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ABSTMCT 

WITTGENSTEIN1S CONCEPrION OF HEANING 

In his le.ter writinge, ~l1ttgenstein p1'oposod 0.. notion ot mee.ning that 

acco\wts tor the large variety of contexte in which we npply the torm 

l meaning. 1 This essay deals w;ith the mannor i11 l'Illich \'littgonstein doveloped .., 

his conoeption of meaning,. emphasizing hin methodology of obse~vation and 

description of particular cases. Applying a ~.:..st~ (\ ~ :'..bJU1·dtlnl approach, 
. 

Wittgenstein d~onstrated that meanings of terme OQ not rcsid~ in physieal or 

mental objects. Âs a consequence of eliminating oorrespond~no6 thoorles of 
. , 

meaning, and r_oo()gnizing the inadequaoy of the aooount of moo.ning he hnd pro-

posed ea.rlier in his own TraotatUB, ~1i ttgenstein suggested that thoro reruained 

on1y one conception of meaning which could not bo invalidat~d, at least "for 

a large 01aes of cases.' This l'las the notion that monning ie Q public 

phenomenon (in that it involves hume.n behavior), and consequently, that tho 

•• e.ning ot a torm. ia 1ts USE in the language. 
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ABSTRACT 

WITTGENSTEIN' SA CONCEPtION DU SENS 

Dans ses derniers éori ta, \1i ttgenste1n propose June notion du sons qui 
1 

représe,nte la grande vari&t& ~e contextes dans lesquels nous appliquons 1.1 
t~r.me 'sens". Oette 6tude, en soulignan~ la ~éthode d'observation de / 

Wittgenst~in et la description de c~s partieuliers, montrera comment il~ 
dévelop& sa conception du sens. 

, 
En" appliquant une approohe reduoti~ ~ 

absurdum. Wittgenstein d6montro que la signifioation des mots. ne réside pas 

dans le plan physique ou mentel des objets. Par Conséquent, en éliminant les 

th;ories du sens dans les rapports, et en reoonnaissant l'insuffisanoe de la 

valeur du sens, qu'il avait soulevé auparavant dans Bon propro Traotatus, 

;' i 
1 

. Wittgenstein suggère qu'il ne reste qu'une seule conoeption du sens qui ne pout 

pas etre inval1de~, tout au moins ·dans un grand nombre de cas·'. C'est la 

notion que le sens est un phenomène social (en oe qui ooncerne le oomportement 

humain), et par oonséquent. que le sens d'un terme existe dans son utilisation 
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PREFACE 

Although the objeotive/of this theain hus not been primarily that Qf pro-

vi ding an "oriein!l.l Il analrois of' :!i.tt,genotoin' D notion 01' mea.ning, the nu.thor 

hns endea.vored to contributo a. novi perspective rOQlrdil')g thio high~y il:1portnnt 

topia. l~nny of the thOtn6s l ho.vo nttcmptcd to develop, a..re onea whlch have Loon· 

imp11ed or explicntod partia.1Iy in tha commontaries which have been credited in 

the text of thia essaYe Hy objectivo hno boon to pl'ovido a. now perspective by 

combining idoas put, f'orth by other commontators, a.nd to thcreby "HCa.VO a ne\'T 

tabria out of ol~ thre~dB." 

The 0 ba erva;tion oi' the foroshadouinc in the T rnotat\lS, of the notion of 

IImoaning as use, ft , ... hich boce.rno alenrIy oxplicntod only in tlÙtgenotcin' s hter 

writings, has, been touched upon in n feu other cormnontaries, notably in Ga.rth 
,J 

Hn11ett's ~lit.tr;ons,t.ein's De:f'~nition 2!. Hoo.ninr.; ~~. 1 have attempted to 

give new lire to Hallot~'B observation, by oxploring implications that had not 

been dealt with directly in Rallett t s commentary, and by f'orming conclusiollS 

on the basie of a comparison of Hallett's intorpretation with interprotations 

of' many others. 

"" ' Pro1'essor James UcGilvray, who has acted as supervisor 01' this theais 
\ 

~pro?eot, ~ggested that l emphasize as a prinoipal theme, the extent to whioh 

~e Tractatus aotually f'orêsha~wed Wittgenstein'e observation of' "meaning as 

use\ l e8pe~lally wlsh to express my graU tude te Pro:l'''S8Qr J.roGilvray tor his 

guid8Jl~, and the great. generosHy he has diaplayed in provldlng commenta and 
\ 

8Ugge8t1o~ throughout the entire thos1. projeot. 

l al.o~ah to express appreolation to =1 relatiTes and friands tor their 

onoour..gemetl\ d aupport.. 

f: 
".a. .... " 

\ 
\ 



/ , 

/ 
/ 1v 

, 
CONTENTS / 

INTRoooonON 1 
, 

~Il. ttgenstein t li Conception" 0,1' Lc.ngua.ge 
and 1ts Roh in PhiloBophipd, IInqu1ry • • " . l 

~, 
r L ~ 

CHAPTER la . 
~/i ttgonotein 1 s Notion of }'leaning 

" a.s'Conveyed in the Traot!tus • • • • J • 4 
.: 

cHAPl' ER II' 
\'1ittc;onstein'o Oppoàition to 1 

/ Montal1stic Conoeptio~s of l.lonning • • • j' • 27 

CHAPl'ER III' 
\'11 tteonctcin 1 D Oppoci tion to 
the Rala.tional Theory-of ~fetll'ling • • • • 51 

CHAPTER IVI 
a 

. ~1i~teEtnstoi~1 a Fonnulation of 
... "!.1eaning as Use" • • • • • ~,' • 62 

l 1". 

l . OH.\..T1l'ER Va 

~. Lnngua.gé-Gemes and the1r 81glificanoe. 
86 in \'li ttgehBtoin IS Conoeption of Neani1?:g • • • • 

\ 

OHAPl' ER VI a 
The Signifionnoe of 
tlittganstein's Conception of Meaning • • • • • 10' 

BIB~IOGRAPHY • • • • • • • • • 119 



1 

• 

1 

- lNTROOOOTION 

WITTGENSTEIN1S CONCEPTION OF LÀNGUAGE 
AND ITS ROLE IN ?HILOSOPHIOAL INQUIRY 

For Wittgenstein, phil080phy ropresents an aotiv1ty whoreby one strugglo~ 

against the Ibewitohment 01' Our intelligenoe by meanlJ of language. 1 The philo-
" . 

80phor thér8f~ro has his ollent1al talk in arrlving at an underntandlng 01' the 

.10g10 01' our language. From th1s at&ndpoint lt follows that phl10sophy dooa 

not repreaent the proo888 of to~lat1ng Itheorioa,l but 1, instoad an aotivity 

wher.b" the meaninga of propositiona are olar1ried. 

Wittgenstein bacS poroelv.d tbat the preY&iliDg queltiona and propositions 
1 

tound in pb1l080phioe.1 worka ot th. put are noi ther tru. :nor tal8&, but aro 

iut_d 'nonunl1oal' 1n tbat the)" aro18 out ot an. o.sential miBundor8t.aJ:ldi~g 

ot th. oomplezities ot the language. Philolophioal lnquiry, for Wittgen.tein, 

va .. DOt ~ Dloh .. -.tter ot d0111g bay vith WI ·nan.on,e,· aB the of tort to 

reoogn1.e the non.en •• in al1 1natanbe.. B. ooD8idèrod the traditional propo-. -
litionl of aetaph111c. to be •• re 141e non.enl.f 40lpite the aura ot profundity 

in wbioh th., wer. o ... t. In oon*ia1t, he lou.ght to pre~ent in hie own worb a 

to~ ct 'indllpenlàb~e nonlena.,· proPO'1ng tbat th .. propoait1ona appearing in 

tJa_ OCNld I.m al Iladd.rl' tmabl1Dg '\11os. who uncJer.tooll th_ al DOnsense to 
'1 • 

In this var, Wlttprlate1D IOU.pt to taollitat. the tnult.ion 
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trqm the 'diàguiaod nonsense' ot philoeophy as it,wa. done ln tbe paat, ta the 

'patent nonsense' whioh be propoaed aa a correot1ve>in bis own vorka. 

The essential object1ve of W1ttg«nate1n'. vriting. va. that ot providing 

a therapeutio mea.sure tor those who, like h1maelf, bad beoome engulted br "bat 

he termed the 'SiOknOS8 of language.' Not only did W1ttgenstein reoognizo 

variou' sioknesses of the language itself, be a.lao peroeived .iokne.aes in the 

methods whereby philosophera of the paat had att.empted :te> explain the nature of' 

langua.ge. Many ot theee aieknesses 01' intèrpretat.ion vere one. f'rom which 

Wittgenstein himfelf bac! reoovered. This is evident ln the taot tbat muoh of' 
"-

the content ot the later warka BUoh a.8 the Philosophieal Investigations, 

represent.ed his attempta ta draw att81'l't.:Lon te the mi8hadlng nature of some of' 

the very notions he bac! put forth in his own early work.. In his later vrltings, 

Wittgsnat~ln oonfronted the errors and inadequaoi8s ot hie earlier works in 

auoh 8. vay tbat other". might learn tram his exemples, and thereby avoid the 

pi ttaUs inta wbich ho bad talhn; 

One notion Wittgenstein continually reevaluated vas hi. conoeption ot 

mee.ning. It wouU be mial.ding to '&)" t.bat lln1 ot bi. vr1t1nga convey an .. 
exp11citly 'formula.ted 'theory' ot mean1Dg. Wittgen.tein did not attempt ta 

tormalat. 'theorie •• 
' 

DOr d14 he att_pt te oonatruct aylltematic argumenta. 

Yet he val tuo1ne.ted b7 our ab1l1tJ to ua. the language, and 8ought. a mee.na 

ot expldlling tho JIIIIlDIl.r in vhioh ve a4)qu1re linguiatio aJd.lb. It b theretore 

Datura! t.he.t V1ttgeMte1n b • .,... deeply oono.rn-ct ri th th. aearoh tor an explanll

Uon of' -MD1Dc. 

00na1derabl. oontroyer., ha. be.n ~ •• to v~~th.r Wittgenstein'. wr1tings 

pr •• ent a oon.1atll1t DOUon ot ._:n1Dg, 0"1' whet.her the later wri tiDl. present 

an _tire1, ditterent. oonoepUon tra. that wh10h vu put torth 1n the earIier 



, 
> 

.w.riting.. The oentra.l o,bjeotive. ot ~he preeent e"&1 "Ul be to expound upon 

the dev~lopment ot Wittgentteinll oonoeption ot meaning, and te explore the 

ext.ont te whioh the 10-08.11ed 'theory' ot 'meanipg .. uee,1 a th •• charaoterhtio 

,ot Ms la't.er wr1tings, "a8 a.ctually tore8bad~wed in the Tractatua Logico

Ph1l080phicus, wrltten many"",yea.rIJ.earl1èr. In addition, an .. ttempt w111 be 

made te eXplore the implioations ot Wittgenstein'I conoeption ot meaning, along 

"ith an effort to evaluate ·the not1o~18 appl1c&b1lity. 

-
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OHAPTER 1 

WITTGEmTEIN1S NCYl'ION OF MEANING 
AS OONVEYED IN THE TRAOTATUS 

4 

In the Tr.a.otatus Lodoo-Pbilosophieus, onlS of' his early wr1tings, Witt.

genstein aI!Iserted that lA name means an objeot," 1 painting out turther that 

'only in tte nexus ot a proposition do08 a name havo ~ean1ng.1 2 In addition, 

he proposod tbat if a .1gn la 'useleas,' then ve must cons1der it meaningleas. 

'.'26 In order ta recognize a symbol by :1. ta sign 
ve m.t obaene bow 1 t is used vi th a sen.o. 

'.'27 A .ign does ndt determine a logioal tora 
unleas· lt la taken tagethor v1th 1ta 10gioo
.JI1taotJ.clll caploYlll~t. 

'_'28 If a .1gn li v.elea8, 1t 18 meen
'
ngle ••• 

t'bat 18 the point ot Oocam' 8 max1m. 
(It everything bebavoa al it a s1,gn bad Paning. 

tben i t doe. bave mee.ning.) , 

!he abo,. .. pane.ge tram TraotatuB propoaed. an eB.~tlall1' operat.1onal1ltl0 bOt10n 

of meaning. The taot that "1 ttgen.te1n drn the oozmeoUon "tween mean1Dg and -
ue, in W. pu.age of the earl1er .ort ... e., 1t nicleDt that tlM oonoeption 

of "~D1111 al .e,· wh10h wu explored in gr.t cletaif in Wittgenatein'. later 

writbap, wu tOl'o.haclowe4 1n the ouUor naotaW •• 

At -the tsM he note the traotaS., W1ttpa.te1n f'ormulated his oonoeption ,.., 
of aMDSD& 1'11 a .am_ tbatr bu beocae lmown a. th. 'ploture thOOI'J' ot • ..mlll.· 

• 
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Aooord1ng te that theory, Iangu~go sorves as a kind of mirror refleo~lng the 

world. Propositiono serve as 'piotures' or mod~l8 of reality. We fo~ a 

ploture 01' faots te ourselves, and apply it al a ldnd of 'rulera vhich "0 hold 

4 up to rea11ty. ln 10g10a1 Ipace, a situation (whioh can be either the 

existence or non-$X1stenoo ot oertain states 01' artairs) cao be represonted by 

a ~ioture. The el~ent8 of a p1cture correspond te, or are representativea ot, 

ob'eota related to one another in a determinate way. Because the pioture 

represonts a model ot roe.l:1ty, the elemente of the ploture (whioh oorrespond to 

existing objeots) must also bo related te one another in a determinato way. 

Wittgenstein reterred te the conneotion of the elements ot a pioture al its 

'struoture," and to the possibil1 ty 01' this struoture ~I "the pioterial form of 

the p1cture.' 5 Pioterlal tom thus represents the poss1bllity that things in 

the world (.1.e •• the oOWlterparts of elements 01' the p1oture) are arranged ,in 

the same wa:y as t.he elementa 01' the pioture. Moreover, the poasibllity tha.t 

the elemente ot real1 ty are arranged Ilooording te the same conf'1guraUon as 

that ot the element. ot the ploture, 11 enta11ed b)r'the piotor1a1 torm. Trus 

the posd bUi ty 01' the .1 tuat.1on repr •• ented br th. pioture il contained in the' 
• 

p1oture. deep1te the faot tbat there might be no exilting situation corre'ponding 

to lt. -
Beoe.uae .. pioture repre8enta only the po •• 1b111ty 01' the- configuration of 

tacts oorrelpODding ta lt, 1t un be ... 14 to be e1ther in agreement with reality 

or DOt. in agr ... t, oorreot or 1noorreot, true or talae. In order for a. 

~ ploture '\0 b. repre'lIltat1l'., lu 10p~ tora IIl8t be the • .-e ... that ot 
\ . 

re&l.1V. ru. 1. Vue r.p:rclle •• of "hether lt- repr •• enta Inghtly or talaol)',-

iD that. \he ploture repr ••• tt .. ,,polllble .ta" of a1'tair. ln lopce.l· .pôl.oe. . . , 
fNiJl l. DOt an lDt.r1Dll0 el_ct of th. ploturo, thoro 11 DO vq of ... oerta1n1~ 

-----
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from the pioture iteelt, whother an actual dtuation"oorreaponding to it exilltl!. 

Proposltione represent such plctures of reality, and ae such they oan be 

either true or f'aise, accurate or inaccurate. A proposition ls true if it 

reprosents an existing state of affaire. A proposition,ls false if' 1t assertl 

the existence of' a si~ation in the absence of a oorrosponding situation in the 
1 .. 

~orld. Moreover, a proposition io false if' it pictures the relation between 

existing objects in a mannor incongruou8 ta the actual relation. Yet regardlass 

of whether a proposition ia true or false, it reters to a possible relation 

betWeen ~ieting objects, and its perceptible sign theref'ore constitutes la 

projeotion of a possible si~ation.1 As Wittgenstein stated in the Traotatuo, 

'.11 We use tho perceptible slgn ot a proposition 
(spoken or written, etc.) as a projeotion of' a 
possiblo situation. 

The method of projection is te think out the 
sense of the proposition. 

'.12 1 ca11 the sign with whioh l'le express a thought 
a propos.i tlonal éign.-~d a proposition is a propoS16 , ti_anal sign in its projed't.lve reiatyn to the lfo~ld. 

A highly ~portan~ ~peot of' ~he pioture ~ry ot meaning ia the dis

tinotion beween ~ 'and lredeutung. ~ ref'ers to the sense of' a propos~t1on. 

As INch, Sinn represents that wbich ia a possibility, and IlOt neoes8arily a 

reeli ty. The sense' of a. proposition is the same regardless ot the propos! tion t s , " 

truth value, and ,le theref'oreo independent of wheimez: there correspond. tO i t 

Ul &otual state of atf'airs. Bedeutung. in oontrut, reters te aometh1ng aotual 
• 1 • 

or ree.l. Thie tom, wh10h 1& usua1{r tranala.te4 iD \he Engl1.h text. rU")~.ea.n1ng, 1 

wu uaod ~ ~ittgenatèin tO deaignate the reterent. ot a DUle. At the t1me he 

note the 4ra.o~tue. Wittgenstein mainta1n~ tbat. the ~ning. ot :names are 

exilt1ng objeota. Mther dea1gpating that wber .... a MDle bal Bed'"tung. it do .. , 
DOt liaTe!J:œ.. ID ~e OU~ ot "propos1 t1cme. the rner18 il trueJ propos1 tions 
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can have Sinn, but not BedeutunEi,. Namee are "pr1m1 Uv.,' in t.ba.t they are s1gns . 
which ~t be dissected any 1}trther by mea.ns ot t1 detini tion. A proposition, 

in oontrut, 1& oonstrue'd as being cBsentially Ia'runotion ot the expressions 

oontained in it.1 7 Names, Wittg9nstein 1nd1ca~~d, are like 'points,' whereas 

propositions are like-~arrow8.1 8 

A~co~ding ta th~Traotntus, a proposition is characterlzed by less9n:ial 

and acoidentai fea.tures. Il 9 The former arc those features wh10h are ind1s-

pensable in order ~or the proposition ta ~ress 1ts sense (~). The latter 

are these which merely reaui t from. the particular manner in whioh the proposi t1..onal , 

aign is produoed. In the same way tha.t a musioal theme i. no Itere Imedley of 
, . 

notes,' a propos1tional sign i8 no mere nmodley bf'wor~s •• A propositional s1gn 
• 1.,. • " 

'represen~ 1nstea.d 'a fact,' in that it haB the capaoity ta express a sen~e. 

18 111 ttgeJistein deolared, "Orlly t'Mu,. CM express a sense, a set of' names 

cannot.·'lO, In this way, the author of the Traotatu.s argued that the peroeptible 
, 

sign 01' À propos1tion servas as a projection of a possible situation. 

The metbod of projeotion consista in the thinking out of a propos1tion's 

sernae. This preo.es 1& wbat constitutos the propooitional sign al la thought ll ; 

propoaitione.l signs, when appl1ec:i and oonaidered caretully, beoame "thoughta. 1 

Oonverlely, "a tbought 11 .. proposition w1th a sense.' Il Yet tram another 

.tandpourt., a proposition oan be said to lexpresa a thought,1 in tbat the elements 

of it.s propos1tioœl s1gn oorreepond .to the objects ot thought. Wittgenstein 

reterrod to the el.ente 01' lUoh propol1t1onal signa as 'Isimple signs,· dee1g

nating th_ .. 'ooapletel1 ana.l7Zed.' 12 IAter, he .t1~ated that there oan 

" one and only cme oomplete analy81. tor .. pr0l>Oe1 tion • 

..... , in oontrut, oUlllot he lDal.7aod or nlleotH ..... b;y m-.nB of .. 

4et1D1Uon. Tbq 1'''1' ... 1; pr1ll1U ••• 1p., aD4 ... lUoh the, ean be u1;111~od 



i , 

, 

8 

as the elements of the proposi tional signe Names, vhsn appearing in propo

sitions, have meaning (Bedeutung), becauso, "hQn appearing in the oontext of a 

proposition, they represent objeots. let the namea do not put the objeots into 

words; thoy morely make possiblè the oonstruotion of propositions whioh so.y 

'how things are, If wi thout telling ·wbat they are. Il To the question f1B to 

whother it is possible for us to understand two names in the absence of the 

knowledge 8.8 to whether they signify the srune or d~orent things, W1ttgenstein'a 

reply ia negativo. Wittgenstein indlcated tbat in the oase of aomoone who lalows 

the meo.ning of an English word end a German word having the seme meaning, i t 

would not be possible for that individua.l to be unaware that their moanings Eire 

the seme. In BUoh a case, the individual would be capable of translating each 

as the other. Aooording to W'it.tgensteinls oxplana.tion, the indlvidual reoognizes 

that the mea.nings of the two terme are equive.lent, as 8. ... consequenoe or his 

obsorvation that they are ~ in the Bame way. 

ot oonsidorable importance i8 the question 0.8 to vhether the Traotatue 

oonoept of Bedeutung (acoording to wh10h nam08 refer to fixed objects) does 

not rost implioitly on & 'theory' about the use of yords 8.S names for objects. 

Tho very possibllity of propositions der1vea fram the faot that signe oan serve 

as representations of objeota. An eS8ential foature of propos1tions i8 that 

they cOlllDUl'lioa.to a ftW senao to \dJ yot they must. do 80 by means of 'old words.· _ ............. 
~y to the extent that a proposition 80rves as a p1oture, oan the proposition 

be s .. id te usert aamething, and only to the erlent that lt ls 10gioalI7 

articulated, ca.n the propo.ition he reprcle4 a. a pioture of .. state of" affaira. 

Instoa.d of la.ying, IThia proposition bu lUoh end 8Uoh a Iernle,' one ce just as 

vell sq, 'Th:ls proposition reprelelDta 8Uoh and ftoh ste.te of affaira.' l~ A 

proposition tJma se" •• u a reprNeatat.1oD ct a .tat. f4 atf'ura, br combining 
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014 vords to tom a new sense, so tha.t 

4.0'11 One name stands for one thing, e.nother for 
another tb1ng, and they are oombined with one 
another. In this vay the w11019 group-1ike a 
tableau vive.nt-presents a state of a.f'ta.irs. 14-

9 

As an i11uet.rat.lon 01' the manner in whioh language serves t.he purpose ot 

• projeot.ion,· Wittgenstein drew an interesting ana.logy between/language and music. 

In the same vay that the musical idea, the vri ttcn notation, and the sound wavea 

pr04uced in accord with the dosigna.ted pattern, 0.11 stand in correlation to one 

another, there 1. an internal relation of depioting, that 1s oharaoteristio 01' 

language and it8 ties with the world. This internal relation h 'ref'erred to in 

the Tractatus a.s a 'common logical plan.' As \'ii ttgenstcin illuat.ratod, 

4.014 A gramophone record, the mu~lcal idea, the 
vritten notes, and the Bound-waves, a11 stand to one 
another in the some internal relation 01' depicting 
that bolds beween language and the world. 

They ere all construo1'.ed acoording· to a conmon 
log1oal plan. 

(Like the 1'.wo youths in the t'a.1ry-tale, the1r 
tvo horses, and thelr 1111es. They are a11 in a 
certain sense one.) 

4.0141 There is a general rule by mea.ns ot' which the 
JIIll81c1a.n can obta.in the symphony t'rom the soore, and 
whioh makes 1t possible to der1ve the symphony from 
the groove on th~8DIOPhone record, and, uBing the 
tiret rule, te de Te the score agâ.in. Tbat ls vhat 
conati tutes the er aimilulty betveen theee things wbich 
le_ te be oonat ted in such en1'.irely diff'erent ways. 
And tbat nùe i8 law ot projection whioh projeots 
the aymphony inte the language of musical notation. 
It 11 the rulo' t'or translating th1s language lute the 
language of gramophone recorda. 15 

Unclerltanding a propos1tion ontails kno"ing the situation it representll. 

Purther, in or4er tor sOllloono te unders~d 1; proposition, i t 18 not neoeu&ry 

tor t.ba.t. 1nd1v1dual te baTe hael lts sense explained. A worlel 18 Oonlt.ruoted by' 

the proposition 'vith t.he help ct a Iloglcal .• catfolding.1 Beoauae ot thia, the 
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author ot the Tractatus asaerted that in the true proposition one can actually 

see all the f'eatures of the wor.ld. In the case that the proposition is falao, 

ono CM draw conolusions from i t. In a ttempting ta comprehend the mtmner in 

whioh propositions communicate, Wittgenstein suggested a consideration of 

hieroglyphio writing, whioh explicitly pictures the tacts it describos. 

Understanding a proposi t.ion entails knowing l'that is the caso, if' the proposition 

1s true; the proposition is understood if. 0.11 its cons~ituent part9 are undor-

stood. 

The constituent pa.rts of a. proposition are the \-Iords (names) of wh! ch 1t is 

composed. The'objects which are the meanings of the names a.re themselves fix~d cr 

static, whereas the configuration in which they are arranged is variable and 

ohanging. An "atomic fact" 1a fonmed by a oonfiguration whe~oin objects are 

oonneoted to each other as are links of a ohain; objecta are comb1nod ln a 

definite way. The manner in whioh they are combined io the structure of the 

atomic facto The possib111ty of the struoture 1s 1ta forme In thia vay, the 

picture ia linked to reality. Indeed, Wittgenstein considered such "picturos" a3 

being like a scale applied ta reality. 

41though propositions serve as representations of reality, they cannot 

r~present that wh1ch they must have in oommon with real~ty in order to serve as 

1ts representationsl logical torm. The dep1ot10n of logical torm presupposes 

our ability te place oursolves and the p~opos1t1on8 outs1de the realm ot logic, 

Il roqu1rcment ths.t makes ev1dent the imposai bili ty ot sueh a depict1on. To quote 

Wittgenstein. 

4.~12 The pos8ibility of propositions 18 'based on the 
prlnciple that objeots have signa as thelr 
reprosentatives. 

Mf tundamont.al idea 1,"ths.t the 'logical con
.tante' are not. representatives; that t.here

6
can be 

no ropre.ent.a.tivea ot the 10110 ot tCLcta. 1 

!' 
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Tbe taot that propositions oannot represent logical torm la mirrored in the 

propositions themselves. That ~h1oh Is mirrored in language cannot Itselt be -
represented by the language, nor oan it be exprossed by ~ in language, even 

tbough it expresses itselt in language. For purposes ot the present discusslon, 

1 t will be helpful to think of' the aot of' express1ng, as s1Jnilar ta tha. t ot 

oonveylng. Furthe~ore, the distinotion between wba.t is 1nvolved in expression 

or conveyanoe on the one band, and Irepresentationl on the other, sbould be 

kept in mind. Taldng this into aocount, it. can be eeen that the log1cal torm ot 

reality io shown or exhib1ted by the proposltion, but It 18 not reproBented by 

the proposition. 

The relation of' the 10g10al f'orm of' propositions ta reallty, can be better 

understood in light of' Wittgenstein's treatment of formaI ooncepts_ Every 
l ' 

variable 18 oonsiderod in the Traotatus a.s the aige ot a formaI oonoept., This 

la beoauae the f'orm of' every variable is the saae regardless of tbe variable's 

value. Formal conoepts are presented in logieal ~ym~lism b,y variables rather 

than br tunetlons 01' classes. The vord 'objeot,' tor example, vhen rlghtly 

u.ed, le lexpres8sd in èonceptual notation br a Tarlable name. 1 17 Thi. 1. 
\, 

al.o truo of vords such as 'CampIex,' "aot,1 '1unction,' 'Humber,' and so on. 

They cannot be considered as 'prtmitlve'ldet."becau •• ta conslder the= as ~ch 

vould be ta 1mply that the)" oould be introduoed alongdd. the objecta whioh fa11 

under them. llUItea.d, the formaI oonoept 18 already giTeD vlth an objeot. fa.ll1ng 

under lt.. 18 A large Tarlet.y of .en.ele •• Ip.8Qdo-propoaitlons' can result 

trca the .:t.t.empt ta appl,. f'ormal. oonoepts, a. if t.he,- serTe t.he 8ame tunotlon 

... tbo.e objeots vhioh taU under th_. For· exuaple, one cannet. • ..,.. ·'l'hen 

are objecta,' 1n the IUle vay one .qa, ITher. ar. booka,' or 'Thera are 100 

bookl. 1 In order for ua ta use language .. t .. 11, eleaeDtary propo.lt.1on • .uat 

,-
l '. 
l' 

1 • 
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be possible. In order tor a sentenoe whioh ie l'lot an elementary proposition 

te have a sense, it must be a collection of el«œentary propo8itions. COmpound 

propositions oonta1n nothing more tban the oontent of tbeir-eloment8. Their 

meaning and truth valu& is derived trom tbat of the oonstituent elementary 

propositions. Moreover, the assertion of a compound proposltion 18 nothing 

more than the asurtion of the elementary propositions of wh1ch it 18 oomposed. 

