Chapter IV
Logical Positivism - The Problem Stated
%1 Positivist theses of meaning, referemce and cntology

This theeis or this ciiapter is not meant to issue a

profound analysis or cxg '\ @t logical positivist

philosophy but to gi e 9 a background or a

basic¢ understanding

The aim is to give

: / o kapge\: \ it comes to be that

a clarification o

a portion of the i g & considered

'meaningless' or ' at the articulation

or the announcemeni®offftife svof metaphysical

statements is crusial concern of this thesis

is because metaphysics irfesom s has close relationship

A
with litorature. =i

L
- -

The posi ik

.qi |

statement is true @¥ false onc must first or understand
its mecaning. . ﬁ? j ﬁ P ﬁing‘ is one of
the chief prcﬂau oﬂﬂc : 11ﬂﬂg . Tﬁa positivists
seck to4 Raﬂ ‘cﬂﬁﬁ —~ b1 é’ﬁinea of
,vcrificaa:ﬂn. The Mm of veri EHW serves as the

touchstone the positivists use to test whether a seatence is

inow whether a

-
A

meaningful or meaningless. In short the whole principles consist
in their theory of rcference which is no where explicitly
" manifested. Only it is recognized that the positivists proclaim

that the matter of the realm of trans-empirical reality, or the
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transcendental realm of naturce, if it ioc true that there is
such a realm, is inexpressible or cannot be understood in the
natural languagec. And since it is uaverifiable and then

ununderstandable it is held to be meaningloss.

Cbviously, the problcm on which the positivists focus

thoir intention is tho prokhl ol BF A Ference which is coneisted

in the problem of ontoll L. g og®chicf problems of
— J

ontology is often rc -qun" agy themaBBBICn of abstract cntities.

As Sgrnap once wrot enoeral rather

suspicious with reg et entities like
properties, lacscofrofafins, BumboRSh PRevositions, etc..”
darnnp noted that th Wntitics in his day
arose "in connection cory of mcaning and

tru.th.“2 Frincipally,, lation between language

and the world, therc arc W -vnjpr views: rcalism and

instrumcntalisn. e realists hold THatWeestain cxpressions.
| - r

1
s

general terms or Liad =er - designate

i}
certain entitics, =-d amnng thasae ﬂesignht-- entities they

A ﬁﬂﬁ’ﬂ%ﬁ“ﬁﬁ WEIn9

entitics. A viow, Garnau‘putad, was objectcd strangly by

i W"Iﬂ"ﬁ‘ﬂ FUNRAINY TR oo

of ampirﬂciam and loading back to a metaphysical ontology of

1Ruﬂulf Carnap, '"Empiricism, Scmanties and Ontology,"

in Reading in Fhilosophy of Scisnce, cdited by Fhilip P. Wiener,

[ Hﬁw York: Charles Scribner and Sons, 1953 ], p. 509.

EIhi‘ll ] P- 509 -
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the Platonic kiud.“3 The instrumentalists, on the other hand,
hold that concepts or ideas or torms are to bz considercd as_ .
instruments. "Theories arc mercly instruments, tools, or
calculating devices for deriving somc observation stotements
(predictions) from other observotion statoments (datn)."4

Carnap wrote the essay “Bmpiricisn, Scmantics and Ontology" to

arguc that "using such a lat which consists of

a Platonic ontology

- _ il |

abstract terms decs
but is perfeetly co; p and strictly
scicntific thinki set of the essay

that empiriciste, | the logical
positivists,; “usua ; : ',; *' s ?’:thy with nominalists
than with the realogf g’ Midapcink BoMhc nominalists in
modern philosophy, aglfaj 5 a common property

chared by certain things 5 not denotc a special

existing ontity.

Y]

ﬂ‘lJEJ’JVIEW?WEJ’]ﬂ‘i
mm@mzuum'mmaﬂ

Jannifar Speake, A Dicticnary of Thilosophy, [Londnn.

Pan Booke, 1979 ], p. 162,
2Rudolf Carnap, "Empiricism, Scmantics, and Ontology,"
Tbid., p.

®Ibids, pe 509.
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Carnap pointed out to distinguish between two kinds of
questions concerning the linguistic framework of entities and
the existence of entities. There are in his terms internal
questions and external questions. By the internal questions
he meant "questions of existence of certain entities of the new

'I'I?

kind within the linguistic frau constructed. The

answer to this kind of g wrote, 'may be found

either by purely logics ical methods,

depending upon whethe gical or a factual

.\fhere a snake in

the school garden?', cagfl ek 288\ by .\ﬂgpiriaal investigation

Onﬂ“-E For example, =

for we have learnt #He @Fogh ntion oM the, Eagllish-language kind

of the linguistic frafic ¢ learn that the

terms or signs or sounfls fs are meant to

ffﬂ{ .
two certain things. Accordizz ts Capmfp, the "concept of

reality occurring ip theSe interial : s an empirical,
scientific, non—malyj””“"" iz Jfl'

Pri
0
'

:::Z:::::’;ﬁﬁﬂ?nm‘iﬂtf’m
e TR B T

al question, he meant ®he question of the

’Tvid., p. 510,

BIhid.. ps 510,

Tbide, pe 511.
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be solved "beecause it ig framed in a wrong way."10 The external
world for the positivists is the world within "the realm of
gignificance™, ‘'the empirical extornal world.” Schlick
distinguished positiviem from realiem by citing that the realists

the empirical realm of existence

leap illegitimately fAr beyor

to ithe transcendental_ﬂ" : i According to Schlick,

by this lean the res ;ﬂ35:. e realm of the
—

"metavhysical? Vrg st which Schlick

argued that it ce ; the guestion of

reglity"”. They inciple that ‘only

the given [the e Schlick concluded

1

that such cxpressifheimg 1, or 'transcendent

being", "independeni scendent reality"

o a feeling, of a
12

were ‘'simply and on

i He wrotce as follows:

psychological attitud

.;;——————————f————(—f =

) | g
AULINENINYINT
RINNIUUNIININY

L

1pIhida 3 Pe 51T

Myorits Schlick, "Positivisw and Realism®, in Logical

Positivism, cdited by A.J. Ayer, | New York: Froe Press, 1959 ],

s e

pp. 102 - 10k,

21pia., p. 105.
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If somcone assures us that therc is a real external world
in the trans-empirical sense of the word, he is of course
believing himself to have communicated some truth about

the world. But in actual fact, his words expross somothing
very different; they mercly express certain feelings which
give risc to various linguistic and other recactions on his
part.13

Apparently, the p fgabstract cntities gives rise

to the question of thfl_ terms and their referents.

