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GENERAL INTRODUCTION AND COURSE OBJECTIVE

PHI 208 attempts to achieve a significant relatigmsbetween philosophy, language and
communication. While the connection between languagd communication may be a bit
obvious to the discerning, that between philosophgl language or between philosophy and
communication may not be immediately derivable. §benection between the three concepts is
very crucial to the survival and flourishing of theman society. This is because the concept of
the society intrinsically assumes that human beimgst communicate with language in other to
even begin to understand one another. In the longas we will see in the course of the lectures,

philosophy itself contributes immensely to our dqdesadequate understanding.

Page 2 of 66



TABLE OF CONTENTS
Lecture OneOn Philosophy, L anguage and Communication
Lecture Two Communication and the | dea of Human Society
Lecture ThreePhilosophy, L anguage and Human Knowledge
Lecture FourPhilosophy, Concepts and Human L anguage
Lecture Five The ldea of Conceptual Scheme
Lecture Six Language and Cultural Identity
Lecture SevenCommunication and the Natur e of Under standing
Lecture Eight The Problem of Meaning

Lecture Nine Philosophy, L anguage and National Development

Page 3 of 66



LECTURE ONE

ON THE INTERCONNECTION BETWEEN PHILOSOPHY, LANGUAGE AND
COMMUNICATION

Introduction

In this first lecture, we will attempt to first agsificant connection between the concepts of
philosophy, language and communication that witeeas the basis for all the other things we
will say in the succeeding lectures. Without fiestablishing this interconnection, then it

becomes impossible to even understand what thesedsgelf is all about.
Objectives:
At the end of the lecture, the student should e tbsignificantly:

1. improve his/her understanding of what philosophglisbout;

2. further understand the relationship that exist betwthe act of philosophising and living
in the society;

3. describe adequately the role of human communicaitiophilosophising and in the

society.
Pre-Test

1. What, in your own opinion, is the significance ahjuage to human beings?
2. How does philosophy relate with language?
3. In what sense is human communication relevantdiondn survival?
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CONTENT

After seeing the title of this first lecture, yowaynlikely be wondering what the connection could
be between philosophy, language and communica@értourse, language and communication
are conceptual relatives. One is almost impossitieout the other. For instance, we all seem to
know that one of the most significant functionslariguage is to facilitate communication and
interpersonal relationship in the society. Thushaut language and communication, even the
very basis of human society is undermined. In feisture, we want to demonstrate the
relationship that philosophy as a human endeavag Wwith language, a unique human

achievement, in the generation of communication.

Philosophy derives from the Greek wapltilosophia which translates as the “love of
wisdom”. As the love of wisdom, philosophy providésep insight into the human condition.
These insights that philosophy provides serve @&degw actions in a world filled with ups and
downs. The wisdom that philosophy searches forasmaprehensive set of beliefs and ideas that
acts as a general vision or perspective about nhertse, a person’s place in the universe, and
the possible goals and objectives a person mayuptioeély pursue in the universe. Essentially
therefore, philosophy seeks to promote human utatetsg. But that understanding is not for
understanding sake. Philosophy helps human bemgsderstand the universe and the human
condition, and in turn that understanding is brdaugtbear on human actions. In other words, an
action becomes a meaningful one to the extentithasults from an adequate understanding of
the human condition and it leads to actions thabknman to cope with the uncertainties of the
universe and live a meaningful life. The survivhtlee human person is therefore directly tied to

the idea of human understanding.

Language and communication are equally essemtighdman survival in the sense that
both are channel for promoting human understandiagguage, simply defined, is a system of
signs and symbols that stand for something extamahe signs/symbols and facilitate verbal
exchange among humans. It is automatically a comgpfstem of communication through those
signs and symbols. This system of communication $&aseral dimensions that enable the
communication process. Language could be seen aklae sound (phonetics: the study of
speech production and of the total resources ofid@vailable for speech communication), as

organised sound (phonology: the study of the patwfr speech sound used in particular
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languages), or as grammar (the study of the sigdstlae internal relationship between them).
Language could also refer either to the spokememtritten medium (as text or conversation).
Human language becomes essential to the extenittfatilitate, either as written or spoken

signs and symbols, the interaction among humanksbatween humans and their environment.

The communication that language enables is a psoteat involves the definition and
transference of meaning or thought content amowoglpevho have a history of communicative
commonality. This process involves a sender, a agessnd a receiver who gives a feedback
through a successful decoding of the meaning inntlkssage. There are several models and
theories that have been proposed as explaininguatiy this communication process. The most
common is called the transmission model (TM). Ttandard view of communication sees it as
a means of sending and receiving information. heptwords, a message is sent from a sender
through a particular channel to a receiver. Foltapihe critique of this standard model, other
models—Ilike the Sender-Message-Channel-ReceivereM@&@MCR), the transactional model,
and the coregulation model—were presented to bettaborate the essence of human

communication.

Whatever model is used, the significant thing amguage as communication is the
meaning that is transferred and the understandiagis fostered. Communication in the first
place is the attempt to interact with nature ind4kase of understanding those aspects of nature
that are conducive to human survival and thosecsiat are dangerous. In the second place,
communication is also crucial to cooperation anktdadty among human beings especially if

they are to adequately come to term with the coriylef the universe.

It becomes obvious, so far, that philosophy, lagguand communication interact or are
interconnected to facilitate human understandind anthe final analysis, human survival.
Philosophy, as we have argued, is primarily coregmnwith the construction of worldview and
the critical investigation of those ideas, beliafsl values that go into the formulation of that
worldview. In other words, philosophy is concerndtimately with the attempt to understand
the universe and the place of man in it. Human camaation through language enables human
understanding through the transmission of the kadgé we derive from this reflection to

others.
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We have been talking about human understandingf as is a concept that is
unproblematic. Let us next consider this conceat i so crucial to philosophy and language as

communication.
Theldea of Human Understanding

The urge to understand anything seems almost h&burall humans. We make every attempt to
come to term with the environment around by seaghior a sense of them that goes beyond
just seeking for information or knowledge (Maso@02: 1). There are two significant questions
that could facilitate our understanding of the aptoof understanding. These questions are: (a)
What are those things that we seek to understanydddw do we go about understanding these
things? In other words, the best way to go abocitlitag the meaning of understanding is to,
first, have an idea of those things we attemptrideustand and then go on to examine how we

use the word in ordinary language.

There are several things that keep us wondeninifel There are also several things we
assume to understand, but later realise that wmlcdon’t. There are many instances when we
make statements like “I thought | understood so smdbut | really don’t.” Thus, the idea of
understanding has bearing on so many areas ofivas. ILet’'s examine some of these areas

briefly.

a. The first most significant and most intimate subjecunderstanding isurselves. | am
seriously interested in understanding myself—myirdes attitudes, aspirations, being,
and so on. Such a self-understanding is not réstrito a set of information about me:
that I'm a man, a lecturer, 30 years old, an orplabistance Learner, etc. It is a critical
subject because there are many times we find m@seloing things that we uncritically
see as not being in our character. In other wdlase are many times when we surprise
ourselves because we did things we never thougharereapable of either negative or
positive. What other people say about me may b ingportant, but does not form a part
of self-understanding.

b. Following from the above, another crucial subjeat @inderstanding that makes the
concept a difficult one is understandiather people. This type of understanding is as

difficult as self-understanding. It is more so hesmathere are so many things that hang
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upon an understanding of those whose stories edemur own. The problem is really
that our supposed understanding of others has si#gacted to shifting circumstances
that conflict with our intuition about, say, a panlar person. Thus, statements like “s/he
was so high in my opinion until...”

. A corollary of understanding other people is thatunderstandingpeople in the past.
This involves an attempt to understand a persortlagerson’s past motives, intentions
and desires. What makes this dimension of undetstgrifficult is that what we seek to
understand already lies in the past, far away firamediate recall.

. We also attempt to understandtures and societies that are different from ours. There
are so many cultural practices and beliefs thatleyan the light of our own cultures,
appear troubling, laughable and even barbaric. tiege practices may be meaningful in
their own lights. Understanding these cultures iegphn attempt to get into their own
light in order to see what they see.

. Another subject of understanding@igions. This is particularly critical because religion
constitutes the cause of most conflicts especiallthe Nigerian state. Remember, for
instance, a religious crisis in Nigeria sparkeddnyinsensitive cartoon about Prophet
Mohammed. The understanding required by religisnsade difficult because religious
beliefs, symbols and artefacts are usually buriedeu a whole load of religious terms,
concepts, rites, symbolisms, doctrines, mysterratpnality and so on that make
explanation herculean. For instance, it is stilldifficult thing for non-initiates to
understand the Eucharist and the principle of trestntiation.

The law is another area where people struggle for undedstg. This involves the
explanation and interpretation of legal codes, qipiles, terms and precedents. Ardent
followers of the Nigerian political history woulémember the legal debate that attended
the attempt to interpret the idea of “2 1/3 majdrih the Nigerian House of Assembly in
the second republic. According to Mason, law “shakeith personal and social
understanding a reading of hidden or lost intersticand meanings, and also a
characteristic indeterminacy about correctness’'0820L1). Understanding a law or a
legal code requires not only deciding on what dtutes a right interpretation, but also
on the criteria for achieving a right interpretatio

Page 8 of 66



g. The same kind of problem that an understandingwffaces could also be faced by the
attempt to understartéxts. The complexity does not diminish if the textmsa person’s
language or in another language. So much confus@mnijnstance, has attended the
precise understanding of, say, the Bible. Thisigos texts because there is an ongoing
attempt to arrive at the intention or meaning idesh by the author of the text. A
particular story like Shakespear¢tamlet or Achebe’sMadman presents a problem of
grasping the textual or narrative sense of the wAgain, this rides on the significance

that one places on authorial intention embeddehddartext.

There are so many other issues that are the ssbjéainderstanding. People attempt to
understand nature, mathematics, arts, moral valaleguage, economics, animal behaviour, and
so on. These various subjects of understandingoitld seem, demand different means of
understanding. If this is so, then the questidmois do we understand at all? This takes us to the
second question we intend to answer: How do we rgtai® these subjects? The Encarta
Dictionary sees Understanding as “(a) the abilityperceive and explain the meaning or the
nature of somebody or something; the knowledge @adicular subject, area, or situation;
somebody’s interpretation of something, or a beblebpinion based on an interpretation of or
inference from something; a sympathetic, empathetia tolerant recognition of somebody’s
else nature or situation.” This is one way of addimg the meaning of the concept of

understanding.

The second is to see how we use the term in evergdaversation. The following
statements reflect some of the manners in whichuae the “understanding” in ordinary

language:

We don’t understand each other

The behaviour of animals is a difficult thing todemstand

I've been trying to understand our presidents’estyfi leadership

The University authority does not seem to undetsthr plight of Distance Learners

She seems to understand her husband

o gk NP

He understands the Internet
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These various usages of the concept of understanduthes on so many other ideas that may
help us in coming to term with the meaning of ustiding. First, the dictionary raises such
concepts like knowledge, interpretation, empathwsathy, and explanation as possible
synonyms for understanding. In other words, fotanse, when we understand anything, we are
attempting an explanation for it. One understanus weather, say, if one can offer an
explanation of its features. On the other hand] ilnake a statement like “It was my
understanding that the book is philosophical”, | esferring to my interpretation of the book.
Understanding becomes empathy in a statement4ikal{ove. Statements 1, 2 and 3 translate
understanding as an insight into a situation. 8taté 6 considers understanding as the

possession of the skills necessary to do something.

Mason explains these concepts in terms of modelsmderstanding which grounds our

understanding of understanding. Let’s consider each

(a) Understanding can be seen as a formigfal representation. This is what it means to
say “l see that you mean about the guy”. This iegpthat to understand is to have a form
of mental picture of the subject of understandifige immediate problem is (a) does all
understanding require a form of seeing? (b) Isnjpdassible that one can see without
achieving understanding at all?