El~entary propositions derlve their meaning and truth fram their relation 

te the world, rather than from their relationship to other propositions. They 

represent s~ple, unanalyzable propositions, and oan best be desoribed a8 an 

arrangement of names preaenting a pioture ot a sta.te 01' a1'tairs or arrangement 

ot objeots. The 10gloal oambination of signs oorresponds te a definite 10g10a1 . 
oombination of mean1ngs of tOOse signa. 

The namelJ themselvee, l1ke the Obj80ts, ar~ in a sense "inoomplete," in 

that they oan onl)" be arranged in a limited number of ways. Furthermore, names 

bave meaning onl)" within the context of a proposition. Oo1y b.y meana o~ 

obaerving the manner in wh1ch thq ue use~ are ve able to dboern meaninga of 

terma. 

• 
The que.t.ion arises u ta whether a conception 01' mean1ng u "the Act of 

aean1ng1 il antagoni.t.io te t.h&t ot Imeaning as uae," or whether the former 

_coption 10 ."0'17)0. :"utien ~ _ latter. It •• _ that th. tondency te 

conaieler the two not.i0n8 a.. polaris.d, ha. l.d to a. large number ot contusions 

rega.reling th. t.rudt.1on trOll. WittpMt.e1n I • earlier oonoep,UoJ'l ot language, te 

that ot hi. la't.er vr1tiDp. Riel' lIh1r;uro, iD an a.rtlcle entitl.d ·U •• and 

Reterano. ct ..... ,' 19 dra.w. a.ttent.1on to 'tohe ta.ot tbt.t MD1 ot th. id .. re

Yolrtng a.r0\QK1 auob a contrut a.otualJ.1 a.ri •• trca a JI18UJld.rlt.anding o~ the 
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Traotatus conoeption of the na.ture of t.he aot whcreby a name refera to an objeot. 

As Ishiguro deolaro., 

People have otton oontrlsted th~ picture theory ot moaning 
of the Tracta tus w1 th the use theory of' meaning 01' the 
Philosophical Investigations. Many have dso ueuod that 
the pioturo 't.heory of' meaning is based on the oonoept 01' 
'nam.1ngl, .inoo in the p10ture theory language oatohes 
on t,o' roal1 ty through nfttnes whioh stand for objects. This 
bae led people to talk aS it the use theory of' mes.nlng 
Will an expression of W1 t,~genote1n' fi later rejeotion ot his 
Traotatus tbeory. l beli1.evo that te..lk 1rt' suoh- oontrast 
18 highly mis lead1ng, and that 1 t arisos out of' a 
misunderstanding ot the ~rB.cta.tus view of' what i t b for 
a name to rofer to (bedouten) an objecte ••• It ooem.s 
ta me te be a truism that B. ward or e. symbol oannot have 
the roIe ot reterring tQ a f'ixed object l'li thout having a 
tixed U80. How could thore be a philosophioal doctrine 
01' expressions and the pbjects te l'lhich they reterrod 
whioh wu not at the S8llle Ume a theory about the uso ot 
tbose expression.f No interesting philosophioal question 
about the meaning of -8uch exprossionG can be œsed on a 
oontralt, between 'naming' and 'use'. The interesting 
question, I think i.e whether the meaning ot a nsme can 
bo seourod independently of its use in propositions by 
some method whicb links it tc-an object, 8.S many, including 
Rualell, baTe thought, or lthether the ident,it1 of' the 
objeot referred to 1. only aettled by tho uee ot the name 
in a set 01' propositions. It the latter holds, thon the 
problem of the object a Dame. denotes !! the problem 01' 
the use of the name. 20 

Al tbough Vi ttgonatein ma.inte.1ned tbat an expression bas no zeaning when 
, ., , 

appearing outside the context ot a proposition, he did ~ say tbat the mean1ng 

ot an expression 11 Idet.erminedw by the proposit.ion in wbioh lt appoars. The 

onl.y I1p wh10h might posdbl;y baT. mea.ning outside uee are Igenuine proper 

DaJDeIII designaUna obje,cte wbose existence i8 ulUl'ed. This problem had beon • deal. t, v1 th ea.rl1er br lRuanll in hi_ thoo17 of deflni tOl desoriptions. Beca.uae 

that theor:r wu iD 'OIIe respecta .1m11ar tG the 'lractatus concept. ot INames,1 

it. .... ge~. at thl_ point to pre»'ri.de a br1et deecrlptioD of Ruaaell'_ 

t.beoJ'J. 
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Ac~ord1ng to Ruuell' 8 theory of' det~ te descriptions, the meaning of' a. 
\ 

name il the objeot. 1t dariotell. That la, 1f'\~ w6l:d or a phrase do&& name 
\ 

something, thm i'1:.s meaning is t.bat whioh 1t ~ea. His theory talces 1nto 

account that cert.a.1n Id.nds ot words are uaed in 'ways other thon as names. 
\, 

Moreover, RuBsell'& theory doee not presuppose thn\ every word or phrase namee 

an objeot., but that in the case of those that do serve as 'names,1 we are 

justified in saying that their mea.nings are the objeo~s whioh they name. In ' 

applying bis tbeory 1:.0 nouns, Russell maint&.ined that ~he meaning ot a noun 

ls tfle objeot it nomes, and tha.t ita m~ing 18 the B8m\l regardles8 of the 

oontext in whioh i t appea.rs. Aocording ta Rus8ell ls theory, 1t doee not matter 

whet.her the noun tl}>pearl in 180lation or in a 8ontœlCe. lt.s %I1ea.ning rernains 

unaltered. 

Ruseellls theory made 1t eyident that the tendency 1:.0 oonsider det1ni te 

desoriptions aB proper nouns lea.ds 1:.0 error. To in8iet that. dofinit.e des-

criptions MIlle objeots, and that those objeots are their meanings, lea""ds into 

probleme suoh as t11os8 exemplifie<! in enoountors dth phrases such as tthe 

present King of Franoe.' Russell', theory usertod tbs.t no definite d08-

oript1ve phrase oan be a proper noun, resardleas ot ~bat the world oontaine. 

The a.8sumpt.ion that. dofini te desoriptions are proper names must, aooording t.o 

au.sell, be abandoned. Det'inite desoription8 appearing in isolation (IlOt in 

the oont.ext. or a proposition) ue tIûa to be regarded as mee.n1ngless,- yet 

'enteno8s oontain1ng th_ oan -Ull be melid.ngf\tl. An example of lUôh .. propo

.ition voulcl be 'The pre.ct X1Dg of 'rance i, bald. t Thi8 proposition voulcl be 

an exemple of one wh1oh, aooor41ng to Rual'U'. Yi., 18 JI~, but talae 

(beoau.e part of 1 t.a analJ'8i. 18 talle). 

In vorJd.Dg ou.t. hi. t.heoZ'1 f4 det1n1te deeor1ptioDe, Rulsel1 notecl the 

• 
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important oontrast between rea1 and apparent logioal tOrIn ot propos! tions, a 

oontrast whioll' lias later ta be b1ghly 1nflu~tial in 'IIi ttg~stein' fi oonoept'.on' 

ot language. This oontrast le ev1d811t in the analys1s ot 'rhe author ot 

Waver1lllU' Sootch.' It is evident that in the analysis, the definite dea'Orip· 
1 

tive phrase, 1 the author of Waverly,' disappee.rs. As George PUoher dt'lMrib~d 

Russeilis standpoint regarding this procos9, 

Russell t.hought t.ha.t ,.,hen euoh a oorrect analyds ot 
a propoaitio~ ia given, it tells you what tho proposition 
really saye, lIbat 1t la really about. Notice the.t in 
the analysls, the defin1te descriptive phrase 'the author 
of Waverlyl lIbich oceurs in the original analyzed propo
sition, entirely dlsappears. There:f'or~, aince the 
analyste speoifies what the proposition really saya, n1the 
8ll.thor of Waverlyt is not Il constituent of the prbpo-
8ition at all. There 1s no ooneti tuent redly thera 
oorresponding to the desoriptive phrase." (.] The 
original proposition appears ta rater directly to (1.e., 
to name) something called 1 tho author of Waverly,' but 
the analys1s shows, Ilcoording to Russell, that tbis 
appea.rance 1s deceptivo. 21 

One bighly~crtapt tea.turo of the picture theory ot moaning, 18 the t'set 

tbat Wittgenstein accepted the'theory ot detin1te df.cr1ptions, and applied it 

to the picture th~ry. If one taUs ta talce th1s into aecount, one might. 

inter tram. some etatementa in the Tractatus j tbat for eaoh lIord appearlng in 

a proposition, thore mu.at correspond to 1t a speoifio objeot in the sHuati0l' 

'pio'tured l by the propol1 tion. Strictl,. spee.ld.ng, only elem.entary proposi tiotl8 

are at once p1oture. of' the lituationa they deacribe. Oomplex propositions 

are rneal.ed. te he 'p1ctures l onJ.7 upon analyaia into the elementa.ry propo

litions of 'IIh1oh 'UlOJ are oampo.ed.. As Pitoher declÙ'ee • 

• roI' thi. and all mbBequent ... terbka appea.riDg in bracketa rlth1n 
quote.t1OD11, pl~e reler to the Auth4Jr'. Note 00 p. 118. 

, . 
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One importent. fea.ture or Wittgenste1n l s p1cture theory 
of propos! tions shou1d be borne in mind, if' ve are to 
real1ze that certain apparent objeotions to it are not 
ree.l1y damaging. lt might be objeoted, for example, "'that 
'\;hG thaory ia incompatible vith other things Wittgenstein 
has said. If a propoe1tion iB a picture of a tact. thon 
(!J'lery vord or phrasa in i t lIDl.st direotly stand tor some
tbing, aB t!1Very note in the lIDl.s1cal soore direotly stands 
for a partioular sound; and BO in the propoe1 tion IThe 
author of \'1averly 1s Sootch, ft tho phrase 'the autbor of 
WavorlY' must directly represent some objeot. But 
aooording ta the ~heory of definit.e descriptions, aooepted 
b.1 Wittgenstein, tbis ia not the oaS8. Further.more, it 
ia absurd to 8uggest that in the proposition ·The average 
American male likes baseball,' the subjeot phrase 
directly names an abject, as the ploture,theory would 
requirè it to. These and other objeotions to t.he piotura 
theory are at once swapt B.way by ''l'ittgensteinls insistanoe 
tha.t propositions ~ ordinaril:r: expressad are not, in 
tbnt form, pioturos of the situations thoy desoribe. (*J 
In the etrictest sense, it la only elœnentary propositions, 
those oonsisting ontiroly of namos, that are piotures of 
situations. But when any other kind 01' proposition is 
comp1etoly analyzed into elementary\ propositions-i.e., 
when i ta true nature as a truth-tunotion of elementary 
proposition9 18 fully exhibited--then it, too, i8 & 
ploture of the situation lt deaoribes.\ And even +.ben, 
tho non-elementary proposition depicts some~ only 
in vlrtue 01' the taot tha,t its oomponent el_entary 
propos! tions do 80. 22 _ 

V1 ttgenstein argued 1n the Tractatus that the tact that there are 

16 

element.a.ry propositions neoesa1ta.tea that thOl'a IIILlSt bo objeots whioh servo a.s 

the bearers ot tho names 01' whioh the e1ementary propositions are composed. 

If' there vere no suoh objeota, Witt.genstein argued, elementary propositions 

wau1d oonsist of tenna ,whioh ue mee.ningles8 and would tbla be meaningleu 

themaelTea. Beo&use a.ny meaningtul language 1IIlI.II't have its tounda.tlon in Demes, 

and beoauu the moan1npof aIl propod tionl depend on elelllenta.rr propoe1 tions, 

1 t would thm tollow t.hat there oould be DO. meen1ngtul proposi UODS. A.s 

Wittgenstein .ta.ted in the 'braota.tus. 

4.2211 BYe 1t the worlel 1, 1nt1n1 "-17 caaplex, 80 
tbat n'art taot oon.18te ot 1n:f'1n1te17 -..q atat •• 
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of affaira and every state of dfaira ls oompoaod 
of infinitely many objecta, thora wou~d still have 
to be objeota and statos ot aftaira. ~ 

17 

Wittgenstein tollowed Russoli's lead in maintaining that a name must 

denote sometbing s:l..m.ple. A term whioh ,qualifies as a l18m.e, la one whioh 18 

unane..lyzable, and not verbally definablo. Tet it could be a term which la 

defined ostensively, by pointing, saying, IThis is a __ ..... This type ot 

defini tion applies when the term denotes something _observable. For Yi ttgen-

stein, as for Russell, a name must denoto something simple, that i8, aomething 

without oomponents of' a.ny ldnd. When Wittgenstein used the term 'objeot.,1 ho 

ueed i t to draw attention to the taot that the denotation ot a Mme ia something 

simple. 

A.t the time ho 'ifrote the Traotatus, Wittgenstein maintained tbat. in order 

tor MY term whioh 18 not a logical oonstant te have meaning, the tflrm must. 

reter to an existent objeot. The ter.m must either direotly or indlrectly 

designflte a thing or a group of' ~h1ngs whioh actua.lly oUst. Further, :in ol'd~r 

for a proposition to be oonsidered mea.n1ngf'ul, 1 te conat! tuent" muat be term:s 

tbat have meaning. Aooording to th18 vi., a proposition 1a moo.ningtul only 

11' its constituants roter to exi',ting objeots. But thi. account ruses serious 

problem.a. Talee, for example, the proposition, 'Horatio 1e Hamletls beat friend.· 

Does the Traotatus 1mply that ve must regard suoh a proposition .. s Imeaningleus l 

beoauae we are Ut18.ble te eatabl1sh the exiltenoe ot an object which oorresponds 

to the proper name 'Horatio" . It se .. that the Tre.otatu. aècount ot language 
-. 

dON DOt aTo1d W. problc. 

Wbereu a JWU JIIWI:to _Te an object oorre.poncling te it in order tor it to 

ha ... mean1ni, a proposition need not œTe a oorreaponding 'tact' or arr4Ulgement 

rd objecta, 1n orier tor 1t to baT .... 1Da-. Propo.ltiona are œ! naa .. deo1g-

" 
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nating f'aots or existing states of' a1'f'airs. Yet the sense ot a proposition co.n 

be regarded as the dtuation 1 t desor1bes. 

4.0~1 ~ a proposition a situation 15, a,s'it "'ere, 
constructed by "'8.Y' ot experiment. 

Instea.d of, IThis propos1 t10n has BUch and 
suoh a sens"e l , lie can simply sat, IThis f&roposition 
repusent..s such and such a situation'. 2 ~ 

One might wish to interjeot t.hat the aboya pas8age negates the poss1bility of 

talas propositions. Al-though it might appee.r that it ~oes, Ws passage can be 

reconciled with the existence ot t'alae propositions by the tact tha.t when 

Vi ttgenstein ref'erred. to a, Isi tua.t.1on, 1 he wu ret'erring to a more possible 

stats of' aff'a.1rs, tha.t is, one tha.t ~s not necessa.rily aotual. As Wittgeneto1n 

sto.t.ed, 

2.06 The exist.enoe and non-existenoe of' states of atttdrs 
is roality. , 

. (We dso caU the existenoe ot etates of af'f'airs 
a positive tact, and their non-existenoe a negat1ve :tact.) 25 

Rea.lit1 includes net only 'positive :tacts,' but Inegative tacts" a,s welle 

Pos1tiTe taots represent ex1st1ng states of afta,ira, "hile De~tive tacto 

4ebigna.t.e nonaot.ual states. George Pitober .. serta that Witt.genstein's viw 

attri1:uted te nonaotual states of being, 'a, ebadcnq Idnd ot being.- 26, AlthOugh 

tull existenoe 18 net attributed te DOnexist.ent situations, soma f'orm ot 

'8UbI1.tenco 10 a I~ge r~ ot naDez18tenoe l 18 conaidered or predioated 

ot th ... 27 

Aooor41ng to the Traote.w riew, the 'world' II OCIIpoled exolu.elvely ot aU 

positive atad.o,taota, _her .... Irealit.J'1 18 molua1Te ct all taots, vhether 

positiye or Dep.tive_ 'rOll a llUperticial .t.DcIpcint, 1t m1ght .. ppear t~t there 

U scae DOO1lIlIteucy ln "lttpaat.ein's aOOOUDt of the oontr~t between Ithe 

world~ and Ireal1t7_1 The tollow1Dg .tat..tDt aipt. b. rep.rded .. OOntul1Dg, 

" 
'\ 
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when evaluated in 11gbt of other statomenta a.ppee..ring in the Tra:o"tatus s' 

2.06~ Tho aum-total of reality Is the vorld. 28 , 

The above passage would soom to imply that the W'orld, too, consista ot both 

positive and nego.tive facts. One p08s1bh way of interpreting his statement, 

however, is tbat w1l1ch is 8Uggeated by Jamel' Griff'in, namely that if' a11 

positive tacts are given, the toto.l1ty of negative tncts are also given, in that 

the latter 1s 8litàllod by the former. It aould be that positive and negative 
" 

facts aro, at 10a.8t in one 8(1118e, lnseparable. This could bo maintained in 

oonjunetion with the preaniae that only poaitivo o.t.om1o faots eompÏ'is~ parts of 

the world. 29 

Posit.ive and negative fact.s ean "bo representod by propositlbnS'. Propo-, 

sit.ions, a.ooording to the Tre.otâtus view, répresent not mere spatial p.ietures, 

but "1ogioa.l piotures' of ree.lity as we imagine rea.l1ty.· Furt.her, in.è. plcture 
( , 

there must be as 'tnany parts as t.here are in tbat whiah 1s represented by'~ the 

picture. This bolds aIso of propositions. ProPQsitions, l1lce spa.tial plctures, 

!.!:2!. us vbat they represent.. In 8. manner aimilar to t.ha.t in which a picture 

.hows whtl.t. lt represents, so 

4.022 A proposition !bœ!!. its senee. ~ 

Tet it ahoW.d be pointed out tbat the proposition doe. not 'reprIsent.' its 

.ense. Vith th1s in mind. it l!te81:Q8 rea.8ona.ble ta dellcrlbe the a1m1;larlt1es ot 

p1ctures end propoB1t1ona u Geprge Pitcber doe8 in the followiDg passage. 

A p10ture bu just the teaturell which we not.ed a propo
sition bu. It representa lome situation beyond itsolt, 
and l can tell vhich a1tuat1Qn,lt i8 more11 by looking 
at the pioture. No one Doed oxplain to Ille wba.t situation 
it. depiotaJ l can 'ree.d it off' trOlll the pioturo it.solt. '1 

Aooo~41ng te the picWre thool'1 ot. mee.n1ng, ncm-element&r7, propoei tions 

p10ture a ste.t. of affaira onl1 upon analyell. '~11 b;y Y1rtue of the ,taot tbat 
: . 
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theil' oomponent elementary Rroposit.ions depict. states of affairs, can t.he non

olemontary oomplex proposltions he said t.o serve 'as piotures. In order to gain 

a clear understanding of the manner in which propositions serve as piotures, it 
J 

is nooessary to olarify the nature of elamentary propo~itions. 

The ooncept of an elemantary proposition put forth ~ the Traotatus 

maintains tha.t an el~entary proposition ia more than a mere sories of names. 

An elementary propositio~ oan more appropriately bo thought of as a I nexus ', or 

oonoat~t1on of name8 arranged in a significant mannor. As Wittgenstein said 

of a propositional sign& 

~.14 . What constitutes a propoaitional sign ls that 
in it its olements (the words) stand in à deter.minate ra
latiQn to one another. 

A propoaltional slgn io a faot. '2 f 
~ . 

This should J!IIlke it char that. an element9.l7 prop.QiJit.ion 19 no more 'l1sta ot 

names nor 1s the sign of an ~lementary ·proposit.ion. Take, tor exemple tho 

',' 

~ 

proposit.ion laRb. n According ta this proposition, ,o~jeot -ai stands in 'R' 
relat.ion to abject lib. Il Because the propaaitional sign has 1nk marks and/or 

'ounds as i ta components ~ i t is muoh more lilco an ordina.ry' piot.uro ths.n the 
l , 

proposi tian i tselt. An even· more aoourat.e 1I8Y' of sta.t1ng the oa.se l(8.8 provided 

1n tho Tractatue & 

~.l4~2 Instee.d ot, tTho oÔDrplox sign '&Rb' sa.ys t.ba.t. 
!. stands to b in t.he rela,:t.lon R' , we ought to 
put, tfha.t la- stands te Ib" in Il certain relation 
eay& ~ !l\1?'" " 1> ' 

oonven~on d1otato8 t~t. the signa ~b1ch togot.her camposo the 8ign. of the 
,! \ 

propo8ition JIIlri, be plaood in an ordor wbioh' correl.e.t. .. vith the' order ct their 

, . , 
DOt. iD lteelt OOD8t.1tuto .. picture. • pio~e of .. po •• lb1e .iÙlA~OIl 1. 

! 
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consti tuted by suoh an arrangement on1y if' the ~lement" of the arrangement 

correspond to certain actual objectfi. As Wittgenstein stated, 

2.1514 The pictorial relationship consista of' 
the corr~lations of' the picture 1 8 elements wi th 
th1ngs. ~ 

Furt.hermore, the marks wh1ch taken together fOrIn the visible sign of the propo

sition must be placed intentionally in that manne~ by some oonscious agent~ 

The ,group of mar~ 1s not, 1n 1t8e11', a pioture of any kind. Indeed, the very 

ooncept ot a npicture n entails a set of marks which havo been arranged in a 

determinate ~er for a specifie reason, namely that of representing a possiblo 

situation. 

It should be kept in mind that a proposition constitutes" more thfl;n a ~ 

p1cture; 1t constitutes wbat Pitoher refers to as na dafinite reproeentational 

pioture. n ;5 Every proposition is, aooording to the TraotatuB view, a def'inite 

representational picture of a specifie dete~nate situation. The propositi6n 

18 const1tuted in the projective relationship of the proposit10nal sign to the 

situation described. The propos1tiona1 sign takes on the projeotive relation-

ahip ta the world "hen 1t8 senSe beoomes thought out. As Wittgenstein 
. ' 

described our use of the perceptible sign ~f a proposition. 

;.11 We use the uerceptib1e sign of' a proposition 
~. (spoken or wr1tten, etc.) as a projecti~ of a 

po181ble s1tua.tlon. 
The mothod of pro j ect1? is to think out the 

Bente of the proposition. ~ 

In th18 waf. the proces8 whereb,y the sense ot the proposition becomes thought 

out actual1r conatitutel the use ot the -propol1t1onoJ. s1gn te r8present a 

det1n1te a1tuation. In the ca.e that the propoa1t1on 1. an elemente.l7 one 

(cme 1w.v1ng an latomic tact' as 1t. oorroap0D41ng 8ituation), th1nlc1ng out the 

" 

\ 

1 

1 , .. 

, " 

~ 
" ,. ,-
j 
1. 
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sense of the proposition will involve the followingl (l) using oacb component 

of the propositional sign as designatlng ono specifie objeot, and (2) Intendlng 

to convey that the arrangement of those objeots bas tbe same structure as that 

of the proposition. As George Pitohor il1ustrates, 

So whon l write down or utter an elementary proposltlonal 
signt and at the some time mean by it that oertain definite 
objects are arranged in a certain definite way, l am 
thereby t~nking tha sense of the proposition, and uBing 
the propositional sign to express the proposition. lt 
ls only in this way tha.t i t la ~:'pioture of one specifio 
state of affair$ and no other. " 

Only in so far as a proposition 18 a picture can it be regarded ~8 

I statlng' something. As the author of the Tractatus declared. 

A proposition states something on1y ln so far as It 
ls a picture. ;8 

A difficulty arises here. If a proposition ia by deflnitlon a pioture, 1t 

would seem redundant for Wittgenstein to make the above statement. "There is, 

however, another manner in which the above passage could be interpreted. 

George Pitcher suggests that the above statament bo intorpreted a8 if it ... 
wero al follow8& 'A proposition states 80mething det1nite on1y in so far as 

lt la a picture. 1 39 Beoause W1ttg~8te1n hold that propositions have the 

objectiTe of pointing beyond themaelves by d08cribing dot1nito situations, ho 

~JlI14orecl propoa1t1ons a.s "banng content,1 or aay1ng 80mething det1ni te, on1y 

b7 rlrtue of their capaoity to provid. a pioture ot a possible ait.uation. , 
Aooording to Wittgenstein, it a .191 doe. DOt behaTe u if 1t bad ~oan1ng, 

1t 1e MU11ngl08fJ. Te.ko for example, tho pbr .... ISoorat •• 18 ldentioa1.' 1t 

1.8 nidlllt that the word 11dentical l ... lt appear. in tho abovo paaeage le 

Il ... rdngle •• , boo&Us. tho pbrue in vb10h lt. .. ppeara doo. not qua~1ty ..... 
1 

propolltloD.. It doos not qual1ty a. ... prqpo.S.tlon, be~o 1t do •• DOt .. 110'; 

; 
" 
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0. mrumer of determining the mee.ning ot lidentiea.l t in some partioule.r combitul.-

tion. The Tractatua view of meaning makes 1t mdent t.b8.t, ultima.tely, i~ is 

not f'rom the sign itselt that wc inf'er 1ta mean1ng, but instead, 1t i8 trom 1te 

appli catione> 

'-.262 What signa f'ail te express, their applioation 
shows. What e~e alur over, the1r application 
sc.ys clear1y. 

Even more exp li ci t is bis sta tement the. t 1 In order to recogni ze a 8ymbol by i te 

s1gn, wc must observe ho,., it 1e ueed with a sense. 1I 41 The above passflgea me.ko 

it evidont that the Imeaning as usell ori terion, 'whioh lias not explioitly con

veyed unti1 Wittgenstein's later worka, vas workcd out in a eomèWhat embl'yonic 

- form in the ear li er Trâcta tUB. 

This foreshadow1ng of the later conoeption is further manif'ested in the 

fact tbat the Tractatue provides an exp1anation f'or the p08sibi11ty of' applying 

one and tho s~e aign for tvo d1fferent 8ym~ls. ' In the lame way that a propc-

sition, in ita projeotive relation ta a state of affairs, becomes Il propo-· 

sitional sigo, so a name, in 1ts projective relation to a specifie object, 

beoomee lan elem.entary aignl-that 18, one tlat stands for an objecte The 
, 

distinotion beween symbol and lign con.iats iD the taet tha.t whereas we OM 

perceive the s1gn, ve cannot peroehe a~bola. One and the same eign can be 

utllized te designate two d1fferent symbole. .la Wittgenstein et.e.ted, 

,.~21 So one and the same s1gn (wr1tten or apoken, 
etc.) can be oOlll!JOn to wo ditf'erent symbols-in

4 which case they will slgnif'7 in ditterent _Ç'8. ~ 

The abovo' passage dot1n1tely representa 'a torelbadov1ng ot the ·mee.n1ng aa \1se' 

approaoh, !IIOre cleuly to~ated 1n Wit.tgenstein'_ ,later writlDp. 1t and 

lIIlt.D3" other puaages 1n the tractatqs ake lt. nid.ct thl.t .. name bu lIean1ng 

ont)" in the nOXUl or .. propoa1t102l. If' a I1p cu he OGIIIIIOD ta wo or ~r. 

." , 
j-
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~ymbols, then the mannar in which the sign ls being used must be designated by 

the ent.ire oontext. This includes not only the linguistic setting in 'frhich the 
, 

sign oceurs, but also the extra-11n~istic, social context in which the ~ign 1a 

used. T~e emphasis on the uso of a. term and on the context in which its UBe 

ooeurs was to beeame one of the watehwords of the later'writings • . . { 
Alth~gh Wittgenstein continued ta pursue the explora.tion ot the a~plica-

tion ot terms in searching for the1r me~gs, the proooBs whereby he proceeded 

toward his later conception of language involved considerable analysie and 
, 

crit101sm on his part, of some of the "{ory notions he had put forth in the 

Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. In addition, bis later writings were cono.emed 

with the cr1tic1sm ot severai theorles of mean1ng which had be~ previously 

proposed ~ other philosophers. It will be t.he pUrpose of the next chaptar to 

expound upon some of those t.heories, and ta eva7uat Wit.tgenstein l s oritioimms 
, # 

ot them. 

',' 

\ , 

, . \ 
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OHAPTER II 

WITTGENSTEIN'S OPPOOITION TO 
MENTALISTIO CONCEPTIONS OF MEANING 

, 
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In eva1uating Wittgenate1n'I' reaoons tor rojeoting montalietlc aceounts of 

the nature cf meanlng, it 1s important tc note the extent to whioh Wittgenstein 

was Influenced b7 Frege's concept ot language. One aspect ot his approach, 

which seeme te have arlsen directly trom Frege'e influence, was the o.ttempt te 

draw the di8tinction between t~e payohological and the 10g10a1, the ~bJectivo 

and tho objeotive. ot relevanoe to the present topl0 II the tollowlng passage 

tram Froge's ~ FoUftdat1ons g! Ar1thmotlci 

In the onqulry that follow8, 1 have kept te three 
tundwœental prlnolplel' 

o.lwaye to .separate sharply the peyohological trom 
the 10g10o.l, the subjeotive trom the objeotive; . 

never to aek tor the meanlng ot a word in isolatlon, 
but only in the context ot a proposition; 

nover to loso s1ght of 'hO distinotion betNeen 
conoept and objeot. . 