Generally a word or e cn~qqig;;‘- stand for something,

“that thore is an objg the word serves as a

substitute for tha gind of proxy: something

14

that does duty for oBMhe object.” As

Carnap notes, Yin a ysis certain expressions

in a language.aroe off or name or denote or

signify or refor to) o ’ié—w i culstic untities."15 The
question of this matter jssihe.q ion of the relation between,

in Carnapts worf}; , in anruage gt 'Ehe thing world'.
-

4£-¢id "Therefore no

Fnowlcdge" if his

Carnap would not Hau

gld and no devil ‘:. glve us metaphyaical

position uaaﬁrﬂtﬁﬁﬂﬂww *Ideas. The
' qm},_mmumfmmaﬂ

" Bernard Harrison, An Introduction to the Fhilosophy

of Language, [Lnnﬁun: The Macmillan Press, 1979 ], De 22,

15Rudolf Carnap, "Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology",

in Reading in Philosophy of Science, edited by rhilip P. Wicner,

[ How York: Charles Scribver and Sons, 1953 ], ». 517
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word 'god' is, metaphorically spcaking, a c¢itizen of the
metaphysical rcalm whose meanings, according to the positivists,
can not be verified, confirmed or tested. But, if the word
'god' is meaningless, why then Carnap's very statement is
understandable or, at least, why does Carnap succeed in this,

in my term, 'stanza' of comm

iication? To this question, such
a realist as Plato mighf . Ef’? L ay that tho understanding
is realized because & = et S@esible world and in that

world there is an

Certainly, this contontion of

the metaphysical wo t one needs a bridge

of faith., Taith/ labelled as

'scientific spirit® of as the foundation

of dogmas. A commo? il Scientific spirit' is
b ‘_,iggr;

the principle of avoid -Igé&? o n his meeting with the

problem of refe repC rEar - to g@istinguish betwecen

the proctical rdg) fahkon for the

,Estem C PUTELLIC expflasinns". For

acceptance of o
Carnap, accepn gtem of Mh-uistic expressions does

not imply aﬁﬁrﬂ mﬁﬂeﬂ j m ﬂI]Q j:.n question,"
"To cec ing yorldl, fyrites Cafmap, “neanduhothing more
o ‘ﬂi‘l QAT UNE e, <o
accept rulas for forming statcments ond for testing, accepting,

or rcjecting them."16 To accept a system of linguistic

161p1a , p. 511.



expression is to accept, for Carnap, a form of speech which

"is customary". Carnap stresses that the pnsitiviaés "gake the
position that the introduction of the new ways of speaking does
not need any theoretical justification because it does not
imply any asserticn of rnality."1? The acceptance of the new

framework, i.c. of the¢ new linguistic forms "must not be

interpreted as referring to A gepion, belief, or assertion
of the reality of the en skl | ' ng to Carnap, "Thoure
is no such assertion™. Ao f the roality of
the syctem of entities i thout cognitive
content”. 19  mhugh, lear that the
acceptance of 2 lingu pofNbe regarded as
implying a mataphysic‘ {-a reality of the

entities in question.”

To state it in bdftédEtucus naB's 'external question!

is the questions which cong and legitimacy of the

ik

linguistic fromewor¥patn othes soode S ST umt | crtion »f the

legitimacy of the refﬁ‘=.

ey

Ontology, accomfljms to Ayer,gim thc view of some American

cupiriciats, o ﬂ & TQDHM o Ehel B ucetion as to
"“-—ﬁmmmﬁuum'mma 4

{i-‘ Pe 515
Brpid., p. 516
vide, pe 516

2Tbid., p. 517
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to "how far one's choice of language comnits one to seying that
certain things exist.”21 According to what has been noted above,
Carnap, in aig later orticle ¥Empiricisn, Semantics and Ontology"
which was nublished in 1950 - ten years after the Vienna Circle

had been dissolved, appears te share the same ground with

instrumentalists, In this_agld Caraap has paid more atten-
tion to semantics, wh--m: H WA period ho focused his

interest on syntax.

For those whg semantical methods,

the decisive qug I%grcd ontological
question of thc 4 tities but rather
the question linguistic forms
or, in technica e, & Nvariblcs beyond those
for things (or phifngrss Jg\gxpedient and fruitful
for the purposed fgr v SefilgntigaY analyses arc made,
viz. the analysis , Elarification, or

construction of langusges.of unication, expecially

languages of ¢

AULINENINYINS
AMIANTUNMING AL

E1A.J. Ayer, Logical Popitivism, edited, [Haw Yorle:

Free Press, 1959] s Pa 26.
Eaﬂudulf Carnan, "Empiricism, Semantics, and Ontology',

Ibid., p. 521.
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Again, in the concluding paragraph, Carnap points out to place
the emphasis on the question of the expediency of the linguistic
forms rather than on the ontological question of 'abstract
entities'. The followiany quotation is considered by this thesis
as a remarkable point in his philosophy with respect to the

concern of this thesis.