(b) Understanding is also perceiveda@pacity; to understand is to possess the ability to do
something. This comes to mind in a statement likenterstand Igbo” or “I understand
the computer”. Thus, if | say | understand Igbo lsould respond intelligently to
guestions in that language or write intelligentlyiti then we can’t say | really understand
it. However, is it enough that to understand laggudor instance, all | must have are
linguistic capacities? In a famous thought expenimdohn Searle, an American
philosopher, proposes an argument that seeks tee phat the ability to stimulate an
intelligent conversation in any language does eatly prove that onenderstands that
language. Imagine that | am in a room with a compptogramme which affords me the
opportunity to Chinese characters in response ergbeople outside the room. Thus,
when they ask me a question in Chinese, I'm ablmaaipulate the Chinese characters

with the aid of the computer programme and respotelligently. Those outside the
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room could believe that | understand Chinese but @ally understand it? And again,

just like the case of visual representation, ddlasnalerstand require a form of capacity?

(c) Another model of understandingiigerpretation. In this sense, to understand anything is

to be able to interpret or exhume its sense. Tloblem with this is that the act of
interpreting does not rely on the same immediatetiest we see in the visual imagery.
To interpret suggest rather an intermediate leetlvben being aware of something and
understanding it.

(d) Understanding could also be taken to mesrentific understanding, a form of

explanation in a lawlike form. One understandsrtiowement of the planets as a result of
the explanatory laws that makes it intelligible. loderstand anything therefore is to
understand the rules guiding the behaviour of thiaig. Like interpretation, this model
describes understanding at the cost of directnessther words, it seems that to
understand idirst to explain. What then is the relationship betwesplanation and
understanding?

(e) One could also take understanding to mieawledge or education. While understanding

(f)

as knowledge may involve the ability to gather tbkevant facts about something or
somebody; education requires “grasping, seeing ploét, making connections,
consolidating” (Mason, 2003: 31). Educational ustemnding implies reordering or
reappraising what is already known by way of faether than the acquisition of new
facts.

One could also appropriate the model of understandis anintuitive or mystical
illumination. To understand in this context is to possess gestiNe or personal
awareness or insight or intuition of the sense thfirdg; a sudden flash of understanding.
However, since this model is fundamentally subyectit makes it difficult to contest any
claim of understanding. This is because it lacks tijectiveness of knowledge as
understanding.

(g) Similar to the above is the model of understandisgsympathy or empathy. This refers to

some subjective capacity to step into the situadfoanother person. But if understanding
is, ab initio, taken as an intellectual quality, would such briously emotional quality
as sympathy qualify? This is apart from the probt#rbeing too subjective.
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The problem, therefore, is whether any of thesacepts subsume the idea of
understanding totally? In other words, can we sayd these concepts suffice as the sufficient
definition of understanding? What seems plausildenfthe above discussion of the models is
that explanation, empathy, interpretation, insigimd knowledge could all be regarded as
necessary conditions for achieving understandingngthing. Seeking for a sufficient condition
or a general theory of understanding may be todefahed. The most that can be done in
defining understanding is to see it operationaflyaskind of deeper comprehension that shows
how the various elements of thing hang togethers Tefinition would also participate in the

special circumstance of what is to be understood.

Summary

In this lecture, we described the connection thaste between philosophy, language gnd
communication. We found this connection in the idgahuman understanding. In other
words, the three concepts are crucial because #mgble humans to achieve the
understanding not only of their environment, bgoabf fellow human beings. Philosophy|is
critical in this process because it allow for dical analysis of our beliefs, ideas, thoughtsj in
fact, our worldviews. A worldview in this contexd an attempt to draw a large picture of the
nature of the universe, the nature of the humasgperthe relationship that such a human
person can have with the universe, and the kingoafs such a person can pursue in suc¢h a
universe. To have a worldview is therefore to ashisome form of understanding of the
world. On the other hand, language as a systemigof sand symbols exists solely for
communicative purpose. And communication’s purpgsthe transference of thought, idga,
meaning and information from one person to anotitefundamental basis is also to achigve
understanding.

Since understanding is crucial to human surviva,also examine critically the meaning pf
understanding through two questions: What do wé& seeinderstand? How do we achieye
understanding? We then went on to examine thesstigos by itemising those subjects (of
understanding like oneself, other people, othetuoes, text and stories, religions, laws, gnd
so on. We also outlined the meaning of understandia (scientific) explanation, gs
knowledge, as interpretation, as insight, as edutaas capacity, as mystical illumination apd
as sympathy.
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Post-Test

1. In what sense do you think philosophy aids humatetstanding?

How does understanding ensure human survival?

3. Outline about five things, apart from the onesadseoutlined in the preceding lecture,
that constitute the subject of understanding.

4. Out of all the meanings of understanding considemdtch do you think is most
plausible?

5. What is human communication?

n
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LECTURE TWO
COMMUNICATION AND THE IDEA OF HUMAN SOCIETY

Introduction

In this lecture, we will further clarify the meagiof human communication. This will then lead
us to the analysis of the relationship between camaoation as a specific human creation and
the society as another unique human creation. Whiaabout human communication that makes

the human society possible?

Objectives
At the end of this lecture, the student shouldlide 8o do the following:

1. Understand the meaning of communication as a huatarcation;
2. Understand the relationship between communicatishtiae evolution of human society;
3. Explain how the human society is practically impbleswithout communication.

Pre-Test

1. In what sense is the destiny of man tied to lang@ag
2. Discuss how communication gave rise to human bandin
3. What is the meaning of society?
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CONTENT

Let us begin this lecture by considering one ofwloiaders of nature—the social animals: bees,
termites, ants. These social animals have fasdnaeimply because of what we consider to be
their orderly and near-human way of life. We wathlbm go about their daily “business” of
survival in much the same way we do: They matdectlstore; build; fight intruders; protect
their territory; and so on. We say they aoeial because of the feature of organisation and

relationship we perceive in their midst.

However, to be social is a uniquely human charetie that goes beyond the capacity to
manage interaction. The word ‘social’ comes from Hatin socialis and the roosocius which
translates as “companion”. From this, we can b&gicompare the bee society or the ant society
with the human society. In the first place, whigsaciation in the animal society is characterised
by mindlessness and mechanical relationship, tineahusociety purposive. It will not do to say
that an ant is also purposive because it pursysstecular act. Purpose in this sense relates to
the behaviour that is motivated by a system of goadlues and objectives. This tells us that the
idea of society goes beyond the mere idea of liiogether communally, organisational

behaviour and interaction.

The first characteristic of a society is thatstguided by social action. According to
Michael Ryan, in theEncyclopedia of Social Theory, a social action occurs “when thought
processes intervene between a stimulus, an actortheir subsequent response. In other words,
it is a process whereby an individual attacheskgestive meaning to his or her action” (2005:
714). This thoughtfulness is contrasted to a mdachbhrand reactive behaviour involving
responding to a stimulus without any thought predasolved. From this point, we can begin to
derive many ideas about the human society. In itisé lace, purposive action on the part of
individuals leads to social cooperation. The hursagiety, according to Wikipedia, refers to (a)
a group of people related to each other througkigtent relations like social status, roles and
social networks; or (b) a large social grouping ttaares the same geographical territory and is
subject to the same political authority and domiraritural expectations. In other words, this
group of people that form the society interact ispace characterised by a pattern of social

relations between individuals bounded by sociditutsons and norms. Roger Scruton defines a

Page 15 of 66



society as “any aggregate of individual human b&wgo interact in a systematic way, so as to
determine the criteria of membership” (2007: 649).

This human grouping depends on social interaaifdhe individuals who are committed
to living within the same geographical location asithring the same goals and values. This
interaction is a process of mutual influence andprecity from one individual to the other.
According to Spencer Cahill, social interactionsisply the “process through which two or
more social actors reciprocally influence one aecdshactions” (2005: 247). It should be
obvious by now the kind of role that human commatian would play in this interactive
arrangement. How is it possible, for instance, that cars coming on opposite sides of the road
would not consistently hit each other? Or, thatanmvould not always grab a girl because he
feels like having sex? In other words, what iskbbat our social interaction that makes social
order possible? This is made possible in a contexthich the actions of individuals are made
understandable to other individuals. And this i\@avhen those actions are brought under
specific rules of conduct mutually understood bergtaody concerned. Thus, when two car
drivers are approaching each other, they avoidaal lo@ collision because both understand the
rules of driving. Human language therefore sengetha channel through which the meaning of

social conduct and behaviour are passed from aheidual and group to other.

The preceding analysis reveals that communicasaeritical to the survival of human
society. In the essay, “Language and the DestinMari,” Chinua Achebe makes the case that
language was so important in the evolution of mad #he society that both would have been
overcome by violence and bestiality had languageaited human communication (1990: 30).
Language as communication, according to him, becarae’s instrument for challenging the
perilous fate imposed by nature. If you doubt thssume that we all in the society cannot talk!
He cites an example: imagine, before the advemargfuage, that a man enters a cave without
the slightest cue that someone else was theredglréae “landlord” was just consuming a meal.
What do you think would happen? The first hint (andy be the last) the newcomer may be
given would likely be a huge stone hurled at hischeNow, imagine that the “landlord”
possesses the capacity to speak and communicateerRaan throwing the stone to warn the
intruder about his presence, he could simply shgett out of here, you fool!” That would have

been sufficient to avert the violent confrontatidimus, the point of Achebe is that without the
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intervention of language, the evolution of the hansaciety would not have become possible
since the attempt would have dissolved in violedg®other trivial example cited by Achebe is
the trouble that parents go through over a cryimdpyb Is it food s/he wants? Is s/he
uncomfortable? Has something bitten him or her?sDeae want to sleep? What does s/he
want? All the mother could hope to do is attemptad and error procedure in the hope of hitting
the cause of the strident cry (Ibid: 31). Assunmyéver, that the baby has the power of speech.

The example of the child without the capacity &peech again illustrates another
important element in communication. The communaafrocess serves as a significant factor
that cements the various elements of the socidtg.\Words “community” and “communication”
share the same root meaning which derives fronlL#ti® word communis or “common”. This
implies that communication within a society exists the basis of common or shared values
which the society holds. The community exists am lthasis of the commonalities humans share
together. Communication becomes possible in tlet filace because of these commonalities.
When a child is born into a community, s/he is evelty socialised into these shared values and

meanings that make understanding ultimately passibl

Ngugi wa Thiong'o divided language as communicatioto three categories. These
categories are equally important in facilitating gurvival of the human society. The first one is
what Karl Marx calls théanguage of real life. This involves the relationship of communication
people enter into in the process of wresting saivikom nature. In other words, the language of
real life derives from the evolution of a humanistcand the practical requirement necessary
for cooperation in the production of basic needthefsociety. To produce the means of survival
through the practical confrontation with naturegrthis the need to cooperate; and to cooperate
effectively, human beings needed to fabricate a eanoflcommunication that expresses the
relationship between them (Ngugi, 1987: 13).

The second element of language as communicatigpegsh. This is very crucial to the
language of real life because it serves as thebalesignpost [that] both reflect and aid
communication or the relation established betweeman beings in the production of their
means of life” (Ngugi, 1987: 14). In other wordsjs speech as a system of verbal signs and
symbols that put form to the relation of productibtie people have established to consolidate

their survival. This element of speech mediatesvbenh an individual and others. The last
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element of language as communication is Wrétten signs. Again, this element imitates
communication as speech. This is a much more retmrélopment in the history of man, and
played a less significant role human survival coregawith communication with hand and
communication with speech. Language is “a represiemt of sounds with visual symbols”
(Ibid.).

The function of facilitating the transactions dcegety through the transmission of
messages and ideas which communication makes possibot only limited to the confines of
the society. Communication not only ensure thattvguoees on in the community can easily be
ascertained, understood and evaluated by all (Agh&B90: 33), it is also valuable across
societies and across generationsthin particular societies, communication mediates between
conflicting interests, values, preferences and s0Tthis could be, for instance, between two
conflicting religious claims, or two cultural orhetic interests. Such conflicting claims and
interests may be become volatile in the absencecarimunication. Across societies,
communication mediates between two different smsetand their different worldviews or
perspectives. If a society has an intolerant vieaud other societies, then it becomes impossible
to avoid conflict between those two societidsross generations, communication facilitates the

transfer of values, traditions, customs and custirem one generation to the other.