In oompliance ~ith the t1ret rule, l have Uled the 
word 'ldea' a.lwaya in the p.yohologioal • en se , and 
bave dlstin~llhed Ideaa fram conoept. and trom objeot •• 
If the seoond rule 18 not obeerved, one-ia .lmoet 
torced to take 0.8 the mean1ngs ot word. mental pioture. 
or aota pt the ind1Yldud mind. and 10 te ott end again.t 
the tiret rule &1 we11. l 

TM. ant1-p.yobologioal hiu, wb10b .e ... te have 'permeated Pre,.'. wrltlng., 
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appO&ra to bave been highly intluential in Wittgensteinls philosophy ot 

1an~ge. Wittgenstein reiterated what Frege, belore him, hAd etreosed, namely 

the distinction between concept and idea, interpreting the latter as some kind 

ot image 'or psycbologice.1 phenomena. 

Througbout his writings (even in the ear11er Tractatup), Wittgenstein 

rejected aIl arguments that posit meaning as a mentalistio event or process 

accompanying the utteranoe ot a word. In bis 1ater worka, his opposition to 

mental1etic a.rguments beoomes more explicite In the ~ Book, Wittgenstein 

drew attention te the error involved in the argument tbat the mind ie 1ike a 

reservoir in which the meaning~ of'words are oolleoted. To quote an illus

trat1ve metaphor whioh appears in that worka 

The fau1t which in aIl our reaeoning about these matters 
we are inol1ned to malee 1s to think tha t images and 
experienoes of al1 sorts, whioh are in Some sense 010se1y 
oonnected with each other, must be pr.esent in our mind at 
~he same time. If we oing a tune 'M'e know by heart, .or 
sar the alphabet, the notes 'or letters seem to bang 
toget.her, and eaoh seema to draw the next a:t'ter it, as 
though they were a string of pearls in a box, and by 
pu11ing out one pearl l pul1ed out the one following it. 

Now there ie no doubt that, baving the viaud image of 
a strïng of beads being pulled out of a box through a hole 
in the lid, ve'should be ino1ined te saya 'These beads must 
dl have been together in the box bef'ore'. But i t is easy 
to see tbat tbis b making a bypothesis. l should have 
ba.d the seme image if' the beads had gradually oome into 
existenoe in the bob of t.he 11d. We 88.s11y overlook 
the dist1nct.1on between stating a con.oioua mental event, 
and maldng a hypothesis about 'M'bat one might oa11 the 
lleohanism of' the,mind. AH the more al suoh hypotheses 
or piotures of' the worldng ot our mind are embodied in 
any ot the torma. ot exprese10n ot our everyday language. 2 

In th. ~ ~ Wittgenllt.ein made it erldent that in a88um1ng the enatenoe 

ot aOll.e mental pa.ttern or .et ot patternl aa be1Dg prior te the linguiitio 

utteranoe, or a1nging ot a tune, "e are ocmtudng t.be ut.f,eranoe or performanoe 

.', 
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vith a kind 01' recorded t'Orin of the pattern, such as tha.t of a gramopho,pe 

reoord. 

Ask yoursolf auch 8. question aS 1 • "How long does it 
ta.ke to lmow ho,", ta go on? ft Or 1a i t an instantaneoua 
processf !ren't va making a mistake l1ke mixing up the 
existence of a grwmophone record of a tune with the 
existence of the tune? And aren 't '"'0 aseum1ng tha.t 
whenevor a tune passes through existence there must be 
some sort of gramophone record of it f'rom which it ie 
playedf , 

Va are f'requently misled by the commonly ass~rted phrase 'to express an 

ides. bef'ore one' s mind. f This phrase aeœa to presuppose that the lides. bef'ore 

onels mind,' 1s there prior to its being acknowledged and expressed. Furthermore, 

the phrase seems to involve the presumptlon tha.t the ides. io f'ormulated in some 

ldnd of' -mental language, Il and that 'the task at band ls tha.t ot tranalat1ng the 

ldea 1'rom the mental language into verbal language, as if the idea were aIroady 

expressed but in a different language. 

Wittgensteln sought to show that it le unneo8ssuy to assume the ocourcnco 

of mentalist1c events preceding or aooompanying the utterance of words. Noth-

ing 18 gained by presuming the intervention of a. sha.dow between the expression 

of a thought and the ,real1ty vith whioh it 1e conoerned. The sentence it.self' 

!!. the p10turct ot ree.l1ty. A. Wittgenstein userted in the Blue Book, 

Let ua nov reTert to the point Are ve sa1d that ve 
gainod noth1ng by usuming tha.t a. l(lhadov DlSt 1nternlle 
between the exproll8ion 01' our thougbt and the reali ty 
vith vhioh our tbought 18 conoerned. lie lIa1d tbat 11' ve 
wanted a ploture ot real1 ty the untenoe 1 taelt 18 4 
woh .. p10tùre (tbough DOt a pioturo by .1m1laritY). 

SOIIle of the 8UgpIIt.1on1 preeent~ in the ll3:!.t !22k .eem to indioate the ~ 

. po •• ib1l1t.,- or' probe.b111t,. that. the prooM'. 1nTOj.'Yod in ·.pealdng and 
, 

s1ll11 ~eous11 .. ftlmbg vht.t ODe .,.... Nùl ·.pMking t.houghtle •• lJ>,' might 

DOt. be dl8t.1nguisbed b.r .c.eth1ng "b1cb aoooapW.. the ut.t.eranoe .t the timo 
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it ia spoken. Rather, the distinotion may very well resido in what happons 

èlther before or after the utterance of the exprossion. In rosponse to the 

question as to whether we can speak a sentence in the absence of the mental 

procoss ordlnarl1y a8sumed as acoompanying the utteranoe of the sentenoe, 

Wittgenstein replled, 

Speaking a sentanoe wlthout thinking consiets in ~itching 
on speech and switobing off certain accompaniments of 
speeoh. 5 

The experienoe of tbinking out the oontent of a proposition may be one 

and the same as the experience of asserting the expression! It might also 

consiet of this experience in addition to othors. If we look oarofully at the 

E!! of suoh expressions ae 'tbinking,' 'meaning,t and 'wishing,' we disoover 
( 

tbat thsre is nothing about the use of such expressions tbat neceesitatos our 

aBsum1ng a 'pecul1ar aet of thinldng,' whieh ie independent of the aot of 

eXpreBsing our thought. There ls no rORBon to suppose the existenoe of an 

Independent aot of thinldng ·8to.wed away in some peoul1ar medium. Il 6 

One reaBon for Wittgenstein's opposition tç mentalistio conceptions of - . 

meaning, was bis recognition tbs.t it would he ent1rely possible for us to 

respond to I1nguistio utteraneel in the appropriate manner vitbout ha!ing 

reoourse to mental images. Wittgenstein peroeptively drsw attention to the 

po •• ibl1ity that vbat v. oonsider appropriate reBpousea ta the utteranoe ot 

certûn types ot phru • ., coulcJ ooeur in the absenoe of mental imagell u8ually 

\ .. ooiated vith the utteranoès. Thi .. indioate .. t.hat it il unnecetaary to 

assume the oocurrenoe ot a m«Dtali.tio &o~lTity vith1n the mind ot the perlon 

hee.ring the. utterance ot t.he phrase. In the l!:2!D. l.!!2l& W11.,tge:n8teln .Uggei~, 
\bat 

''It t.be tniuma ooul4 br1'Dfi 1t about. t.bat the id_ or 
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image--automatically--arose in BiS mind, v~v ehouldn1t 
it bring about ais aotions without the intervention of 
an image? • • • Bear in mind that the image which is 
brought up by the word is not arrlved at by a rational 
proces8 • • • but that this case Is strictly comparable 
vith that of a mechanism in which a button i8 pressed 
and an indicator plate appears. ln fact thie Bort of 
mechanism Cab be used instead of that of assooiation. 
Mental images of oolours, shapes, sounds, etc., etc., 
vh1ch play a l'ole in oommunication by mean~ of language 
ve put ln the same category vith patchos of colour 
aotually seen, sounds heard. 7 

Wittgenstein thus recognized thAt the mere disoovery of ap image does not 

suf'fioe as the end of the search for meâning. The ima.ge needs 80metbing baside 

l,t. This ls bOClluse the image 18 8Uscepti 1)le to varlabili ty of interpretation. , 

One example of the dleorepancy between the image and the expeoted rosEonso 

wou1d be the followinga Suppose 8omeone saya ta another, 'Point ta a cube," 

thereby applying the word 'cube' as part of a sentence. Suppose, :t\trther, that 

, t composite plcture of a cube arises in the mind of the person to whom the 

oommand ls direoted, yet the person, instead of pointing to a cube (as w~ might 

expeot h1m to), points to a triangular prlmM, instead. \te terid ta tbink of' -
this reaponse as 1napproprie.te to the image. Yet, lt becomes evident that the 

reaponse which 18 ·lnapp~oprle.te· 111 the rosponse to the COIIIJ18l1d, and nQt ta 

the mental. image. Althougb the ploture ot the cube suggests a partlcular, use 

te us, lt vould nevertheloss be possible te use the ploture ditt'arently •. 

The important point ls that the I .. e image could ellolt two ditferent re.ponses, 
r-

one in aooord vith the oonventiona.l expeota.tlonB, the other ditfering tram 

them. The taot tlat :1mages are wlceptible te varlab1l1 ty ot interpretat10n 

. ..Je. 1t eddent tbat Itb5'Dldngl cloe. DOt neoe •• ar1l7 oonsbt in the presenoe 

ot IICtal Saa.aee. 

ID th! 1ls!.!D! Brown look!. W1ttgeD8tein IUgp8tad tœ.t perbaps apeeJd.ng 

< 
" 
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is itsel1' a fom of thinking. We are misled by 8uoh phrases as t l spoke 

without thinking,' and '1 didn't moan a word of wbat l said.' For Wittgenstein, 

ta imagine BUoh a prooess as Ithinking the thoughts of the aotual words that 

are apokenl represents a neodle88 duplication. If the aotiv1ty of using the 

language iB itself a kind of' "thinking,' as Wittgenstein BeemB to bave thought 

it te be, then it malces no difforonce whether the use of the language ia a 

vocal communication, or whether it involves the use of signa, either written 

or imagined. In the latter oase, thnt lB, whon the Jligns are morely imagined, 

mental images of the lingui~ic signa can also be regarded as signs themselv6s, 
.'\ 

in tbat they f'unction in muoh the same way as do sensible signa. Theao 

1m&.gined aigns, however, need not accompany t.he utterance or writing of sen-

Bible signe, and, fUrther, we cannot think of the ~d ,whieh i8 operating 

merely vith 'mental signe' as being an active agent in th0 same vay that va 

can of the mind that is engaged in the aet of "ri ting. If' we tl:).ink of the 

former as ~ lagent' at aIl, it. ls only in the sense of being met.aphorically 

10. As Wittgenstein declared, 

It. is misleading then to talk of thinldng ~s of a· Iment.al 
a.ct.ivity·. W&.may Bay t.hat thinld.ng is essentially· t.he 
act.ivity of operat.ing with signs. This aoti~ty ls per
tormed br the hand, whon we think by writing; hl" t.he mouth 
and larnyx, when ve thiDk by speak1ng; and if we think by 
1ma.gin1ng signa or pictures, l can g1 va you no agent t.hat 
thinka. If then you say that in sueh case8 t.he mind th1zùca, 
l would only drav rour at.tention to t.he faet that yeu are 
udng a meta.phor, tbat here the mind is an agent in Il. 

clltterent sense from tha.t in whioh tho band CMl be sud ta 
be t.he agent in wri ting. 8 ' 

In thie 'IIq, Wit.tgenstein demoruttrat.ed ~ mielea.ding it 18 ta consider 

IWnJc;Ing' as ... ent1&lly a 'mental aotlrity.' POl' one thing, ta oonatru. 

I"'nld:na' 1D t.b1. -=er t.ende to provote ~e question, IWhere cloes thinking 
il' 

tak. p1&oe", as if tbere vere a partlou1ar 1100&11t.,1 in vh10h t.h1nking tekel 
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place. Wittgenstein deocribed Some obsourities of thia question aa followBI 

The question what kind of an acti vi ty thinklng 1s is 
analogous ta thiB: lI~lhero doea thinking ta.ke pInce? Il 
We can anS\1en on pa.per, in our head, in the mind. 
None of theae atatements of loeality gives the l~-
eality of tlùnking. The use of all theae B~ificationB 
ls correct, but l'le must not bo misled by the similarity 
of their linguistic for.œ into a falso conception of thelr 
gr8JmllAr. As e.g., uhen you saya "Surely , the ~ place 
of thought la in our head". The srune applies to the" idea 
of thinldng as !in activity. It ia correct to say that 
thinking is an activity of our writing hand, of our 
larnyx, of our head, and of our mind, so long as we 
Wlderstand the grrumnar of th'oee atatanents. And it la 
furthermore, extremely important ta realize how, by 
misunderstanding the gremmAr of our exprossions, ,'e are 
led to think of one in partieular of theae statements 
as giving the ~ seat of the actlvl~y of thinking. 9 

In relation to Wittgenstein' a use of the' term 1 gra.mmar' in the a1xrf'o 

quoted passage, 1t should be pointed out that Wittgenstoin and his followera 

used the terms 'logic' and 1 grammar cln a manner whioh la more broad than 

the general use of the terms. Ruion Wells, in his OSBay entitled aM~~g 

and Use,1 affirma that in l'li ttgenateln' 8 approach ta language, the mee.nings of 

. 10 • 
these two terms converge. Thua, the ter.m Igrammar l enoompasses ftmeaning" 

andJsemant~ce' in the ordinary sense. 

Wittgenstein pointed out that in maintaining that thinking consiste 

etlaential11 in the acti vi ty of operating w1 th signs, wo are tempted ta ask, 

IVbat are signa,1 Rather than attempting to give 'a general BnSller to this 

question, Wittgenstein auggested tbat we obsèrve particy.lar 2!.!!!. of activlt1es 

~ ve vould deacr1be as ftoperating v1th Signa.' This suggestion he propoeed as n 

corl'eot1n tor what he termed, "our craving for. generality,1 a tendency giving 
..... 

ria,. to numeroua philo8oph1oal contusions. One BUch contusion 1. represented 

b.T Q\U' taenoy 109 1D:t'er trom the tact tbat en 1ndividual has learnecl to \U1cler-
1 

atand ~ appl1 a general tena. that be JIWIt therotore ~Je acquirod .. Idnd of 
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conceptual pictur~ or image corresponding to the term, a8 c.g., that of a loar. 

In a~tuality, it woul~ be just as logical to assume that ho bas l'et.ained imagea 
", 

of numerous particular leaves. Wc tend to think that the eubject 'has seon 

80mething wlûch ia oommon te 1lI11 1eaves, and l'le tend to suppose tha.t the 

commonalit.y-has been formulated into something akin to a vieuaI imaee, as if 

it. l'lere n. Galtonian oompositephotograph. 'l'his interpretation arises 1'rom ,. 
maintaining that the meaning of a word 18 a (mental) visual image ol' a thing 

oorrelating te the word. 

Acoording to Garth HalIett, in bis cômmentar,y, WittgenRtein'g Do1'inition 

2f. ~1eaning !!!. Use, \'1ittgendtein, like William James, considored tho imae;e 

lr thoorY of mee.ning a8 ariaing from the misleading influence oi' lnnr;uago. 

80th Wi ttgonstein and James were wUling to reeogrtize that sueh imngea can, 

and in ma.ny cases El.otually do, come to mind as wa utter corresponding lTorda; 
• 

yet both denied that imagos must neoessarlly aocompany the uttoranco of a '-lord. 
,/' ~ \ 

If BUch images do not nèoessarily aocompany the use 01' words, it 'l'Iould bo 

absurd te postulat.e thAt th., meaning of a word must roside i!) an image. 

Not only did 'di ttgenstein deny that the m~g 01' a word ls El. compoai te 

image 8ubsuming all particularB of the word 1 B application, but alao he deniod 

the theory tbat ..mean1ng' rosides in a part.1oular Ifeeling' or experionce . 

acoompanying the \lSo of the wcrd. In one cf hb later wl'itings, the 

'Philosopbical Investimtions. Wittgenstel.n stated expl1oitly, "the meaning of' 

a word ie not t.he exper1ence one haB in bearing or 8aying it, 1 12 . \. . 
• 

This c1rr10U11y does not dOll1 tbat tho hee.ring or ut.t.eranco of a ward can be' 

acoompan1ed by a part10ular type ot 't'eol1ng" re'ponao, but. the so-called 

'1m1er experieno.,' which 0Nl and otten do OCÔUl' U oonoomitante of the word's 

(1 

.' 



ut.terance, ehould not. mislee,d us -intQ constndng them ILS the meanings tham-

selves. Wittgenstein made it almldantly olear that the effeotive employm(9Ilt 

ot words doee not necessltate the experience of par~icular feelings, in 

addition to pointing out the pitfalls, in attempting to define meaning in 

this ma.nner. To do 80 would be to trap ours el ves in an out look wherèin the 

language-grumo itself would appear useless, in that su oh defining would commit 

us t~maintaining that without the ocourrence of these speoial feelings an~ 

. experienoes, the utteranoe of linguistic expressions doce not serve the purposo 

of communication. 

stin enother tmrptation which Gomes te m:lnd in the attctllpt t~ diocOVé!' 

the %lf;l.ture of' l'meaning, Il is the idea tbat meaning 1s some particular way ill 

which a word "comes" to us. In the ~ Book, Wittgenstein illust!'e.te" this 

tempta.tion by provid1ng an exemple in whioh someone asles, "Wbo.t color 1s the 

book over thora?" In the oase that the rospondent answers, 'Red,· ve tend to 

assume that the word 'Red' bas come 1nto bis mind in a ps.rt1cular way. which 

is cbaraoteristio of the manner in whioh he had named objeots of that oolor in 

the past. Yet o~ the other band, suppose the aubjeot io requested to describe 

the precise manner in which he nsmes the color. Doesn't this ca1l for a 

di:N'erent kind 01' activity. as ccnnpared to the pnvious onet On an intrc

spect1ve baa1l1, ve c~ ea.s11y observe that we oti.nnot immed1ately account tor 

vbat constitutes the particular way in wbich the vord comea 110 mind. And it 

ia trequentl)" the OUe tbat in obaerving the:t. n.riOUB vordl oome te mind in a 

cert.a.in w~. ve still tend Nor to th1nlc of the large n.r1ety 01' cases and "&Ja 

in "b1o~ auob Il vord oomes to mind. The oentral 118u.e here oonoerna whetber . 
using Il word (e.g •• naming Il oolor) involy .. more then the mere utteranoe ot 

, 

the word. In ord.er to au.bita.ntl .. te the ola.1a that .~ ree1des in 80ae 
.,. 

" 
1 

, 
j 



" 

kind of experience aocompanying the utterance of a response to a particulur 
1 

sentence or question, the experience itself would have to be verified as 

something occurr:1ng in 0.11 cases in which the l'lord is uttered. Bec!l.use l'le 
~ , 

oannot d8termine whether such an experience oc~s a~ concomitant with aIl 

attributions of meaning (in aIl cases in whioh l'le ascribe meaning to an 

utterance), l'le must assume that meaning does not reside in some kind of 

L9Xporienoe or process aooompanying the utterance of the l'lord. 

Wittgenstei~ oited several faotors in the temptation to describe moaning 

as something intangible. One of' the grea.test fa.ctors BeemB to be the process 

ropresented by tho distinction pravioualy drawn by William Jnmos, namely trât 

when wa usa the expressions, lto say somêthing,' on the one band, and 'to 

mean something,' on the other band, l'le are referring to two different typos of 

aotivities. One exemple of' the manner in which wo a.pply this distinotion ls 

the phrase, 'he said 1t and meant i:'-.I The confusion brought about by this 

type of distinction i8 best dealt with in light of the reoognition that the 

teaturos which are characteristio of' meaning an expression are not always 

JIU!mal, In the ~ Book. Wittgenstein oompared the phrases, II shall be 
-dolightod te see you,' with, 'The train leaves at. ;1;<>.' tlhareas, in the cnse 

of the former, 1t might be appropriate to question whet.ber tho person uttering , . 

the sentenoe, actually Imea.nt.1 (wu sincere in utterin~) the sent.enoe, it 

vould seem inappropriate. t.o question the .person's sinoerity in the calte of 

the lat.ter. Alt.hough it oou1d ooncelva.b1y be the case tbat a person would 

&a.ert \he lat.tor in an at.tempt t.o doooivo another, vo vould not, undor ord1-

œ.ry 01rcumat&J\cos, bave rouon 1:.0 suspoot such ins1noorlty, as lIe yould in 

the tomer Cfl80. A ootapfl:l'ison of tho tvo, .em.enoes so ... te indioate that 

.heu 1Ie appl)" thè lto n.:r 1 t and .MD l't,' n.t1nctlon to ono anel thm to tho 
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other, we co.noeive the 'distinction" differently in each oase. From this 
...,~ 

qualification it could be inferred that, although the oonaurrance of feelings 

in the mind of the speaker 18 charaeteristio of the utterartoe of oertain types 

of sentenoes, it is b.Y no means true that all sent~oes, in order te be oon-

sidered as having meaning, mUst be uttered in oonjunction with the occurrence 

of feelings. Wittgenstein did not deny that some expressions exhibit the 

oharaoteristio of concomitance with particular feelings in the mind of the 

speake.r, but he did deny the cammonly aooepted generalization asserting the 

necessity of their occurrence. In this way, he rejected any manner of defining 

Imeaningn in terms of the oocurrenoe of feelings, while at the same time allow-

ing the possibility that ~ expressions aro usually aocomplll1ied b'"l such 

devolopments. 

Although the utterance of èxpressions belonging to the emotive oategory 

appear te us in suoh a way that we tend te think of them 8.S lending support ta 1 

the de:f'1n1tion of m~ng as some kind of 'feeling,' in aotual1ty, they f'e.il 

te do so. Although a feeling or feelings might elioit or be elioited by an 

arrangemant of vords, the emotive response, or :feeling, C8l'1 be aooounted for 
. -

only in terme of a oombinat1on of Yord~, and provides hO eXplanation as to bow . 
(or Yhether) the 1nd1v1dual vords wb1ch together torm the sentence OM be 

uoribed their 01fI1 pe.rt1oular meanings. The question th1s arises as to whether 

in t.he oase that only one feeling is evoked by the entire series ot Yords, ve 

would be jwlt1t1od, according te, t.his aocount., in deole.ring the ind1v1dual 

vords te Mve meaning. 

Oart.h Halle~t. in his work, Wittgenstein'" P<1niUon 2!. Mee.n1ng !!. Use" 

cl.clere. that there are tvo prinoi,Ple categories into ,,111oh the feelings and 

exper1enoea oonslde~ed b;y Vlttgenat~ om' be broken. Tbe tirn. inoludea thoae 

.' 
;~, 
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teelingo which oould accurataly be aaid to accompSJ'o/ the experience of seeing 

the printed word or hea.ring i t apokon, in most instance8 in wlùch the word ie 

enccnmtered. Moreover, the firet category incorporates those feelings wlùoh 

of'ton accompe.ny the words lIa tend to assooiate \oIith them, yet do not do so 

neoessar;2.ly. The aecond cator;ory includes thOBe feelings that appear insep. 

arable fro~ the experie~ce of ·oncountering tho word. 

The oriteria lIlùoh ,.,e apply in diBcorning caBes wherein the speaker 

'me1ms" or believos the contant of his utterance va:ry acoording to the kind 

of sent-enco and the circumstances in which tho uttorOl1ce lB asserted. There 

are' somo instances in which 'de would considar a pe.rticule.r type of facial 

expression, ton a of voiee, etc., an sufficient ovidence for maintaining that 

the spee.ker doee in fact bol~evo wha:t he 19 eaying. Yet it is not always the 

oase the.t we regard such mannerisms as indicnti ve of conviction or sinceri ty. 

Wittgenstein peroeptively deolared that the criterion we apply in auoh cases 

10 frequently not something happening wh,ilo the person is speaking, rut la 

instée.d something wlùcb happons e1t.her be:f'ore or n:f'ter the sentenoe is spoken. 

As Wittgenstein suggested, 

Let us then consider the proposition IBelieving somet.hing 
cannot merely condat W' saying that you bel1eve lt, you 
must say it with a particular facial expression, gesture, 
and tone ot voieea• Now it cannot be doubted that "18 r~ 
gard oertain facial expressions, gestures, etc. as oharao
teristio tor the expression of beliet. We spaak of a ltone 
ot conviction '. And yet i t 1s ohar that tMs tone of oon
notion 1sn1t d"lays present whenever we r1ghtly spealc ot 
conviction. 1 Just so", you might say, Ithis shows the.t 
there 1s sometlùng else, something behind these gestures, 
etc. which i8 the rcal bel1.ef 8JI opposed te mere $Xpreseions 
ot belief".-IfNot at all", l should say, "many difi'eren1; 
onter1a d1stinguish, under, different oiroumatanoes, 
eues of believing 'tIMt you say trCID thcse ot not 
beUmng what you say". There fD1J:1 be oaSe8 where the 
pr.seaoe of a sensation other than those bound up vith 

) 



1 gestures, tone of volee, etc. dlstinguishes meaning 
what you say 1'rom not mee.ning it. But sometimes what 
distinguishefl the:lo t'fa ie nothing that happone wlùle 
we speak, but a variety of actions ~d experiences of 
different kinds before and aftor. l, 

, 7 ' 

Thus, the difforence botween 'saying somothing and mee..n1ng it l and Isaying it 
) 

e.nd not mee.ning i t' might not consist in anytlùng tha:t. ooeurs during the 

expression of the proposition. Even in the case that the difference does 

oonsist in something occu:rr1ng during the uttere.nce 01' the proposition, we are 

not juatified in concluding. aE~cauae ~ch a differenoe iB apparent in case 

IX,I this dif'f'eronce must be characteristic of aIl other cases as weIl. Il In 

considerlne tho complexities of what ls involved in asaerting sometlùng and 

moaning or bolioving its content, i'littgenstein again 'l'larned that wc mu.st o.void 

gcncrnlitieo and concern ouraelves primarily with observing pnrticular cases. 

As Hallett doscribed Wittgensteinls opposition to the genoralization, according 

to llhich tho charactoristic features of mea.ning an expression are lIinner 

experiences," 

Wittgensteinls varied criticisms of such a view can be 
summed up by saying that he was opposed to ite 'genernlitieB~ 
The charaoterietic features ~f mea.ning an expression are 
not abra"ys mental. Irmer experiencee which are charac- , 
ter1stio of a certain expression are not always present 
when it 1s uttered and meant., nor ahays a.bsent when i t 1a 
not meanti thero i8 no oonstant correlation. And the 
characteristic features of meaning an expression are not 
a1\-la11' eimultaneous with speaking the wordo. In l' Mt, 
Wittgenstein put bis objections more strongly than thie. [*J 
But he did not de1'end the opposite generalities. He did 
not dony that inner foelings are characteristic of 
~oaning Some ~eis10ns. or that theso expressions are 
sametimes accompanied b.Y these characteristio feelings, or 
that foatures typloal of ~eaning an expression are some
timee dmult&neous with its utterançe. He was opposed to 
the generalities as generalities. 14 

Oonce~ the problem as to wbat i. entalled in· the lunderstanding of 

a .ent.eno,~, 1 Wittgenstein appl1e4 the lame yardatlok, drawing an 1nterost1ng 

! 
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e.nalogy between the understanding of a sentenoe and the understanding of a 

musical thcme. 1t ie frequently aS8umed that music conveys to us various 

feelings such as ~oyfulness, melancho.ly, triumph, etc. Yet this type 01: 

account implies that music serves as the medium for producing in ua the 

sequenoe of thèse feelings, and therefore, that any othor.~s of eliciting 
---------------

a similar responso woùld adequate~s replacement. In opposition 
, --------------

j ta this account, ntt;gen;tein emphas1zed and Bupported the great temptat.ion to 

- say that music conv~s to us itself. 

'1\.. 'Underetanding a sentence' appears ta represent a proces8 wnose oharac-

teristics are eimilar to the understanding of a composition of music. Arguing 

against the general inclination to posit the mea.ning of a sentence in eometh1ng 

outside the sentence (something to which the sentence points or refers), 

Wittgenstein proposed, instead, the posslbility that the undcrstnnding of a ... 

sentence consista in grasping its content, pointing out that tho content of 

the sentenèe sublJists within the sentence, rather than reprcsenting something 

erlerne.l to 1t. 