The acceptance ¢ i 44 # bstract linguistic forms,
. j : ﬁP any other linguistiec
forms in any braaelr cifncdy WhEaEinally be decided by
their efficiengailie “'H?“*- satio of the results
achieved to the .“'“uf the efforts

required. 7o deg

just as the acceitifee-r

i Biiions of certain
linguistic fopis Jgfdn e cski Y ~3R by their success
or failure in pg¥c . than futile; it is
positively harmf JE pariaie - 748 4 Biruct scientific
' - .\“- s examples of such

e iving from religious,

progress. The I
prohibitions bascé
mythologiecal, -:%ﬂ__,. ; hor irrational sources,

which slowed Wi o hgrter or longer

i
-

periods of ti7e : i¥ Jessons of history.
Let us grant 0 tlI0E Eny @pccial field of

:l JH
investigation ‘m frer.-ﬂ.om to use any form of ETI‘JI‘EBEiGﬂ.

— ﬁitj”ﬁmﬂ A
sooner oﬂ m T hoze forms

which hgva no useful funpetion, Lg us be caugious in

AR O F0 Y TR

E'T'Ruﬁolf Carnap, "Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology",

Ibid., pe S22.
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Traceably, this contention is a consequence of Russell's attempt
to refine the languages of science in a certain confinement.
Previously, in Ayer's words, ‘Russcll had labored to depopulate"”
“thc baroque universe’ of scientifie discnurse.zk The root of
this problem, I will contcnd later, lies in the field of that

which is %terned “‘semanticsf] 1 fact, Carnap haes recognized

1uﬂf__:‘

sense is still in g 0l gphoSesee® its development, and

this point as hec said: santics in the technical

we must be prepar=.; bal changes in

methods.“25

AULINENINYINT
IR TUNM TN

r

E#A.J. Ayer, Logical Empiricism, Ibid., p. 26.

25Hu&olf Carnap, ''Empiricism, Semantics and Ontology",

Ibidey D 522«
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442 Motaphysics and literary arts

Hetaphysics, for the logical ptoiiivists, is respocted
as merely expreesing attitudes tewards life, That is - it ie
out of or far bayond or irrelevant %o the asscocancnt in terms
of truth or falsity. I night be reéardnd by some neople as

'knowledge', but according to £y ical »ogitivists it is not

a sort of scicntific knowldee \ry arts, music and

literature, also, accon gt 1180 1 O sitivists, serve
merely for the uxpression itude of a person

towards lifec.

Certainly, thc #ons "ff ‘,'_E;.Hu sics as &
species of verbalizatiogfof - ¥1;;-¢ EORAA W s more under-
standing other than that  £ : i8son - the logical
analysis. Because, as Caglaz it himself this

event causes "a painful feeli gness’’s For the fact

is there have been iig SRany men "of ;;;;;__;J;tiﬂﬂﬂ, among
| L) i
J

them eminent minds', veritable

l

fervor, on metaphyﬂics: 26 Moreover, ﬂnuther ract is that

metaphysical bcolﬂ lﬁﬂatﬁxﬁaﬂﬂ 5 wmzﬂﬂima on

readers up to the @Present cay. Theqe Iﬁcts all tagather induce

= QARG A TR AN INHIQ

metaphysical§boolcs contained not even errors or mistakes, but

nothing at all. Carnap answers this confrontation as follows:

pia61t Carnap, "Ehs Overcoming of Metaghysics through

Logical Analysis of Language', Ibid., p. 32.

f
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These doubts are justified since melaphysice does indeed
have a content; only it is not theoretical content. The
(pseudo) statementis of meta-hysics do not serve for the
description of states of affairs, cither existing ones

(in that case they would be true statements) or nonexisting
ones (in that case they would be at least false statements).
They serve for the expression ol the general attitude of a
nerson ivoward lifc {’H”“,' ipstellung, Lebensgefuhl®)y a7

ﬁeﬁis, it is here the

SEwai. thic relation of literature

Concerning L8
very impertant remazl
and metaphysics., pelation as that poetry

and theology =p igecd or originate from

\x
’\\\ sims iz a substitute for
i ;8@ metaphysics and theo-

.' santed lipn the level of

| \

the sanc root - g
theology. What igh
logy is that meta

systematic, conceptu child is angry', Carnap

writes, "at 'the wickes qurt him. Primitive man

endeavors to cB ,,:;;;z;;ﬁ:;m::;;;:;.;_.;.-

in of earthquakes,

or he worships t;r de mins in gratitude."
- i |

Secing this accnuu} ans prumisus Carnap then concludes: "Here

We cnnﬁnnﬂ%ﬂ%%wwqﬂ@m, which are

the quasipoctic uTbeESan‘Df man's enutlon 1 rclaulanshlp to
e AR FRHUNATHHY  pjriieens
Euma's thought which has alrecaly becn noted in the preteding
ahaﬁter. Carnap thus goes on to identify the relation between

poetry, theology and metaphysics:

271bid., 1. 32.

28145d., p. 32.
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The heritage of mythology is beoucathed on the one hand to
poetry, which produces and intensifies the effects of
mythology on iife in a deliberate way; on the other hand,
it is handed down to theology, which develops mythology
into a asystam. VWhich, now, is the hisztorical role of
metapnysics? Perhaps we may repard it as a substitute for
theology on the level of sysitematic, conceptual thinking.
The (supnosedly) transcendent sources of knowledge of

theology ar= herc roilAcetd B patural, yet supposedly

transenpirical sguUNGEN

That is, according TO Leenan g ne; ‘ is n'rigin.ally or
principally mythola -;”;-‘ “sgpd in a different

uniform.

On closer in ®oc that of mythology
is here still
dressing: we fi

need to give ofprfiscidie/ addlwark Sttitude in life, his

repeatedly varied
= »mtlsﬂ arises from the

emotional and volliffddfal - on ™o the environment, to
= devotes himself,

man does or BEYS.

society, to the ta

unconsciau;_ 3

It also imQrf ,‘J'aatura, perhaps

-

cven on thic BRaI0

AULINENINYINT
PIAIATUAMINYIAE

ome

221bid., p. 32.