Thus, communication becomes an all-embracing dfmmkavasive phenomenon. It &l-
embracing because it is intrinsic to all human endeavourst iams all-pervasive because it is
involved in all human activities. This phenomenam ©ilowever be hijacked if certain values that

makes it effective are neglected. These valuesidiecl

+ Thevalue of clarity: This involves communicating one’s ideas and ngssan a manner
that makes them easy for comprehension. In othedsythe value of clarity requires that
one says what one means and mean what one sagssfussible if a person is careful
about the choice of words s/he wishes to use.sti alvolves being careful about the
economy of words. This principle also requires thia¢ shouldn’'t use too many words
where just a few will suffice. Too many words obad choice of concepts will only
complicate the meaning of what a person intendsayyp Consider a statement like:

“Dancing and dancing when the song, which you doaven understand and which is
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unrhymed, is already ended and laughing away ainfiretude of human suffering will
lead in the eternal temporal scale to no fulfillegstential return.”

The value of truthfulness: This factor ensures that when you communicate, garn the
trust of people who take your word for what it iBhis implies that the person
communicating should attempt to stay with the tgas much as possible. If trust is lost
in communication, then there is no way the messagesfer can be effective. If a person
says “Of course, it is raining,” but the sun isnshg, the communication process has been
short-circuited.

The value of logicality: in communicating, the person sending the messag& also
ensure that his or her message follows the mininmeouirement of coherence,
consistence and rationality. Inconsistent or calittary messages will not ensure
effective communication. For instance, if a persags to you: “I am on my way to the
United States, but I'll see you in ten minutes™whwill you react to that message?

The value of charity: This value insists that in any communication pss; those involve
must assume that the people they are communicaithgare as human as we are. Being
charitable, that is, implies that we recognise themanity in the others we are
communicating with. There is an element of the @ol&ule involved here: Treat others
the way you also want to be treated. Communicatiarot achieved if a sender assumes
less about the humanity of the other person. Fatante, one cannot hope to
communicate meaningfully with an animal the same/ wae communicates with a
human person.

The value of tolerance: This value is already assumes by the value ofityh& his value
recognises first that between the person sendingessage and the other receiving it,
there is a whole lot of differences. Communicaticannot start, however, if these
differences are not surmounted. Transcending sufferahces requires that those
involved in the communication process are civilis&éd illustrate this, one can refer to
the stereotyping which characterise the human gocstereotyping involves reducing a
person or a particular ethnic culture to an overgdified category. Thus, all igbos are
seen as cheats, all Hausas are dirty and savdgégraba are extravagant, and so on.

Communicating with this mindset becomes impossible.
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Finally, there are some other factors that coulddér effective communication. This
includes power, wealth and the idol of dogmati$tower essentially serves as the means for
moderating the base human instinct and for prorgdtie values conducive to human progress.
Power, in other words, moderates peace in the hisoaiety. On the other hand, power could
also serve as an agent of intolerance and subpethiat inhibits effective communication.
Wealth ensures that money and valuables are necessanysmeahe end of happiness and
fulfilment. Like power, this could also be employedvard an uncharitable and uncivilised greed
that hinders cooperation and progress among peDplgmatism—nholding tenaciously to one’s
point of view without attempting to see the semsether’s point—ensures that communication
does not even take off. Dogmatism, for examplec¢lpdes the use of rational arguments since

the dogmatic person is unwillingly to consider awdence against his or her perspective.

Summary

This lecture examines in detail the meaning of camication and how the communication
process is implicated in the evolution of the hursaniety. We saw that society came into
existence on the basis of social interaction amdekistence of those common values and
ideas and institutions. These common values noy adveloped as a result of the

=

communicating effort of human beings relating tbget they also facilitate furthg

communication. This implies that communication @hoall-embracing and all-pervasive. |It
is intrinsic to the entire idea of the human sgci€ommunication and community even

share the same etymological root in the Lain wamhmunis meaning common. We then

D

went on to analyse those factors and values thaldcumpstart, or hinder, effectiv
communication which ensures adequate understarahidgrapport in the society. In the
absence of these values, there is the likelihoatlttte human society may degenerate into
violence. These values include of clarity, the eatd truthfulness, the value of charity, the

value of tolerance and the value of logicality.
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Post-Test

What is the human society?

In what sense is communication necessary for tbkigon of society?
Explain the value of charity as a factor in effeetcommunication.

What does shared meaning mean?

In what sense is it possible for society to colapsthout understanding?

akrwpdrE
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LECTURE THREE

PHILOSOPHY, LANGUAGE AND HUMAN KNOWLEDGE

Introduction

This lecture will broaden the concept of knowledgeit relates to philosophy and language
especially in the attempt to understand the unecel&/e will first examine the place of
philosophy in the analysis of knowledge, and therog to examine the function of language in
the acquisition and dissemination of knowledge.

Objectives:
The students, at the end of this lecture, shoulalbe to:

1. Understand what knowledge is, from a general anldsgphical perspective;
2. Describe how language facilitate the disseminadioknowledge;
3. Explain how knowledge enable the understandinp@iiniverse.

Pre-Test

1. What is knowledge?
2. How does a philosopher relate to the concept ohkeage?
3. In what ways is knowledge related to language?
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CONTENT

Thus far, we've been examining the various dimemsiin which we can understand the
relationship between philosophy, language and comication. In this lecture, we’ll want to
further expand this relationship by looking at dencept of knowledge. In other words, how
does knowledge contribute to the role of philosophunderstanding the universe? What is the
relationship of knowledge to the concept of conédptwhat ways does language assist in the

furtherance of human knowledge?

The philosopher’s interest in the idea of knowkedsg an enduring one. The branch of
philosophy which explains this interest is callgidseemology. Epistemology derives from the
Greek two wordsepisteme (i.e. knowledge) antbgos (i.e. theory or study). Thus, epistemology
is the theory or the study of knowledge. The emstegist is concerned with the meaning of
what it means “to know” anything. When we claim tkeowledge of, say, God, what are we
talking about? When | say, “I know that | will paB#il 208,” what am | talking about? Is it
possible to know anything with certainty? How do kmeow what we claim to know? These are

some of the fundamental questions that interesptilesopher of knowledge.

The philosopher’s interest in what constitute kremlge is justified by the fact that many
people take the term “knowledge” or what it meates Know” for granted. For instance, we
make statements like “I know that | will pass PHIB2, “I know that God exist”, “I know that
my future is secured”, “I know my husband”, “I knd¥vesident Obama”, “I know how to kill a
pig”, “Segun knows Lagos”, “My teachers knows phophy’, and so on. In the first place,
serious attention to these statements reveal&tioatledge is often confused with other terms. If
| say, for instance, “I know that God exist”, iqint the case that | really meant to say “l believe
that God exist”? In other words, | have actuallpfused “knowledge” with “belief”. Secondly,
what we often claim to know often turn out to béséa Again, consider another statement “I|
know President Obama”. This statement assumesthieaperson making it is so intimately
acquainted with Obama that s/he can convenientigipt every turn of Obama’s personality.

However, more often than not, we discover that fgeape not so predictable.

For the epistemologist, to say “I know that so aatlimplies that what we claim to know

must not turn out false. If | say “I know that lliypass PHI 208" and then eventually failed the
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course, did | actually know that | will pass it whé made the statement? This interest in
knowledge has led philosophers to search for adequréeria of knowledge. In other words,
what are the standards a person must fulfil befaecan actually say the person knows that so
and so? The standard answer to this question tsfaha person to know so and so, such a
person must fulfil three conditions. The first at what the person claim to know must be true.
This means that one can’t truly claim to know wisafalse. The second condition is that the
person must belief what s/he claims to know. ltobees a contradiction to say, for example, “I
know that the sun is hot but | don’t believe it'adtly, the person must have a good reason for
believing what he claims to know. A person candtjsay “I know that so and so” without going

further to give credible reasons for making thatrol

The overall implication of these three conditiamshatknowl edge becomes justified true
belief. That is, knowledge is what we have good reasamsbélieving. Such a piece of
knowledge is only justified when it is true or hiés foundation in facts. This conception of
knowledge—what is often called theeaditional definition of knowledge—has become a
significant problem in philosophy. For instancejlgdophers ask the question: Does justified
true belief constitute knowledge? In other word® the three conditions really sufficient for
claiming that a person “knows” something? For ins&® they have argued that it is really
possible to know something without actually belngyiit. Imagine that | was attending an
interview and | was asked to state the date ofdbeeclipse of the sun. | was so dumbfounded
by that technical question that | just blurted tlext thing that came to my mind. And | got it
without believing that | did! The other situatiathat some philosophers have also argued that
some form of knowledge is actually possible withudtification. Consider the case of those
who can reliably predict the rain with accuracyheiit actually being able to justify how they
did it. This calls into question the idea of justftion central to the traditional definition of

knowledge.

The lesson of the disagreement with the traditiai#inition of knowledge is basically
that, according to Scruton, we should draw a dititn between whether a person knows so and
so, and whether a person has reason to justifphiger beliefs (1994: 321). The concept of
knowledge derives its significance from its capatit help us distinguish between which of our

beliefs are reliable and which we can’t depend Tms is has significant implication which
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contributes to human survival and flourishing. Wthas means is that human beings can’t hope
to survive and make progress in this world if trean't differentiate between a reliable and
unreliable beliefs; that is, if they can’t grourteeir beliefs in facts. In other words, we cannot
hope to take significant actions on our beliefwéf are not certain that we can trust those beliefs.
To survive at all, | must be able to place a |lefetertainty on what | believe. | must be able to
rely on these beliefs (Scruton, 1994: 325). It seanfiact that a person cannot make progress in
life if s/he lives in perpetual doubt. In other wWey doubt cannot lead to actions and judgments.
Knowledge captures the environment and breakswindo manageable facts and concepts that

can assist the person in coming to term with theggharound him or her.

In this regard, knowledge requires language ftective transmission. This is because a
piece of knowledge is useless unless it is trarefleio others. In this sense, language, according
to Rita Conan, “confers some kind of cognitive attages on human beings over other species.”
To make this statement requires that we understamdntimate connection between language
and knowledge; knowledge and its growth are matidty language. Just as we have seen,
language becomes significant because it conveywlkdge and concepts. First, language and
knowledge enable humans to properly understand dassify nature for the purpose of
controlling it. The second advantage follows frome first: both enlarge the range of human
possibilities through the understanding of nature &chieve. For instance, the process of
abstraction allows us to take phenomena out of ih@nediate context and apply it to other
contexts. To abstract, we take the common charsitsr of several phenomena. Thirdly,
language and knowledge provide a better means gdn@ging human experience especially
through conceptualisation. Finally, language alsalitates information storage and retrieval.

This is very crucial in the growth and relevanc&mbwledge.

In the final analysis, knowledge is a functionlariguage’s capacity to divide reality into
meaningful segments that makes understanding pessiffective dissemination of knowledge

is therefore only possible when effective commutmcahas taken place.

Page 25 of 66



Summary

This lecture attempts to flesh out the relationshgiween philosophy, language apd
knowledge. We saw that philosophy is interestekinowledge, in its attempt to clarify the
terms we communicate with. This attempt derivemftbe temptation in ordinary language
to confuse “knowledge” with “belief’, “opinion”, ahso on. Furthermore, when we say| ‘I
know that so and so”, the philosopher—or the epistegist—is at pain to argue that whiat
we claim to know must not turn out false. If it dp¢ghen we don’t really know what we
claim. The epistemologist therefore argues thatacerconditions are required. These
conditions are the truth condition, the belief atinod and the justification condition. In
other words, for Johnson to know, say, that theisdiery, then (a) it must be true that the
sun is fiery; (b) Johnson must believe that the isuftery; and (c) Johnson must haveg a
reason for believing that the sun is fiery. Thuspwledge translates into justified trde
belief. While this definition of knowledge may retjoy a serious prestige in epistemology,
it reveals a fundamental lesson. This is that @liefs must have a basis in justified facts if
they are to serve as the foundation for actionsjatgement. We can’t just act on the bagsis
of our beliefs unless we are certain that theylsalgefs we can act upon. If there is ahy
level of doubt, then progress is stunted. Thishtertells us that knowledge is crucial in the
organisation of human experience. But knowledgeoiseven possible except through the
instrumentality of language. It is the capacitylaiguage for categorising the world that
gave birth to the human ability to know what therias like and to advance in this
understanding of the universe.