In much the B$lI1e manner as that in which he opposed the tendenoy to 

generalize aB ta- how ve interpret wha.t is 1nvolved in understanding or meaning 

the oontent of a sentence, Wi ttgenste1n warned age.inat allowing this tendency 
1 

te dominate our attempts ta underetend the nature of word meanings (bedouten). 

Although lie 80metimes apeeJc about lexper1enoing the mean1ng of' a word, Il we 

should he caretul not 1:.0 &88UD1e that teelings and bmer experiences are 

neoe8sarlly the 'lI.ean1ngsl of' the vords vit.h "bioh they are associated. 

Thore are .èveral lsaaeS' tbat involve the application of a word in different 

vq. in orcier te experience the dit'terence bet"een va.r1oult ·mea.n1np l whio.h 

". attribute to the vord. Thore are alltO pmes vh10h drav attention to t~. 

... 
" 
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contrast between 'say!ng the word and experionoing lts meaning,' and 'say1ng 

the word without experienoing its meaning." One example of' the latter type 

of' game would be the activity of' sucoeesively repeating a word enough times, 

that it bacollles to us a mere sound. 15 An eXlllllple of the former would be that 

in whichtho word 'train' in uttered, each time thinkihg of a diff'orant 

ftmeaning,' whi1e simultaneously observing the kindo of experienoes ao~ompanying 

eaoh repet1tion. Yet the tact ths.t we can enter into such gemes should not 

mislcad us. 

If' a sensitive ear shews me, whcn l am playing this 
game, th8.t l have now ~ now ~ experience of the 
~ord--doesn't it a1so shev me that l often do not have 
!E:l. experionce of i t in tho courGe of talkingT 16 

An 1mportant question jwhich Wi ttgcnstein dca.l t wi th, la relo.ted to whethor 
1 

there ia a certain olase qf woorda for which feelings, or at loast the prior 

~erienoo' of ~ertain feelings, take on a unique importance. The class of 
1 

vords whioh immediately c~es to mind as perhaps exhibiting this oharaotaristic, , 
18 the 01a08 of vords wn&oh nkme sensations. One examp1e of suoh a word 10 

the word 'pain.' By meaJs of his analysis of the manner in whioh we are able 

ta use this word, Wittg~stoin demonstrated that our use of liards ~a.lling in 

this oategory (i.e., the ~lass of w~rds naming senaations) does not neoessltate 

th~ ocourrenoe of the pre~UPPo8ed Jinnor e.xporienoe, Il even though the latter 
'i 0 " 1 

m1ght happen te occur or

i 
bave ooourred. The inner e~erienôe, regardles8 

ot whether 1t ooeurs, pl s no rOre in the use of language. Wittgenstein' 8 

illustrative analogrmakes\ the p11nt. 
\ 

Suppose everyone\ had a.!box with something in 1t.. we cal1 
1 t. a 1 beetlo ". l'Jo one lom look in'ta anyone eIse'8 box, 
end everyone .. a.y~. he 8 wbat a beetle 1s only by look-
ing at h!!. beetl~.-He e it would be quite p08sible for 
ft"e17one ta bave omet g dif'forent in bis box. One 
II1gbt .-yen 1magin IUO 1. thing constantly ohang1ng.-But 

'. 
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suppose the word "beette" had a. use in th~se people's 
language?-If ao it would not be used a.s the neme of a 
thingo Tho thing in the box has no plnee in the 
language .. game at 0.11i not~ even as a somethingl 
for the box might eVon be empty.-No, one can 'dinde 
through' by the thing -in the box; 1t canoels out, 
whatever it ie. 17 

42 

The fa.ct that the "box" representcd in tlittgenstein1s a.na.logy could conceiv .. 

ably be empty, illustrates the relative un~portance of the universality of the 

sensation of "pain," as far as its role in the language game 1s concerned. 

J Our ability to use the word Ip~1n' correctly doas not presuppose the c~lling 

to nrl.nd of the sensation itself or even the momory of the sensation. Even 

allowine that an inner feeling or memory of such a f'oelinr; might usually be 

aosocill..tcd uith speo.1d.ng the l'lord or hearing it spoken, the use of' the \lord 

itsolf ia independent of' such associations. Moreover, even if it wera th"" 

caDe that we exhibit a particular ca.pacity only while experienoing a c~)l·t.oin 

inner stato of' f'coli~, the oapaoity does not oonsiet in the feeling. This 

diacrepancy 1s well illustrated by the faot that in attempting to dlscover 

whethor somBone can pla.y ohess, we are not interested in bis ninner state" 

dur1ng his participation in the ehesB gsmo. 

HOlf should we oounter someone who told us that. with 
'ha undorstanding was an inner processT-How should we 
countèr him if' he said that wi th Mm lmowing hOll to play 
choss l'las an irmer process1-We sbould s~ tbat. when we vant 
1;0 lmow if he oan play ohese we aren1t interested in anything 
tbat goes on indde hilD.-And if he replies that this 18 1n 
fact just what va are interestad in, -that is, we are intereated 
in whether he can play chese-thon we shaH bave to draw his 
at.tention t.o the crit.eria which vould dem.of\st.rate his 
capacity, and on-the other ~d to t.he criteria tor the 
'inner states'. 1 

Even if .omeone bac! a pa.rt1cmlar capàoi t.,. only when, and 
only as long_ as, he had a part1cular teeling, the feeling 
lfould not. be t.he oapaoit,.. 18 

~ At t.his point, one vi.hea te uk, 'But wbat. about ·payohologioal terme· 

r 
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1 8uch as l understand,' 'expect,' 'hope,' 'believe,' etc.? ,Superficially, lt 

"se~ that the meanings of these terms do oonalst in the innar experiences 
').,. 

ocourring simultaneously with their·use. To this objection, Wittgenstein . " 

replled br pointing out the neceosity for observable criteria in attempting 

to eotablish the presence of an ftinner prooess' in the ~nd of the speakor. 

ftAn 'inner prooess,ln ha declared, .stands in need of QUtward criteria. D 19 

\1ittgenstein made it cleo.r that the ability to use a l'lord iB not a "prooeBo 

occurring behind or side by side" the activity of say1ng the word. Rather, 

the ability seeme to ba more similar to the activity involved in the application 

of a particul~ formula. In learning to use the l'lord correctly in the language· 

gamo, wbat must bo acquired is not a particular feeling, but ia, instead, tho 

ability to use the word in a particular sat of cir~tan~eB. The grumes in 

which many of these "psyohologioal terms" are used, are found br Wittgenstein 

to he mu.ch more compl1cated the.n ",bat our ordinary conception of language 
, 

lea.ds ua to believe. 

The criteria 'tlhich wa accept for 'fi tting', 1 be1ng able 
to', 'understandingt , are uru.ch more oompl1oated than might 
appear at first sight. That Is, the ,game vith these words, 
thelr e.mployment in the lin~st1c intercourse that 18 
carried on br thelr means, is more involved-the role of 
those words. in our language other-than we are terapted to 
think. 20 , 

Wittgenstein dld not deny that certain mental procesees can and do oceur hi 

relation to our use of a vord, but he cautioned against generalizing or 

ma1n~ng that samething vhich i8 cbaracterlstic ot same cases 1s oherac-

terlst.lc ot a11 • 

• Thore ia .. lc:iDd of genoral dileue of th1nld.ng wh10h 
a1wqs looks tor (and tinds) vhat would be oalled a 
mental .tato trOllll wh1ch a11 our acte .-pr1ng as tram a. 
roeervolr. 21 

" 

,~ 
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Thua, wa must avoid looking for one charaeteristic camœon to aIl instances, 

and we must keep in mind the role we ara assigning to circulllsta.ncas as we 
" . 

evaluate an e~~ple. The importance we attaoh to oircumBtanoes as criteria 

for ovaluating someone's "sineerity' (i.e., vhether the speaker 'means' what 

he BayS) la weIl illuGtrated by the :following example provided by George 

Pitcherl 

For example, suppose Prof essor Smith says that Jones i8 
not going to receivo a passing grade for the course, and 
that as ho Buya it ha por:forms no special mental act, has 
no apecio.l inner experience, and that he saya i t in no 
speoial tono of volee, and so on. Ho just saye it--in a 
perfectly ordinary vTay, in the course of an ordinary con" 
versation. rt might nevartheloss bé true that he maans 
whnt ho saya. For oxrumpla, Buppoae one of hie haarera 
had thought that Jones tias a brilliant studentj he might 
l'rell nok Profossor Smith "But do you l'eally propone to 
flunic'Jones'ln If Smith honClstly replies lIyos, l'În 
afraid SOi l have no other choice,n he clearly meant what 
he saidi and if he proceeds ta give Jones a failing grade, 
or te calI Jones in and tell him he has failed the course, 
then in the absence of extraordinari cir~tanceB, there 
can be no doubt that ho meant what he sa.id. li' Professor 
Smith acts in tnese or similar ways, ona oan oorrectly assert 
tha.t he meant what ha said-aven though nothing specia.l, 
either physical or mental, oecurred while he WaS speaking. 
And if' we will still insist that thora must have been 8ame 
speoial act o.t the timo he spoke, ve ar'ë"'bëing misled by 
~tical similarities. We are supposing, in short, that 
IHe seid it and m88l1t vhat he sud l 1a just 14ke liRa sud it 
and smiled" ,or "He saw it Blld touohed wbat he\~w.' 22 

Aooording to Pitchar, Wittgenstein admitted that there oan be speoial 

o1rCUDlltanoes in which the 'two sentences, Ip meent lt,' and, Ip !!Sud lt in a. 

oertain tone of Toioe,' could be c01l81dered as mean1ng the .. me th1ng. lt must 

1>0 r~_bered, howeTer, that lin general,1 they do not mee.n the same thing. 2} 

The etfort to 41,coTer aomething cOlIIDOn to a11 'oua of 'moe.nfng "he.t one seye" 

18 8imply another instant1ation of our craving tor geaeral1 t7. In pur8U1ng 

Wittgensteinle adv1oe, a.ccording to vhich Ve abould not 1:.heor1ze or b;ypothee1ze, 



c 
but should look, instand, nt particular cases, we find that no auch commonality 

seems to be preaent. But doos this menn that i1:. is ftmeaninglesa n to' say thnt 

someono "maana whnt he anys" i are we to assume that the absence of 80mathing 

ooxmnon to a11 instances in uhich the expression is used, is an indication 

tÎlat "thora ia no point in uaing it"~ \Uttgonstein's answer to those questions 

1e negativo. Ho simply opposed the two extrame positions regarding what ia 
! 

1nvolved in the applicntion of the expression. The first extrome position 

maintains the.t "meaning whe.t one says, Il ~ ref'er to one thing, and that 

diff'orcnces in particula.r cnses (a.g., tone of volee, inner experienoe, etc.) 

are more symptoms or indicators of something unobser~a.ble, poaiting the , 
'something unobservablo" us litho rea.l act of manning." 

The B~cond extr~è position reprcaents the polar opposite of the first. 

Aocordin~ to it, tho oxpression 'menning what one Baya,' is used in so many 

different ways, thnt 1t ia of no uso in the !anguage-erune at all. Wittgenstein's 

reply to this position con3ists in the reminder that the fact that thera 1e a. 

wide range of cases in l-lhich the expression ia appl1ed, le no indica.tion 

·that we cannot know "what it means" in partioular cases. As George P1tcher 

declares, 
.,,-

••• it ia just another exrumple of Wittgenstein l s by now 
f'amiliar doctrine that genera! torme or phrases usually, 
and perhaps alwa.ys, refer to a ran~e or different cases 
which have a family resemble.nce. 2 

In etnphasizing that lie should take into consideration the context of the 

particula%.applicat1on of the expression, Wittgenstein thus avoided the 

conolusion the..t a. IDlenta.l act can neVer constitute the a.ct of meaning." Hia 

position ~l1OW8 that this happons in some cases, and not in others. 

'But in the absence or a mental object or imago,' one might int.erject, 



c "isn't 9. "'ord m itaelf·lil'eles8?n There 18 a great temptation to think of 

"mental objeots· as modiating factora, whioh make the connection between 

the word o.nd ~() world. Yct 1t ahould bo pointed out that if' thia were 

invariably what the "act of meaning" consisted in, i t would not function 

according to the diverse roles that ",e require of it in the language-gruno. 

Furthennore, thia proposaI \'Iould have, unexplained its manner of, establishing 

the connoction betwoen the "picturen and what the pioture representa. Pitcher 

points out that a visual :\,mage or picture on a piece of paper would serve as 
, 

adequately as the allaged ~ental iMage or object. In hie lator writinge, 

\Uttganstein realized that en ilnnge or picture 1a not, in iteelf', a picture of 

anything spocific, but Ita role dopends on POli the picture ia used. Wittgenstf.'in 

illuatratcd t.he point as 1'0110\'1'81 

Imagine a picture representing a boxer in a particular 
stanoe. Now, this pioture can be used to tell eomeone 
ho'f ha should stand, should hold himself; or 00\'1 he 
should not hold himself; or ho", 9. partioular JmUl d1d 
stand in such-an~-auch a place; and so on. • • • 25 

That the meaning of an expression or word cannot be a mental object. or 

image in t.he mind of the speaker, 1e impl1ed by Wittgenstein in the following 

passage 1 

If God had looked into our JDinds he would not hav
6

e 
been able to see thore vhom we wore speald.ng 0'- 2 

To call meaning a "mental aetivity' focuses our attention on cr1hria whioh are 

not necessarily concerned rlth meaning at a11. The 1Dlportance of the details 

of the situation, and the con.fu8ion tbat' result.s trom net t.eJd.ng IUch deta.ils 

tnto account, ia vell 11lustrated by the' ditticultles whioh arise if one thinks 

of a riao in the prioo of ~tter as 'an aotiTity ot the wtte;r ltselt,' rather 

than a cbmge in the si tua:t.1on. 

.' 
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And nothlng i8 more wrone-headed than calling mean~ng a 
mental activityl Unlees, that ia, one la eetting out to 
produce confusion. (It would also be possible to spaak 
of an aotivity of butter when it rises in priee, and if 
no problems are produced by this it 1a harmless.) 27 

" Pi t.ohar notes that in Wittgenstein 1 s later wri tings, i t becomes cloar that 

oven SOUle of the most famil1ar and ordirlary \<Iorda froquently baye much more 

Ipacked lnto them l than ordinarily meets the eye. ~/ittgenateinls remarke about 

Ipsychologice.l \<lords· contain 'some important inaights about language ita~lf', 

1noluding the peroeption that. many lIords and expressions which superficially 
, 

a~pear to do nothing more than refer to one specifio condition, thing, or 

aotion, D.ctually imply something about other aopects of the situation. For 

example, l'le tend to think the phrase 'He i8 aSleep,' describea nothing more than 

the present condition of someone; whereas, in actuality, it implies many other 

things (e.g., that the individual went ta sleep in one of the usual ways.) As 

Wittgenstein declared, 

What 1a happening now bas slgni.flcanoe-1n these sur- 8 
roundlngs. The ~urroundlngs, gin lt its importance. 2 

Thua, W1ttgenate1n l s oppoaition to mentaliatic conceptions of meanlng 1e 

im.pllcit throughout the ea.rl1er 8.Jld lat.er writ1ngs. His opposi~ion ls j hOl1ever, 

not primarily dlreoted tovard the idea that the meaning of a particular word or 

expression ~ condst in a mental objeot or image. He a.llowed for the validity 

ot this tne of exp l anati on in particular casea t while rejecting the tendeney to 
. 

genoralizo tbat th1a type ot explanation applles-to all oases. Recognlzing the 

taot. that many wor41, porbapa .ven !DOat. worda, are ua-ed in more the.n one way, 

Wit.t.genstein drew ,attention ta the diverdty ot our uae of the term 'meaning' 

1ts.lt. As Garth Hallett. indioate., 

••• if' he (Witt.genst.ein] abowed lO'tero.t in boY the word 
~ng 1a aotually .aployed, 11 he aeant hia discus8ions 
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ot meaning to throw light on the "grammar" of the ward 
·meaning,· mare description of language was not enough. 
Besides describing the way w~rds are used, he needod to 
deecriho the way this word, "meaning,. ia used. 29 

" In accord with his opposition ta jboûr craving for generallty," 
. ~I 

de~ire to overoome the ·contemptuous att! tude toward the particular 
, 

and 'With his 

case, • 

,Wittgenstein promoted no generalization~ or "theories" as ta what oonstitutes 

the nature of meaning, but, instead, observed ~d deacribed particular casee, 

noting t,he manner in whioh WEI have boen misled by the tendency to assume the 

presence of a commonality. As Rallett dosoribes Wittgensteinls refusaI to 

tormulate a goneral 'theory,' 

. , Wittgenstein did not merely descrlbe 'What happens or needs 
ta happen when words are usedJ he used theae tac\p tO 
elim1~te variou~ detlnltlons ot meanlng. He went beyond 
the tacts to something else. To what? Ta a conolusion? 

Aocording tO Moore (M;17) Wit~gènstein said ot ihe 'Word 
"goodU that "eaqh ditferent way in whlch one person, A, 
oan convince another person, B~ that so-and-so ls Igood l 
fixes the meaning in wbich'lgood' la used in tbat 
discussion. ft If~his was Wittgenstein's attitude in bis 
discussions ot me~ing, there was no place in them for 
a major prem1so. 'U 

W1t~gen8te1n adhere4 to one of bis central 1dea~ as to the nat~of 

Philoso,fJ as~ssentially a descr1ptive aotivity, and thereby demorlstrated the 

'. 1nadeq~oies and plUalls enoounterod in argumenta whioh posit "meaning' as an 
" 

inner prooeas, mental objeot or image. 'But,' one might lnterject, "it meaning 

1a not some kind of 1nner, unobse~able objeot or procoss, than perbaps meaning 

can be genorally def1~ed as the objeot (e1tber oOhoeptual or physloal) to wh10h 

the word refera or corresponds.' Wittgenstein l• view ot langQage as preaented 

in bis later vritings tllako, it erldènt. tbat his reply to weh a suggostion 18 

nogatl.e. It will he the purpose ~ot ~he next ~haptor ta ~iQate Wittgenstein1a 

oppod t19n to thb theorr, trequentl, relerred to as the oorrespond enoe or . 

relat10nal tbeoJ'1 ot mee.n1ng. 

t 

i 
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CHAPl' ÈR III 

WlTTGFllSTEIN'S OPPOSITION TO 
THE RELATIONAL THEORY OF l·!EANING 

51 

We have seen, in the previous ohapter, that the public nature of language 

!3ystems as a 't,hole, coupled '11tH the f'act that the elements of those syst'~s 

derive eignificance from their applicatiQn, e 1t evident that meaning cannot 

be a mental event oocurring eimultaneoualy with the utteranoe of 11nguist~o 

éxprossions. Likowise, meaning cannot be def1n d MI an objeot or a relation te 

an objecte Although the Traotatus view of lan age (which included tho picture, 

theory of meani~g) had been, in many respeO't.s, i acoord vith tho relational 

theory, Wittgensteints latar writ1ngs bave one,o their objectives in idontif,ying 

as illicit, e:ny application ot the t10rd Imeaning\ as if it vere something 

e1gnifying a 'thing,' or· external objeot oorrespording to the word. Rejeoting 

the notion tbat meaning' resides in the "bearer of the name," tlittgensteln 
,1 • 

oited, as Russell had at one ~tme, the perishability ot ordinary objects, as 
~ , .. 

pronding one ground for moldng 1:.he. distinction between a1mple objecte and 

the-name tor those objeO't.a. In aadltion, peri8~bill1:.y proTides grounds tor 

conaldering as nonsensioal e:ny att~ 1:.c posit meaning either in a,DAme for . 
~ mating object, or 1n the bea.rer of the name. The following passage trom 

\ 
\ \ 
, \ 

\ 

J..A 1 
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'. 
the Investigations makes the point clear. 

40. Let us tiret diseuse thie point ot the argumenta 
that ~ word has no meaning ir:ru;thing corresponds to it.--It 
ls important ta note that the word "meaningn la belng 
used illicitly if it 1a used to a1gnify the thing that 
'corresponde' to the w~rd. That le to confound the 
meaning of a name with the benror of the name. When 
Mr. N. N. dies ona says that the baarer of the name . 
dies,. not that the meaning dies. And it would be non
s~sical to say that, for if the name ceased to have 
meaning it would make no Bense to say "Mt. N. N. i.~ 
doad." 1 

52 

Wittgenstein's opposition to the re1ationnl theory of meaning ls turther 

illustrated as tollows. 

55. "What the names in language signif'y must be indestruo
tible; for it must be possible to describe the state of' 
affairs ln which everything destruotible 1e destroyed. 
And this description will contain words; and what 
corresponds to these cannot thon be dcstroyed, for other
wise the words would have no meaning. n l must not saw 
otf the branch on which l am sitting. 

One might, of course, object at onçe that this description 
would have to except i tself' :trom the destruction.-But ,,,bat 
corresponds to the separate words of the description and 
so oannot be deatroyed if lt ia true, ls what gives the 
words their meaning--is thnt without ~hich they would 
have no meaning.----In a sense"however, this man ~s surely 
what corresponds to his name. But he ia destructible, 
and bis name ~a Jl6't. lose 1 ta meaning wnen the bearer 
18 destroyed.--An example of something corresponding to 
the name, and without which it would have no meaning, ia 
a paradlgm that ia used ih connexion vith the"name in the 
language-game. 2 

The queotion arises as to whether the above passage and others lik6 lt 

appearing in the Investigations, vere intend~d br Wittgenstein as negatlons of 

,bis earlier Tractatus view ot language. There ia considerable dlfteronoe 

bet"een objects (or 'A.tomio objeots' a. they vere called in the Tractatua) and 

a mere 'boarer ot a name." We might regard Mr. N. N., for example, al the 
,> 

'bea.rer' o~ the name 'Mr. N. N.' But, one must alk, is Mr. N. N. an ~xamplo 

ot 'an atomio objeot," such a., "bat the a.utbor ot the Tracta.tu8 had in mindf 

1 
", .... ~lIxLlI .. I!JiIl2biA!lltiIlIl1l2I&12.211 ........................................................... . 
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The answer to,th1s question is,negative. At the time he wrote the Tractatus, 

Wittgenstoi~ vas vory much aware ot the distinction between the 'simples' he 

discuBsed ~ that work, and accidentaI cômpleX8s such as IMr. N. N.n The 

following passage from the Tractatus makos this evidenta 

2.02 Objects are simple. 

2.0201 Every statement about complexes can bo reaolved 
into a staternent about th'eir conaituents and i.nto 
the propositions tbat describe the complexes' com
p1eto1y. 

2.021 
1 

Objeots males up, the substance ot the world. That 
is why they cannot be oomposite. 

, 
2.0211 If the world had no substance, thon whether a 

proposition had sense would depend on whether another 
proposition was true. 

2.0212 In that oase we could not sketch out any picture 
ot the world (true or taIse). 

2.022 Ii is obvious that an imagined wo~ld, bowever 
different it may be trom the rea1 one, must have 
somethinC"-a torm-in common with it •. "" 

2.02' Objeots are just what oonstitute this unalterable 
:t'orm.' , , 

At the time he wrote the Tractatus, Wittgenstein maintained that complex 

things were ultimately composed ot simples, .and reterred t~ these 1rreducible 

entities as latomio ôbjeotso l It vas these atomic objeots vhlch constltuted 

the mea.nings 01' word8. Although atom1o objeots vere, not of the same nature 
u', 

as a complex, auch a8 IMr. N. N.,· Wittgenstein did lat~ recogn1ze the m1s-

leading nature ~1' his conoept tbat atomio objeot, oOQstitute the meanings of 

DameB. AI Wittgenltein ~ed up the implioations 01' the notion he had pro

'moted in bi8 earlier work, 

. 11 

46. What liel behiDd tbe idea that ~ reaUy Bignity 
dapl •• f-Socrate. Baye in the Theatetusl' 'U 1 malte no 
aia\e.ke, l baT. hevd "Olle people say ifi.. there b no, 

, . 

" 
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definition of the primary elemonts--so to speak--out of 
which wa and cverything els$ are composedi for everything 
that exists ['-J in itB (j"m right can only be l1!UIled, no 
other determination ia possible, neithor that it i! nor 
that it is not ••••• But what oxista [$l in its own 
right ha;t;b'e ••••• named wi thout an."v other determin
ation. In consequonce it is' impossible ta give an account 
of any primary olement; for it, nothing is possible but tho 
bare name; its name ia nl1 it has. But just aD what con
sists of these primary elements is itaelf complex, so the 
Dames of the el~nents bccome descriptive language by 
being compowlded togethor. For the essence of speech la 
the oomposition of names." 

Both Ruosellis lindividuals l and my lobjects l (Tractt
S!. Logico-Philosophicus) were such pr~ry elements. 

According to the aarlier Tractatus view of language, the idcntity of the 

object derives from the use of 'tthe neme, rather thnn the other 'tTay around. A 

name was considered in that work to acquiro meaning and.use, by being correlated 

with a definite desoription, rather than with the "object describod." Undor-

standing the use of a nama oonsisted in grasping the identity of the nama1e 

reterent. But, according to that account, the identity of an objeot could ba 

8.8oertained on1y by becoming clear about the sense of' the propositions in ''l'Men .,. 

the name ocoure. It thus so8mB unclear as to what the "objects," ~eferred t~ in 

the Tractatus 1 represent. That the e:f'f'ort to postulate the nature of theso 

'objects" 1s l1kely to be unfruittu1, 10 reoognized by Hid6 Ishiglll"o in .. 
~. .... ,--' ..... .-<.JI ·Use and Reference of Names.' As Ishiguro declares, 

l bave already given reasona why predicate expressions 
are not. considered as Names in the Trnctatus, and thuo 
vby the propert1es or relations (that are true of objecta) 
t.o which pred10ate expressions rater when they ooeur in 
propositions or whicb are expressed ~ a structure'of the 
conoatenation of the Namee of objeota are not to be treated 
... objeots. Sense data thoo.ry will not ÈZ. itself' provide 
ua vith obje9t.s which are common t.o a11 worlds either. Eo.oh, 
t.oken sense datum 18 not only bound to this wor1d but also to 
t.he person who has the experienoe. If 118 are ref'erring not 
ta token lIénae data but to type. ot .01186 data, thon we are 
o0D81dering propert1es whioh are t.rue ot oertain areas of our 

.. 
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visual field, which ngain are not objects. To suppose 
e1ther that objects of the Trnctntua are spatio-tamporal 
things, or that bhey are sonSQ data, lands us in similar 
difficulties. Toask what kind of familiar entities 
oorrespond to the objects of the Tractatus se~to lead us 
nowhere. / ' 

Ishiguro claimB that the Tractatus view, according to which objects 

• -r ,- , ~ 
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·exist," ahould be interpreted as meaning that objects are "inBtantiat~ong" of 

speoifie unanalyzable properties differing from material properties. According 

to Ishiguro, the Tractntus view does not maintain that thera ex1st propertiea or 

relations, yet 1t represents e. hypothesis about properties and relations, in 

that it olaimB tha'~bjects "existA as instantlations of 'simple irroducible 

6 properties. Il 

Ishiguro states that aocording to the Tractatus view, the only way of 

deter.mining thé objeots referred to by a name i8 by settling the use of the 

name. 7 This indioates that the latar conception of IImeaning as use," \ortis 

toreshadowed in that enrlier work. Iahiguro argues that in the Trnctatus, 

Names are 11ke "dummy Names" in that Wittgenstein would not baYe been able, 

striotly speaking, to bave required that names ftexist," but only that they be 

Ipossible,· in that we must be able to apply tham. Ishiguro argues further 

that if the latter is the case (1.e., that the Tractatus names are like 

Idummy.Names·), then the relationship ot bedeuton (1.e., refetring) between 

Mmes and objects le ot a. 'very special kind." Likewiso, the nature of the. 

objects themselvee ls also in a special category. As Ishi~ro proposes, 

It, a8' 1 bave argued, Names in the Tractatus are like 
dUllllll1' Names, the relationship of bedeuten or referring which 
boUs between Names and objects i8 aIso of a very spe·oial 
kind, a8 also la the na.ture of objeota themselvee. We 
bave already seen that the 1dentity 01" an object can be 

, 'determinod ouly by settling the senso of tho propositions 
in vhich the Names ooeur. But the sense of an elementary 
proposition of the torm Ita t 11 exactly the _ame a. the 

,j 



sense of a proposition of the form 'rb' where 'f{x)' 
expresses the same property, and la' and Ib l are 
diff~rent N~es. Just as in the geometrieal proof ment10ned 
earlier, saying ILet a be the dentre of the Circle 0,' is 
exactly the same as saying 'Let b be the contre of c1rela 
C', if 'a' end 'b 1 are dUlIllllY names. W'hat the dummy' n~es 
are U8ed to idontiry are nothing ~re nor less than an 
instantiation of the de~cription or predicate which 
follows. If the conditions of u~ing a dummy name ~ 
the conditions of saying 'there ia a so and so which ••• 1, 
thon dummy n~es cannot f'ail to refer to an object so long 
8.8 the set of propositions in which they oceur makes 
Benae. Referring to an objec:t hore means 'that the dummy 
names have use. Whon we identif'y two human beings by their 
proper names and predicate 80mething of th~--as wh en wa 
say IBernard Shaw and Oscar Wilde are Irish', \'113 identify 
tho two men not merely as different Irishmen, end 90 

naturally their names are not interchangeable. Dwm~ names 
are interchangeable so long as we intercha.nge tham con
sietently, and 80 l believ~ are Names in the Tractatus. 8 

Ishiguro' s claim ie not that. Wittgenstein himself concei vod the Tra.cta.tup 

namos 9.6 essentially "dummy Names, - ~t merely that the manner in which nameLl 

are doalt ~lithJ in that work, is puoh t~t tll,ey function as. "dUl!l:llY N~es." 