3011'-'1&.' De 32 = 3%
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&

The difference botwecen art and wmetavhysics, in Carnap's
view, consists in that art is an adequate means for the expression
of the basic attitude, whereas melaphysics is inadequate. Above
all, metaphysicians are the victims of the confusion between
the system of ontoleogical entities and that of the linguistic

framecwork, and succumb %to sclf=delusion, Concerning this

ic, an artistic mode of

expression withoulmmePPagiss tiongsis pc purest (and perhaps

Perhaps musi gl o, iy ﬂk‘vKg . exprassion of the
A i Prec from any
reference to -_v ‘ "};_f £ Adous feeling or attitude,
which the metajr‘ et L ﬁ1; ess in a monistic

A" the music of Mogmart...
31

systen, is mord

Metaphysicians afe e hout musical ability.

Thus; Carnap pub) ngle igation of mectaphysical

statements in Jﬁﬁ‘ i dnad the difference

lies in that metd .:yﬁic ang oo In the 9;:u class of musicians.
In this ze JEI Carna ems to sharc the same view
with the m ﬁﬁ iﬁe ﬂﬂ@juwever, looking
ff“”a%"imﬁ‘fﬁmum

IMNYIAY

31pid., p. 33.
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After all, that which ic fundamcnial to Carnap's view
concerning this point is hie prianciple of thz distinction
between 'theory! and ‘'attitude'. Anc the wetaphysician's fault
regults fron his sclf-delusion and his confusion. The
metaphysician makes a mcthodological mistake in expressing his

attitude in the form of a theory. This does not mecan that there

is a prescription rule f;nw_-! o means of expressions.

Carnap grecd that 'l ot éltrinﬁuc objection to

this situation:

, : _ ds to be something
that it is notgl gyl fotao) ¥s ic that of a system
of statcmeni® vl S T AL ;h_tcd as premises and
3 ‘5‘~aory. In this way
;_ gecneratced, whereas,
1 .\ ontent. It is not only

o hinself who suffers from

as we have seen,
the reader, but
the illusion tha statements say something,
describe shgsds o : hysician believes

that he tréiﬂ' 'rf uth and falschood

are at stakelw In rca | has not asserted

anything, but gq&g uxprcsscqbfoncth1ng, like an artist.

ﬂ‘lJEl'J‘VIEWl?WEJ’]ﬂ‘i
QW'WMﬂ?fUNWI’mEﬂﬂEJ

Ter,

32

321pide, . 33
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S8imply speaking, poets in Carrap's view do not argue
and refute other poets' statements in their poems. They aimply
write to ecxpress their attitudes., Exnlicit in the above and the
following quotations ig Carmarn's notion that poets in the
domain of art arc not in concern with truth and falsehood. And

in this do woote differ from metaphysicians, It must be noted

that Carnap distinguishe \ChEl i of art from the domein of
theory.
That the metagReeTCiedy) id tlhine e ing himself cannot be

inferred froyg i language as the

medium of expng weentences as the form

of expression; ?;e same without

succumbing i@ f BRI, ‘;\'a Snctaphysician supports
s " N

his statementg Laihs assent to their

content, he polg@migiaaas gt ,'\ﬁi-- ysicians of divergent

persuasion by £ eir assertions in his

treastise. Lyrita he Tother hand, do not try to
refute in their nts in a poem by some other

lyrical pogisd e = W ey ame fin the domain of art

; h“_._ - f
and not in SLH AY J
' 141

To concliaa, Carna> dees not sta®® explicitly that

there is nﬁﬁyw eﬁﬂmﬂgs metaphysics

because metfphysicians try to ass ughta and claims
< ARG TN T TR =
of the®ry, to Carnap, is the domain of science, !aLel Y
metaphysics iz pretended to be o scicnce but metaphysicians

fail to make tho positivists understand their sentences.

331bid., P. 33.
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According to Schlick, the positivists do not say that the
metaphysician's statements arc folse or contradict him, but that

34

'T don't understand you'. Althoush in the positivists' view
metaphysicians scer to tallk nonsense, the poets do not.
According to Ayer, the assumplion that both talk nonsense is

false. “In the vast majority of cases cthe sentcnces which are

produced by poets dec ha

However, aliaaisouy 3 @ﬁ adrit that many

literary works ar sago-propositions, they

scem to regard e f:;:T“ of falsehoods. This

view may be unde ssell's analytic

philosophy. Thodl: offifef. Jormg iid JeBitivists is that

literature cervogc expression of attitudes

towards life. Epigt FEL iy, e onsists in this view is

L

the notions that lit€rdfs nf theoretical contents

or epistenic tributn—'ﬁF;rgiyz' is contained in literary
3 :-‘ T T T T o e ees it -. Th
arts (or all t"i%—_ Y ontents. G

literary arts, ify ; %, qere not concerncd with

the aasertlon of fgrye prcpasitluns as what sciences do. This

tnoste viifR %ﬂ@%hﬁmi PRSI
’QWlﬁNﬂ‘iﬂJNWI’JVIH’IﬁH

Ehhuritm Senlick, "Positivism aad Nealiem¥, Ibid., p. 107.

35A.J. fyer, Lanzuage, meuth and Logic, Ibid.,; P. 60.
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4,3 I.A. Richards' theory of emotive language.

IT.A. Richards was a contomporary of the Vienna Cirecle
positivists. Uhile the Vienna Circle positivists were activating
their philosophy in Austria, on the continent, I.A, Richards was

influencing and prominent in the British islands. He was both

a critic and poet. Sociglly :longed to no philosophical

school, but theoreti fiis notion of language and

literature he scomct round with the

poeitivists. He g in this thesis in the

respact that whil 8eth ©hc emphasis on the

philosophy and log A% Richards focused his

attention on litey His important works,

The Meaning of Mcay , Practical Criticism,

and The Philosophy @ irst published in 1923,

1929 and 1936 respecti d be noted that during

this period thgEenna CIFcle WaS Iion ghipg in Austria.
i 1;\-.‘

Tuka Riw:~ S % Hf:# ential advocates of

I
W
the distinction hgﬁgﬁun two kiq&f of language. These two kinds

e rwne PHIFHIEI A FIYFRGemomerr o o2

onec hand, aid 'the reforegtial 1anguagc‘ on the other hand

vene B} MIAFURRIIRY AR

the &nmaln of science, whereas the emotive language to the

i¥

domain of poetry cop literature. Popper, as a nhilosopher of

science, also distinguishes the humon natural languages into
. ™

two divisions: the lower functions and the higher functions.