Post-Test

1. What is the traditional definition of knowledge?
2. What sense of knowledge is significant for humanvisal and flourishing?
3. How does language enable the growth of knowledge?
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LECTURE FOUR

PHILOSOPHY, CONCEPTSAND HUMAN LANGUAGE

Introduction

This lecture will introduce the students to theatieinship between philosophy and language as
two unique human enterprises. The lecture willmfieto answer the questions: In what sense is
philosophy made possible by the evolution of lamg?a What is the relationship between
philosophy and language?

Objectives
The students will, at the end of this lecture

1. Understand philosophy better as an enterprisedogires linguistic capacity;
2. Describe the relationship between philosophy anduage.

Pre-Test

1. In what sense is language essential to philosopj#si
2. In what sense is philosophy essential to language?
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CONTENT

The idea of what philosophy is and what it meana fgroblematic one simply because what
philosophers do over the ages has shifted fromtbing, idea, methodology and argument to
others. It is therefore difficult to say categoligavhich of these ideas of what philosophy is
constitutes the real definition of philosophy. Hwee in spite of this fact, it seems obvious to
everyone that whatever idea we may have aboutggploy and what it means must of necessity
be encapsulated in language. In other words, lagegsarves as the immediate channel through
which we must articulate whatever ideas, doctriaeguments, and beliefs we may have. Just as
we saw in lecture one, philosophy and philosopbhade in ideas and arguments. And in doing
this, they seek to achieve understanding of theeots and ideas they argue for.

There has always been a serious distrust of, ascinfation with, ordinary language by
philosophers. On the one hand, we have philosophiessstrongly suspect and antagonise what
Nietzsche calls the “seductions of grammar.” Thiplies that language has a way of pulling us
in certain directions that prevents us from getnglimpse of what the universerisally like.
Thus, according to these philosophers, if we tthetway we look at the world through the
language of our daily lives, we are bound to beedisThese philosophers therefore took it as a
challenge to scrutinise ordinary language and ehg# its assumptions and presuppositions. On
the other hand, we have philosophers who arguepthiédsophy has gone too far away from
commonsense and ordinary language. This neglecgrdiog to them, is what led to false

philosophical problems.

Language therefore provides two immediate funetimn philosophers. The first function
is that philosophers employ language for clarifmatpurpose. This is important because many
non-philosophers regard philosophy as an obtuseobrdure enterprise which cannot achieve
understanding because of is esoteric and vagueofutsnguage. Everyone wants to achieve
clarity about whatever s/he wants to say. This igrenso for philosophers because the
philosophical enterprise is a critical analysis lafman ideas and beliefs. This requires a
command of language if philosophy itself is to besgble. In other words, if we consider
philosophy to be the love of wisdom, and if wisdsenves as a guide to living a meaningful life,
then it takes little reflection to see the sigrafice of language to that task. Without language,

then philosophical understanding is practically asgble. Language thus assists the
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philosophers in the task of opening up new waysumderstanding the universe and human

existence.

A. J. Ayer captures this importance of languagphibosophy when he remarked that “A
philosopher who has no mastery of language wouldshieelpless as a mathematician who could
not handle numerals...” (1969: 404). For Oladifs pursuit of clarity essentially leads to “the
pursuit of meaning”. This, for him, involves “thdadfication of thought by analysing the
meaning of the concepts or terms through which wpress our ideas and values, and
determining the real sense of our propositions0@®2). This is significant because human
beings think with words. This makes thought and #malysis/clarification/interpretation of
thought important. Such an analysis or clarificatiovolves the words we employ in expressing
the thought or idea “or the concepts that comptisethought]” (Scruton, 1994: 9). Thus,

The fundamental philosophical question is...thestjoe of meaning. We must
analyse the meaning of our terms (i.e. the conoggsessed by them), in order
to answer the questions of philosophy. This exglamhy the results of
philosophy are not merely scientific results, atgbavhy they seem to have a
kind of eternal or necessary truth. When a philbgoasks ‘What is a person?’ he
does not seek the particular facts about partiquémple, nor the scientific truth
about people in general. He wants to know wheg ib be a person: what makes
something gerson rather than a mere animal, say. Hence he is aska the
word ‘person’ means (lbid.).

In this way, therefore, philosophy seeks to make thought clear by clarifying the
concepts and words we use in expressing that tholigrs task also has an advantage for the
study of language. This is because such a linguéstalysis also assists us in the precise and
concise use of words. In other words, the clariidzafunction of philosophy also leads to the
interpretation of language itself. This is the setéunction language provides for philosophy. If
words and concepts must be meaningful in appragyiaepresenting thought and ideas, then our
words, terms and concepts must be adequately pwfgealgueness and ambiguity. It is in this
sense that philosophers believe that language edyopnalysed, can yield an understanding of
the world. This therefore means that if we wanew mvay of thinking about the world, we must
take the challenge of refining, elaborating, inteting and expanding our grammar. We must
make language elastic enough to deal with new éxpsgs about the world. A scholar puts it

this way:
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...I think there is a lot in ordinary language and racteived grammar that

constrains our thinking-indeed, about what a petispnwhat a subject is, what

gender is, what sexuality is, what politics carabe-that I'm not sure we're going

to be able to struggle effectively against thosest@ints or work within them in

a productive way unless we see the ways in whiamgrar is both producing and

constraining our sense of what the world is (JuBitiier, 2003: 44).
This tells us that apart from using language agans of expressing meaning, philosophers take
language itself serious as a subject-matter. Riplog attempts to free human understanding by
critically examining everyday language and how thaguage conceives the world and reality

around us.

In describing the two tasks of philosophy in relatto language, concepts become
critical in the philosopher’'s attempt to clarify mis. Much more than this, concepts are
fundamental to human experience and the evolutidganguage itself. This therefore proves that
philosophers, in clarifying language, are constaolhrifying concepts. The idea of conceptual
analysis seems therefore to be a natural extewdiolarification. Conceptual analysis is critical
to a philosopher’s interpretation of human expererAnd concepts play a serious role in the

organisation of these experiences.

What then is a concept? The Encarta Dictionary gteas “a broad abstract idea or a
guiding general principle, e.g. one that determines a person or a culture behaves, or how
nature, reality, or events are perceived.” Wikipediso considers it as “a cognitive unit of
meaning—an abstract or a mental symbol sometimfsedeas a ‘unit of knowledge’...” John
Locke, the British philosopher, further clarifigss when he defines a concept as a general idea
that is created by abstracting or removing the omon characteristic from several particular
ideas. The remaining common characteristic afterabstraction becomes the general idea or
concept. The concept of red is that general idaaithcommon to all red things: apples, blood,
and so on. The concept of cat signifies the familjions, jaguars, lynxes, cheetahs, tigers, etc.
Concepts can also be subdivided, as in the casbuohans” differentiating bipedal rational
beings from “animals”; and furthermore, “male” afidmale” (separating between a particular
class of humans). We can better clarify what a epnhds by differentiating it from the act of
naming. When we name something, we ascribe aniigéatthat thing that differentiates it from
something else. When we conceptualise, we bringhany things that share certain common

characteristics or elements under one term. Irptheess of conceptualising, we also establish a
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range of meaning. In other words, we define a sémsrigh which we should understand the

concept.

Since concepts are critical elements of thougley tstand between our minds and the
world. In other words, concepts aid our thinkinguaitithe world. It is from this character that we
derive their essential importance. The first impode of concepts is that they enable us to apply
our thought to our surrounding. If a person, foample, utter the statement “lions are killers”,
we assume that the person making that statemesegsess the concept of lion and the concept of
killer. And further that the person is also ablaig® the concept in a number of ways like “lions
can hunt in the night” or “lions are strong” ordffis are animals”. In other words, such a person
can combine concepts. Secondly, concepts allow gategorise. With concepts, we are able to
classify things in terms of the characteristicel@ments they have in common. This capacity to
categorise helps us to distinguish between thengabdeatures of a thing and its inessential
features. Thirdly, concepts allows for the growthdadevelopment of human knowledge.
Knowledge can only grow or advance if we are aldeahalyse the multifaceted human
experience and dissect it into categories. Foant#, we can categorise between pleasure and
pain, love and hate, husband and wife, heaven alhdskeience and myth, humans and animals,
cold and hot, and so on. On the basis of thesendisins, one can go further to make
predictions. For example, if | possess a conceptetlf one can infer that it is hot. Thus, the

concept of hell can extend one’s knowledge sineéréady contains the idea of hotness.

It is this capacity for conceptual awareness thaites philosophy and language essential
for human understanding. Concepts are linguistfressions that assist in the task of thinking
meaningfully about our world. Conceptual awarendssefore signifies the philosophical
capacity to understand the universe in its compteand dynamism. In other words, the
conceptual awareness that philosophy promise emablé cope with the changing nature of the
universe and still be able to achieve a level oflaustanding that will help us in living

meaningful lives.
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Summary

This lecture was concerned with the analysis of tbkationship between philosophy and
language. We saw that the most obvious link betwtentwo derives from the fact that
philosophical ideas depend on language as the mefaosnveying philosophical ideas and
truths. However, the relationship goes beyond ithisvo ways. In the first place, philosophers

are interested not just in conveying their ideasualthe universe and human existence, but
in communicating with as much clarity as possilBlesignificant dimension of the philosopher

task of constructing and critically investigatingravorldviews involves the task of clarifying the

ideas and beliefs upon which those worldviews @setl. The clarification of ideas and bel

Also
S

ef

becomes important in the overall task of achiesnoghan understanding of the universe and of

other people. The second way in which philosoplgtes with language is that language itsel

a field of study for philosophers. In other words,language must properly achieve the

philosopher’s desire for understanding, then tmguistic meaning that is communicated
language must be critically studied.

Fis

n

We then went on to inquire into the idea of com@pan important idea in language gnd

philosophy. This is because a concept is crucidhé&function of conceptual clarification and

even more critical to the evolution of language hadthan experience. We defined a concept

AS a

cognitive unit of meaning; a general idea derivesif abstracting the general characteristiq of
several particular phenomena. Concepts are imgottatnuman experience and to language

because they allow for the categorisation and mdiffeation of the universe. In other words,

concepts allows us to make distinction betweendifferent aspects of the universe. Conce

aid human thought by allowing human beings to thaméaningfully about their environment.

Such thinking is facilitated by the fact that weoltn the difference between “human” af
“animal”; “male” and “female”; ‘day” and “night”; hot” and “cold”; “pain” and “pleasure”
“love” and “hate”; and so on.

bts

nd

Post-Test
1. What is a concept?
2. How is a concept critical to human experience?
3. What is the conceptual clarification function gblalosopher?
4. How does the task of conceptual clarification bagnahguage?
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LECTURE FIVE

THE IDEA OF CONCEPTUAL SCHEME

Introduction

This lecture will develop the thought addresseteature three. In other words, this lecture will
analyse the relationship between concepts anddiee of conceptual scheme. The lecture will
further examine the role of concepts in the congdpframework that allows a culture to

analyse, interpret, understand and relate withuttieerse.

Objectives
After the lecture, the student will be able to:

1. understand more the role of concepts in the org#ois of human experience;
2. the need for a coherent framework of concepts;
3. the role that such a framework plays in culturalenstanding of the universe.

Pre-Test

1. what is a conceptual scheme?
2. What role does a conceptual scheme play in thenggon of human experience?
3. How does a conceptual framework enable culturaktstdnding?

Page 33 of 66



CONTENT

In the last lecture, we say that one of the sigaiit function of concepts to assist human beings
in organising their experiences. Such concepts rhecmore useful because they also assist
different cultures to come to relate and cope wligir experiences as a people. There are so
many cultures in the world, and each culture isst@med by different cultural and physical
circumstances. In other words, a particular cultaesy have a particular environmental condition
in the universe to deal with. This implies that #eerience of an Eskimo, for instance, will
likely be different from that of a Kalahari Bushmadrhe point therefore is that though each one
of us as members of different cultures inhabitsstime universe, we confront different aspects
of this universe. The way we actually conceptualigucture our experience will likely differ

from culture to culture.