Ishigùro's article emphas~zes tbat the 'objects,e to w~ch the names in the 

Iractatus refer, are identified aooording to a set of oriteria diffa~in~ from 

what 1a ordinarily applied in id,ont1fying spatio-temporal objeëte. The obj.cta 

desoribed in the Traetatus, belong to all possible imaginary worlds and not 

merely ta Ithis' world. In oontrast ta the Tractatus objeots, the identity 

of actual spatio-temporal objeots ta not dete~ed by the ~bilitiesn of 

thoee objects. 

Altbough many philosophers have been tempted ta cansider the "objects l 

... ot 'the Traotatua. as being eithor properties or sense data, Ishiguro proposes 

tba.t ,beoause predicate expressions are not considered aB names, the propert1es 

and relations ascribed ta objecta in such expreseion6, ~ot be troated as 

objecta. L1kewile, sense date. theol'1 cloe8 not, in itael:t', proTide us vith 



" 

57 

objects common to aIl vorlds as are the Traotatus objëots. As I.higuro 

sums up, 

The Tractatue does not, as has sometimes been thought, 
offer an erlensional t'oundation of' s'_tic analysis. 
The abjects ot' the Tractatu8 are not like thinga (however 
simple) in tho empirical world \-Ihich CM bo indi'ridut\ted 
extensionally. The concept ot' a simplo abject ie more 
like that ot' an instantiation of an irreducible property. 
This concept wa.s a logical roquisite for the Tractatus 
theory, and follmled from the combination of a tasically 
correct. theory about names, of a mistaken assimilation ot' 
complox thinge and t'acta, and of a. wrong Bll.d unnecessary 
olaim about the independcnce of elementary propositions. 
The Tractatus theory of No.mes, which olaims that the 
problcm of the identity of the rcf'erence ot' numes and 
the problem of' the use of Names in p):'opoaitions are in
separable, is c108ely cormected \dth the picture theory 
of meening and contains much that. is rieht and illumina.ting 
even for those who raject. talk abo~t simple objecta and 
JID.1tually independent elomantury 12raposi tiono-a,s ~li ttt;enetein 
~elf did in bis later yeare. ~ 

Ishiguro points out t.ha.t in the Tra.cta.tus , ~/i ttgenstein hnd a1roo.dy 
" 

providod the foundation t'or tho rcfutation of the aoaumption that in our use of'

Mmes, it iB aa if \f0 ",erf) attach1ng a ·pieoe of label ft to an obieot that \fe cau 

identif'y. 

As Wittgenstein vas ta realize later, aven if' a complex 
could only be given by its desoription, it doee not of 
course follow that one cannot. re1'er t.o t.he complex by a 
name. The Tracta.tus theory of namoa ois bo.sically cor
rect, however, in so far as it is a rofutation of viaws 
w)lioh assume that a name 1s like a piace of label which 
vl tag on ta an object "rhich "le oan already identify. 
A label Barves a purpose bece.use "le usun.lly wri te names
~ alrea.dy ~ ~ !:!!Le-on t.he label. The labelling by 
1tself doee not establish the use of the label. If a 
la.bel i8 pa.sted on a bottle, one dooa not oven lolo .. r whe
ther the labol is correlated with'the ownor of the bottlo, 
the contei1ts of the bot tIe, t.he bot tl e i ta 011' J or a parti .. 
cular propert.y, e.g., poisonous, 01' the oontents. 10 

In bis later vritingll, lIittgeneto1n BOUght to demonstre.te the mialea.ding 

nature of bi. earlier Trnotatua view, a.ooording to wh1ch 'atomio objects· 

'. 



constitute the menninbs of words. In the Philo30phical InvesticationsJ the 

notion thnt nomeS signify simples, comes under attack. The follol·1ing section, 

which appoars in thnt 'fork, dcmonstratos the inudequacy of this notion by 

dra,iinr; attention to the absence of a clear-eut distinction between "eimple rt 

end composi tell: .. 
47. But uhat are the simplo conati tuent parts of which 

roo.lity ia composod?-·.lhnt are the simple constituent l'arts 
of a chair?--The bita of ~lood of l'Thich i t ie made? Or the 
moleculoo, or the atoms?-nSimple" monna 1 not composite. 
And hare the point iss in ,·rhat sense 'composite'? It 
mnkes no conso at aIl te speuk absolutely of the 'simple 
pa.rts of a chair'. 

Ar;ains Doc:! roy visual image of this ~ree, of this chllir, 
consist of' parts? And llhnt are i te simple component parla? 
~mlti-eolouredhess ia one kind of comploxitYi nnother is, 
for e)~ple, that of a broken outline composod of straight 
bits. And a eurve can be said ta be composed of an 
asoending and a desconding semment. 

If l tol;l. someol1e ,dthout nny further explanations "What 
1 see bofore me no\ ... ia composi to", he '-lill Mve the right to 
asks "\lhat do you menn by tcompoaitel? For thoro are aU 
sorts of things the.t thnt can meanln-'Dhe question IIIs 
tTbat you SGO cohposite?J1 makos good sense if it., ie already 
estnblished \-lhnt kind of complexity-that is, which 
parlicular use of thé lvord-ia in question. If 'it had been 
laid dO'l'ln that the visue.l image of a tree was ta be called 
ncompooit.en if one sa~ not just a single t.runk, but also 
branches, then the quostion "le the visual image of thia , 
tree simple or oomposi te?", and the questj,on "\"lha.t are i t.s 
simple oomponent parts?", 't1ould have a olear eense--a clear 
use. And of oourse the a.rumer to the second question ls 
not "The branches" (that would be an anSifer to the 
gremmo.tical questionl 1I1i'ba.t. are here ca.Ucd r simple 
oomponont parts'?") but ra.ther a description of the individual' 
brahohes. 

But isn't Il chessboard, for instance, obv1ously, and absolute
ly composite1--You are probably thinking of the composit.ion 
out. of t.hirly-two white and thirty-t.wo blaék squares. But. 
could we not also say, for instanoe, that it vas oomposed of 
the colours black and \o1lU te and the schema of squares! And 
if there ue quite different. ways of looking at 1t, do yeu 
still l'Tant. t.o say tbat the chessboard 18 a.bsolutely 'compositell-

.Asldng Ils this objeot composite!· outside e. part1oule.r 
langilage-gnme 1a l1ke wbat a boy once did, who he.d t.o say 
vhether t.he verba in oertain 8ent~oes vere in the aotive 
or passive voiee, and who raeked his brains over the question 

1 
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whether the verb "to sleep" meant samething aotive or 
passive. 

We use the word "composite" (and therefore the word 
"simple") in an enormOUB number of dif'f'erertt and 
differently related \raye. (Is the colour of a square 
on a ehassboard simple, or does it consist of pure white 
and pure yol10w? And is white simple, or doos it conslst 
of the colours of the rainbow?-ls thia length of 2 om. 
simple, or doos i t conaist of tuo parts, each 1 cm. long? 
But why not of one bit 5 cm. long, and'one bit 1 cm. long 
measured in the opposite direction?) 

To the philosophical question. "lB the viaua! image of 
this tree composito, nnd what are itB component parts?" the 
correct ansuer is 1 nThat depends on wbat you undarstand by 
Icompositel.~v (And that is yi course not an answer but a 
rejoction of th~ question.) 

The distinction between simple and oomposite can be botter undorstood 

in light of the comparison botween naming and deBcribing. Wittgenstein 

asserted thut naming and describing should not be considered aB if they l'lere 

on the sSfD.o level. Naming, in itsolf, does not constitute a IImove" in the 

language-game. To conBider i t as na mave in the language-game" would be 

someuhat lilfo maintaining'that placing a chess piece on the board ropre

senta B. mave in that game. Ta say that something has bOén named, le not ta 

atflrm that s.nything has been done. Aocording ta Wittgenstein, the thing nemed 

"has not even Igot l a name, except in the language-gama." 12 Wittgenstein, 

like Frege, maintained that a word bas meaning only as a part of a sentence 
\ 

which conati tut es a "moven in the language-game. 

All of the foregoing should make it evident that throughout bis writings 

(inoluding even the Ttaotatus), Wittgenstein rejeoted the notion tbat "meaning~ 

,oonsists o~ empirical (spatlo-temporal) objects or -things, - existing in tile 

~irical realm. Altbough i~ 1s froquently thought that the Traotatus abjects 

are of euoh a natqre, a more oaretul evaluat10n of Wittgensteinls desoriptions 

of the and the role they serve in the language as a syst.em, yield. t.he fi 

l' 
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concluaion that this cannot. be t.he case. The emphasis on the tunotion or roIe 

of ~he Tra.ctatus names substant1att:s the claim tha:t the conoept of Imeaning 

as use" l'las not entirely al1en ta \'/1 ttgenstein at the Ume he wrots the ' 

earl1er work, alt.hough it ,.,as far from being clearly expl1oated. In the 

next. chapter, we shall diocuss the menner in Whiéh tha.t notion (as 1 t appeared 

in the latar writings) emerged from Wittgenstein' s earlier View of language. 
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OHAPTER IV 

WITTGENSTEIN1S Fo'ro·ruLATION OF 
"l-iEANING AS USEa 
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é" 

" 
" 

o 

In the preeading·ohapters, va rAVe Been tbat·Wittgenstein demonstrated 

.that meanings are not objeota,.,images, feelings, or psyohologioal assooiations, 

by applying n reduotio ad nbsurdum.appronch to various possible definitions 
i - , 

whioh poait meaning as something simple and unitary. But if' none of these 

possible definitions of meaning suffiee to explain our usage ot the ter.m 
..... 

~'meaning, 1 how'is it that we do use the term.'l M'ter exhB.usting many other 

possib1lities, Wittgenstein eonoluded that thera remained one oharaoteristic 

ol vords, whieh 1a not ?nly apparent in most instanoes of their u~teranee, 

but also, le in accord vith the essentially Bocial nature of' the langua~e as 

a systeml tne :f'~ct that l'Tords are USEe, and turthermore, that they are used 

• in cerJain ways vi thin the language-g,amé. 

In t.he Jll2 Book, \'l1 ttgensteiln 1 B olarification ot mean1ng, as cons1e~ing 

in the use or practice ot a wordle appl1-oation, beoomes apparent. In th1e 
: ~. l 

vork, ho doolared that -the uso 01' the vorel m pract10e lis 1ts meaning. 1 

Lat.er. in the }!h11osophicat Investigation!. he usertec1 the 'C)ooloalle4 -def1n1-. ~ . . 

Uon,1 quAl11"ying 1 t by polnting out 'tm.t ,the notion ot 'meaning u uae l 1. 

" . 

., 



applicable in a large class of cases. As Wittgenstein decl~red in that later 

work, 

4;. For a large class of cases--though not for ~ll--L. 
in whioh:wc employ the word nmoanine" i t can be defined 
tlnls 1 the mean~ng of a "Tord 1s its use in the language. 

The question arises as to \'Thother ~li ttgenstein' s acknowledg ont that 

the use of a word oonstitutea its meaning, should be conatrued aa if its 

meaning residos in n~ use" of the word, or in a Bot of grammatical rules 
1 

concernine ita various usages. The issue a.s to \thother meaning is constituted 

in the more use of a word or in the rulo a.pplyine to ita application iB highly 

important. ~ules OM be likened to sign-posta dc.riving 1;.heir sirr.if'icance 

from the fact that they aro in regular use as customs. As sueh, rules can 

:!\mction in a nproscriptiven and/or "descriptivo" manner. Although 

'ilittecnstein aclO1o\'ilodged thnt rules play a crucial l'olo in the use of language, 

ho warned, in his Iater l'l'ri tings, thut we must not be misled 1nto concluding 

t.hat th~,mee.ning of a term ia the rule regulating ita tFplicat1on • . ' 
Gart~Hallett points out a tr~sition evident in the comparison of 

Wittgenstein~s treatment of this topic in 'the earlier \'l'orles and those of his 

Iater years. In some of the earlier writings such as the Tractatus, 

Wittgenstein seomed te have been proposing that the rulea, in "Thich the 

~ meaning 1s oonstrued, are 'presor1ptive,a rather than ftdescriptive. n As a 

oonsequence of the repeated usage of a word aocord1ng to a specifie pattern, . 

the rule characterizing that usage bec~es incorporated into the word. There

a:tter, t.h~" rule must be ·obeyeda in the sense that the :f'urther use of t.he term 

muai conf'orm te the rule. Ir the rulea regarding the use of terme are 

'p~08criptivo,' it would bo temptlng to tb1nk of Imeaningl as actUally 

condsting in' the rule aocording te wb1ch the vord 18 applied. In the Blue 
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Book ... however, ~littgenste1n arguèd emphatioally that meaning repidos in the 

-aotuai use of the word, .. and NCY1' in the rule applying to, or arising t'rom ita 

use. 

Thore are soverâl reaDons,for Wittgonstein's reluctance to conDider 

meaning as residing in the mIe according to which Il: "'ord ie used. One roason 

la the fe..ct that the l'lord 'rule' might tend to sur;eest tho very sort of' rule 

Wittgenstein vas arguing against. Hallott snid of liittgenstoil'lls rofusa.l 

te define meaning as the rule portainlng to a word 1 s UDage, 

l·light \'re define meaning, then, as the mIes of 0. word t s 
use? Why did Wittgenstein say simply that meanine la use, 
naver that it ie tha rules of use? For one thing the word 
arulen "Iould naturally suggest the wrong sort of, rule, the 

r' sort he l'ras arguing age.1nst. And oven if' it didn't, it 
might seem to indioo.te that ordinary usage 18 bath simple 
and perfeotly regulat, whereo.s \'/ittgenstein bad corlcludad 
that it la neither. , 

l'Ii ttgenstein' ci ted the mf1ltiplicity of waya in 'l'rhich l'le use certai~ 
'tTords, as underlying our inabllity to tabulate striot mIes for their use • . 
Citing the contrast between auch words, and those vith "oloo.rIy dof'ined 

meanings,n Wittgenstein observed, 

- There are ''lords with several charly dei'ined meanlngs. 
It 18 easy to tabulate these meanil1gs. And thore are 
vorda which~one might saya They are used in a thousnnd 
dif:f'erent ways which gradually merge inte one another. 
No w0!tder that we can't tabulate strlot mles f',or their 
UBO. 

Hallett points out that by the time Wittgenstein delivered the ~.~ 

looturee, he had abandoned his old conoeption -of' "rules. a To quota Halletta 

Not only W8.8 usa.ge independe%tt of rules, rut in most cases 
there s1mply were no rules of thel'(fJort ho bIld supposed. 
Use vas the all-important thing. ~ 

The transition in Vi ttgenstein '8 oonoeption of' lI1eaning ran parallel te 

.. genera.1 transition in Wittgenstein' 8 ovenU view of' the nature of language. 

\" 
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The latter ,'ras chnrnctcristic at tuo levels, nOlllely nsurf'e.ce grommar" and "d"pth 

grllT'lmar. n Surface [T'ru!l!:lD.r refera to worde .in rolation to other worda (as e • .:., 

in propooi tiOl'lS ), lIhereo..s depth [,-rc.mm.e.r refora to the rolation of \lords not 

norcly to othor \lords and to the language system 1 tself, but a.lao to extra-

linDlistic institutions ,or "\lnys of lire" of society and the world. The 

distinction bctuccn "surfnco" and I1dcpth [;rm:D1lD.r" plays e. crucial mIe in mnn:)' 

coni\tdon::J rOJl-rdine the m.ture of ...ruenninr:. I!any of the ambigui ti CEl apparent 

iin our \l:JO oi' the term 'mc3.l1ing' cun be tro.ced to tho ~act the.t observation 

of the :::\,11'fo.eo [;l"C'_'1lI:lll.r of this tom 1 eads to dUferont conclusions than doea 

t~o observo..tion of its depth gruomur. The importance of this distinction i8 .. 
\Tell statccl in the follmr.i.n~ po.SSr;l.t;O from the Invcst1 œt.ions: 

, 
661.. In the UGe or \Tords ono mieht distineuiflh 'ilurfo.ce 

O'rum:tar' from 1 dopth gl'ru:It1D.r l • :'n1at innnedio.toly impressos 
itsel:f' upon us about the use of 0. \/ord i9 the u~ it io Ulled 
in the construction 'tf the sentence, the part of its use-
ono nùeht :::o.y--thnt oun be taken in by the car.---And no',i' 
compare the depth' gram:no.r, Bay of the \Tord nto mean", \li th 
\-1ha.t Ha surfa.ce l;ra.z:u:n.a.r uould leud us to tuspect. N'o \tonder 
'le find j t difficul t to kno\'i our '(Tay a.bout. 6 

A careful anülysis of tho tro.nsition undergpne br Wittgenstein1a concep-

tion of lal1guage makea it evident t.hat not only \ras a change brought about e.t 

both levela of e:r~r (i.e., aurfnce and depth grBlIlW.r), but,dso that', in 

the lo.ter 1-rritines, stroDS was laid upon broader and more diverse depth ,e;rammar. 

In contrnst ,'lith his earlier conoeption of' langua.ge, l'tbioh anphasized the 

place occupieli by a word, ui thin a specifie system or' ft lo.nguage-gnme, 1 the 

later formulation cmphasized the ~ of' n word, within the whole of life. 

In his la.ter \œitings, much of \1ittgenstein l s effort vas directed at <?,!ercoming 
" 

inAdequacieo of the very conception of language he had asserted in his eariier 

worles. He ha.d come to re&ud the picture theory of' meaning as, at bost, 
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providing onl}" a partial account of the nature of language. In his later 

writings, Wittgenstein attempted to demonstrate that the pioture t.heory uas 

applicable in some cases but not in others. 

Another important objeotive of bis later writings ws that of opposing 

the conoeption of
4
language as a kind of ·caloulus. n Acc~ding to that notion, 

in order for an individual to utt~r a sentenoe and aooltaneoualy mean or 

understand it, he must be operating a oalculua according to a definitive set 

of mIes.. In bis later l'/ritings, it become8 evident that Wittgonstein had 

come to regard the concept of nthinking outil l'Tithin a calculus as highly 

misleading. y~ he concluded this only af'ter putting f'otth a thorough search 

to substantiate or ~erif'y 'tlhether auch a mental process (i.e., thinldng uith1n 

a calculus) aotually does:parallel linguistio utterances. 

he ref'erred to the caloulus viel1 as baing applicable on!y to certain rare 

instanoes in the use of language. 
". 

For remember that in general l'le don't use language 
according to strict rules--it hasnrt been taught us 
br mea.ns of striot mIes, either. ~ in our dis
cussions constantly cOlfpare language wi th a oalculus 
prooeeding acoording ta exact mIes. 

This i8 a very on~sided way of looldng at language. 
In praotice we very rarely use language as such a cal
culus. For not only do we not think of the rules of 
usage-of def'initions, et.c.-lddle using language, 
but when wa are asked to g.i ve euoh ruIcs, in most 
o~es we aren1t able ta do so. We are unable cloo.rly 
te olrcumscribe the conoept.s wc use; net bccauso ,·te 
don1t know their real defln1tion, but because thore 
i& no real Idefinit.1on' to them.' To suppose that thera 
I!!:!!!i be would be like sUpposing that whenever .children 
play with a. ball the}" pla.y accord1ng to striot rules • 

When we t.alk or language &JI a s~bolism used in an 
emot oalculua, that l'lhich is in our mind can be round 
in the sciences and in mat~ems.t1cp. Our ordinary use of 
language oonforma to this standard ot exact.neS8 only in 

,rare cases. ~ then do we in philosophizing co~tantly 
~e our uao of words vith one fo+lowing exact rules1 
The 8.Mw~r is that the puzzle, vbioh "" t.ry to remon a.l-
vfqII apring frOlll. just ~thia attitude towards language. 7 

1 
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The abave passage holds that some of the very philosophical "puzzles" we 

attempt to solve actunlly arise fro~he calculus view of language. One 

67 

example of 0. problem arising from this view is the question 'Vlliat is time1 1 
, ' ... -
-

Wittgenstein pointed out the erroneous nature of attempts to solve philo-

Bophical problem.s of thia naturé, by mOrula of' a definition. Imngine a per-

plexed individual who attompto to anstler the question '\'1hat is time?, , 

by asserting, "Time io the motion of celestial bodies." Than, upon observing 

that this definition faila ta correspond with (or i9 not inclusive of) 0.11 

instances of the application of the word Itime,' he decides merely that ~ 

definitlon la unsatisfactory, concluding that it will be necasaary for him to 

search for 0. more aatiafactory one. Admittedly, the esto.blishing of a 

concrete definition of ton dOOB clnrlf'y the grammar of n terme Yet it ls 

misleading to aDk questiono su ch uG • \'/hnt 19 l' of a sub-------
stantive suoh as Itime,' beco.use it oeéms to ask for ap answer given.in terms 

of a set of strict rules. The puzzle concerna rules, a specifie set of rules 

which have been presupposed. 

The misleading na~re of our tendeney to compare our use of words with 

the partioipation in games and oalculi hnving fixed rules, was again recognized 

~by Wittgenstein in :he Inve8ti~tions. The following passage makea evident 
. . , 
the marmer in vhioh this tondency can lead us into postulating or con-

struoting an lideaf language" 1 

• • • in philosophy ve oft&n compare the use of words 
vith gamos and caloul1 which hà.ve f1xed rules, but can- / 
not say tha.t someone who 1s using language !!!!:!!i be playiJ)'g 
weh a. game.-sut if you say that our languages only // 
approximate ta such calculi you are standing on the yéry 
briiilC of a misW'lderstanding. For then 1 t ma'1 10ok~8 if 
what va were tallcing about were an lli!!. langus.~~ ·As if 
our 10g10 vere, 80 to speak, a logio for a va~.-
Whereas logio does not treat of language--o~of thought--ln 
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the sense in which a natural scienoe treats of a natural 
phanomenon, and the most that can be said le that WB 

conetruct ideel languages. But hore the word "1deal Il ia 
liable to Dislead, for it sQunde as if these languages were 
better, more perfeot, tban our everyday lan~age; and as 
if it took the logicien to show people a~ last what a 
propei- sentence looked like. . 

AIl this, houover, co...."'l on1y appear in the right light 
when one has attained greater clarity about the concepts 
of' Wl~erstanding, meaning, and thinking. For it will then 
also become c1ear what can 1ead us (and did lead me) to 
think the.t if anyone utters a sentence and ~ or 
understands 1t hg 1e operating a ea1culus accord1ng to 
def'inite ruIes. 

68 

The opposition to the tendency to ftoonstruot an ideal language" represents 

a contrast in the oomparlson of Wittgensteinta conception of' language and that 

of Russell. Although both Russell and Wittgenstein noted the contrast between . ' 

apparent and real logica1 f'orm, Russell and the logical positiviste interpreted 

the signif'icanoe of this oontrast in a manner d1f'ferent from Wittgenstein's. 

To them, the contrast seemed ta suggest two progrruns 1 one analytic, the other 

oonstructive. As a means of pureuing the firet, these theorists proposed t.hat 

every expression where1n apparent and real logical form do not coinoide, be 

replaoed by another expression, namelyone having real and'apparent logical 

forms that are the same, and being, at the same t1meJ ' synonymous with the 

original expression. The other progr~, which vas proposed as a constructive 

measure, reprosented flll attempt to build an. idea1 l~guage in whioh the d1s-
\ 

crepanoy between àpparent and real logioal tom would not ooeur. 

~lon Wells drawe attention te the taot that whereas Russell and the 

positiviste launched both programa, empha81zing t~e second, Wittgenstein and 
~ .' t 

hie f'oll~ers &ocepted the tiret, ,.et rejected the second. Wlttgenstein's 

rejeotion ot the second program w ... due to hie bolief' that the purp08e ot 

ph11080ph1oal end_vor 18 net to oonatruot an 1dea1 language or even ta change 

.' 
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our everyday use of language. Instead, W1ttg~nBtein pr~posod that philosophical 

inquiry Fias its oentral objective in the effort to "~how the fly a way out of . 

the 1'ly boUle" in such 8. manner that he ie enabled to "buz freely" out of the 

bottle, rather than being ite captive. 

In order to clarify the mamier in which \1ittgenstein 1 e lator conception 
4\ 

of language differed from. tha t of R1.U1Sell, i t might be helpful to provi de a 

brief comment on Ruasellis perception of the relationship of meaning and use. 

Ruasellis formula had ariBen from a converging of two ideas. One is that 

"sin~lar descriptions have no meaning but do have use," in that they con-

tr1bute to meaning. The other idea 1s that the uee of an expression ie ex-

hibited by the marmer in which it CM be po.raphrased, in what forms of reason

lng it can oceur, and under what c:1rcUlnstancea it iB ueed. Rueaell's formula. 

lndicated that every expression has use, oven if it has no meaning. 

In contrast to Russellfs for.mula, which cla~ that not all ·uses" can 

be worked into the fro.mowork of meaning, and in opposition to Ruosellis 

tendency to compare the expression with reality, Wittgenstein's later writinga 

indicate a withdrawal t'rom metaphysios, and a proclivity to regarding meaning 

as being nearly (although with qualifications) definable aB use. Oonsequently, 
1 

Wittgenstein tended to treat "metaphysioal problems" as essentially grammatical 
-

problems. Indeed, the philosophical investigation iteolf ,.,a.s primArily B; 

gr8lllll8.tioal one, and had its pùrpose in providing a. "olearing ground R for 

l, misunderst&nding. 

90. l'le f'eel as if' we ha.d to penetrate phenomenu 
our i~e8t1~tion, however, 1a directed not towards 
phenOm8na, but, a.s one might say, towards the 
pos,1bil1ties ot phenomena.. t(e re:m1nd ourselves, tha.t 
18 ~ ny, of' the ~ 2t statsent tha.t we maJce about 
pb$nomena. Tlus Augustine recalls to mind the d1fterent 
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statements that ~re made about" duration, past present 
or future, of events. (These are, of. course, not 
ppiloBophical statements about ttme, the past, the 
present und the future.) 

Our investigation ia therefore a grammatical one. S,uoh 
an investigation sheds 1ieht on our problem by cleâring 
misunderotnndings away. }.Iisundersto..ndings oonoerning the 
use of \Tords, caused, n.mong other things, by certain analogies 
bet,'/oen the foms of expre:Jsion in difforent ragions of 
la.nr.uagc. --Some of' thom con be remove( by tJubsti tuting one 
fo~ of oxpression for another; this mny be called an 
"nndysis" of our forms of expression, for the process is 
Bometimc6 like one, of taking a thing apart. 9 

Wi ttgcnstein aclmou1edged tha.t mnny misundorstandings oan be resolved by 
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"making our expreosions more exact., Il but \'Tarned against the striving after 

a "final rosolution," a complete1y resolved form of every expression. Keeping 

in mind the esoentio.lly descriptive nature of philoBophy, Wittgenstein avoided 

the acti vi ty of nprcscri bing ll tho manner in \-/hich the language should be 

applied. In the Invostif';ations, the emphasia is constant.ly on observation. 

In the Phi108ophico.1 Investiœtiono, Wittgenstein1e central objective wao 

not that of, Bettine forth nC\'1 "theories" or hypotheses, but was instoad, that 

of providinG an nccurate description of particular cases. ~he transition 

tram the earlier view and methodology t~ t~t of the later -worlcs, and the 

increasing cmphasis on observation and description, 18 desor1bed appropriately 

b.1 Garth Hallett, 

Reliance on the desoription of many and varied oonorete 
oases not only distin~iBhes the Investigations, say 
from the Tra.ctntus; it a1so, thotlgh lees obviously, 
conneots the t\'10 tlorka. The importance of the "say"
·sho\-,· distinction in the Tractatus has been stressed. 

·Practioally the sace distinotion dominates the later 
philosophy of \'1ittgenstein, quite &S JIDlch &s it did the 
Trp.ctatus. According to the Tractatus J vorda are used 
for the humble atatement of faots ànd aooamplish thia 
ta.sk quite aatisfactorlly without any help trom 
philosophera, even I1ngu18tic ones; ve aIl underst&nd 
"bat vorda sa.y. But. wo do not aIl see ho" or why they -
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say ,,[hat they say; we do not a11 cee what tho stat6lllents 
only shou, namely their grnmnar. (*) Close observation 
of thair use la requircd to diseovcr this, Md flo to avoid
philolJopllical problOlllD, whi'ch arioe trom blindncss to the 
truc gro.!Iin:a.r of ~/ords. Close inspection of· cases a\lakened 
Wittgcllst.:.in Iator to the fe.ct tha:t the grammar of the 
Tro.ctnt!rJr. ln only one poosible gr::umnur. But on all the 
other poinLr. Ju;;t men1'.ionod, his vie\·rs remo.ined bo.eically 
une Mn[;o(} • Ul"dCl'sttÙldine "'Mt Horda say ia usually no 
pro bl(~Jll(:) b-"t e;:'~cpine thair gra.omar raquirea reflection and 
closo obscrvn:t.j.c.nJ·J Thn.t ia why there ara philoso,Phlcal 
problems i pl1~ lor.ophioal puzzles arioe l'rom miounderstanding 
the \'zny OUl' J.e..n[,u.a~o Iforks and tho \-ray individual exprensions 
are usad. 10 . 
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Applying thé procedur-e described above (i.e •. , obaerving and rcflccting 

upon th~ gr8I!ll1lar of expressions), in. his later writings, ~littgenstein recog

nized that the search for an explanation of meaning must take precedence 

over the attempt merely to ansl-rer the question '\'/h:l.t la meal1ing?' The notivity 

of looldne for an cxplana~ion of meaning brings the question I~Jhat la moo.nini? 1 j 

itself, IIdo\'ll1 to earth." 'A caref'ul atudy of,the gfB.tlllllEU' of the expreosion 

lexplanntion of meaning,' ho pointed out in the ~ Book, teaches something 

about the l'tord 'meaning,' in nddition to circumventing the t~ndency to 1001: 

about oneself for some objoct to calI "the meaning." Wittgenstoin divided 

what are genera1ly called "explanations of meaning" into verbal and ostensivo 

definitions, adding that this differantiation tris only rough and provisiona.I." 12 

Aocording to \'littgenatein, the searoh for an explanation of meaning 

IIlWIt involve observation and desoription of concrete cases. The primary 

emppasis in 'the la\:.er worlcs centers on the idee.. tha.t ph11osophy 1s "purely 
• 

desoriptive." and that the ooncrete oases, rather than vague and presumptuous 

gen~a.lities, are 'to be the objeote of inquiry. Wittgenstein sought not to 

impose bis 01m 'ViOlIS" upém bis listener8 and readers, lut instead, to provide 

gu14epollta vhioh could be applied by' otherll in t.he oourse of thoir ovn 
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pbiloDophical inquiry. But there a.re many pitf'alls whioh can lc:;,ad the 
. 

inquirer away from the activity of observing and describing concrete casos. 

One such pitf'all ls the tendency to suppose that thera must' be some connnon . . ' 

element in all applications of a "goneral term." As Wittgenstein deolared, 

The idea that in order to gêt cloar about the meaning of 
a general term one had to f'ind the common elament in a11 i ts 
applications 'bus shackled'philosophical investigation; f'6r 
lt bas not only led to no re9ult~ but a1so made the 
philosopher dismiss as i~relevant the concrote cases, which 
alone could have helped hdm to understand the usage of the 
general terme \'/hen Socrntea asks the question, ""hat la 
kno\'lledge'/u he doos not evcn regard it a1?a prelir.linar;l 
anS'ior to enumerate casea of lalo"Tledge. '- , 

As a consequence of his observation of' th. errors oommitted by other philo

sophers, Wittgenstoin reoognized the importance of what ~hey had overlooked, 

nsmely that when uo examine particuln.r cn.ses of our applicn.tion of a general 

torm, ,,'e do not necessarily discover any such common element as \ihat l're had 

proaupposed. 

Furthcrmore, ~/ittgenstein's methodology enabled him to recognize the 

manner in which the "craving for eonerality" had been reeponaible for some 
\ 

of the errora and inadequaoiea of the conception of language he had presented 

in the Tracta.tus. The tendency to reeard linguistic utterances as, invarla.bly 

baving a descriptive funçtion, was one such error. 

however, Wittgenstein not onl,. recognfzed that description might. be merely 

one tunotion of language, among many others, but a1so the possibility that 
, 

Idesoriptions- themselves might r8present instru:m.ents for several particulnr 

'PlJl"l'os os. 

291. What we call descriptions are instruments for 
partloular uses. Think of e. machine-dralling, a cross
seot.ion, an elevatlon \1ith mee.surements, l:lhicb an engineer 
bu betore him. Tb1nldng of' a description as a word-picture 
01' the tacts bu; somet~g misleac1ing about it. one t.ends 
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to think only of such pictures as bang on our \lalls 
which searn Dimply to portray hou a thing looks, \-,bat 
it is like. (Theso pictt.U"os are as it were idle.) 13 

In tho same uay thnt the descriptions serve as linstruments for particulo.r 

uses,n llords'are, in ma.ny ways, like tools in a toolbox. In his later works, 

Wittgenstein repeatedly drow the ano.lor;y betl'lGcn ''lords (as elements of a. 

langua.ge-system), and tool::J in a toolbox. In this Hay, \'1ittgenat9in proposed 

thAt \-Ie should think of l'lords as ntoolo, n \-lhioh serve not merely one gOBeraI 

function, but a uide varioty of f'unctions 1 

Il. Think of the too1a in a. todI-box, there ia a 
hrumner, pliers, 0. So.H, a scre'tl-driver, a rule, a glue
pot, glue, nails and acrew.--The functions of "lords 
are as diverse o.s the functions of these objecta. 
(And in Çoth cases thoro are similaritios.) 

or courbe, \-lhat confuoes us la the uniform appear
ance of lIords \-Ihen "le hear thorn spoken or meet them 
in,script and print. For their o.~plicntion iD not 
presented to us so çlea.rly. Especially when ue are 
doing philosophyl 14 

It 1s a difficult and misleading to form generalizations about words, aD it 

iB to generalize about tools. 

13. ~1hen we say: "Every l'lord in language signif'ies 
something" we have so far said nothin& \-lhatever j unless 
we have explained exaot1y ~ dist.inction \le \'1Ïah to 
make. (It lIri,ght be, of' course, that we l'Tanted to distinguish 
the words of language (8) from \'(ords 1 l-ri thout meaning 1 

such as ooeur in LO\-tis Caroll l s poams, 'or "Torda like 
'Lilliburlero l in eon~.) 

14. Imagine someonels sayinga 'A11 tools serve to modify 
aomet.hing. Tbus the hanmer modifies the position of' the 
nai1, the sau the shape of the board, and so OD. "-And 
"bAt 18 modified by the rule, the glue-pot, the nails?
lOur knowl~ of' a. thing l s lengt,h, the tamporature of the 
glue, and the soli dit Y of thô box.I-\·tould anrlhing be 
gained by this assimilation of' eXpressionsT-- 15 

Wittgenste1n l s opposition to the tendency to genera1ize ia again evi

dent in hi~ reluctanoe to consider tho lapp11cat1oD of' a rule,n as being 



ossential to the "meaning of a te~" in aIl cases. Althou~h it might be thnt 

in many casos, this characteristic 10 inseparable from the menning of a term, 

thera is no reason to supposa that it i8 a neceseary charaoteristic of aIl 

t~~B. The difficulty here arises from the fact that in order to oommunionte, 

tle nruât apply a certain amount of regularity in our use of words. Thi~ could 

be regarded as an indioation that rulep regulating application underly aIl our 

uso of words. Yet in order to ascertaln whether a rule belongs to the meanrng 

of a word, wa must first investigato whether the "rule" in question contributea 

to the usofulness of the term itself. Garth Hallett ~e~ed to have thls in 

mind \-(hen he etated, 

UsefulnesB, in fact, Is the criterion for whether a rule 
belonga to the manning ot a "lord. "The game," .1i ttgenstein 
suggosta, usin~ hie favorite analog'of language, "hoa not 
only ruies but e. point. Il And one 1a tempted to say thllt 
some rules are essentie.1, some ines~ential, in so far ~s 
they are relevant ta the "point" of the game. If we BRy 
that the game 1a defined by rulcs and leave it et that, 
then any rulc will soom to be an essent1al part of the 
game, for instance a rula which pr~Bcribes that kinga be 
used for drawing lots barore the game begins. 16 

Te Bay that the meaning of a word 1s its ftuse,n 18 not merely te say the 

word's meaning 1s axolus1vely delineated by 1ta use in e. particular proposition. 

A word' s meaning can be ft general, Il in the lIense tha.t i t represents a11 usages 

of the word in the language. Conaequently, many words have on1y vaguely defined 

boundlU'1oo, and indeed, some 'IIorda appolU' ~o have no boundarhs ,at a11. 17 

Doss the ta.ct that wa are able ta use words andi' e~res'81on8, as veh1clea of 
J: 

communioation, indicate that they must have 'fi~d boundariss" (whether we are 

oonsolouely avare of tho.o boundariea or not)! ~ittgon.tein·8 reply to thia ,~ 

question i. negative. The tollowing passage 111ustrates hi. replYI 

68. IAll r1gbtl the conoept ot number i8 defined for 
)l'ou u the lo,poal eum <ot thoee 1nd1v1dual 1nterrelatod 
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1 oonceptsl cardinal ~berB, rational numbers, real numbers, 
etc.; and 'in 'the srune way the ooncept o-f a gnme as the 
logical sum of a cprresponding set of sub-concepts."----rt 
need not be SOt For l ~tgive tho concept 'number' rigid 
limita in this way, that la, use the word "numbern for a 
rigidIy limited concept, but l can a1so use lt so that the 
extension of the concept ls E2i cIoaed by a frontier. An~ 
this is how we do use the word,n earne". ~or how 10 the 
ooncept of a ~e bounded? What still counts as a "game 
and what no longer doea1 Can you glve the boundafY? No. 
You can ~ oneJ for none has so fat been drawn. (But 
that naver troubled you berore ",hén ~rou uned the word "game".) 

""But thon the use of the word 18 unreg\llated, the 'grune 1 we 
play with it ls unrogulated.n---It ls no~ everywhere circum-

. scribed by ruIes; but no more are there any fuIes/for how 
high one throws the baIl' in tennis, ,or how bard; A{gt 
tennis ia a grume for a~ that and has rulea .to~. ' 

75 

Wittgenstein'n acknowledg~ent that there are words whose use appears to have 

no shnrply defined boundaries, ahould NOT be conetrued as indicating that he 
" ,~ ,. 

considered no words to be sharply deflned. Here again, l'Iittgenstein's 

opposition to generalitles comas into focus. Although the use" of Bome words 
1 

m1ght.' be ah8.rpiy deflned (à8 e.g., words derlving their meanlng f'rom the fact . . 
that there are èome particulars which represent instantiat10ns of' them, whereas 

other particu1ars do not), thore are other words tor which we might even eon-

sider it advantageous that they are not sharply defined. It 18 often thought 

that the charaotoristic of ambigu! ty or vagueness is a "tauit" which should 
\ ~ , 

be overcame, and that a "b1urred concept" ls not, properly speaking, a'àoncept 

at 1.11. Wittgenstein, hovévelf pointed out that in some cases, the blurred ". 
conoept ~1ght be exaotly vbat we are looking for. 

~, 

71. One might aay that the concept 1 gamet i. a concept 
. vith blurred edgee.-"But 18 a blurred conc.ept a conoept at 
alU"-la an indistinot photograph a picturo ot a person 
eLt dU la it even always an advantage to l'OpIaoe an in
distinot pioture by a sharp onet llnlt the indistinot one 
ott en' exactIy wbat we need' 

Proge oompares a oonoept to an are&. and laya tbat an area 
vith vague boundariell cannot be called an area at all. This 
presumt.My mee.ns that lie cannot do anytbing. vith it.-But ia 
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ft senseless to sayl '"Stand roughly thereN? Suppose thàt 
l were standing with someone in a city square and sa1d t~t. 
As l say it ,I do not d'raw any kind of boundary, bttt p~rhapB 
point with my hand--ns if l were indicnting a particular 
'spot. And thi~ is just how ono might ~xpla.in to Bomeone , 
wha n gnmo is. One gives examples apd intends them to ,be 
taken in a particulnr wny.--I d~ not 1 howevor, mean by this 
that he 18 supposed to see in tbose examples that c6mmon th1ng 
whioh I--for Bome renson--wn3 unable to express; but that he 
1& now to eprploy thoso examples in a partioular way. Here 
giv1ng exe.mplcs 1a not an lndirect means of explaining in de
fault of a botter. For any gen~rnl definition can be miaunder
stood too. Th'e point 1e that ~ is how wc play l~he ge.me. 
(I mean the lo.nguago-game ,'l'1th the ... tord "game".) 
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In Zettel, \'11 t~genstein deniod the rfort to discover rad, extlOt mee.n

Inge of ter.ms, admittine that in the course of investigation, we often do, 

for practio€il 'r'easons, g1 va cert~in words Il exaot meé..nin~s. Il 

,467. Our investigation do es not try to find the ronl, 
exact meaning of words; though we do ort~~ve words 
exact meaninga in the oourse of our ~nveatigations. 20 

Wittgenstein sought to demonstrnte that the fact t,hat a l'lord can be used in a 

large variety of \'Iaya" does not indicate that the word ia "Jll.eaningless," or 

of no value. His recogl'lition of the vnriotiee of usee we ma.ke of many l'tords, 

10'4 Wittgenstein to the observation of what he termed "family res~blanoes." 

In opposition to traditional conoeptions of "universale,· Wittgenstein 8ugeestcd . ,) 

that wh«n wc observe tho var1&d useS that are made of oertain torms, we do not 

tind aomethlng oo~n to aIl, but instead, WB find a complicated network of 

reaemblancee whioh aoom to ove~lap and cri.s-crosa. 
l', 

Inatead of produo1ng samothing oommon to all that we 
oa11 language, l am eaying that then phenomena have 
no one thing in cODInon whioh makee us use the aame 
word. tor all,--but that tboy Are related to one another 
in many d11'terent ways. And it 1. becaulO ot thi. 
~e1at~on.h1p, or Îhe~e relation.hipa, that w. oa11 th~ 
all 11anpgel • 2 , .... " -"'\ 

\ , 
The aboT. pa~.age ut •• 1t nident that w~t; 'appear. true in the oue 

~ 

~ 

.. 

il' J, 
1" 
~ 

,~I 

1 



(1 

... 

t 

77 

of one word or one kind of word cannot be eeneralized, and considered as a 

characteriatic of 0.11 words. In oppc~ition to the tendency to form a 

gcneralizo.tion, arter 0 baervinc; only ul1t3 or tuo concreto cases, Wittgenstein 

suggested that we continue obaervinc; and dO:Jcrj bing particu1ar concrete cases • 

. Art or having done so himself, he Has uno.ble l..e- C'1 te e.ny single charo..cteri.s1..ic 

connnon to 0.11 \iords, other tha.n tho- fo.cto applying to their uso. It is \ruo 

that some worda, when uttcred, are aocompanied by montal images ruld associations, 

but this cho.ractcr1stic 13 not tnte of 0.11 wordo. It ls also true that some 

words serve to,name a po.rti~uh\r objeot, but this ls not true of 0.11 words,. 

Some worda are uaed according to one diatinct l~le, ~lt hore agc.in, this is 

~ true of 0.11 l'lords. To sa.y that "the mea.ning of a ~Tord n la any of tho. 

c~acteristics mentioned e.bove, uould be to c1a.sBify aU word", which do l'lot 

display tho particular ch~actori5tic, as "meaningless." But this aeema to 
.: 

be a conolusion l'le would 11ke to avoid. Wittgenstein's mannor of conceiving 

meening, offers the very manna for avoiding thio predicwnent, by po~iting the 

meaning of a t.erm as its use within not only the oontext of a particulal:" 

application of the tom. but w!thin the trider, more general conten (i~e., 

llthguage-gamo) wherein t\' ward has i ts place. 

It 16 ifnportant dWllys ta keop in mind that language Is essèntially 

8. social aotivity, a game wherein the uses of word~ have their plaoe. But 

i. the gramm.a.r of a word its use? It aeem.a orucial ths.t l'le emphasize the 

games played with the variouB 'lords unùer analysis, rather tban merely 

empbasiz1ng the phrases in whioh they ooeur. In the Brown Book, Wittgenstein 

8.88erted that the meanings ot 'lords oan be grasped only it we look at the 
i 

ontlro languag.e-game, instead of merely looldng at the oontexte and phrase8, 

vlth1n wh10h tho1l)rds are uttered. The meanine; ot e. 'lord il not. the word in 
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itself, but instead involvos the entire oontaxt or language-grume. The wordls 

significnnce, thuo, 1noludes wbat preoedes and follows it. In the Invosti-

gat.ions, ~'li ttgenstein deola.rcd that a. l'lord nha.ppens" in certain surroundings, 

and thnt i ts occurrence \tithin these surroundings gins i t significance, rauch 

in the orune ue.y tho.t e. nSmiling mouth" smiles only in the oontext of a smiling 

face. 22 Tho importance of taking into acoount the context in whioh a l'lord or 

phrase i8 uttered, iB l'roll i lluatrated by the following passagel 

117. You say to mOI "You understa.nd this expression, don'ft 
you~ WeIl thcn--I am using i~ 1n the sense you are familiar 
with. " ... -As if the sanse wero an atmoophere accompnnying the 
Hord, which i t carried l'ri th i t into every kind of app lication. 

If, for oxample, somoone saye that the sentence "This ia 
hare" (saying I1hich he points to an object in front of him) 
mnkes sense to him, tHen he should ask ~elf in whàt 
specio.l circumstances this sentence 19 actually used. 

27- r 

There it doce mako sense. ") 

The mphc.ois on the impo!'tance of the context in uhich l'lords are applied, 

ma.!:CS l.t ovident tho.t the merming of a term must be more than a mere rulo 

applylng to its usa, Although iUttgenstein held that the utllity of word~ 

deponds on ruloa, and that rules themselves must belong to the mean1ng of u 

word, the rulea do not, aCQording to hi~ view, constitute the meanings of the 

terme From a ~/lttgenstoinian standpoint, 1lt1l1ty la more ossentla.l to a word 1 a 

meo.nine, than uniformity. We obviously apply certain words aooording to 

difforent rules in,different contexte. A careful roading of the Inveatl~ation~ 

forcos the reaùer lnto greater awarene~s of the abs~ce of a striot uniform~ty 

in our use 'of the language. Beoause Wittgenstein's objeotive was thorapeutic, 

in that he was attempting to draw attention to the errors of bis own earliér 

writings, and to those of others beforo b1m, he proposed numerous examples to 

dcmonstrate that the language-game ~s not playod aooordlng to strictly unlt'orm " 

rulôs. Furthermoro, he proposod that there ooeur a large number of applications 
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-of a term, that are not fully in accord w1th 1ts corumonly accepted usaee(s) 

\'rithin the lnnguago syl;ltcm. Can thorQ be a distinotion between normal and 

nbnormal cases? To quote ~Iittgenstoinl 

142. It ia only in normal cases that the use of a 
\'lord ia clearly proscribedj we know, are in douM, what 
to say in this or tho.t Co.so. The more abnormal the ca.se, 
the more 'doubtf'ul it bocolJloS whnt Ne are to say. And if' 
things \'lare qui te diffcrcnt l'rom what they actually are-if 
thera lIore for instanco no cho.racteristic expression of' 
pain, of rear, of joy; if ru1e became exception and ex
ception ru1ej or if both bccame phonomena of rough1y equal 
frequency--thia \1ould make our normal language-go.mos lo:::e 
thair point.--The procedure of' putting a luop of chaase 
on a balance and fixing the priee by the turn of the soo.lo 
would 108e its point if it frequently happened for such 24 
lumps to ouddenly grow or shrink for no obvioua reason. 

Dif'fioul ties arise ''lhenever we attempt to concoi vo a system of' langu3.ge 

or c;von a 1aneuage-gome as a nere set of' clearly definod rules. Because of 

the tcndency to vie\'l language in this way, one might be temptod to flay thnt 

languago is not a game, if' there 1s any vagueness in the rules. Wittgenetoin 

warned that "rle are frequently so "dazzled lt by the ideal of' the game, the.t "19 

t'ail to re.cognize the aotual use of' the llord 1 game. 1 25 Tho more nnrro\( a 

method 'le a.pply in invest1go.ting the nature of' language, the more liable "the 

requircment of language,· l'le have set bef'ore us, 1s to disintegrate. In the 

process of ·smoothing out aIl the edges," l'le put oursolves on slippery 1oe. 

107. T.he more narrot-lly we examine actual language, 
the sharper beoomes the oont'l1ct bet''1een i t and our 
requirement. (For the 01'ysto.111ne pur1ty of logic 
was, of oourse, not a reault 2t investigation: it 
vas a requirement"\) The conf'liot becomes intolerable; 
the requirement 18 nov in danger 01' beooming empty.-
We have got on to slippery 100 where there iQ no f'riction 
and 80 in a certain sense the oond11:.1ons are ideal, but 
alao, just beoause 01' 1:.ha1:., wo are unable to walk. \'le 
vant. te ~kl so we need triction. Back 1:.0 the rough 
groundr 

Wittgenst.ein saught. to dernonlÎtràte tba:t va JllU8t not atternpt to simpl1t'y our 
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notion of the nature of language. In order to viO\'T the languago objectively, 

wo must tâke into consideration its highly complex nature. Accordinely, tho 

nature of "moonil1E;" cannot be oimplifiod. 

A1though '1lit.tgenstein rospected the idee. that \iords can, for practical 

purposes be "dofined," he oppoaed the 3(meral tondency te declare that l',e are 

able to use a torm, simply because it "radiates" tram a single source. 

ln opposition to the depiction of the process involvod in a definition as 

tOOt of "radiation," Wittgenstein propased his notion of "family reaemblances, fi 

e.coording to ,.,hich the various usages of oertain tanna 1 forro together in a 

concatenated,,met,.,ork. According J(,o the approach elo.borated in Hi ttg('n!Jt Qin 1 s 

1ater writings, different thinga can be callod by the DŒme term, not nec essar-

i1y because there is an clement co~on to aIl of them, but beaause of the 

similarities that link them toe;ether in tho netuork which they forro. In the 

seme way that 8. throad is hald tog~ther not by one fi ber, which runs throuc;h-

out, but by the int.er1ocldng o~ multifarious f'iberfl, the varioun \laya in i'rhich 

we are able to use l'lords, "are hald togethcr by a notuork of' sitnilu.rities and 

family resamblances. 

In Zettol, anothor of Wittgenstein1a later writings, tho fact thnt our 
<, 

use of language 1s, to a oertain extent, autonomous, 1s illustratod ~n a 

compar1son of t~ rubs of language \'tith the rules of cookery. ~'littgenstein 

pointed out the mistake ~vol ved in thinldng ~f. the rulea of one acti vi ty, a.s 

constituting a counterp~t of the rules of another aotivity. ~1herea8 the 

---act1v1ty invo1ved in cookory 1s defined by its end, th~ activity involved in 

Ispoakingl 18 not. 27 We'se.y that one 'oooks badly," i~ he 'tails to follow 

rotea whlch are conduc1ve to the achieve:ment of oxcellence in that act1vity. 

In oontraat, 11' one fails to apply roles ot e. game, ve can, in mo.ny instances, 

\ . 
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say thl.lt one is :limply':,playing a.nothor game. This ia true in the CaD() of a 

Ia.ngua.ge-e;a.me, as it i:l in the caGe of a chosB game. }!oreovor,. \/e CM 00.11 

the rules of lunsuar;e and other typOD of grunes nar1;>itra.ry, n \-/hereas \'/0 cannet 

co.11 rules of cookery "ar bi tra..ry.1I 

~10 could even imAgine a language invel ving -tho follo\ling practico J at .' 
rogulo..r in;t.orvals of timo, the meaninr;s of various express;i.olls are a,ltered 

o.ccordinG to definitc rules. This aiterution could ocour ut specifie 
~ 

. ' 
inter~lG during eaoh day, or it couid occur every day. The emphasis on the 

application of rules in a particular grume ia evident in the passago; "Do 

not say 'one cannot', but say inateadl lit doosn't oxiat in this game'." 28 1 

This u[;fl.in stre8BOS the impoftance of the conton in \'rhioh the rules are 

applit'ld. 

In ordor to understand the nature of "rules," one must investignte ~ot 

morely tho rules in themselvos, but the entire institution of following rules. 

Does the aignificance of a rule resido in the mnnner in "Thich the ruIe ia 

interpreted? Wittgenstein indicated that intotpretations do not, in thamsolves, 

const1tu~e meaning. 
~ 

198. "But how COll a rule shaw me what l have ta do nt 
this point? t~tever l do i8, on somc interpretation, in 
ë:ë"ë;rd with the rule."-That la not \-Ihat we ought to sa.y, , 
~t rath*, a.ny interpretation still bangs in the air 
along w1th what 1t ifAterprets, and COJ1not give it any 
support •. Interpretations by themselves do not determine 
meaning. 29 , 

K. T. Fann, in his work, Wittgenste1n's Conception ~ Philosophy, draws 

attention to the 8ssent1al1y publio nature of the application ,of rules. 

B'ecaulo of<..tho t'a ct that rulos are ossontis.lly publio, 1t 1s not possible, 

t'rom the logical standpoint. for thoro to be %':\lIes tha.t ue private • 

Furthermore. tlto publio nature ot' mIes maleel i t neoessary that more than one 

J 
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person llD.lst be ablo to f'oIlO"T a rule. Still another ossentio.l omro.oteriotic 

of' "rule f'ollouing behnvior, n ia the possi bility of making a mistnkè. 

This possibility constitutea the distinction between merely behaving in 0. 

1 1 
manner ",hioh Inmlif'estn re~lnrity, and actually f'ollo\ling a rulo. In tho f'orner 

case, it makos no tienD'O to ask \/hether on~ ia perf'orming the aoti vit Y correctl:,-, 

whereas in the latter co.se, it does ~e senae. Participation in a rulo 

governed acti vi ty invol ves the nclmo~fledgoment that thore ia a corroct and an 

incorrect way of carrylng out the specifie tasks involvedj it requires th nt 

the individual enter into estnblished convœ1tiona. A mistake can theref'oro 

be seen ns a contravontion of whnt has bcon establinhed as correct, und cnn bo 

recognizable as Buch. In the instance that 0. mioto.ke ia made, thore must 

be some mànner of cnlling o.ttentio~ to it. If nn individuo.l bohaves nccord-

ing to the rule, wo shou1d be able to s~ not on1y that he ia doing the 

correct thing, but o.lso tho.t he ia doing the "same" thing ,S before. KnO\'linC 

. hou to follo"f 0. set of rulos, involvea the acquisition of a skil1, the oastery 

of a techniquo. 50 it is, in the co.se of language, "Ihich iB, it~olf, a rule 

govol~ed activity. As Fann sugeests" 

Learning how to follow rules is gaining mastery of 
a t$ohniqucj it iD acquiring a skill. ToachinG someone 
hO"1 to folloll ruhs ia training mm in a tochnique; it 
1a devoloping in him a skill. Knol'fing b.2l!. to f'ollo'tl 
rqles ia having a skil1; it is baing able to engabe in 
a practice. AIl of this is true of' learnine;, teaching, 

"; or kno\-line; a language, acoording t.o \'litt.gonstain-. rTo 
und.rstand a sentonce menns to W1derstund a language. 
To understand a language menns to be master of a 
teohnique' (P.I. s. 199). Whcn "le loarn a language, 
however, we learn not ~nly one technique but a whole 
oomplex set. of' teohbiques. To apeeJc a language ie 
net just to engage in one praotio8, but to engage in 
many dit't'erent praotices. One might say that a le..nguage 
la a oomposite practioe made up of a number of' practicos. 
The multiplioity and varlet)" of the practices \'Ihich 
oonstitute our languago are emphadzed by Wittgenstein 

• 
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in the sories of Ilauguage-ga,ues 1 umch he construc~s in 
his ln ter uri tings. ,0 

" T,he implications of the notion 01' lo.nguage 8,S an e!3scntiully rule 

g~erned nctivity nre highly complex and can be undoratood only ns a con-

eequ"eno'e of a more detai1ed study of our abili ty to function ."tithin such a 

~ystem. The next coopter "li11 involvo an investigation ot' our manner or 
, 

partioip~ting"in Buch language-gamoa o 
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CHAPTER V 

LANGUAGE-GAl-ŒS Jù..T1) TIiEIR SIGNIFICAllCE 
IN ,\'ltTTGID!STEIN'S CONCEPTIOn OF MEANnrG 

66 

The aonvtruction of lan~age-game9 playo~ an important role'ln Wittgen-

steinls methodology. ln his later writines, Wittgenstoin 'prosonted a wide 

variety ot langUage-games, a.s n'meo.ns of illustratingftho manner in whiah 

we are able to make uoe of cortain Horda and oxpres!lions to carry out 

arbitrarlly aelected objectives. Languago-gamos represented for \'littgenstein, 
'1 

not preparatory exercises for the future improvement and regulation of 

language, but lnstea.d, they represented "objeots ot comparison,· which, when 
.,f/{ \ f 

oarefully analyzed, serve the purpose ot yielding inslght as to the com-

't plex1tles ot our o\'m language. In oomparlng our language system with lant}le.ge-

~èl, wa tlnd that diss1milaritles, as weIl as s~laritles, provide a 

truittul object ot study. 

1~. Our oleer and simplo languago-games are not 
preparatory studies tor a future rogularization of 
~~t~as 1t wero tirst approximations, 19noring 
ttlction and alr-res1stonco. Tho language-gamos are 
rather ut. up as objects 2t oomparison which aro meant 
to throw l1ght on tho taota ot our language by vay yot 
onl1 ot .1milarltlel, but a110 ot dlsl1milaritios. 

Vlttlenste1n'. manner 9t .~tlng up these ·obJect. ot oomparison' (1.0., , , 

il 
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language-games), ruioos some puzzling questions. Supposedly, he sou~ht, in 
" 

hio Iater \-Torks, to ob:;erve D...'1d dozcribe rather than to assert and explain. 

If thia l'TaS the central objectivo of' \'littgcnstoinls later ''iritings, it se0018 

puzzling that ho ''las 80 concorncd uith the construction of BUoh "mini-theories" 1 
as language gnmes. Curiously enou[:;h, ho< evon [joeo as far as to claim that 

••• '\'le can nvoid ineptno~!': or rupti,ncss in our o.n:::er-Lions 
only by prcDcntinG the oodel [i.e., Inn~C\co-eruneJ 0.9 

\1Mt it i8, o.S an object of' compo.rison--as, 130 to epco.l:, a 
measuring-l'odj no~ na 0. proconceivcd id~o. to uhich reo.lity 
~ corroopond. 

, Permpa tflO value of C0l1ctructing lanQ..1.o.go-go.neD deri vos partJ.y from the 

po.rallel frequently dram1 by \'li ttgonotein, nnmely the comparison of ,lords 

uith the pieces of a cheos game. To ack, "illmt iD a \lord l'cally?" ia, in 

many respects, like aslçinG "Vlho.t is 0. pieco in chese (the vune of chess )1" 3 

The attempt to ûnderstand the nature of' one olement of a po.rticular ga.me 

ouch as ohess, necessitates thnt one investigate the naturo of the game itself, 

and the rules "Thich dof'ine H. Likèwise, the attempt to understand the no.turo 

of a lIord necessi tatas tho.t one tako into account i tS' role in the entire 

language B'Ystem. Language can thus be seen as an activity, or set of activi-

ties, etrUcturod by a set of rulea. 
- . 

let the important ~8pect of' 1anmuage ia 

not the rules,' in thOllUlelves, but the prl1ctice of applying the rules. 

An 1l1uotro.tion of the manner in which \lO apply l"l:l'es ~ras supplied by 

W1ttgeristein in S 454 of the Irvestiœt1ons. ~rherein he inquired as to Hhat 

oba.raoter1st1c or on uro,-, J!ID.lœs it possible for the arro"1 to ·point." \'/e are 

tempted te say t~t the arrow "carrieD samething beside ltself,' as if ~h$\ 

arrou cOJIIIIW'Üoates a. mental image or message whioh 1s not part of the a,rrC»T, 

yet 18 someth1ng for which tl;1e nrro\l oerves as a vehiole. ~le are tempted 

te think of the ure"., as in itself' a !lero dead line, and J !1fl.t the process of 
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"painting" ia sot!lcthing nttribute,d to it by the mind of the percoiver, l'thon 

oonfronted by tho arraw. Yot t'littconotein pointcd out that it ia misleading 

to say thia. The signific::ynce of' tho nrroll ia not Bomo psychienl or mentul-

illtic proceso provokod by the perception of-tho arroil, but ~B instend 

consti

t
' lted in the npplico.tion of the errolT. 

T e significnnce of a sign ia not tho s:i.c;n itsolf, or oven tho mere u.no 

,of it, Qn a pnrticu.lnr oceusion, but is innteo.d, tho fq.et thnt the sil91'i.s 
i ' 

·us·od :i_J~~''eQrtnin Hay, and eon:::oquently servon a. purposo. "nut uhnt la tho 
. '\ ~ 

eQnnecti~ bclueen tho UIlO of u aign and :). tn pUl"pOse?" To this question i t 

can bo' ropliod thnt the use of ai~s representa a means of achioving 

eOllJ'IIUl1ica.tion. .l'lo knOiT thD.t the use of n slO') has nchievod its pUTpon:) in 

oaBes ",hore 110 can obs·erve that tho application of the aign, by tho pareoi vor, 

coincides ui th uhatever \la::! intondod to bo communicnted by tho signe If the 

aign designatod as an "nrrou" ia applied in a marmer appropria.to to i t, thon 

,we say that communication has takon placo. On the othor hnlld, if the ano", 

10 not applied as an nrrow (and theref'ore does not serve the purpose 

appropriate tq an arrow), we would have no reason to say the.t it "points." 

T'œ,t the sign itoelf' does not oonstitute its otm significanco, and 

furthormore that a series of signa 18 not sign:i.f'ieant in itsolf', is wall 

illustrated by'an exemple mentioned in K. T. Fann's t10rk,-·i'littgenstein1s 
• 

Oonception 2!: Philosophy. / Fann suggosts that we imagille ,..~ situation in 
, , 

whioh members of' a primitive trlbe dedbrate thei'f' caves with signa that have 

the same visual appe~anoe as that of Arabie numerals. 4 Suppose further 

that the manner in which the members ot the tribe arrange the numerals 1a 

8Uch that the series, f'ormed by them, 18 1dent1oal to a se:t of ce.1culations 

produoed by a WLthemat1c1an. Each series ot numeral, produced by a mombor of' 
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the tribe~ould be c6nsidere~ "correct" by the mathcmatician. Yet DUppOS('< 

the primitive people depicted in the exemple do not use these serios of 

numerala a~ calculations at 0.11. They never use them, for examplo, in com
& 

put1.ng how much wood to gather as materials for building a hut, or hOyl muerl 

food should be gathered for a foast. The question naturally arisca as te 

whether the members of this primitive ~ribe are actuully doing mathematics. 

It seems thnt wc would not wish to assert nny moro than thnt they mcroly. 

displayan ability to repeat the series as,it was originally arrangcd. 

Moreover, 1t seems,no mo~e justifiable to say that the mombers of the tribe 

are "doing mathematics," than for us to say the "utterancos" ofa parrot l'Ir' 

d~onstrations of ~the use of language." This indicntes that lnneMnge as 

an aotivity involves much moro than meroly roiterating specifié series of 

symbols. Language constitutes a system of communication, and provides a 

medium whereby we are enabled to influence (;me another in various \'tays. !,:ere 

oopying of signs, oyen when done in a manner which might be Baid to be rul. 

governed, could be regarded aB a ·~e," but 1t i8 not a language-game. In 
.. 

order tor us to bacome clear a~ut the sooial nature of language, ~littgenste'rt 

suggeeted that we Elek ourselv8e what aotually 1B involved in the practice or 
.... 

tollowing a rule. In J 199 of the Investigatièns, he observed that rollo~in@ 

• rule, like thé practice of making a pramise, or giving an order, reprasent5 

a oustom, or in8titutio~ presuppoSin, an entlre society, or way ot life as il 

background. 

The inadequaoies ot the not1on that langtlage 18 a mare "eyst~ of 

expres'10DJ, the ua. of vh10h 1a atructured ~1 a set ot rulOB,· are revealed 
, 1 

br Wl1~r1d Sel~ars in the o~pter ent1tled_'Soœe RetIeotions on Language 

a.me.,' appearlng in his York, Sclence"Percept1Qn !Di Real1ty. Sellars 
) 

"- .. 

• 

-
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a8sorts that although that notion mdght, upon suport1oi~1 refloction, soem 

plausible, in aotuality, taken as it stande, this thesis is IBubject ta an . 

obvious and devastating refutation." 5 The plausibility ot the notion Sellars 

attacks, namely that tho process ot learning to use a languaee (L) consists 

in lëarning to 'oboy the rulos ot L," can be seen as illusory, when one takos 

into aocount the faot r'that i t ul tima.tely COImlli ta one to "a vioiouB regress." 

Sellnrs detines a 'rule whioh enjoins the doing ot an aotion (A)," as la 
" 

sentence ln a language whioh containe an expression for A." From this Sellare 

concludes that a rule serving to enjoin "the u~ng of a lingu1stic expression .. 
(E),' must be a sentence in a language containing an expreosion for E, and 

must thorefore be a sentenoe in e. "metalanguage." Moreover, the o.bility to 

use a metalanguage (in whlch the rulos of Lare tormulated), 1s presupposed 

by the process of learnlng to use the language (L). Selle.rs proposes f'urther 

• that e.ccording to this argument, learning to use a meta~guage presupposes 

havin.g learned to use a meta-metalanguage (~IML). But tbis, in turn, would 

'presuppoSe having leo.rned to use e. Ml-9-IL, and 80 on !li ·infinitum. Sellars 

deolares that beoause of the v1cioU8 regress 1n~01ved, tbis notion must be 

regarded as absurd, and be rejeoted. 

Several rev1sed \o,ays of lnterpreting the theds in question, oould be 

propoled as a meanl ot avo1d1ng the deva.tating retutat10n to which,this theoia 

il eub3eot. In an e..ttempt ta preserve the eu~t1'a.l ~le..1m contained in it, 

eme might propose subst.1tuting the. phrue t leanrl.ng t.o contorm to the rules 

ot ,t.,1 tor Ilea.rning to obey- the ruha ot L,' in thon oates \fherein 'con

tol"llling to ~ rul. enjoining the 40ing or ~ oirOUllltanoel D,' ia equat,ed 

vlt.h Idoing A vben the o1rOUlDJJtanoe. are 0. 1 t'lui, the ln41V1clual who oo~ 

1 *lltentl,. 40e. k 1n o1l'ouma~oe. 0, vO\Ùd be repr4._ ... 'conform1211 t.o the 
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above rûle" rogardloss of whether he hnd consciously formulated tho idoa 
~ 

that he has to do A in C, or whether he waS able to fo~lato a linzuistic 

expression to reter to either A or C. According te this notion, the not of 

substituting the expression Icon:f'orming to the "ru\,es of L,' for 'obcying the 

rules of t,' overcomos the problam of the development of an lnfinite~rogress. 

Ît desoribes the distinction between 'obeying the rula , ' and 'oonforming to 

the rule,' as resid1ng in the fàot that whereas 'obeying a rulo' entails a 

consoious kno~ledge ot a rule and its formulation in the language, more 'con-

forming to a ruh t doce not. In this ",ay, the proposed notion seoks to mainto.:i.n 
- \ 

that, in this rovised rorm, the thesis no longer implies tbat loarning a 

l'anguage entails or presupposes having lea.rned a metalangullgo (1,~L), nor that. 

. the latte~ entails -having learnttouse Il MML. In th!s revised form, the thoois 

in question asserte that the pa.rticipation in e. langullge-game does not, from 

a log1cal standpoint, necessi~te the dèli?,rate applioation of (or obedienco 

to) the rules 1nvo~ved in the ~e. It does not deny that suoh knowledge could . . 
be aoquired as a consequenoe ot partioipation in the game. It meroly denies 

that the knowledge of the precise manner in which the rules of the gamo are 

to~lated, ls a requ1rement for partioipation in the game itself. 

Although in this revised torm, we OM say tha.t the thesis now ~es not 

involve an Infinite regl'ess, it eeems tha.t 1t haa aoqulred a new difficulty 

tbat Ddght prove equally devaatat1ng to 1 ta vaUd1 ty, as was th~ former. 

BeCQUee 1t ls now alserted that learnlng to use e. languàge eloes not necessitate 

the del1berat.e (conscious) formulation and obeying ot a set. ot rules, the 

question ar18es as to whether 'language,' a. it 1. desorlbed in thia rev1sed 
/ 

notion, ,aotua1l1 repre .. ntl a • gamet at 1.11. 'tô quot.e SeUare, 

Vbat. are ve to make ot thil line or thought, 'l'he 
temptaUcm 1. to. 'llY tlw.t "h11e the proposecl reT1sion 

, 
!'. 
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ot the original thesis does, indeed, avoid the rofuta
t.10n, i t doea BO ft t too grea.t a.; cost. IB oonf'orming t.o 
roles, 111 the sense def'inod, an a.dequate aocO\Ult of play-
1ng a ~e1 Surely the ~les of', a grume are not so texter
nally related' to the g~hat it ls logic~lly possible 
1'.0 play the grume without tha.Ving the rules in mind~1 Or, 
again, surely one ia not mak1ng a move in a gnme (ho\'raver 
uncritica11y and unaelf'consciously) unlese one is making 
11'. !!. 2. ~ !n. the f3.."1e. And dOEls this not involve" that 
the gamo ba somehoH prooent 1'.0 mind' in each move? And 
wbat :1.s th& go.me but the rul-es? So must not the rules bo 
presen~ mind 'whMl we play the game'l These questions are 
both s arching and inevi table, and yet an If'f't;rma ti va answer 
would eem 1'.0 put us back whe~e we started. 

, 
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In order 1'.0 arrive at a solution 1'.0 the problam, Sellars proposes that 

we keep in mind the fact that learning 1'.0 participate in agame, involves 

, nharning to do what one does because doing theso thinr;s ie mak~.ng movon 

tD the, p:e.me. ft To put 1t 8llother way, we ought 1'.0 boar in mind that t.he 

ablli 1'. Y to malee the appropriate movea in the game, doos not necossarlly ontail 

the abll~ty 1'.0 f'ormulate the rules of' the game, in tenns of El. metala.nguagc. 

Sellars suggests that we oa11 into question an idea wo had previously taken 

tor granteds the Bupposod dichotomy between 'merely conf'orming to the rules,' 

on the o~ hnn~, and 'oboying the rules,' on the other. He proposes that this 

i8' a "fdse dlohotomy," on th~ grounda that it. requires that 1-18 suppose' 

that, in order tor an explanatlon of a speoifie aot to'involve na complex 

system of aotivitYi 1 the agent must eimultaneoudy envisage the oystem, and 

intend its reelization. To say this involves mainta.1ning that unless the 
~ 

agent oonoeptualizes the .yet_. vhile carrying out the speoifio ilOt', the 

oontondty of bi. beha.v1or 1'.0 the system oan oru,- be rega.rded as le..ccidental. 1 

It ,t.he term 'accident .. l', 1. te.keD here to,.eàJi Ithe opposite ot neoes'8.J'Y. 1 

ve enoounter contlict. With the taot that 

• • • thera can l\U'ely be an unintended relation ot an IlOt 
to a lyat_ ot act.. whioh 18 nevertbele.. IL nece'lU7 
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relation-Ma relatlon of su~h a kind that it ls appropriate 
to sny th~t the Ilet oecurred boonuse of the place of that 
ldnd of Ilot in the system. 7 

Sellars cçmstructs Q.l1 illustrati va Illlalogy by pointing out the follo\dngt 

suppose we imagine a boe going through various motions, in n clover field. 

If 'l'1f1 say that the bee is "porforming" parts of a ootnplex dnnce, we do not 

commit ourse'lvos to maintaining thnt the bee "envisages tho danoe,'" and gooe 

th~ugh its motions with the intention of realizing the danco. It 18 Sollarp' 

contention that an orgnnlsm might aoquire the ability to pn.rticipate in an 

activity such as the one described, without having to "obey rulee." Lik~figo 

our ability to participate in a languago-game, does not requlro either our 

obedienoe to rules, or our participation in a metalanguago gamet 

'$e11ars l contention offers some support for Wlttgensteln t s analysis of 

language-games. Tho opposition to the necess1ty of a metalanguage underlying 

aIl our use of language, was an lmplicit aspect of Wittgenstein's peroeption 
• 

of lan~ag,_ aa an insU tution. \'littgenstein proclaimed that the point of 

referonce by ' ... hioh We lnterpret a language not lalown to us, 1& Nor a metn

language, but 18 inshad "the common bthavior ot ~ 

Suppose you oame as an expl er 1nto an unlalown oountry 
vi th a language qui te st range t ,you. In vhat circumstanoes 
would you say that. the people th re gave orden, Wlderetood 
them, obeyed t.hem, rebelled aga st them, and so on! 

The conrnon behavior of n 1& the system ot re~èrenoe 
by means 01' ,.,hioh we 1nterpret an unknowp language. 

It a.ppeara that Wit.tgenstein maintained that Vè .1nitially learn to use 

language as a oonsequenoe of observing behavior. It il for tMs reason that 

he oritioized Augultin~'8 theory of language learn1ng. 

AugtUltin-e describes the lea.rning ot luIIan language 
u if the child camo 1nto a strange oountry and did 
not undeX'stand the language ot the ootmtryJ that 18, 
o 11' 1t already- bac! a language, o2'11,.:not th1a one. 

\ 
,~ 

.\ 
,fi 
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Or againl as if the child could already think, only 
not yet spaak. And "th9nk" l'lould here mean something 
like "talk to itsaIf". 

Wittgenstein'g emphasio on obsorvation of behavior involved in tho 

la.nguage-gâ.me, as tha primary manne of Iearning a language, parallels his 

.roluctance to congidor the conscjoun intention of oboying rules, as ossentinl 

to lnnguo.ge Icarning. That l'li ttgonstein did not considor tho consolous 

intention of oboying rules, as an essontial aspect· of playing a ~e, ia 

indicatod by the fact that ho mentioncd the possibility of imagining "oomoone's 

having loarnt the gnmo, uithout evor loarning or f'ormulo.tine; rules." 10 Such 

an individual might have learnt tho grune morely as a consequence of t-mtching 

ainple ea~es, at firat, and then progrossing to the more eomplicated ones. 

Tho tact that such an individual ia able to name difi'tJr~t piaces in tho bMlC, 

ia a consoquence Nor necascar:l.ly of' his kno\llodge ot the rulea of the gamo, 

but 1a, instead, a consoquenco ot his having o.chieved "mastery. of a' go.me. 1I 

One can also imagine someone's having learnt the game 
without ovar learning or formulo.ting rules. He might 
have learnt quite simple boo.rd-games firat, by \,latching, 
and have progressed to moro cJ1d more complicated ones. 
He too mieht be given tho explanat10n "This ie the kine" ,-
if, tor inl3tanoe, he were boing shO\m chos:nnen of' a shape 
ho wns not used tOI This explanation a~_in only tells him 
the use of the pieeo because, as ';'0 might say, the place 
tor i t was already preparod. Or oyen l ,.,e shall only say 
that lt tells him the use, if the place ia already pro
pared. And in th1s case it is 130, not because the parson 
to ~hom wo give the exple.no.tion already lmows rules, but 11 
because in another sense ~e is alreadymaster of n game. 

It seoms that Wittgenstein was emphasizing tha.t the ability to part10ipate in 

the ~o. involves the knawledge as to how to play tho game, ra.ther than the 

kno1itledge tl'io.t the game i8 played in th1s or tha.t wa:y. Moreovor, lant,Uago r- . 
lea.rn1ng invol ves the aoquir1ng of a part1cular .ld.ll, or technique to be 

a.ppl1ed vi thin the appropr1ate contexte This wouleS ind1oa.te that. the clear 
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fo~lation of the rules of the grume would be helpful but not neeessary, in 

the aot of participating in the gamo. 

In Zottol. \'littgoo:Jtein assorted tha.t the not of' irituitively graspfug 

tho meaning of 0. role CM mean nothing other than "te CUess its application. Il 

''!hen l'la 8ay trot an Indi vldual grRSpS a role, what "la really wa.nt to Bay ia 
,J' 

that the individual grasps ahow ho 1s to continue," 12 Wittgenst~in seomed 

to ha.va this in mind, "lhen he dictated the f'ollo'tring t\;fO passagesl 

;03. "He grasps the role intult1vely,n_--Dut why the rule? 
Why not how he 18 to continue? 

;04. "Onoe he ha.s Been the right th1ne, seon the one of' 
infini tely many rof'orenocs uhich l am trying te push him 
towards--once he has got'hold of' it, he will continue the 
serles right \'Tithout furthor ade. l grant thnt he can only 
guass (lntuitlvely guess) the reterence that l moan--but 
once he ha.s managed thnt tho grune ls "Ion. ft • But thio 'rlght 
thing 1 that l mean doos not exist. The comparhen io wrong • 

. Thore io no such thing here as, so· to say, a ",heel that he le 
to catoh hold of, the right maohine 'tlhioh, once ohosen, \1111 
o~ry him on automatically. It oould be tha.t som~thinb of' the 
sort happen~ in our brain but tha.t is not our concerne 13 

The importance of' grasping the application, as something whioh prC'codos 

the grasping of' a role, was empha.s1zed by ''Iittgenstein throughout h1s later 

wrltings. In the oase that lomeone says te another "do the seme," \'le n.re 

tempted te say he "must" be pointing to a ruie. But this presupposes that 

Us a.pplice.t~on bas alroady been. iea.rn~. If' th1s were nQt the case, the 

expresdon ot the rule W'ould have no meax1ing for him. 

Oould there be a pme in which no rule 18 gi venT It soems that Wi ttgon

,tein's roply to thi. question ilS attirmative. He pointed out that 'tohere 

could exist. a ~e which oonaisted in ·oontinuing a series of d~gits." and 

that suoh a pme W'ould not. neces.uily require a rule, or the formulated 

expression o~ a ruJ,e. Lee.ndng te partloipàte in BUch a gamo would reprelent 
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a process involving observation of examples. To the group of individuals 

acoust.omf;!d to playing tilis e;amo, \le should oxpect thn.t the notion that "overy 

otep of the ~o must fe juetified by somothing," \.,ould aeem quite o.lien. 14 

The very notion of "'julJtlfying" particular moves in ~ gamo, is cloooly 

oonneoted "tith the offort to o.a~ertn~n the nature of the ,gmne itsolf. Yot, 

as ~11ttgonste1n pointed out, HO Ilomotiniell demo.nd definitions or explic1tly 

formulnted ru1es, more from tho standpoint of "forro," rnthor than utility. 

217. "HOll o.m l o.ble to ohoy 0. rule?"--ii' thls ls not 
a question about causeo, then it i9 about the juntif'ication 
:t'or my follO\ring the rule in tho \:o.y l do. 

If' l ,Mve c:chaulJtcd the justifioations l Mve reaohed 
bo~rock, and my spada ia tm"nad. Then l run inclined to 
say a IThis ia oimply Ilhnt l do.' 

(Remelllhor thnt \l0 somotimoo demo.nd definitions for the 
sake not of thcir content, but of thelr forme etu" requi~o

,ment ia an architectural ~~Oj the definition a kind of orna-
~ mental cOpU1g tho.t supports nothing.) 15 

If' the èxplicit ftrmulntions of rules roprenent dovices lIhich are, nt best, 

ho1p:f'ul, but not nocesanry for deoiding uhethor an aotion reprosents "mlo 

obeying behavior, Il \'lhnt criterion le there for differentiating behnvior 

arieing. from follo'oling a ru1o, and behavior representing a violation of El. 

ru1e? Here, it ehould bel pointed out that to vl01ate a rul~ involvos mJCh more 

than merely behaving in an unusual or irregular manner. On the contra.;ry, 

lviolating a rule- involves ~è1ng at !QuIt, and therefore, being subject to 

oritioism. But then one might wiah to ask what oonstitutes the oriteria for 
", 

oritio1zing en individual ta beha.vior as being "in violation ot the rule. \1 To 

this question, it can be replied that a violation of a rule represents a 

oontravention to wbat ha.a already been eatabl1ahed as oorrect. l-Ioreover, as 

X. T. ~anp BUggeat., Ito partioipate in mle-governed aotiv1t1es !!" in a 

.' 

o~ \ ~e:t~~ te aooept that t~here is a right. and a vrong. vay of doing things. Il 16 

\ " '.'~!. 
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\'lhother the nctivity la co.rricd out in the right or wrong ",a.y, 19 not 'n 

matter or individual caprice. On the contrary, ns '{littGenlltein illuDtrntod, 

Orla \lould like te sayl ~ThD.tcver ia eoine to BOcm rie;ht to me 
ia right.

17
And thnt only meane that hore 'fO can It tnlk nbout 

'right l • 

An mport!lJ1t characteristic of In.n[;Ua[';e ia rOQ..l.la.rity of behavior. In 

the co.so thnt a certain a.ctivity 113 nlloced to constituto a la.ne;ungo, 'iO are 

.1 
not justifiod in rofcrring to it as E1uch, tmloss, ~ong othor charactoristics, 

"10 ca.n oboorve a certain e.mO\U1t of reeulurity in ita application. "/ittgonotoin 

illuatra.ted thia, by deacribins on nctivity a.llegod to ropresent n "language," 

but \fhich di~plo.ys so li ttIc roeulari ty that ft \1ould be impossi blo for us to 

learn to apply it. If uo imagine an un1:nOiill tribe prncticint; o.n'à.ctivity i'Thich 

"SOemD" te be a Inngungo, "TO \fould oxpect ''bhat tho "lan~t'agen could be lenrned 

by oomeono outsido the tri be. yet suppooe that in nttemptinc to acquire 

knoHledge of tho lancuage in ordor to cOllllInJ.llicato by maane of it, l're dillcovor 

thnt' auch knoulodgo ie imposaible to acquire, because thora la no reguln.r 

conneotion bet.l1eon "That. the members of tho tri be ut.ter t and whe.t thcy do. 

In auch a 'oa.se, it 113 evident thnt the not1vity under obsorvation iD not n 

language. As K. T. Fann assert.s) 
" 

The point ilore is that if :Lt is impossible to ~ El. person 
te use an e.lleged langy.age \lé oar1not say that it is 0. 

- -.:7. lo.nzua.go. l·lore generally, if' thore 113 to bo a. pra.ctice 
defined Dy rulea, there muot be some uny of' Iea.rrng how 
to engago ~ t.he pl1l.otioe or follo~1 the mIes. 1 

The aot1v1ty dt lea.rn1ng' ho,., to fo11ow rulos represent.s the mastory ot 

el. technique, the acquir1ng of é. sldll. To tMloh someone how to 1'0110\1 ruIes, 

t.heretore, involves training the 1nd1vidual in ~he teol;m1que. Furthermore, 
" . 

vhen we le.arn a language, lie lea.rn net merely one aldl1 but an ent.ire complex 

ot praot1oes. As W1ttgenatein declared, 'To understand a senteno~ana to 

'. 

__ r" 
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undorstand a 10J'lSuo.go. To understo.nd a laneuo.~a manne to bo reaster of a. 

technique. n 19 

From this otondpoint, tho e~rc6sio~i '1 nonn aomethinc by thoso \10rda 1 

rnoonz 1 l kno~1 tlmt l con apply them. ' The vory i'act that one "means n Ilome+'hing 

by tho 'forda la ,'rhat prevonta the speC'Jcer frotl talkinr; nons ~s e. Iii ttgen:ltoin 1 z 

explnnation of our abHity to. UfX) l'tords cOl'rcctly,' nm!l as i'0110uss 

297. ":10\r do l mnnncc o.l',rr.yn to ur.o U Hard correctly--
1. o. s10lificantlYi do l J:oop on con!Jultin: 0. e;t"OLDllur? 
lio; .. the fo.ct the:':. l l'lonn sOlllothin~--tho tlûn,: l t\o!in, 
provento ne frO!'l to.l~d.l1g non!lcnse'.II--nI moan zometh,in.r; 
by the "lords n haro mounn: l ~ that l can app1:r them. 

l ma.y houover beliovc l can o.pply them, \Thon i t turns 
out trot l \'ras urane. 20 

The \,Ise oi' lineuist~c expr~osion3, is f'roquontly Hkened, by 1!itte;enstoan, 
r 

to the act of moving 0. pieco in a chose e;rune. In oome cases, '10 merely mâko 

0, t'tOve in o.n exiotent erune, "horoas in othero, HO providc 0. puro.di~ i'ol' 

tuture noveo in the grune. Rulee are halpi'ul in providing guidnnac end lnail'l-

'taining order in the game, but t'/ittgenstein mo.de it clear tho.t thoy are not 

the only reliable i'om of guidanoe. l'le ~ to think that ru1es, unlike 

phys~cal, meohanical forms of guidanoe could not m1sfire and thereby provide 

the po~s1b111ty of samething unforeseen. 

296. How queers It looks aD if a phy13ical (moohanic3.1) 
f'erm 01' guidanoe could maf'ira and let in somcrl.hine unf'or
aoen, but net a rulel As if' a rule wero, so to speak, the 
only roliable fom of guidanoe. But \·that doos €,Uidance 
not allowing a movanent" and a rule's not allO'tl1ne it, 
constat 1n'l-Ho'lf does one lcnow the one and how tho other? 21 

In~eed, it vould be quite p0881~le to eatablish a set oi' rules for a gamet 
o ' 

in the antioipation that the out come of' oboying the rules ~lould be of' a 

.peo1f'ic nature, only te discover 'that the outcome 1a actually quite ditferent 

trcm t.he oXpect.ed one. In BUoh a case, we tend to say that the f'ormulation of 

t.he 1'\Ü.eJS lias inadequilte, and a.U t.hat the set of' rules QUght to be revised • 

, . 
,"" 
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a.ccordingly.· \10 therof'ore must IllIo\l that lé.nguo.~e involves the capacity for 
r 

cho.nga. 

Another inportant chn.rnoteri:3tic of language iD flexibiIity. As 059011tia1-

ly à vohicle of coomunication, the U90 of' language requires acreement not onJy 

in dcf:initions, but alDO in jud@llontD. Tt 1a agreement not merely of . 

"op1niono, Il but "in forro. of' lire. n As a t'orm of lifo, ono ilo~ld oxpt:>ct i t to 

be flexible in naturo, in thc.t it \lould mvo the cho.ra.cteristic of cho.nee. 

This shonld mo.ke' evidcnt the roo.non for ao.ying that 1. t i8 0. mintc.lcc to compare 

'language uith 0. eo.loulus operntod t:.ecordint; to precise rulcs. In o.ctuo.lity, 

" 
l'TO raroly uso lune;uaso in auch 0. Jimitod mnnner. It is UOUo.lly the eo.s? the.t 

as "10 mn.kc use of' a tom, \10 do not have 0. specifie rule ror itn UCo.[;O in ~ 

mind, ru1d in 1.'1a.ny cas ce, ovon if' ue arc askod to explicitly forr,mlate ·such ft 

rulo, \le discover that \TC are uno.blo to do so. As ~rittgenntein oto.tod, 

:1e aro unablo c1early to circu:mscribe the conceptfl 'rIe usej 
not bOCSllSO \'10 don't 10"l0\1 thoir rcal. def'inition, but because 
thera ia no real 'definition' ta then •. To suppose tho.t there 
~ bo \Tould bo like supposing t.hs.t uhenovor childron plc..y 
uith a b:l.ll they play 0. ga.tlO o.ocording "to strict TUIcs. 22 

In the roUouine po.n~o.eo, lli ttgenatein made evidont his oppos1 tion to the DIOre 

• 
rigid conceptions of language- toot have been propooed by logicianol 

Refloctions !Juoh o.a the preoedin.s: uill ShOH us the 1nf'inite 
vnriety of the l\mctiono of \'lords in propositions, and it ia 
curiouo to compare uha.t ue seo in our oy.o.mples uith the ciI'.lplo 
and rigid mIes ",hich logicians gi vo for tho construction of 
propositions. If uo group lIords together according ta the 
similari ty of their funot1ons, thus dictingubhing ports of 
speech, 1t is eo.sy to fl~O that rna.nY d1fferont \·tnys of olo.osifi
oation ean be adopted. ? 

One ot t~ ree.sons 'Ille are somotimes led astray in our endeavor to 

evaluate the conoept 01' mean1%ls, ifJ the tact that in exmn1ning the use of a 

pa.rt.1oular 'l'TOrd. we are t~ted to look at speoif'le contexte in uhich the lIord 

11 Wied. In cotltrut, we ahoW.d be loold.nc a.t the entiro le.nguage-game in 
.. 

:( , 
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whioh the ~tord·;..servefJ a.S 0. componont. In obocrvlng on1y Olle type of o.PP~Co.:Lion 
of a tem, \Te :f'c.i~ to talce account of the fa ct thut \lithin the ltU'lCUar,e-emno, 

{ 

, the "Iord con serve a. . largo variety of roles, and co.n bo manipula.ted in 

numerous ~T0..y'9. It iD :t'or this reo.sol'l tho.t \'1Htccnctoin likoned uc.rdll to 

"toola," ,l'lûoh CM Derve a. variety of 't\Ulotiono, o.nd IJrOposed that "1/0 co.n 

und erotOJ'ld' their "moaning, n only a.s 0. cOllaequollce of eva1untine the uso of 

l'Tords a.gainst the bo.0kb'ound 01' the ~~ntire lo.nLi..l?-GO-CD.Illo. 

(, 

" 
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CHAP!W VI 

THE SIG1UFICAHCE OF 
WITTGENST EIN f S CONCEPUON OF UEANING" 

, 

in evalunting.\'1i tte;enntein f e notion oi' "meaning as us.e, ft it lID.lst ahrays 

be kopt in mind tho.t \littgO!lstein intended his acdou.nt of meaning as a 

thernpeutic methodology, us a tool for i'acilitnting our esoape from the OOD" 

ceptual qua[1l1.1ree in l"lhich ,.,0 havo boen held captive by the siokness of the 

language. HO\'lever, Vlittgonstein did not consider himself to be propoeing a 

now theory of meaning. Rather, his central ,objective was simply to provide a 

means'of clarirying the dirficultioo involved in some ~idely'held conoeptions 

of meanlng. In reducing previously held oonceptions of meaning to absurdity, 

Wittgenstein sought "to libero.'te philosophy tram the confusion into ",hioh 1t 

had tallen. 

" In putting forth the nStiœl that the UD.ê of a word constitutes the ~(ordls 

mee.n1ng, \iittge'nstein 'Provided the ph11QS'ophioal milieu with an essentia.l1y 
; 

operationaliet10 oonoeption ot m&an1ng. 
, " 

If the meaning ot a. te~ le its use, 

tben tbe mean1ng obviously C8Jlnot be an' object to "b1oh we could point" nor 

could it he an;y m~, 'ehadowy" ent1ti whioh la present in our m!nds wheneTer 
~ ( . 

• 
we utter tbe word. W1ttgenstein thought of m~g a. be1ng c10s01y related 

tO, or dependent on, the functions which are .erved by a t,8rm. 'l'he cphalb 
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on f'unction le important becaus'o it suggests that tho \lord 18 aotua.lly "doinG" 

somothine;. Despite marked difforoncea in the oomparioon of tho Tractatus 

vieu, of 1.l:4.1guago, and tho.t l'Ihich l'las conveyed' in the lator worlaJ of \littgon

stein, thore ia a oontinual omphasis throughout the writings of both periods, 

on the idee. that if a 1ford "does nothing," it ia meaninglese. This ahould 

make it evident that throughout his \Trltings, l1itte;onstein conceivod mco.ning 

as eas~tia.lly oporativo. 

. " Garth Rallatt, in hi~r "'ork, \'Tittgenst.einID Conception .2! Hennin;, ~ lli!2." 

differentiatee betueon formal aspects of' us e, on the one hand, and prüQ1l!I.tic 

aspect.s, on the otho-r. Forma.l use may bo likcned ta a rogular pattern of 

usage \Thich includes rules, cri t.oria, ato.hdards, ote.; fOrmAl use miE;ht be 
, 

conaiderod ElB reforrine; to t.~1t) place in the gwne which iD occupiod by n rrn. 
a.spect. ,of' a termls usae;o raters, more speci~ical1y, t6 the The pragpatic 

funotion of' the terme Tho diBtinctfon rosidos eesentially in the f'act that 

whereas the forms'! aspect refers ta the structure of the mannor in uhich 0. 
; 

word ia used, the pra.gpo.tic a.speet ref'éra to hOll the tom ia used 'in 

particular instancos, and more apecifically ta the purposo servod by the tcrm 

in the instances of lts applioation. 

Close observation of both the formaI and pragmatic aspects of' usago, 

reveals that the tomaI aspect. la Iargely dete~ned by the pragmatic. 

Although \'1ittgenetein respeeted that. thora ar~ words for whose uoa.ge \'10 .. 
CM very easily state a set. of mIes, his emphas!a, in the ana.lysis of' ~xpla.no.-

." ' ~ 

tions of meaning, 18 'a1\"r~ on the pre.ga:!!B.tio level. This empba.sis is in 

opposition te our tendency to maintain that if one 18 unable to provide an 

expl1cit dot1n1tion tor a. term, one ,JllUSt be unable to use the tem correctly. 

In mut:! instances, \fe diacover, in a.tta;upting to detine a vord, that there la 

1 
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no one synonym, or expression, that serveo no an udaquato dofinition. 

lIoreovcr, \-le discovor that there 1s no one cha.ractoristic uhich 1a con:mon to 

all applications of the terme Ou~ uso of particular terme cnn be oomplex 

enough thnt even in the case of an o~-tromc1y familial' lIord, 1t could easily 

be that 

••• the po.rt tho \tord pluys in our lif'o, and thereuith 
the language-gnmo in "lmch \10 Cl:J.1)lOl i t, Hould bo dif'f1cult 
to doseri be evon in rough outlinc. 

It ia only as a consequence of llsin0 El. térn in numorous situations, that 

our undorstanding of the "liro" of El. \lord comes about, and not vico ver::la. 

A.s \Uttgenstein deolarod, "~'Ie talk, l'le uttcr llordn and only ~ gat a 

picture of thoir life." 2 This can bo explainod, in part, by the fnet tha~ 

the meaning of a '-lord la not meroly i to uso on one particular occasion, but 

is of a more general, leBs reatrloted nature. Ht.<anine ia the use of a tero 

ldthin the entire language system, and 'therofore 18 not restrfoted to~,parti-

cular instances, even though in BomO iriBtances i ta use mith~ be oonfined 

within sha.rply def'1ned boundn.ries. The fClot that tho alloltable usage) of a 

word on certain occasions might be closely rostrieted, ls thus 1r~e1evant 

to the cbanging lif'e of' the llord, within the langun.ge as a whole. 
\ 

lt should always be kept in mind that a. cho.ra.eter1stio f'eature oi' the use 

of lIords 1s varict.y~ t/ittgenstein had thia in mind \-lhen, af'ter advising that 

we think of' \-lords as 'instruments cha.ra.cterizcd by the1r use,' (as are 'tools"), 

he added, . 
or cour8e, wbat conf\tses us 18 t.he uniform appœranoe ot 

words when tte heu them spoken or meat them in script and 
print. For their applicat.ion i9 ,not presented to ug sb 
olea.rly. Especially when \ole are doing philo80phyl , 

':he DllU'ked variety ,-rhich chara.oterizes our use ~ \oIord~, seema JaLtch more under

"" 
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standable whon one takes into MèOunt the var1ety of circumstencea under ;-Thiel! 

we ~e them. As ~1itteenDtein fJuggested, 

The \-Tord "Il' does not mean the same as uL.\1." even if 
l am L. tr., nor does it mea..'l the DomO as the expression 
·the person '\'Tho ia nou spenking". But-that doesn't mCaJ11 
that nL.~l. ft end nI" moan dii'ferent thinec. All it meang 
ib that thcse words are different instruments in our 
language. 

Think of l'lords as instruments charactorized by their 
use, and then think of tho use of Il ha.mrnnr, the use -of 
Il ohisel, the use of Il aqunre, of Il glue pot, and of the 
glue. (Aloo, n11 tho.t ,-ro sny hare CM be understood only 
if one understnnds that a great variety ot gnmes ia 
played w1th the sentences of our language'l "Giving and 
obeying ordorsi asldne; quelJtions and, ansl-Tering them; 
describing an avent; telling a fictitious storYi te1line 
a joke; describing an immediato experience; r.w.king con
jectùres about avants in the physioal world; mokinr; 
scientif10 ~othoses and theories; greeting someono, 
etc., etc.) 

. The nrultiplicity and ~vallabi1ity of language l'laS further aclmol'Iledged by 

Wi'ttgenot-ein in the follouing passage of Zettels 
1 

'22. lm1guage le not defined for us as an arrangement 
fulfilling Il dofinite purpos~. Rather "language" iD for 
us a ne.me for a collection, and l understand it as includi~g 
Gennnn, English and so on, and f'u.rther vo.rious systŒlS of r
signa which have more or less affinity with these le.n{;UD.gos. :> 

The use of language under most oircumstanoes hIls a purpose, but from 

thi8 it do es not fo11o,'1 that the purpoDe of the use of lan~a&e must bo tho 

same in a11 situations. Beclluse of the variability of purposes and objective~ 

for whioh language mD:3 be used, wa find that the I!leanings of expressions and 

vorde themselves are not static, ~t that they change in Il manner parallel to 
, 

the ohanges in the objectives of the ,language-Smv.e being pursuad. 

,.4~. Nothing i8 comconer than tor the mean1ng of an 
éXpression to oscillate, for Il. phenomenon te be re
garded ~CIl1et1me8 Ils a symptom, sometimes as a ori terion, 
of a .tate of atf'airs. And most1y in web a case the 
~h1tt of nenning ia nbt not~d. In #Science it 18 usua.l 
to make phenomene. that a.llow -of exact meaaurement into 



definine criterin for an cxpre8~ion; and then one ia 
inclined to think tho.t no\'l the proper m-oaning has bee-g 
~. Innumerable confusiono Mve arisen this way. 

, 
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In oonsidering words as "instruments oharaoterized b~ their U8~," Witt-

g~nstein put forth an essentially operationnlistic notion of the meaning, at 

\ l'i. -

" . 

" least for cert~in forma ,of prodicates, In an article entitlod "Oporationalism 

and Ordine.ry Language, If C. S. Chibara and J. A. Fodor hall this to so.~· of \'/i tt-

genstein's operationalisms 

It la clear that Wittgen8tei~ thought that analyzing 
the meaning of' a Hord in'Volves exhibiting the l'ole or 
use of the ,~or4 in the various language-games in "Ihich it 
oceurs. He oyen suggeata that wo "think of wordo as 
instruments cbaracterized by their use ••• d (BB, p. 67). 

Troo notion of ru1alysis~oada rather nnture.lly to an 
operationalistic viml of the moanl~g of certain Dorts 
of predicates. For, in thosa cases "Thore it makea senso 
to say of a predicate that one has deterrnined that it 
applies, onG of' the contraI lnnguage-gameothat tho fluent 
sporucer has loarned to play ia that of' making and roporting 
such determinations. Consider, for ex~ple, one of the 
language-erunea that imparta meaning to'such worda as 
dlength," i.e •• that of reporting tho dimensions of phyaioal 
objects. To desoribo this game, one would have to include an 
aocount of the procedures involved in mee.suring lene;ths'; 
indeed, mastering (at least sone or) those procedures would 
be an essential part of learning th1s grume. 'The mean1ng of tho 
word Ilength t 1s learnt wong other things, by lellming 
what it ls to determine length" (Pl, p. 225). As \vittgmstein 
oomments about an nnalogous caso, ftHere the teaehing of 
language 1a not explnnation, but training" (PI, $ 5). For 
Wittgenstein, "To understand 11 sentonoe manns to understnnd 
Il language," ITo urtde~stand 8.

7
1anguage meBIlS ta ,he master 

of a technique' (PI, ;~ 199). . 

The question arises 0.8 to hoy the operationalistio conception of languago 

Ilocounts for the conoepts of "meaning Elamethingl and "intendlng somethil")g." 

It seema tha.t what 111 a.t steke her.e.is the issue regarding whother "intending tl 

and "moaning" involve eozztething m08.sura.ble in toms ot mental1stic criteria, . , ' 

or whether ther 1nvolve 8~h1ng explainable in ter.ma of an opera.t1onallstic 

or bebavior1st10, tramework. 11" intentipn and mee.ning represont 1. prooess, the 

.. 
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criteriO: :t'or recognizing them Hould be of the nature of the former. lf, on, 

the oVhcP hund. intention and meuning involve observable actions, the criteria 
/ 

for !ecognizin1; thet:l \-Tould ho of the nnture of the latter. We tond to think 
i ~ 

~~:~.::::::n:.::i::::C::::i:: ::::::i::l:.::r:::·:~:r:::::::. ::.z;:::: . 

. notion tbat comos to mind 1B thnt .it can fulfill its objective 'only by . 

/ 

contni~inB an ex,tremely faithf'ul picture of wbat it intend~ 8 Yet oven this 

doce not provide an adequate desoription. RegardloBs of the nature of the 

subject of tho "intended picturo," t~e pioture can be interpreted in a variety 

of HayS. Any a.ttompt ta divorce the picture from interpreto.tion, makea i t 

into $omethin~ lifeléss. 

tfuen one has the pioturo in vtml by~elf it i~ suddenly 
deo.d, nnd it iD as if Domethi,ng had been taken aue:y from 
1t, \thich had given it li:f'e before. 9 

No longor doeo it ~epre8ant a thought nor an intention; no longer doos it 

Ipoint Ot\toide itself ta Q. reality beyond." 

Soroeone might object that i t 18 not· the pioture that "intends, ft but 

that it i8 the person who uses the p1cture. To this objection, Wittgenstein 

replied thàt if "intending" simply refers te 80mething done vith the picture. 

there would 'he no reason to suppose that it must be a. human (or rat1on~ 
cree.'b.u-e) ~lho 15 doing something wi th 1 t. From. thiB standpo1nt, i t begins ta 

appear that perhaps lintendinga 18 not a process at a11. This 1s due to the 

t'aot tha;t when we study the gremmar of 'the tem, 'prooess,' it beoomes evident 

that the term (i.e •. , Iprocell5') 1s apPl~e~ as aometb1ng sta.tio, and lifeleas, 

whereas tho toms, 'intont-ion, t and 'mee.ning' rfflter to something dynamic. As 

W1tt~tein asserted, 

2'7. It might almost be sd4. 'Mean1ng .,-yes. whereu a 
proceS8 I~ds still.- 10 

" " 



"" " 

109 

In nna.lyzing the concepts of intention and mee.ning, 1 t might ~ that 

the role of the npicturen la the lcey, but ia it in reality1 ~1ha.t the question 

actually refers to i~ "to what extent are wc justified in applylng 'incon

ceivabilityl or 'unimneinability,' as n criterion for nonsensicality. Il An 

oXOl!l.ple of oonethine; \1hich mi!;ht be reearded aB Iogienlly inconceivnble, or 

un1mngina.ble, Hould bo n "round Sluare. fi It BeomB that we often do regard 

.inoonceivnbility, end/or~imaginability as an indication of nonsensicality, 

but i'rom this i t dOQD not t'OllOl1 tha.t we are justif'ied in doing Ba. Here i t 

might aiso be pointed out that although a proposition mieht be nonsensioal, 

it nevertheloss can bo undorstood, aven if lt ls simply "understood as non-

sense." \1.tttbcnstein himsolf' seemed ta have 1:.hi8 in mind, \lhon he observed 

that anyonc 1:110 euins an understc.nding of the propositions in the Tracta tUB, 

'-Iould evcntually recoc;nize them as "nonnonsical." 12 

It appenrs thnt our ability to continue a linguistic activlty depende 

not so much on uh()thot or not the subjoct matter of' the disoourse could be 

classif'ied as "nonsenso," as it does on whether tho language ia applied in 

OOnsiDtont enough ms.nner to faoUi tata a continuation of' tho language-game. 

Ca.ses in which '-le say that a person "ha!" loarnt the moaning oi' an expression" 

are oases wherein the indiv1dual oe.n be observed to have'aoquirèd the ability 

• r te continu,e partioipating in the language-game. 

Learning to continue po..rticipating in the la.ngu.a.g&:"gam~ involves knowing 
, 

wbat oon and ,,,hn.t oannot be done with certain \'1ords. Gilbert Ryle, in an 

artiole entitled RUse and Usage,· offare s~e oomments which bear direct 

relevanoe to the pr'oblem at band. Ryle observes that lee.rn1ng te use 

eXpressions, like learn1ng ta use ~co1ns and .temps invol-'es '1earning te 'do 

_oertain t.h1ngs w1th them and not others; whon to do certain things with them, 
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and when not te do them. 1 l~ 

Ryle dra\ls attention tO the important distinotion betwèe,n 'use 1 and 

IUBage. 1 ~lthough those two terms are often uead by philoflophers ns if they 

are interchangeable, thêra are aotunlly some inportànt dii'i'erences as to how 

. they should ho applied. Aocording to Ryle, a "uso" refera to a way 0.1' 

operating \dth something, whereas a "usage" refers te a "custom, practice~ 

i'ashion, or voguo," \'lhich c!lll be "Ioéal or widespreo.d, obsolete or ourrent, 

rural, or urbo.n." 14 From this, Ryle concludes that it makes no niOre sense 

to speak of a "misuaage," than it doae to spaak of 0. "miscuotom," or 

"miovogue. n Bec8.U8e of this distinction, it can be so.id that the mastery 

of use does not necasso.rily entail the a\-lareneSB of "usage," aven uhen 

Dmastering that uso does oasual1y involvo findine out a bit about a folt othor 

people's. practicoa." 15 In ea.rly infancy, \ole learn bow to use worde, j'ct we 

are not taught at that age, anything about thé oociologioal or historical 

significance oi' the words we l!lllke use of. Further, lmowing ho ... t to cparate 

oorrectlY' or mako the right. !nOves iri the language-game doee not ont,dl the . , . .,. 

abllity as to hou to exple.1n the rulès of. the game to ano"\iher. The latter . 
represents a separate~skil1. 

still anothor frequently overlooked d18tinot~on which le peroelved by 

~ ~ R110, is the :taot that whereas :it seems natural ta inquire whether a person 

bas ~ea.rnt the propor use o:t a. tom, it Beems odd to, ask wh ether he hAs learnt 

the proper use ot a sentence or sequenoe of words. Yet novertheless, we of'ton 
1 

'talle about ,the 'meaning of a sentenoe,1 in JllUoh the seme ",.bat \10 talk 

about 'tho 'JIlee.ning of a werd. 1 

'or wo ta.lk about the meanings of sentenoes. seemingl;y Just 
as YO talk Qf the mea.n1ngs of t.he Mords in it; so, if' lcno",ing 
the meaning of a yord la kno~ing bow to use t't, wo might have 

, . 

J. 

" 

', . 

l' 



, 
~ , 

" 

ry expeoted that knov/ing the 1I'le'!}.'f"dng of a sentence was knowinï6 
how ta use th~ sentence. Yat this glarin~ly does not go. 

Ryle providas an iUue tra ti Va analogy tha t makes the point cl"ear. In 

111 

o~serving the actions of a cook who 1~ going through the procedure of making 

a pie, we say that she uses (or oven, as the case lllD.y be, "misul3es·) the 

ingredients. We could a.lso say the awmo of the v~rious utensils with whioh , 
ahe nu1kea the pie. Yot wc wouldn't say that aho "u'sea" or "misusea" the pie 

i te eH. In the sama way, we say th(\. t a. speaker (o! wri ter) us es the words 
\ 

wi1ioh which he forms B. sentence, yot wa do not say that he "uses the sentence." 

"s entences are things the. t, '1-'6 say. Itord 9 and phra.ses are whs. t wa' say thinge 

with " 17 -" 
,Whereas we can find "dofinitions" of words and even soma phrases in a 

diotionary, we can find nothing of the sort a.pplicable to sentencos. Ryle 

ci tes the faot that words and phrases can be misused, while \entencee cà.nnot, 

as being consistent wi th the faot that sentences can be well or ill oon-. 

structed. A. sentenoe might be awkwar'dly "put and/or ungrammatioally oon

IItruoted and yet st.ill malce sense. 

Ryle ap.lys Wi ttg~8teinl8 compe.rison of words wi th the different pleces 

that are ueed ilS oomponent.s ot a grune ot ohes!, and suggests that in learnlng 

te use e. word under a varlet y ot olroumstanoes, one e.oquires lalowledge of 
. ' 

'somethlng 11ke a body ot unwrltten rules, or somethlng llke an unwrltten code 

or general reclpe.' L~lng ta use a word or phrase 18 in many rGspects, 

.1milar te t.he procedure of leuning te manipule. te the knight or pawn in Il. 

g&me of ohess. Just u t.here are numerous phoee whlch are utll~zed e.ocordlng 

te dltterent. set. ot rules, and t.heroby serve dlfterent. fUnotionl, 10 the 

dltterent wordl that oon.t.1tute 'piecos' or componenta ot the langùe.ge-game 

• 
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are utilized nccording to di~orent sots of rules. Applying this annloBY, 

Ryle dro.us the important distinction between the meoning .of n. ''lord nnd tho 

meaning of n sentence. 

In a nmmer highly reminiccont of thn.t in \Thich ~1i ttgenstein had, in the 

Trnctatus, dif'f'erentiatod bct'\lcen Bedcutunr; (i.o., "meaning," aa of a ward) 

and §1nn. (i.e., the senae of a sentence), Ryle points out tho.t i'lhereas thore 

are sets of rules conccrnin~ the applico.tion of "lords, thora are no corros
If 

ponding codes relatinG to the applicàtion'of sentences. Yet, whereo.o 

a entennes crut oi ther 'rnake senae or mako no sens e, uords can only ha.va meanings. 

As Ryle indicates, 

. Ii' l knou the mea.ning of' a l'lord or phrase l 1010''T something 
like 0. body of umrritten rulas, or oomething like an un
written.codc or gcncral rocipa. l Imvo lcarned to u~c the 
\lord correctly in en unlimi ted vnrioty of difforcnt aettings. 
\'lhat l 1:110\1 io, in this respect, somouhnt like uho.t l 1010\1 

"Then l knO'Vl ho\'1 to use a knieht or pn"m nt chess. l Mve 
learned to put it ta ita ilork IlrlY'lhen and nnyuhere, if thora 
il! ,.,ork for it to do. But tho idea oi' putting a sentence 
to i ta \lork al'lY'vhen nnd nnYl1here is fentaotic. It has 
not got a rolo \'Illich it can perform again and again in 
difterant plo.yn. It has not got n role at all, any more 
than t'play has a role. KnO"ling "Ibat i t means i9 not 
knowing anythine like a code or a body or rules, though it 
roquires knoiling the oodes. or rules governing the use of 
words or phrases that make it up.' There are general rules 
and reoipes for construoting sentence~ of certain kind9j 
but not general rules or recipes for oon~ttucting the 
part.1cu~ar sentence ITode.y i8 l-!onday,'. ~o"Ting the meaning 
of IToday ia J.!ondayl is not knowing genei-al rulea, codes 
or recipes governing the use of this sentence, aince thera 
11 no euch,thing as the utilisation or, therefore 
reut.i1isation of this sentence. l oxpect that this ties 
up vith the fact that sentences and ebuses mako sense 
or make no Dense, where words neither do nor do not make 
sense, but only have meaningsj end that pretence-sentences 
om be absurd or nonsensical, uhere' pretenco-l'Iords are 
neither absurd nor nonsensical, but only mee.ningless. l 
om B&:y stup1d tf!ngs, but "lords ~an be nei ther stupid 
nor not stupide ~ 

Althaugh. ayllfs conoeption ot meaning owos muoh ta Wittgonstein'I, end 
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serves to illuatrate Wittgensteinis con{)opti,on of meaning, the vie'tI of: 

language convoyed in ~/i ttgenst~in'::I later ~ ... ri tings oOPlos oloser to exp li ci tly 

denying thnt "rcfcrents" are an esaential aspect of mea.ni~g. Accordine to the 

final vim'l of langua.ge explicated by ~rittgenBtein, although it can be ~a.ntod 

thnt some \lords do "refor," many \'10rds do not. Indeed, the very \lord 

'menning,' itself; does npt hav'e a.ny referent. "tut, n ona might wish to aBle, 

n ii' Uittgenstein considored meaning as rosidine in the use of a \1ord, 

couldn' t ue regard nU::J~n afJ 'the referont of me@ine1n According ta \'l;i ttgcmst.cil1, 

hO\'10ver, aven this \lould be too much of a goncl'alization. 

It tmlst be Y...ept in mind thnt his statcment ia that "for a lare;e class 
,. 

of caces--though not for nll." rro can think of the meanine; of a terre, aa 1to 

u~{) in the 1ansuage. 1t saema tha.t thi'oughout hiD \'1ritings, \1ittt:en~tein 

renu-'.inoc1 fc.ith!'ul to his opposition to "our craving for e;enerality." Hot 

on1y did ho l'odet the temptatiol1 to genol'u1iza o:bout various npplicntions 

of a particular word, he refuscd to genoralize about ~oaning itself. "But,n 

one miGht abSin ask, "do.s this Mean that thera are no boundaries to the 

types of circumst:lnoes in which we employ tho ~erm 'rlenninr;1 7" It DOcmS that 
, 

~littgenstoin did' not actually dt)f'ine boundaries, and yet he did not den}" tho.t 

our use of the term might be boundod. Even if' our application of the term 
. 

does not appenr "too be, st.rict.ly apealdng, "bounded,1 ue still \-lould not bo 
, 

juatii'ied in oonsidering 1t. as "without any vaUd use, