 

intend to produce ce r t a in effect in t h t hearer and (b) intends 

tha t the hearer recognizes th i s in ten t ion , lor example my 

t e l l i n g you that Lmith is a murderer i s an act of communi­

ca t ion in a way in which my l®axit3^g Smith's l i g h t e r at the 

soene of the crime for you to find i t is not enough. In both 

cases i intend a ce r t a in effect that you shoald believe Smith 
but 

t o be the murderer only in the former case do I intend 

tha t you should recognize that th i s Is my in t en t ion . Wow for 

speaker to succeed in th i s double in ten t ion (a) and (b) 

i t w i l l be ih general be necessary for him to use meaningfiul 

expressions. If he does not, he is unlikely to produce the 

required effect in the hearer and e\en less l i l c l y to get 

the he"arer bo recognize his in ten t ion to produce that ef fec t . 
two 

So i t suems that there are at least^ways in which meaning 

and in tent ions are t ied up f i r s t ve posses and employ 

meaningf i l f-xpression in order, pr imari ly to carr^? out our 

in tent ions to cofeimunicate , second we can only succeed 

in communicating by emoloying meaningful expressions which 

the hearer wi l l recognize our in ten t ion there by. 

For X to have meaning NN, the intended effect must 

be something which in somt sense is within the cont ro l of 
or 

the audience/that in same sense of reason and notmnearly a 

cause. An u t t e r e r is held to i n t e n t to convey what is normally 

conveyed and we required a good reason for accepting tha t 

a pa r t i cu l a r use diverges from the general usage. In case of 
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doubt vhon tvo -nore things ati u t t e r e r in ten t to convey, we 

tend to refv.r to context of the u t te rance . From the above 

discussion i t is c lea r that Grice gives more importance 

to non-natural meaning. According to him meaning HH is 

more fundamental than, na tu ra l meaning. 

J .R.Soarle says^ 

(1) Understanding the sentence "Hello" i s knowing 

i t s meaning. 

(2) The meaning of "Hello" i s determinedLby Svimantic 

r u l e s , which specify both i t s conditions of ut terance and 
what the ut terance counts as . The ru les specify that under 
ce r t a in conditions an ut terance of "Hello" counts as a 

greeting of the hearer by the speaker. 

(3) Uttering "Hello" and meani-ig i t i s a matter of 

(a) intending to get the hearer to recognized tha t he i s 

lieing greeted by means of get t ing him to recognize one's 

in ten t ion to gree t him.Cb) intending to get him to rfcogni2,o 

one's in ten t ion to greet him in v i r t ue of his knowledge of 

the meaning of the sentence "Hello". 

(h) The Si^ntence "Hello" then provides a conventi ional 

means of greet ing people. If a speaker says "Hello" and 

means i t fas w i l l have in tent ion ( a ) , ( b ) and (c) and from 

the heare r ' s s i de , the hearer ' s understanding the ut terance 

w i l l simply consis t in those in ten t ions being achieved. 
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The in tent ions v i l l be achieved in general i f the hearer 

understands i t s meaning, i . e . understands that under ce r ta in 
2 

condit ion i t s ut terance counts as a greeting' , , Grice makes the 

folloving general izat ions (1) 'A meant something by X" is . rorf 

( loaghly) equivalent to 'A intended the ut terance of X to 

produce some effect in audience by means of the recognit ion 

of th is i n t e n t i o n ' . 

(2) 'X meant something' is (roughly)equivalent to 'somebody 

meant Nl-i something by X'* Here again theru vi i l l be cases vhere 

t h i s v i l l not qa i t e work. I fee l incl ined to say tha t , as 

regards t r a f f i c l i g h t s ' the change to red meant NN tha t the 

t r ag ic vas to s top , bat i t vould be very unnatural to say, 

'somebody mjant NX\I by the r^d l i gh t change that the t r a f i c 

vas to s t o p ' . Nevertheless, there Scems to be some sor t 

of reference to eombody's i n t en t ions . 

(3) 'X means N¥ ( t imeless) that so and so " might as a^f i rs t 

should be equated v i t h some s ta tenent or dis junct ion of 

statements about vhat 'people ' intend to effect by X. 

Paul Ziff c r i t i c i s e s Grice 's account of meaning. 

Ziff i s a scholar of semantics which i s a study of meaning. 

Grice says that na tura l meaning toust be explained in terms 

of non-natural meaning. He also says that na tura l meaning 

i s the specit-s of non-natural meaning. Bat Ziff says that 

non-natural meaning is a species of na tura l meaning. H i s ^ 

thes i s runs counter to Grice 's t h e s i s , na tu ra l meaninglSrs 

the type and non-natural meaning i s token. \^ is thes i s runs 

2.CJ.R, Sea r l e . Speech Acts, An essay in philosophy of 
of laiguage (Cambridge, l969,p.if8J+9). loJ^3J^J 
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counter to GrIce 's t h e s i s , na tura l meaning Is the token. His 

thes i s runs counter to Grlee ' s meaning.[They do not ran 

p a r a l l e l to one another but they are opposed t o one another^ 

The account of meaning given by Grlcc i s a c o m t e r f e i t coin. . 

Paul Ziff s t a r t s his discussion by giving tvo examples 

(1) The stntence 'snov i s v h l t e ' and (2) The adjective 'un-

£ u l a t e ' means having hoofs, 'ungula te ' i s not a sentence, but 

(1) i s a sentence. Grice says that 'mean' in (1( and (2) is 

used i n vhat he ca l l s 'non-na tura l ' senses of the verb. He 

uees the abbrcvatlon 'mean-nn' to mark the 'non-na tura l ' senses 

of mean. 

Let us consider (Inn ) and (2nn) - (Inn) The sentence 

'snov is vhl tc ' means snov is v h l t e . 

(2nn) xhe adjective 'ungula te ' means "liaving hoofs. 

Nov the question a r i ses vh^ther A(1 nn) i s simply a restatement 

of (1) ? 

In order to discuss th i s question l e t us consider 

Gr ice ' s three ' g e n e r a l i z a t i o n s ' . 

(1) 'A meant-nn something by X ' i s (roughly) equivalent 

to 'A Intentt^d the ut terance of X to produce some effect 

in an audience by means of recognit ion cf th i s i n t e n t i o n ' . 

( l i ) 'X meant -nn something' i s (roughly) equivalent to 

'somebody' meant - nn something by X' . 

( H i ) 'X means nn ( t imeless) that so and so might as 

f i r s t shot be equated v l t h some statement or d is jonct ion 

of statements auout vhat 'people• (vague) in tent (v l th q u a l i f i ­

cat ions about ' recogni t ion) to effect by X. 
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In these, genera l iza t ion I d t t e r 'A' i s supposed to be 

replaced by a name and l e t t e r ' x ' ^^.y be replaced by a senten­

ce . This l a s t genera l iza t ion that i s ( i i i ) can be apply to 

(1 nn). But th i s g e n e r a l i z a t i o n is not very c l e a r . In order 

to make i t c lear l e t as take tvo other examples. Supoose a man 

named John joined in army, vhen th- off icer asked him vhat 

h is name is ? , his answer was ugh, ugh, ugh. Here John's 

i n t en t ion was to produce some effect by means of recognit ion 

of h i s . Here the of i icer recognizes his ' i n t en t ion , because 

the in tent ion was to i n su l t the o f i i c e r . Here we see th?t 

Gracean account of in ten t ion is applied yet we see tha t the 

ut terance does not have any meaning. Let us take the same 

example again. This time another off icer asked John a question 

which he repl ied Isy u t te r ing p h i . h i . y P i . h i . y . In th i s 

case ohe officer could n„t recognize John's utterances bat the 

utterance have a QE aning becaase John i s speaking in Hopi, 

Therefore Paal Ziff sa^^s that Grice confused two d i f fe ren t 

things 'A meant something by u t t e r ing X' and 'A meant something 

by X' . These two are completely d i f f e r en t . John meant something 

by u t te r ing ugh, ugh, but he did not mean anything by i t . 

According to Paul Ziff, Grice i s gu i l ty of converting non­

sense in to sense, tha t i s , something mcsaningless in to meaning­

f u l . Paul Ziff says • 

"To be concerned with what people intend or would 

intend to effect by u t te r ing an expression i s to Me 

concerned with the use of expression. As I have t l s e 

where pointed out and argues at length the use of 
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of an expression is determined by iiany of vhich 

have nothing (or have nothing d i r e c t l y ) to do 

v i t h meaning; acoustic shape is one such fac tor , 
3 

length another". 

People generally in tent or voald intend th i s or that by ut ter ­

ing an ut terance has at best as much s igni f icance as a s t a t e , 

ment to the effect tha t vhen 'pass the s a l t ' is u t te red , 

generally mean that people are eating thus what i s cal led the 

statement of a ' r e g u l a r i t y ' . An expression is normally used 

only when ce r t a in conditions are obtained for example, when 

ce r t a in events ha'̂ e taken place , when the speaker i s in a 

c e r t a i n kind of pos i t ion , when ce r t a in kind of object is 

present and so on. To say th is i s to say that there are 

semantic r e g u l a r i t i e s associated with the utterance of a 

given expression or a given sentence. If two people A and B 

are having the i r dinner , w i l l a l l the ijsual items on the 

table and with the s a l t c e l l a r near B,A can say 'ptease pass 

the s a l t ' without l e a s t oddity because th i s is the kind of 

s i t u a t i o n in which those words are genera l ly u t t e red . Not 

a l l r e g u l a r i t i e s are semantically re levant - a. r egu la r i t y 

cojit:ki»<i i-î  terms of p e o p l e ' s ' i n t e n t i o n s " i s not l i k e l y 

t o be. 

3 . Semantic Analysis ( I thaca : Cornell University Preg§^l96o). 
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COivJLIJSION 

I t i s no exaggera t ion to say t h a t i n t e n t i o n theory 

of meaning i s one of the most powerful t h e o r i e s of meani.ig. 

Gr ice makes a s t r ong p l e a for thb i n t e n t i o n theory of 

mtaning. He f i r s t formulated h i s theory in h i s a r t i c l e 

•meaning' -when c r i t i c i s m s were l e v e l l y s a g a i n s t t h i s f o r ­

mula t ion , he formulated h i s theory i n the a r t i c l e " U t t e r e r ' s 

meaning, sen tence meaning and word OEaning". As fa r as human 

communication i s concerned, I t h i n k , i n t e n t i o n p lays a 

•very impor tan t r o l e . Although the a t tempt t o develop the 

r e l a t i o n between an account of what an express ion means 

and an account of an exp res s ion l e a d s t o c e r t a i n s e r i o u s 

d i f f i c u l t i e s , these d i f f i c u l t i e s can e a s i l y be overcome by 

r e f o r m u l a t i n g the t h e s i s . The r e fo rmu la t i on i s as f o l l o w s . 

The r e l a t i o n i s between an account of what an express ion 

means and an account of what a person means by u t t e r i n g 

an e x p r e s s i o n , 

Paul Z i f f ' s c i r t i c i s m s are d i rec t*^agains t the 

f i r s t fo rmula t ion on ly . He c o n t e s t s the Gricean view t h a t 

n o n - n a t u r a l meaning i s more fundamental than the n a t u r a l 

meaning and t h a t n r t u r a l meaning i s a s p e c i e s of n o n - n a t u r a l 

meaning, I agree w i t h paul Z i f f t h a t Grice goes too f a r 

i n c la iming t h a t n a t u r a l meaning i s a s p e c i e s of n o n - n a t u r a l 

meaning. Though, a s - Z i f f points out, non-natural meaning'-^^ 

i s a »pspecies of n a t u r a l meaning, the importance of non-

n a t u r a l meaning i n human communication cannot be ignored . 
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In human CD oimunication, I think, non-natural 

meaning i s much more important than nabural meaning, 

WKsm 1^6fii«(m a^^«2^ ^tee&etskt fiasvEt ^>i» i»84»Besed. aroaae^^. 

For example, 'good morning' can be ut tered by d i f fe ren t 

persons t o mean d i f fe ren t th ings . 'Good morning' has 

the na tura l meaning of a wish. But i t can be ut tered to 

have the non-natural meaning to convey d i f fe ren t things 

other than a wish, 

I believe tha t Grice 's theory of meaning can be 

f r u i t f u l l y applied to understand legends, fo lk lo res , 

cu l tu res and world view of human race . 
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