Cultures relate to their environment and undetsiathrough the conceptual framework
they have developed over time. The evolution of emyure strictly depends on the capacity its
people have to confront and cope with their physarad non-physical environments. This
involves, for instance, the use of concepts andcceotual categories to classify things into
edibles and inedibles, safe and hostile, good audd ot and cold, beautiful and ugly, and so on.
All these concepts enable the culture to strucamé explain everything else they needed to
successfully ensure their survival not only in teraf the basic bio-social necessities of food,
clothing and shelter, but also cultural needs the. need for social and cultural identity), and
psychic need (i.e. the need for self-dignity, séxewpressions and human communication)
(Oladipo, 2008: 80). It is this conceptual framekvtrat distinguishes one culture from another.
And to a large extent gives such a culture a caltperception of a universe different from that
of others.

What then is a conceptual framework? AccordingDonald Davidson, conceptual
schemes “...are ways of organizing experience; #reysystems of categories that give form to
the data of sensation; they are point of views fardnich individuals, cultures or periods survey
the changing scene” (cited in Bunnin and Yu, 20036). What this implies is that given the
organised conceptual framework which a culture mriraividual has developed from their

confrontation with the universe, every other exgces and circumstances they confront is
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made meaningful through the existing framework. Thaceptual scheme becomes a sort of

cultural lens by which we view and understand evgdeas, circumstances, and experiences.

Imagine, for example, an individual whose concapsecheme is seriously conditioned by
the Christian or Islamic principles. Such an indual already has the conceptual weapon that
enables him or her to relate with any experienddanimagine further that such an individual is
confronted with the issue of, say, barrenness fperégod of seven years. What do you think is
the likely reaction of this individual? Of cours#he is likely going to interpret the situationaas
spiritual “attack” from whatever source. This irgegtation is possible because s/he already has
an underlying sets of ideas and principles by wtilie relates with reality. This conceptual

structure therefore defines for her what is gongg,tbeautiful and right. For Harold Brown,

A set of concepts and propositions that provideaanéwork for describing and
explaining items of some subject-matter along wiiteria for recognizing which

phenomena are to be considered deviant and inafe@glanation. For example,
ancient astronomers thought of planets as movingreular paths at constant
speed and attempted to reduce observed non-circatdions to systems of
underlying circular motions that appear non-circditam our perspective (1995:
146).

Let us now go o to see what philosophers havea#dt the idea of conceptual scheme.

The Philosophical Argument for Conceptual Scheme

Immanuel Kant, the German philosopher was the fistson to articulate the idea of a

conceptual scheme. This idea came from his atteimptinderstand the extent of human

knowledge. In other words, Kant wanted to understahat is possible for humans to know and
what they can’t know. This is to respond to thetyated debate between the empiricists (who
claim that knowledge is only possible through semggerience) and the rationalists (who argue
that knowledge is derived from reason).

According to him, the only world we can claim tavie any knowledge of is the world
constituted by the human mind. This is the worldreés, stones, rains, clouds, lions, chairs and
so on that we are used to. The knowledge that we ban’'t go beyond this constituted world.
Thus, we can argue, according to Kant, that humxaeréence is already structured in space and
in time. But since space and time are categorigsate not part of our experience, then we must

argue that they are features independent of ouereeqgce. In other words, space and time that
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circumscribe our experience “are necessary ingnéslief the way things appear to our senses’
(Forrai, 2001: 1). This would therefore imply, Kargues, that the world as it is independent of
our experience should be distinguished from theldvas we experience it. It is therefore the
world as we experience it through the categoriespafce and time that we can truly claim to
know. This is the first part of Kant’'s argument.

The second part begins with the claim that whatrésented to the human mind through
space and time does not really constitute knowletigis is because the mind just receives them
passively. The mind receives this sensory inforomatis series of impressions that are chaotic
and unorganised, and hence does not give any eiobiir “a stable and rule-governed
environment” (ibid). What is therefore receivesnfrahe environment only serves as the raw
material for knowledge. There is a further neetraoslate these raw materials into knowledge.
What is required in this regard is for the mindaictively confront these raw materials ‘by
imposing on it divisions, classifications, and was kinds of ordering” (ibid: 2). The mind
achieves this ordering of the raw materials of skases through the application of concepts.
These concepts could bepriori (concepts that can be justified or known indepahdé human
experience) oa posteriori (which is known through experience). Since therea problem with
knowing a posteriori, Kant's attention is focused the a priori precondition for human
experience and knowledge. It is these a priori eptgthat act as the systematising framework
for the disorderly impressions of the sense.

It therefore becomes clear from this philosophiaegjument for what we know that
everyone confronts the universe and acquire thevletye of what is in it through a conceptual
scheme. This implies, as we have earlier noted,ttigaconceptual scheme we have developed
stands between us and the universe as we known iotHer words, we can only manage
knowledge of the world as it is presented to usugh the conceptual categories we have
established. Kant however holds that every humasopeshares a universal conceptual scheme
which allows us to see the world as it is, in spit¢he cultural and historical diversities we have
in the world. Other philosophers (i.e. Gottfried rtier) challenged this assumption as being
inconsistent. If there are cultural diversitieghie world, it is certainly strange to assume that t
diversity can be served in the same way by oneeusal conceptual scheme. What makes a
culture strange to us, in the first place, is thdias a conceptual scheme that is different from
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ours. And this is so because that culture has dpedl its own conceptual framework for
perceiving the universe. According to Forrai,

Suppose there is an ancient text or an alien pevpieh or who we find difficult

to understand. We are trying to make sense of whatitten or said, because

what we come up with seems strange, irrationabutright crazy. If there is no

clear evidence to the contrary, we prefer to reghedother as a sensible being.

But then the oddity calls for an explanation. I¢ thther is just as sensible as we

are, how come her ways seem so weird? It is atpgbist that the notion of

conceptual scheme comes in. The weirdness is dthettact that she is using a

different conceptual scheme. Once we manage t@expler conceptual scheme,

we shall find that viewed from within her schemer bpinions are reasonable and

well-motivated—or, at least, her mistakes are hat humerous or serious (2001:

2).

We therefore make a transition from Kant's uniaeronceptual scheme to a multiplicity
of historically and culturally motivated schemesh&¥conclusions do you think we can begin to
derive from this understanding of the plurality odnceptual schemes which serve as the
frameworks by which different cultures understameirt world and act within it? Let us examine

these conclusions.

Conceptual Schemes and Relativism
If a particular culture has its own unique framekvéor understanding and interpreting the
world, it implies that we can only begin to undarst that culture or society only within the
context of that framework. Consider, for instanttegt a particular culture believes that the
highest honour it could pay any person when s/ks @i to eat the dead body. Thus, if a man
loses his wife, the man can only honour the wifeamory by eating the body. Other members
of the community also honour the dead woman byagarg of the body. This would appear
horrifying, isn’t it? Consider the reverse: A pardoom that culture also visits your culture and
met a burial ceremony. It got to the point that dead body had to be lowered into the ground.
Imagine that immediately you lower the dead body ihe ground, this person from the other
culture suddenly started throwing up. And when geked him or her, s/he said she just couldn’t
understand why you would give a last respect twvad one by throwing his or her body into the
ground for worms to eat!

How, for instance, do we arrive at a judgment alibe rightness or wrongness of each
act of burial? Can you reasonably accuse the atllarre of cannibalism? The issues concerned
goes beyond the idea of morality to the very funeiatals of thought. In other words, if thought
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is only meaningful from within a particular concegk scheme, how is it possible for other
conceptual scheme to understand that thought? énmus implication is that communication
becomes impossible since we can’t even begin tadtate that thought into a different language
or conceptual scheme. Furthermore, whatever is tnoeal, right and beautiful would depend on
what a conceptual scheme takes it to be. Whateesefibre right for me will not be right for
others.

However, it seems that relativism—conceptual, caihi linguistic and so on—is
inherently wrong. The simple argument is this: Reogctually pass moral and conceptual
judgements on other cultures. For example, a laisotlaimed that the terrorist attack on the
United States is a morally inexcusable. We have jaldged that the killing of twins, infanticide,
genocide, and other such acts are morally wrongartAfrom this, it is a fact that people
communicate across cultures. Therefore, we can lwdacthat relativism is wrong. This
conclusion immediately affects how we think abouwnaeptual schemes. One plausible
explanation is that while we may continue claimihgt conceptual schemes respond to cultural
and historical dynamics, all conceptual schemesrpnét the same universe but interpret it
differently with the aid of different theoreticabimework or vocabularies which are amenable to

cross-cultural interpretation and understanding.

Summary

This lecture examines the idea of the conceptusrse. We saw that a conceptual scheme is
the consequence of our attempt to understand tiverge in which we live so as to be better

able to cope with its accidents and circumstanod, @so to be able to act in a rational

manner within it. We sketched a philosophical argntmemanating from Immanuel Kant
which outlines a conceptual scheme as the atteonfidw the object of human experience.
This gave us the implication, from Kant, that thexenly one universal conceptual scheme.
This conclusion was rejected by others who claiat the fact of historical and cultura
diversities leads to the fact of different conca@pschemes following cultural peculiarities. |If
there are different conceptual scheme, and if acemnal scheme outline a people’s
worldview, then it would follow that different cuites may not be able to communicate| or
interact since what is implied in my conceptual sub may be strange to you. This
conclusion will only be correct if we further assaitihat there are as many worlds as there
are cultures; in other words, that each culture dalifferent world which its conceptua
scheme interprets. However, from the fact thatsmsdtural communication is possible, |it
also follows that cultures don’t inhabit differewrlds. Rather, all cultures confront the
same universe but with different theoretical vodabes which are not incommensurable [or
radically different.




Post-Test

What is a conceptual scheme?

How does a conceptual scheme presuppose relativism?

Is it possible to judge another culture as beingngror right?
How does a conceptual scheme enable the knowlddbge world?

rownNPE
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LECTURE SIX
LANGUAGE AND CULTURAL IDENTITY

Introduction

This lecture is a logical continuation of the pos one. One of the premises that lead to the
argument that there are different conceptual schdmyewhich different cultures interpret the

universe is that language is a form of identity wkich persons, and hence a culture, is
constituted. We will therefore in this lecture exaenthe ways in which language and culture

constitute a person and makes him or her a culbsialg.

Objectives:
The students, at the end of this lecture, will

1. understand the relationship between culture angliage;
2. understand how language, and the conceptual scihemables, creates an identity which

differentiates one person from the other.

Pre-Test

1. What is culture?
2. How does culture and language interact?

3. What role does language play in identity formation?
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CONTENT

It takes only a simple reflection to argue thatahceptual scheme determine how individuals
perceive reality around them, then such a concéptieme must also play a significant role in
determining how such individuals perceive themseiverelations to other individuals. Cultural
identity flows from the claim that a person becomé® s/he is by virtue of his or her culture
and cultural relations. A culture in this sensesttassumes the role of an encompassing
framework which gives meaning and value to therasipns of any individual. In other words,
cultural identity claims that “a person achieves fillest humanity within an accepted context of
traditional symbols, judgments, values, behaviond gelationships with specific others who
self-consciously think of themselves as a [culjurammunity...” (Loughney, 1998: 1919).
Globalisation is a process that has affected smyroancepts and ideas that people have
taken for granted. Culture is one of such concifatshas becomes essentially difficult to define.
In fact, there are over 200 definitions of whattgrd is. Rather than taking of this definitions for
granted, let's just attempt a broad characterigatifowhat culture is that will serve our purpose
in this lecture. In this sense, we can take cultarbe a socially transmitted system of thought
and action consisting of language, customs, mgrdipes of economy and technology, art and
architecture, modes of entertainment, legal systeraBgion, systems of education and
upbringing, and so on (O’Hear, 1998: 1922). Allgbare the means by which the members of a

culture achieve meaning and significance in life.

The realm of culture (taken from the Latmltura, meaning “to cultivate”) is what
differentiate humans from the animals. To cultivéte this sense implies some form of
production or the space of accomplishment througiichvhuman beings ascribe meanings to
their existence. It is with this in mind that Edw@arylor defines culture as “...that complex hole
which includes knowledge, belief, art, morals, lawstom, and any other capabilities and habits
acquired by man as member of society” (Tylor, citedSilmore, 2000: 563). This inclusive
notion of culture led to a more comparative appnoabich seeks to generalise cultural patterns
across different cultures. The consequence is¢hergl definition of culture, given by Kroeber

and Kluckhohn, as

Culture consists of patterns, explicit and impli@f and for behavior acquired
and transmitted by symbols, constituting the dcdiue achievement of human
groups, including their embodiments in artifactse tessential core of culture
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consists of traditional (i.e., historically derivadd selected) ideas and especially

their attached values; culture systems may, onotiee hand, be considered as

products of action, on the other as conditioniregrents of further action (cited in

Gilmore, 2000: 564).

Culture therefore serves as a framework that mresla distinctive identity not only for a
particular society, but also for members of thatiesty. In other words, culture becomes both a
product of action as well as a guide for futureicactfor its members. Culture in this sense
derives from a people’s confrontation with theivieonment. It evolves from the attempt by a
group of people to “cultivate” the means by whibkyt can find meaning in an inclement world.
Language plays a very significant role in this etioin of culture.

According to Ngugi wa Thiong'o, the Kenyan noveliftnguage possesses a dual
character which enables it to serve both as a meanemmunication and also crucially as a
carrier of the culture and history of a people. Waed earlier that, for him, language as
communication has three dimensions. We have larggofgeal life, language as speech and
language as written signs. These three dimensispsc&lly where they interact in a broad
harmony lead to the conception of language asréecaf culture. Language is a system of signs
and symbols. It is through this symbolic capackgttlanguage assists a culture in assigning
terms and concepts to experiences the cultureruséviding and comprehending reality. This
implies that language itself derives from a peapl&iltural experience while at the same time
reflecting or enabling the symbolisation of thattete and its ethos. We can therefore say that
language expresses a cultural reality; languageodied a cultural reality in the sense that
people create new experiences through language;lamtigt, language symbolises a cultural
reality in the sense that each sign and symbdtéady value-laden. This is how Ngugi sees this
relationship:

...communication between human beings is also this basl process of evolving
culture. In doing similar kinds of things and aoBoover and over again under
similar circumstances, similar even in their muii certain patterns, moves,
rhythms, habits, attitudes, experiences and knayeemmerge. Those experiences
are handed over to the next generation and becbeneherited basis for their
further actions on nature and on themselves. Tiseeegradual accumulation of
values which in time become almost self evidentthsugoverning their
conception of what is right and wrong, good and,bbedautiful and ugly,
courageous and cowardly, generous and mean in thigmal and external
relations. Over a time this becomes a way of ligigiguishable from other ways
of life. They develop a distinctive culture andtbry. Culture embodies those
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moral, ethical and aesthetic values, the set oftsal eyeglasses, through which

they come to view themselves and their place iruttieerse. Values are the basis

of a people's identity, their sense of particyaas members of the human race.

All this is carried by language. Language as caliarthe collective memory bank

of a people’s experience in history. Culture is @imindistinguishable froth the

language that makes possible its genesis growtkirdgnarticulation and indeed

its transmission from one generation to the neS871 14-15).

In reflecting the experiences and values of a |@gdpnguage as culture becomes a
person’s image-forming agent through such persappgroach reality. Ngugi claims that a
person’s conception of who s/he is, as an indididuas part of a collective, is determined by
these images and pictures formed by the personghrthe medium of language. These images,
however, “may or may not correctly correspond t dlctual reality of the struggles with nature
and nurture which produced them in the first plgBait] Language as culture is thus mediating
between me and my own self; between my own selfahdr selves; between me and nature.
Language is mediating in my very being” (ibid: 15).

It is in this context that we talk meaningfullyaal cultural identity and the role that
language plays in it. Language serves the markéneotollective norms and values by which a
group of people identify itself as belonging to s@me culture, and especially in opposition to
some other people who don't share these valuesamds. We can now identify four ways by
which language enables the creation of culturattithe First, language constitutes the memory
bank of the people; the storehouse of every sicamti aspects of their experience with nature
and with others. Second, language responds tovibleten of society in order to capture new
experiences. Third, language preserves a peopldisral integrity. This implies that if a
language dies, then in a way, the culture also. diestly, language aids the transmission of

cultural values, ideas, and beliefs across gememespecially through education.
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Summary

This lecture examines the role of language in tmmélation of cultural identity. We saw that
language participates in the evolution of any geltin the sense that it reflects a culture’s
attempt to comprehend its universe while also syisibg the culture’s experience of the
universe. Language therefore serves as the linguegtertoire by which a people symbolise
their values, ideas, experiences, and so onirttisis sense that language is transformed into
an image-forming agent by which an individual makease of him or herself either as an
individual or as a member of a collective. Cultudsntity therefore derives from a people|or
a person’s identification with the sets of normd a&alues uniquely belonging to a particular
culture and encoded in a particular language bychvhihe culture had made sense of|its
reality.

Post-Test

1. What is cultural identity?
How does a language reflect culture?

3. Describe how language serves as an image-formiagtdgyy which a person identifies
him or herself.

N
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LECTURE SEVEN
COMMUNICATION AND THE NATURE OF UNDERSTANDING

Introduction

This lecture will be concerned with the nature ofmenunication and its relationship with
understanding.

Objectives:
The students will be able to:

1. Understand the meaning of communication the more;

2. Describe adequately how communication relateseés#éarch for understanding;

3. Understand how communication constitutes a seavctumderstanding in the human
society.

Pre-Test

1. In what sense is meaning intentional?
2. Describe the idea of communication as a process.
3. What does a universe of meaning means in commumméat
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CONTENT

In our previous lectures we made the attempt toectmmterm with the notion of understanding.
We noted that since the circumference of what wek e understand and how we seek to
understand them is very broad, the concept itsstbimes a notorious one to define. Defining it
would imply arriving at a set of criteria which Wénable it to serve as an operational construct
for any kind of understanding. This conclusion igtlier complicated to the extent that
understanding also features as a critical cordhéndommunication process. How then do we
communicate in such a way that understanding willb® distorted?

Communication involves the transmission of intemtor meaning from one person to
another. This process is not complete until theixer adequately understood what the sender’s
intention is. In this sense, we can see commupicappropriately as dialogue or a conversation.
Dialogue derives from the Greekalogos which translates as “speak with each other”. To
assume conversation at all is to assume that mgaras been successfully transferred and
understood between two or more people. In defimommunication, we come across three
important components. The first is that it is a ge@ss. The implication of this is that
communicating is an ongoing and vibrant activityegi to multiple transformations. This
process could encompass, for instance, meeting ftdure spouse for the first time. The
uncertainty that characterised that meeting is E®ordinated to a free flowing interaction that
leads eventually to marriage which is also a fofmtantinuous interpersonal communication
that lasts for life. There is a constant movemensuch a communicative process from one

dimension to another.

The second component of defining communicatiothésexchange of message—verbal
or non-verbal—from one person to another. Thesesages are the vehicles of interaction.
When you stand in front of a person and make reorgit to communicate any message, then you
have not entered the communication act. The lastpoment in a fruitful definition of
communication is that of meaning. The second comapbnn itself, is unenlightening unless the
other person can participate in your intention.dma standing with a Yoruba person and saying
in English: “Could you please lend me your pen?uMmve not communicated anything unless
the person you are speaking with share the spacesahing embedded in the English language.

If s/he is not literate in English, then you haw nommunicated any meaning. For West and
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Turner, “meaning is what people extract from a rages..words alone have no meaning; people
attribute meaning to words. We create the meanirgyrmessage even as the message unfolds”
(West and Turner, 2009: 10).

Meaning therefore becomes a central item in comeation and understanding.
According to Scruton, meaning has four dimensidine first is that meaning is an activity; it is
what people do. In other words, meaning is an gitexnunravelling intention behind a message.
Secondly, meaning is a relational term; it représam attempt to communicate. That is, “John
means something by his gestures to Mary” (1994).ZBdirdly, “meaning is an intentional act:
to mean something is to do something with a pddicmtention. And that intention is directed
towards the other person” (ibid). Fourthly, in makia particular gesture or uttering a particular
sign, | intend that the other person should undadstwhat | intend. It is this aspect of

understanding the intended meaning that becoméxdepnatic.

For the task of understanding to even begin, tieesn assumption that the person you
are communicating with is part of your universeméaning. Communication in this sense
includes “the manner and style in which messages@anveyed and imparted always against the
background of the tightly woven fabric of professb and everyday life, with its shared
experiences, participative relationships, jointesanbrs, and moral concerns” (Scrag, cited in Pat
Arneson, 2007: 6). Thus, you can’t assume thathate communicated with another until you
are sure that what you mean is what s/he undesstdind question then is: How do we ground

that idea of understanding?

Consider this example from the Internet: A mancamtes his plans to clean the gutters.
His wife asks what ladder he is using. He answ&h& comments that it might be too slippery
from the rain. He replies, no. Next she suggesshbk wait until their son comes home to help,
to which he immediately replies that he is not imgit Then he blows up at her and accuses her
of criticizing him and treating him like he’s stapiShe is surprised at his response. But what he
wanted was to be left alone to do the task, andnfeljged by her questions. She, on the other
hand, always appreciates his collaboration andiemnwhen she works on a project, but has
trouble getting him involved. What do you think Hesppened between the couple? Simple: the
message she sent was not the message he received.
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To understand the meaning intended in a conversasi to attempt to make sense of
what the other is saying. To make sense of whagrsthre saying implies attempting to place
oneself within the broad space of meaning from Whie sender is communicating his or her
meaning. A person may say, for instance, “Thank @t Friday”. This expression may
communicate different meaning to different peopla: non-Muslims, for example, it may signal
the end of a work week. For others, it may be shimgtelse (ibid: 11). What then should
understanding meaning consist in? If | say, “| abad person,” what does the expression mean?
And how does another person understand what theegsipn means? In other words, what does
it mean to understand such an expression in theepsoof communication? Does it consist in
knowing what the express | used mean?

The challenge of communication is therefore thalehging of piecing together what the
other person is saying. It involves a theory ofenstinding or of sense-making. Such a theory
enables the receiver to see clearly (without adegphe visual metaphor for understanding)
what sense the conversation makes. It is only vglaeh an understanding has been achieved that
one can truly say that the meaning intended has bre&acted and finally that communication
has taken place.

Summary

This lecture is built on the previous lectures teghmine the nature of understanding and
the relevance of communication to the human societythis lecture, we saw the three

dimensions of communication as a process, as imglinessages sent from a person to
another, and as involving the retrieval of meanémgoded in the messages. This implies
that the communication act is a continuous prooésending and retrieving meaning which
is meant to be understood. The communication psodegs not even begin in an act|of
soliloquy in which a person is conversing with hemherself. And in a situation involving
two or more people, that process begins when aagess sent with an encoded meaning,

and the meaning is understood by the receiver.nberstand what the sender intended i$ to
fashion for oneself a theory of understanding whdohld see the act of understanding|as
that of getting an explanation, achieving a visoage of the sender’'s meaning, possessing
a capacity, interpretation, and so on. The firstdition for such an understanding is that the

sender and the receiver must both participatedrséme space of shared meaning.
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Post-Test

What does shared meaning implies in a communic#tieory?
What is the first condition in achieving a theofyuaderstanding?

Outline the three components in communication. Blesone of them.
In what sense is meaning a relational term?

NP
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LECTURE SIX

THE PROBLEM OF MEANING

Introduction

So far, we have been discussing the idea of larguagmmunication, knowledge and
understanding as if it is a smooth issue to traridas, meaning and thought from the sender to
the receiver without any remainder. In this lecture’ll examine the meaning of meaning. In

other words, we want to critically look at what wansfer when we communicate with others.

Objectives:
This lecture will enable the students to

1. Understand the problem inherent in the communiogtrocess;
2. Understand the difficulties in language that mayder communication;

3. Explain the problem of meaning in the philosophyamfguage.

Pre-Test

1. What is meaning?
2. Which theory of the nature of meaning do you cosmsudable?

3. What is the role of meaning in communication?
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CONTENT

Imagine that someone just told you something. yennodded and replied “I understand what
you mean”. This simple example tells us somethmygartant about the communication process.
This is that when we communicate, what we are gttiexy to do is to transfer meaning or what
we mean to others. In other words, we put a samsecertain signs and symbols and we hope
that when these signs get to the other person,vediokd be able to decode what we mean. The
idea of meaning could therefore be linguistic inmfoor extra-linguistic. Meaning iBnguistic
when it is communicated to another person thronghmedium of language. The meaning could
therefore be deduced from concepts that the wdrdseosender express or through the context
in which the sender uttered the words. It is ektrguistic when it is not communicated through
language. Meaning in thisxtra-linguistic sense often refers to the interpretation thatraqgme
has about phenomena in the world. For instancersop could be asked about the meaning s/he
read into a movie, an action, or a situation. Téeoad sense in which meaning can be extra-
linguistic is the sense in which body language comicates something to others. This body
language flows from body signals like tears, blaghiand so on. Extra-linguistic meaning could
also be natural or pragmatic. It matural when a particular sign is associated with a natura
event. For instance, when you see a weathervaméimppin a direction, we take that to “mean”
that the wind is pointing in that direction. Meamiis pragmatic if we take it to derive from the
consequences of an expression. When we talk afha tiulb, the consequence of “light bulb”

might be the capacity to be able to read at night.

In philosophy, there is a serious concern Wit nature and understanding of what
meaning means. This is important because it isalidhe time that one can confidently say “I
understand what you mean”. The issue becomes ocagdi if we had to act on what we could
turn out to be a wrong interpretation of meaninigere is a famous story about the relationship
between Thomas Becket, the 12th century Archbistio@anterbury and King Henry Il of
England. The friends clashed over the interpretatiothe church’s relationship to the common
law of England. The disagreement between them dethé exile of Thomas Becket. When
Becket returned from exile, he became too tempentahér King Henry to bear. So, one day,

King Henry exclaimed: “Will no one rid me of thisrbulent priest?” Four of King Henry’s
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knights who heard this exclamation (mis)interpretes a call to action. On December 29, 1170,

these four knights murdered Thomas Becket righiténcathedral!

The significance of this story is that actions @nanate from a misinterpretation of
meaning and intention. King Henry was only exclaighhis seeming impotence with regard to
Becket. The four knights thought he was giving thardirect order. Such misinterpretations
derive from ambiguities and vagueness which amnsit to language. Ambiguity refers to the
property which a linguistic expression has to ercotbre than one meaning. On the other hand,
a linguistic expression is vague if it has no “waty determinable value or interpretation”
(Clark, 2009: 3). Let’s consider an example eaclhete concepts. Consider a statement like:
“I've brought the seal”. This statement is ambigsidiecause the word “seal” could refer to
either a sea creature or a device for closing upmaning. To therefore say “I've brought the
seal” leaves the hearer undecided on what the epdaksaying. Again, consider another
statement: black ties and trouser. How do we ingtrihis statement? Are we talking about ties
and trousers that are black or to only ties that lalack and to trousers whose colour is
indeterminate? Other ambiguous words would inclutleright,” “bank,” “apothecary,”

“biweekly,” “good,” and so on.

What about vague statement? Consider: “The maichS. The concept of rich has a
whole range of interpretation such that it becoaiffcult to pin down a specific meaning. To
be rich could range from having N10, 000 to hauviiD billion. The same could be said for

words like “painful”, “child,” “triangle”, etc.

These examples are important considerations inhigosoppher’'s interest in what
constitutes meaning. According to Lycan,

That certain kinds of marks and noises hareanings, and that we human beings
grasp those meanings without even thinking abqudrég very striking facts. A
philosophical theory of meaning should explain wih& for a string of marks or
noises to be meaningful and, more particularly, twhéa in virtue of which the
string has the distinctive meaning it does. Thetjshould also explain how it is
possible for human beings to produce and to uralglstneaningful utterances
and to do that so effortlessly (2000: 1).

Understanding the nature of meaning is differentmfrunderstanding the human capacity to

produce speech. What interest philosophers isah@ of linguistic expressions themselves and
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how they can constitute meanings. Let’s take amdtak at linguistic expressions and outline
why they are considered significant by philosopher.

1. Singing lawn party incessant university

2. Everybody has the right to disenfranchise him aséié

3. Jhjhb zhjhjs jhb jbkjsy
These three represents different sequences ofidingusigns with different consequences for
meaning and meaningfulness. Sequence (1) represshiag of linguistic signs linked in such a
way that doesn’'t make any grammatical sense. (ipasefore different from (2) which is a
sentence containing individual meaningful word&dith to make sense. Sequence (3) is simply
nonsense. We can therefore say that sequence (@)itexthe unique property aheaning
something. Lycan then lists what he considers the data fevdmich the philosophical study of

language must begin:

Some strings of marks or noises ar@ningful sentences.
Each meaningful sentence has parts that are thesssmleaningful.

Each meaningful sentence means something in plarticu

-+ & &

Competent speakers of a language are able to uadérsnany of that language’s
sentences, without effort and almost instantangotisty also produce sentences, in the
same way.

What then is the nature of these meanings thatonenwnicate to others? How do we know
that meaning has been communicated? Are meaningeh If they are entities, what kind of
entities are they? Are they similar to the chaind #gables around us? If they are not entities,
what then are they? Philosophers have construeteera theories that attempt to explain the

nature and meaning of the meanings we communicateaningful sentences.

Theories of Meaning

Referential Theory

The most influential and commonsensical of thegetibs is the referential theory. The simple
idea behind this theory is that linguistic expressi have meanings because they stand for
something outside of themselves. Therefore, whagxgmession means is what that expression
stands for in reality. If | say, for example “Unregy of Ibadan,” that linguistic sequence is

meaningful because it represents a particularyentin institution of higher learning—in the
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world. One could also say something like: “The balnder the table.” In this case, “the book”
represents a particular book, “the table”, a paltictable, and “is under” will stand for the idea

of being under.

This theory is influential because it seems ndtasaan explanation of what gives
linguistic expression meaning. “This is my dog” yobnveys meaning to me because | actually
see a dog beside you on a leash. However, our i&aityil with this theory hides serious
philosophical problems. In the first place, justvas have names that denote real things in the
world, we also employ names which stand for nostég things. For example, one could say
“Pegasus is a flying horse”. If an expression isniegful because it represents a particular state
of affairs in reality, what then would “Pegasuspresent? One could also have a statement like
‘I saw nobody” in which “nobody” would not repredeanything. We might also have other
words like “fat,” “anyone,” “what,” “abstract,” “bealf,” “of,” “very,” “yes,” and so on which are
meaningful but do not really denote anything.

Idea Theory

Meaning, according to this theory, represents nheotentents or ideas which linguistic
expressions stand for. In this sense, a linguestpression is not meaningful because it stands for
a state of affair in reality; rather, it is mearfuigpecause it represents a particular idea wtheh t
speaker intends to communicate to the hearer. Thusitter a statement like “I want to study
Physics,” this statement is meaningful becausentveys a certain idea | wish to pass across.
These ideas or mental images are private and trergfdependent of language. The function of
language in this context is to convey these imagesthers. The extent to which a linguistic
expression is able to indicate these ideas or niadwn public is what makes the expression

meaningful.

This idea is powerful because it gives us the mlwinsight that the function of language
is to communicate thought from one person to amoff@ instance, it resolves the problem of
finding a reference for those words—“of,” “yes,” hat,” “yes,” etc—which are really
meaningful to us, but has no reference to poinUatortunately, the theory makes the issue of

meaning too private to enable communication.
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Use Theory

This theory claims that the meaning of linguistipeessions is not an entity, but rather can be
found in the use which the expression serves. Herovords, a word or expression means what
competent users of that language say it meanscliiit,” for the competent speakers of the
English language, means a place where cooking ne.db a speaker of the Yoruba language
utters a word like “Ma’ami”, within the Yoruba lingstic community, that expression signifies
or means something which may be the different ftbensame sign sequence in another culture.
The use theorist would therefore say we should ask for the meaning of a linguistic
expression; rather, we should ask for its use withiconventional practice. The conventional
rules governing a particular linguistic communityognds the framework by which words and

linguistic expressions are used. In this sensealekpressions would refer to entities.

The essential idea behind this theory is thag¢@ssmeaning as an inter-subjective matter
among people. For Peregrin, “Indeed, pomt of meaning is that it can be shared by many: that
new people can always enter the realm of a languegming the meaning of its words and then
participating in the language games staged by @ans’. The idea of inter-subjective nature of

meaning gives the use theory an edge over thetldesy of meaning.
Verification Theory

According to this theory, what makes a linguistgression meaningful is the method which
leads to the verification of that expression. lhestwords, a statement like “the cat is on the
roof” is immediately meaningful because the hedrews by what means s/he can go about
proving or demonstrating the meaning, and theretfueeruth or falsity, of that statement i.e. by
the empirical method of checking the roof to sethd cat is really there. If a proposition or a
linguistic expression can't be verified, then tetement is meaningless. For instance, you can

statements like “God exists,” “stealing is moradlyong,” “souls are immortal,” and so on.
Pragmatist Theory

The meaning of a linguistic expression or a statgraecording to the pragmatist, is determined
by the consequence of the application of that state. This theory, following Charles Pierce,

the American philosopher, derives from the Prageneaxim: Consider what effects, that might

Page 55 of 66



conceivably have practical bearings, we conceive ftbbject of our conception to
have. Then our conception of these effects is tihwlevof our conception of the object. By
implication, a pragmatist theory is not concerneth the relationship between a statement or an
intentional experience and an objective realitychihthe statement is supposed to correspond to.
Rather, meaning derives from the relationship betwhe statement and human experience. As
a relation rather than an entity, meaning for tregmatist involves three terms: a sign, what the
sign stands for (or what it signifies), and thepmsse or effect produced by the sign. These three
constitute the relations of meaning.

Summary

The lecture has the objective of showing the ro& the nature and problem of meaning plays
in the communication process. When we communicatk others, what we are doing |s
conveying intended meanings to others. We note eliewy that meaning could be mistaken
when communicated. This could be due to the inhessnbiguity or vagueness in our
linguistic expressions. If ambiguity and vaguenessild therefore interfere with the
communication process then there is the need teratahd the nature of meaning itself |as
what is crucial in language and the communicati@mt@ss. Thus, the philosopher reasoned, if
we could achieve an understanding of what mearangsthen we may actually know when
meaning has been communicated. The crucial quetiothe philosopher therefore is: |n
what sense do linguistic expressions like statenwamistitute meaning which we then
communicate to others? There are several answdtsst@uestion. We examined five such
answers in the lecture. The referential theory Whecthe most obvious of all the theories |of
meaning sees meaning as being constituted by nefeit® an external state of affairs. For the
idea theory of meaning, meanings are ideas or rémtges that linguistic expressions
represent. In the use theory, meaning is not remllyentity which a statement attempt |to

signify; meaning is the conventional use of theregpion as agreed to by competent users of
the language. The verification theory of meaningagives meaning as deriving from the
empirical method of verifying the linguistic expsésn carrying the meaning. Finally, the
pragmatist theory interprets meaning as being thesequence of the application of an
expression.

Post-Test

1. What is the philosopher’s interest in meaning?
2. How does meaning feature in the communication msi¢te
3. Outline the use theory of meaning.
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LECTURE NINE
PHILOSOPHY, LANGUAGE AND NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Objectives:
At the end of this lecture, the students shouldHie to do the following:

1. Understand what national development means;
2. Describe the role of philosophy and language ithsudevelopment;
3. Why cultural identity is a necessary requirementational development.

Pre-Test

1. What is national development, especially within ¢cbatext of Nigeria?
2. In what way is a viable language policy necessaryétional development?
3. What is philosophy’s specific contribution to nai#b development?
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CONTENT

If you were asked what the fundamental problem Wiitperia is, what would your answer be? |
suspect most people would think of problems lilekrship, followership, lack of infrastructure,
bad educational system, corruption, ethnicity, udeleelopment, poverty, injustice, and so many
other woes. Let's capture all these as the fund#&mhgmoblem of national development.
Compared with other states in the world, say, tinddd States of America, Nigeria is a state
which has not achieved any significant index ofioral development. In a very deep sense,
Nigeria is not a viable society. In the first platkere is a pervasive sense of suspicion and
distrust amongst those who call themselves “NigstiaThis is revealed, for instance, in the
various kinds of ethnic and religious stereotypest twe circulate in the national space. For
instance, a Hausa person is naturally dumb—a ‘maaYoruba person is naturally given to
extravagance and “owambe”; an Igbo man is naturallyning and dubious. The other minority
ethnic groups do not even enter into consideratiere. They just don’t exist in the national
scheme of thing.

Another manifestation is the declining and degatieg sate of social institutions that are
supposed to serve as the regulatory mechanisnoémal dife. This as therefore led to a rampant
social disorder and normlessness. Take the edueatiostitution for instance. Education no
longer serves the purpose of giving the individamalestablished ground from which to make
sense of his or her life. It is now totally an eadsur channelled towards getting employment for
the recipient. Finally, Nigeria is cursed with adership that has no conceptual capacity to
understand the national predicament and act detyson it.

The consequence of all these is that we live irsoagiety whose foundation is
fundamentally flawed. For Prof. Oladipo, the catiproblem arises from the Nigerian leadership
orientation which predisposes us to constantlylibgtiwith superficial national issues at the
expense of the fundamental ones. For instanceg, shos have at one time or the other read in
the newspapers about issues like prostitution, sseremarriages, rotational presidency,
religious identities and problems, the health ef phesident, tenure for public office holders, and
so on. These issues, though important, can’t bepaosa with such other fundamental issues
like that of social justice (i.e. Niger Delta), scorder, an appropriate value system for a

developing country, poverty and the issue of wealdation and distribution, unity in diversity,
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realising the common good, and such other fundaaeerOladipo, 2008: chap. 5). We can
therefore begin to read the trouble with Nigeriaedly that of our lack of the foundations for
social life which serve as the basis for a composill-round development of any country. What

then is national development, and what are theitond for its achievement?
Social Existence and the Foundation of National Development

The orthodox template that defines national devela is the one which sees it as the capacity
a country has to improve the social welfare ofcitezens through the provision of basic social
amenities like good education, housing, electrjdigalthcare facilities, pipe-borne water, and so
on. In other words, national development is seerthm narrow sense of the provision of
infrastructural facility. This understanding is iorpant to the achievement of national
development, but it does not tell the whole stényrastructural and economic development in
any state is veritable tools that ought to leadtht® achievement of certain non-economic
objectives. The most significant in this regardhie achievement of human well-being for the
citizenry. Human well-being is assessed in termsthef quality of life which an average
individual is confronted with in any national spatteis also factored into the extent to which
individuals happy and free to achieve self redlsat

To achieve such an objective, there is the negoutan place certain foundations on
which social life in a state can evolve. These tations refer to those conditions that human
beings require to live a conducive life in the sbgiin which they find themselves. These
conditions are basically three: (a) the adaptatoexternal human and physical environment; (b)
provision of human bio-social needs; and (c) thial#shment of the requirements necessary for
social cooperation. The first condition requireatthuman beings adjust to whatever physical
environment they find themselves in order to enslueg own survival. Such an interaction with
the environment would involve the people achievsiwglter, clothing and feeding in, for
example, an environment dominated by mountains Riamama), or ice (i.e. Iceland), or thick
forest (i.e. the Amazon), or oceans (i.e. Japamaad (i.e. Saudi Arabia). Apart from this, there
is also the complementary need to adjust to theamuemvironment. This requires that the
individuals in a particular society be protectedotlgh adequate care and support especially
those who are weak and vulnerable like the agedsittk and the young ones.
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The second condition for a conducive social lifigalves the provisions of such bio-
social needs at three levels. The first level idetuhe need for food, clothing and housing. The
second level includes cultural needs like the rfeedocial and cultural identity i.e. the idea of
who and what we are. The third level of needs mhelthe psychic needs like the need for self-
dignity, sexual expression, and so on. Finally,l&st condition for social life has to do with the
orderly coordination of the affairs of society inch a way as to make social cooperation

possible.

Conceiving national development in terms of infrastural development has the
tendency to lead to an uncritical acceptance @#nea and technology—manifesting in rapid
industrialisation and modernisation—as the solexnof development. No one can deny the fact
that significant development in contemporary ligpdnds to a large extent on the capacity of a
society to move forward technologically. Howeveo, one can also deny the fact that social
institutions—consisting of political institutioneconomic institutions, cultural institutions and
kinship institution—help human beings in buildingdacementing their social life. These
institutions on their part are held together bytaiarvalues which inform their functions. Values
refer to the estimated worth of something, the qpile or standard which guides a group or an
individual, or the ideals which represents the amedntal end or purpose an individual or group

pursues. These could include the value of trustebty, reciprocity, tolerance, compassion, etc.

It should not be difficult for you as a Nigeriangee that these values are lacking in the
Nigerian society. It is also not difficult for us know that the social institutions in Nigerian are
collapsing. To be sure, just think of the educatl@ystem from the primary to the tertiary level.
You also need to think of the attitude of governtnearkers and ordinary citizens like you and
me to government work. What happens if you getrapleyment in the local government? Will

you not be joyous? Thus, again, for Oladipo, wherntalk of national development,

[Our] focus should be on the extent to which thetifations of a given society
enhance the capacity of the people, as individaats as a social collective, to
secure the condition for the persistence of sdiééal. (2008: 82).

To adequately measure national development, firereattention must be paid to the
capacity of any state to provide two fundamentaiabdes: freedom and decendyreedom

refers to the presence of those conditions in tlegesy which enhances an individual’s ability to
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realise their goals in life, as well as the prawisof adequate security to enjoy these conditions.
When you are living in a society and there are oostraints to your self-realisation as an
individual or as a group, then we can say you ege.flf you consistently find it difficult to
become the kind of person you want to be in lifeduse of certain difficulties made possible by
the social arrangements in a country, then we csayt you are actually free. This therefore
implies that for you to be really free, there mbstsome level of “social efficiency” that ensure
that certain things can be taken for granted insth@ety: We should be able to assume that our
transportation will work efficiently, that electitig will be available, that ATM machines will not
commit “electronic robbery”, that we can complete education at the stipulated time, that we
can achieve a genuine health care at reasonaliletftatsphones will work, and so on. Freedom
also entails that there won't be any reason for iadwidual to depend on others for survival
because of economic or political deprivation. Fwstance, the situation of workers in Nigeria
today, even those working in the universities higt tthey have been reduced to an existence of
perpetual expectations of arrears and loans. leratlords, once there are no arrears owed them
by the government or loans from cooperative sasetthen workers can’t really fashion a
project for themselves and on their salaries albmthis sense, we can't really say they are free.

They are captives of the economic and politicalation of the country.

Decency is also another variable for measuring nationgketigpment. This has to do with
the behaviours or attitudes of the people in aetpaivhich conform with the accepted and
acceptable standard of what is right, what is mpdeisat is civil, what is wholesome, what is
dignifying, and what is respectable. It refers hie tevel to which these values which enhance
social cooperation are fully entrenched in anyetyciFor instance, imagine you are driving on a
lonely road and saw a stranger flagging you atséadce. What is likely to be your reaction?
You speed away, of course! Why will you speed aw#y@ll, for one, you don't know the
person. And secondly, you don’t trust him or hertacbe harmful. Thus, the absence of trust in
our society is one of the problems that makes bocganisation of our society inefficient. In
this respect, Nigeria is a normless society; aetpaiefined by a lack of acceptable norms or

values by which we can direct the way we think pacteive events around us.
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The Contribution of Philosophy and L anguage

The first contribution of philosophy to nationai@¢éopment therefore comes from its function as
a means to self-understanding; the definition defiaition of who a people are and what they
can be. The question of how best to organise timeahusociety in such a way that people can
live the good life, is one of the basic problemgolitical philosophy. It is also one of the most
critical problems that plural societies face todiaya world that is becoming more global and
more complex. Aplural state is any state in which the people are dediplged along religious,
linguistic, ethnic and cultural lines. Nigeria, fexample, is multi-linguistic (i.e. there are more
than 600 languages), multi-ethnic (i.e. there apeally the same number of ethnic groups), and
multi-religious (i.e. there are at least more thhree religious affiliations). Thus, one of the
important functions of philosophy is how that umsed capacity human beings have to
philosophise can assists us, first in improving sense of human solidarity; and second, in
helping us to craft the social hope that will enteour sense of living together in spite of our
religious, cultural, linguistic, and ethnic differees. Richard Rorty argues that philosophy is a
guest not for knowledge as an end in itself, bkbh@vledge as a means towards greater human
happiness; a genuine human capacity which enhd&oaesbility to trust and to cooperate with

other people, and in particular to work togetheasado improve the future” (1999: xiii).

This presupposes the existence within the natismdce of what is called the
“philosophic spirit”. The philosophic spirit refer® the human capacity to critically and
reflectively challenge the structure of existerafeknowledge and of ideas and ideals in order to
determine their tenability for coping with life. iBhspirit therefore ensures that citizens are
always ready to examine and challenge the basisatbnal existence. This is because the
philosophic spirit is an orientation which requirgmt we always ask for the justification of
whatever is considered to be valid or right or gobiak philosophic spirit will ensure that we no
longer pass the responsibility for our failure eitlas a nation or as individuals to God or the
devil. The philosophic spirit also ensures that take the full responsibility for our self-
actualisation as individuals and as a state. Thish&lp the society, in the long run, to pay
attention to the fundamental issues—rather tharstiperficial ones—in the economy, in public

administration, in politics and in culture. And thuer, the society can also begin from this critical
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and reflective foundation to begin the task of rextoucting those ideas and institutions that can

serve as adequate guide for organising the society.

The second significant contribution to nationalelepment comes from language and
the idea of cultural identity. There is a sensevhich national development can't even begin
until the citizens are able to achieve a sens@abkbelonging; a confidence in the capacity of
the state to satisfy their deepest aspirationshferbasic necessities of live. At the beginning of
this lecture, we mention the fact that a deep sehsiubt and mutual suspicion characterise
social relationship in Nigeria. In such a situafignbecomes difficult for the leadership to

mobilise the people against any national challenge.

One good reason for such mutual distrust is thiilmguistic situation of Nigeria. There
are close to 400 ethno-linguistic groups in Nigefiae first implication of this is that there is no
national lingua franca on which the burden of depeient can be placed. National development
in this sense is a function of the capacity a stateto develop one indigenous language around
which the necessity of cultural identity can beltolEducation becomes an important instrument
for fashioning a cultural identity. This is becausg#ucating the citizenry in their indigenous
languages assists in the eradication of illiteraanyg this achievement enables the citizens to
better appreciate the predicament of the stateespmbnd to it.

There is therefore the need for a national languaaiicy that will focus Nigeria’'s search
for nationhood. This does not imply that such aiomatl language policy requires the
establishment of only one national language. Thisot advisable in a plural state like Nigeria. it
however requires the enshrinement of possible maltimnguages in the Nigerian Constitutions
as the language of administration, commerce, diptynteaching, government, and so on. Fo
instance, each region or zone in Nigeria could adopindigenous language as the regional
language which the people can identify with.
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Summary

Having considered the relationship between langwagkephilosophy in most of the lecture,
it's only fitting that we conclude with a look dte relationship between philosophy, language
and national development. This grounds the relevavfcthe course itself to the task pf
national development in Nigeria. We argue in thetuee that national development goes
beyond the provision of infrastructural facilities the capacity to achieve certain ngn-
economic variables like happiness, freedom and-bestig. This deeper sense requires fthe
establishment of the foundation of social life whiaclude the provision of basic necessitles
of life as well as the provision of cultural andygisic needs. Nigeria is a state that is lackjng
in both senses of national development. Apart ftbese requirements, any state that degires
national development can’'t do without philosophy avhat we called the “philosophic spirit
which is the human capacity to interrogate the @ s for national existence. Language|is
also significant because it serves as the basithéogeneration of mutual sense of belonging
which is required for mobilising the citizens agdinational challenges.

Post-Test
1. What are the foundations for social life?
2. In what way does language enable cultural identity?
3. Outline what you consider to be the problem of Nay?
4. In what way is infrastructural development insu#fit as an index of national

development?
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