Wjuman languages', says Fopper, lighare with animal languages

the two lower functions of languagess: (1) self-expression and
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(2) signalling.“35 The higher functions of languvage are, at
least, the descriptive function and the argumentative function.
According to Fenper, "the most important functions or dimensions
of the human language (which animal languages do not possess)
gre the descrintive and the srgumentative functinnﬁ."ﬁ?

Language of the higher functiegus is one factor or component

among quite a few whic'x-.lailf Ficensable means of

scientific growth. ' mmtephd outhafamedorld of the higher
—

functions of lang Ecienca."39 However,

eny other functions..
Lo

according to PopPtr

eofor example, afivig .s.al, etc. »

¢, in Richards' terms,

Certainly,

is the referentis ‘i;ﬂ; ing of Meaning, Richards

introduces a scicnce BT WHI&T P? 1\\ Symbolism. 'Symbolism
is the study of the pmru_~=“-~- human affairs by language

and symbols of E TV of their influence on
i

H——Hﬂ%ﬂ%ﬂ HNINYINT

"Epfstemologumifithout a gowing Subject!,

. mgm m@mm VANYAE hecss, 1972 ,

pe 115

i
371vid., p. 122.

3rpid., p. 122.

391pid., p. 121,

%Ibiﬂl ] Pd “'Eﬂl
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Thuught.“#1 From this it can be inferred that he moans by

"language' & species of symbels. Symbolism, his subject or
specialization, according to Richnrds, Ysingles out for special
inquiry the ways in which symbols help us and hinder us in

: . b2 e
reflecting on things. Words, in his terms, arc symbols.

Symbols direct ang "y  racord ond communicate. In

i/

};.: bonize, record and communi-=

stating what thel ™

cate we have tmf,f:;ag '&ﬂf?,F Ra33 hetween Thoughts and
THiNESe = ot e, (ircct rolation of
symbols i=s ' that symbols record

events and

, s, as cvery onc knows,
‘mcan' not 7 4  ‘:;;;"! . the belief that they

did...wa8 § is only when a thinker

makes use of Sor anything, or, in one

sengc, have 'f ~trumcnts. DBut besides

[}

this reicrenfiagu reflective, intellectual

Sint, words have other

usc of lang agé i

functions which ma¥ together as emotive.

AULINENINYINT
RINNIUUNIINYINY

-

Iﬂ(:‘..i(.. Ogden and l.A. Richards, The Mecaning of Meaning,

[Ln;dun: Routledge and Kepai, 1972 1, 10th cdey Pe 9o

hEIbidq 3y De 9 .

*31pis., p. 9 ~ 10.
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b

In Richards' view, poctry is'the suprcme form of emoti;;‘MM

language‘.hﬁ According to Richards, that the people who are
concerned with the arte often tend to deprecate a seientific
approach as being likely to immair appreciation is "a typisal
symptom of a confusion as to the uses of langw~ o.'" And his

Punction between words' was meant

citation of the disparity 4

to be a curc to the cepd £ ,f’ gdisoority was cited in terms

erencu and words as

of 'words as SUpPDOrE

expressions or = pibuc e distinction which he

thought was, at th T d £ ‘ﬂi; ‘Eﬁ‘W- ¢ attention.uﬁ The

N

following guotatic >3 cation of his

termlnolagy.

In ordinary g gaaon 'k wprneMBmtmamta
pumber of fundtighs . rtSrEls f@ld division is more
convenient, the n'®ho eymbolic referential
use of words and LHEISNOLA ... The symbolic use of words
is statcmgn___________;_______?giag t, the organization
and the cQuiu
words to e ;eﬁi :~s.}-d attitudes....Under

Wth the symbolization of

§ -Etﬂnﬂr‘. i.ﬂu,thﬂ
o fdroncee Under the

l;ﬁ- ¢ emotive use of

the symba11c}mmct10n are included

SR Ut I EYIE

_l

emotive function arc gincluded th the axp ession of umntiona,

FEAA AR I

4284y

s

hkﬁlan Bullock and Oliver Stalleybrass, The Fontana

Dictionary of Modern Thought, [Lnndnn: Fontana, 1977 ]. p. 201,

hEG.n; Ogden and I.A. Richards, The Meaning of Meaning,

Tbid., Pe 157.

]
bEIbid- 1 P- 1""9-

""-__"...
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To support his distinction, I.A. Richards quotes Vendryes:

The logical clement and the effective clement mingle
constantly in language. Except for tcchaical languages,
notably the scicntific languages, waich arce by definition
outside life, the cxpression of ideas is never cxompt from
a nuance of sontimant.ﬁ?

Concorning the referencald : [ in poctry, ho writes:

17“‘1'
; éfcrenco probably entecrs,

L Sbgdii tc almost all use of

wanport a reference, if

It is true tHTw™
for all ciwvili
words, and it_g
it be only =

functions urnd

general, The two
occur together but
nonc the les stinct. So far as
words arc uﬁa- L eiw ~1 as to their truth in
the strict scnsj 1. Qi e 9 Indircctly, no doubt,
truth in this ‘
poetry consist ‘ . jolic arrangements capable
of truih or -'g';;?g;’j Adh] sed not for the sake of
their truthio plfC of the attitudes
which theil yr == fgr| this purposec it
fortunately }‘ 6, 1Bfl-rt of the poet's
bussinesso tn e it hapﬂcn, that thc truth or falseity

“““”Ffuﬂﬁ”wwﬁ‘wmn‘s

Lastly, acc ding to Rlﬂhﬁfﬂs, it 15 not nacusaary for the

= QRN TRHUN Y TR

he attén mpts to cvoke.'

involved. Very much

471bia., p. 152.

#EIbld- 3 DPa 150.
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k.4 The poetic reference and poctic roferents.

Parallel with the thcory of emotive language is the
problem of rocference. It is the problenm of reference which, in
the positivistic view, »lays the erucial role ia the determina-

tion of the prcotnecc or zbaelfd pf truth and falsity in

literature. About t1'4;34 E:-»f ' iscussion on the subject

'meaning', whereas W-'"h:'- : 'ﬁtivists weros concerned
with metaphysics, ‘ | | sern. ¢ himself with literature.
Richards'view conc 2 and neaning in
lotoraturc is callg @ery. And his view of
the distinction boighbd o =‘; Eongue mo ﬁ-d refercntial

language iz sometimg ndependence Theory.

Richards' vicw of thg -nu;;;iif 38y may be traccd back as
4 fﬁﬂﬁggg .
being inherited and devEé;?-“—; "Bentham, the British

utilitarian philes

"_ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ by Bertrand

Russcll. ;.V:"‘. A works of literature,

e 1 - TP Hﬂl'fllﬂt Mache

lﬂ%ﬂ ?wmwa'mjastudied Bentham's

Theory of Fildtions. Juregy Bentham 32) divided

= QR RIRTUUNTINY 1Y

Accorddn g to Bentham,

h, as "fictitious entiies’.

‘ngnn, in his book Benthan's Thoory of Fictions, first

published in 1932, declared: "It is the purpose of the present
volume to give sonc indication of the dobt whigh future

generations may acknowledge to Joremy Bunthames.™
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An outity is a dcnomination in the import of which every
subjoct matter of discoursc, for the designntion of which

the gprommatical part of spocch called a nouu- -substantive is

"”-1-9
employcd may be comprised.

And Yan entity, whethor perceptible or inferential, is cither

real or fictitious.' A4 perceptible entity is every eatity the

existence of vhich is madBaiel ¥ 9 human beings by the
S\

immediate testimony OIS WM i chout reasoning, i.o.

without reflection.’™ cntity is, in one

word, a hady."ﬁ papontial entity is,

‘@ecmrdi: ;e Borlg N sunerhumanty

‘Thiﬂ ioc ."E}**Lglis‘x, c&ﬁhtcanth century English. I

rair vo oA I HIPG ARG o v ecarem.

I find t‘nt this 10th cenjury Engli h iz even ulia.r t4¢ the

wei?] WARIN I NN INH TR s s

here a.laa for Another purposc:- as ail illustration of the

relation of the change of time, language and mentality - a case
of Kuhn's paradign-changc.

EI"‘:’Jm:|:':.-trt;.1' Bentham, The Theory of Fictions, [Pateraun:

Littlcficld, Adams and Co., 1959: anncxed to ngen‘s,] e Ta

507bide, D 7o
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esewhich, in these times at least, is not made known to
human beings in general, by the testimony of sensc, but of
the existence of which the persuasion is produced by
reflection - is inferrcd from a chain of reasoning....A
human infercntial entity is the soul considercd as existing
in a state of separation from the body....A superhuman
entity is cither supreme_or subordinate.... [ And, according
to Benthan, thu] ST ONE ; h@rhuman, inferential entity is
Gud.51 |

The 'subordinate' iE Eller rPOC SGE PR if good an 'angel' and
bad 'devil'.
HA real cntity to which,

on the occasion 1 “' Ndi@course, existence i=s
really meant to bgfagf€ng ' @\\ 5 is not clear, s0O
Bentham clarifiecd hfs iy

Under the head
without aiffic

‘real ¢ntities may be placed,

ceptions of all sorts: the

impression &;x~r~wv- o ;_'Flicatinn of
sensible -s‘f"a; ] s & the ideas brought

to view by w recollcerron ' -osufl;re objects; the new
ideas producedy ynder the in ance of the imagination, by

:z::zm?;ﬁtm fit mﬁﬁt”m;:i::fi; .
Wﬁﬁﬁﬁ%ummmau

51Ibid--’ PP- E’ - 9!

521pid., p. 10.
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As for Wiictitious eatities’, Benthan wrote!

A fiectitious entitics is an entity to which, though by
the grammatical form of the discourse cmployed in spoaking
of it, cristercz be =scribad, yet in truth and reality

existence is not meant to be described....lvery noun-

substantive which is nghylige,name of a real entity,
perceptible or inig : e pane of a fictitious
entity....ivery fBECIOSOU: Ghetig® bcors sonie relation to

gome real cati by —C p gt Do understood than

-

in so far ao " & Fiol A T pd - a conception of
that relatiom

A romarki SZeitosification of

gntities is the Mious cntities’,

"non-cntities', WAll these terms are

rather ambiguous afft s A Bi% o big problem in

ontology. In Dgﬁen‘ﬁ A
2T
Fabulausrt__________:;;____; | 19 Mthings, are aupposed
" material o‘irmr —a J cxistence is capable
of becoming 8 subje mdJ@f which, accordingly,

the samo aort 113turh is capable of

orese E dﬂ :{ pih stent objecteses
for cx: ﬁ q‘n T] m ﬁt «sanimals, such
ag drazons and chimaorgs; hECaa

ammmmumwmaﬂ

being dravn in and

'

521bid., D. 12.

540.K. Ogden, Bentham's Thoory of Fictions, [Pateraon:

Littlefield, Adame and Co., 1959 ), pp. xxxv - xocvi.
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As for the torm *‘fictitious catity', Joatinam attenpted to

elarify it with the Tollowing werds.

By this torm is herc neant to bBe nigartud one of those
aorts of objecis vhieh in every languago must, for the
purpose of discoursse, be spoken of as existing - be spoken

of in the like manncr 2gthose objects which really have

existonece, and to @ 2cc is seriously meant to be

lﬂr &
: |
ascribed, nra o ”i Cheut any such danger as
that of thoir EEeteesd n caememe - il f, any scparate,
or strictly e A T

In othorg ay help clarify the

point of the dioti pi. ifictitious entity!

and '‘non~-cntiiy . c®ooccies of entities,

the word 'Hamlet ki Tous entity., He is

believed to exist story. e is 'fictitious'

and not 'fabulous' Bdece oo i W-c is a copy of a2 possible

A

thing of the entity will

romaln ' fabul sl tac context of

the fable stoxr The wora reerberuvst iffla name of a fabulous

entity. ﬁ ; ‘ i Qs - story, but not in the
world pnrowﬂ;ﬂ ﬂﬁﬁ:ﬁﬂiﬁ jn beings. Mo is
ufaw_W)T‘a‘ o T ;;‘ A ficdi iﬁ \ ec@fis image is a
mixtu‘:'d of gmsrﬂimrmg MHMXH possible

object. HNow, if comeonc claims that he saw a monctor of _' i

Cerborus image ruaning arouad the Narko ipatom pagoda at

i . i e el B

59 jeromy Benthan. The IThoory of Fictions, Ibid., p. 16.
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6 o'clock on the 25th of Decombor of the year 1984, his
assertion would be regerded as an averment of a non-entity.
No one¢ will belicve that such a monster of tho description
really exists, Heither the . ziptenee of Hamlet is believed.
They arc Fictions. me differcencce, thus may be stipulated by

degrecs of dipbelief.

According tox ,;_1.° Moy . (ifforent species of

Fiction; distincti™ewy +h #: tomsessspccics and poetical
¥ — [© — » P and

political specics. e ok (1% P oW concerning the

poetical speeics g

The Fictions .mﬁis charncter of
historic fabul . RSt putting or not

putting the --rs ’ ‘J_y;.; ‘ ;; % netrical form, are
pure froms of 4 147 ; or for their object nor

for their effecd to amuse, unless it be

in some cases to ci€ =2 B 6flesesIn the mind of all,
Fiction, i)tk 1 fo cen tho coin of
. ..., .' oibbir <l J E
necessity &% ' S -ant...5
I.A. Ri-J rds adCpteoToe nm'ﬂ':ucory of fictions.

After the sgi £.4 of anolkkis which takes the principle
of vurifiﬂﬂﬂﬁ%ﬂn fmrﬂgnic conclusion of
the ﬁ ey e ;imn . fopon@ial and cmdgdve uscs of
aingﬂaﬂﬂ : }Iﬁjlmﬂgﬁ c&lmrinnne,
then, dogs not accord with the principle of verification, and

therefore is the emotive use of signs and is an ungcientific

56Ihid., p. 18.
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means of using signs. To understand the roetic reference in the
way of the scientific means of using sipgns, Richards points
out, reminiscent of Russell's remark, would result in "the
peopling of the universe with spurious entities, the mistaking

of symbolic machinery for referents".ﬁ? Richards mentions such

entities',

l.':uncerning tlanegaxnt, Richapds introduced these two

tomas veonere AR REBI TN S e e

contracted symb&l" is “Hamlet #as mad', ahereas thapy of the
other is wq‘a %ﬂ ﬁﬂd %wr] %ﬂ:ﬂﬂaﬂ these
may be batt%r understood as 'uncontexted symbol' and 'contexted
symbol', |

7.K. Ogden and I.A. Richards, The Meaning of Heaning,
Ibide, p. 94

58

Ibid., pps 98-99

*91bid., p. 95
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4.5 I.A. Richards'view cf the funciion of pociry,

The problem of rofercnce leads Richards to accept the
view that secntences in noctry arc pscudo-statemcnts. But he
insists that we should look +t poectry and refcrcnce in poctry

in a Aiffersons wav. YA pocm”, he writes',..has no concern with

limited and dirccted rofg tolls us, or should tcll us,

nothixg.“ﬁg Richar . try has a different

function which irs cclade,oortdbwmaadcven far more vital than

purveying 'scioni o try does or should do

is "to inducc 2 4 “7jnccf Recognizing

the ambiguity of Mootnotes that tho word

'fitting' docs 'ng of the proper attitudes

to bc adoptecd on al Wsuggests that the term

tattitude! should ba der scnse, "as covering

all tho ways in which dsatlss set ready for action... ."

According to YR :.»-- y Tmediw o weosinont S 'dd" ot acsthoetician,
i L}

g key notion i-ﬁ?i h #hoory of value is the
- i¥

concept of 1myu1bﬁr..whun an imuulau disp

action, faﬂ %H % % H%%WH{I ﬂ 13 charactorized

ag an attit ﬂu- Tha mqptatlan bclow is H;chn*ds‘ view of

e Al IS AR IIRHAR B o= o |

his contontlan.

nvs a tendency for

e e

601p1a., p. 158,

Equv# »ny Bagin, 3omai tic Eh*losuﬂhy of Art, [Hascow:

Progross publishors, 1979 ), - A4,
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As scicncc frees itsclf from the cmotional outlock, and
modern physics is becoming something in connection with
which attitudur scom rather de trop, eo poctry scoems about
to roturn to th: conditions of its groatness, by abandoning
the obsession of knowledge and symbolie truth.62

This view may be understood as being related to

Bergson when ho said, as sl U quntuﬁ his expositor:

The bussiness of ling to Borgson, is not

to cxplain roalwy For this a diffcrent
kind cf menta Malysis and classi-
fication, ins c¢t knowledge, tond

ratheor to 4i
Relatively, he

From thc infi#
have selected, Mo

virtual knowledge we
owledge, whatever

concerns our act] o rost we have neglected,

what is notablo_in hhaBerackat 'ﬁ.thﬂ,Qunstian of the
rolation (or tiFolevemce Srretmesmec){ botveen 'to cxplain!

and 'to know', nfg'n otk , ficefl] 'explanation' and

i¥

'knowledge' in thodfgrmor and bgbpoen tactual knowledge' and

it ol &) ’Ju‘%ln&l:ﬂﬂ E{TILT. W
A AINIUNMINIA Y

EEG.K. Opden and I.A. Richards, Tho Meaning of Mcaning,

Ibidey De 1595

31pid., p. 154.

541hid.. p. 154%.



119
and Richards scom to requirce literature to give up its cffortés
to coavey knowlcdge or referential truth in.fnvour of &an

intuitive recording of axpﬁri¢n¢¢‘u65
k6 I.A. Richards' thcory of bslief.

A digecussicn of the problem of truth and knowledge is

hardly clear of thoe s ts Belief sceme to be the

real problem uaderl @el discussions and

—

The problTh 6 gfidgdc 1 Bd¢s Richards on to an
analysis of belid J,'therﬁ arc two forms
© of belicf: intelMctyl :_h.ﬁ“‘ i jﬂcm 1 belief,
"intellectual -belilE'y ¢ :_;E 2.3 W\;~ his term, ‘more
rescmbles a Huighti:_, AcoAuRb n @n¥thing clsc, a loading
which mokes other, laﬁa ﬁﬁﬁggggé #lited, ideas, ad@ust them-
sclves to it ratier 4 - es e i f;ulc use of

intellectual bolli

= ' @ps into as perfact

an ordercd syatcmﬂys alelcts i+ disfgliﬂva something only

because we believe Game other thihﬁkilﬂe that is incompatible

with it. T}Elyﬂlm ﬂimi ﬂﬂ:ﬂjlinf ariscs is
T RRTRNR TN a Y

EsPhiliy Iobgbaum, A Theory of Communication, [Lnndnn:

Mecmillan, 1970 |, ». 202.

ESI.A. Richards, Practical Criticisn, [Lnndun:

Routtodge, 1966 ) , p. 27%.
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Emotional belicf is a very difforent matter. It is a
mattor of interests, desires aand atiitvdes. Given a neced, Yany
idea which can be takcn as a step on the way to its fulfilment
is accepted’, unless some othar need equally active at the

moment bars it out. Thig acceptance, this use of the idea -

by our interests, desi.; s, attitudes, tondencies to

action and what not That iz any idea

—

will be belisved 50 ic 5 1F iamBRSTUl to these factors,
However, according Bglicfs,...that have any
strength or pnr:f P ptollectual and

emotional belicf

1

W, ‘\Im
.}\-“ kinds of belicf consists

AN

f™ts logical place in the

The diffght

in the way they ai an intellectual belief

is justified is cnti

largest, most comp --“;" etom of ideas we can attain

]
-

to." Dut, on ) 5’.—”“""""-‘*‘*““—'““'*'*"*';—*‘;"'r- ' iously countless

ideas in postry 1:1" peNis Jogical context, must
i¥

be disbelieved at gopcc.™ Tor aalemotlanal belicf is,justified

s TN THUAN s e e

Wits only Jusulflﬂatlﬂn ig its succgs in meou our nceds =

e AENRINF LRI NUIRY o e

one agalnst ancthcr.“ Thz dosirability or un&essrabii:tr of
an omotional belief has nothing to do with its intellectual
status, provided it is kept {rom interfering with the

intellectual system. Thus, Richards concludes:

671bid., pe 275.

631v1d., p. 277.
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It is better to say that the question of belief or disbelief,
ih the intellectual sense, never arises whea we are reading
well, If unfortunately it dees sarise, either through the
poet's fault or our own, we have for the oment ccased to

be reading and have become astronomers, or theologicans, or
moralists, persons enpgaged in quite a different type of

69

activity.

i EGOFnled.

I Tty Y

4.7 A brief summary o
I.A. Ric bk by Yevgeny Basin as
neo-positivism. being guilty of

Au

scientism. CondCrrogfiofuf i Caims oM ture, it might be

here concludad % 3 re is analyzed in the

positivistic vicy Moce', the analysis
will result in thefor
The poetic lan'- : : 'is s%ill respocted as

conveyinzs @ AR buly to the category of

a)

emoti 'h.-“‘* B D —— e ——ts s e S 5 'Dut_ﬂ it: UIn the
\ h
effoct By ¢ _‘L. ings and attitudes,
- - 0
all its ‘nunrtancc, or poctry, LAcs. u?

b) islly of the
FIEEJ U THELTAR o oot 50
r&a ng poetry. Tpis noint n;'_.r be best 111ubl.r.1tcd

L NI BENNIINEA Y

691bid., p. 277.

701bid., p. 273.
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Between poetry and truth there is a natural opposition:
false morals, fictitious nature. The poct always stands in
need of something false. VWhen he pretends to lay his
foundations in truth, the ornaments of his sunerstructure
are fictions; his business consisis in stimulating our

passions, and execiting our prejudices. Truth, exactitude

of every kind, is fatal
everything through f"ﬁh=¥ hgoan, and strive to make
noble spirits, -- rlusuphy have becn equally
indebted; bul -k
mischiefs witi

oetry. The poet must see

cveryone clse to &g & true, there have been

AN O el counteract the
s magic art. If

poetry and musd Jegecd before a game of

N‘R calculated to gratify

usgh=pin, it m
P pin, 51

those individd PF T '3: \ Wit to be pleased,

e) Literatur® ig pa"species or kind of

\‘
\,} ing to the general

Itnowledge . |
concept, is J b&icf, Thc denial of truth
in literature :‘w; anial of the claim of
literatiiiy AL degs, In Carnap's view,
poetry ‘;} basic attitude

towards ]
4

AULINENINEINS
AMAATUAMINYAE

?1G.K. Ogden. Bentham's Thoory of Fictions, [Paterson:

sttlofield, Adams and Company, 1959 1, p. xciii.
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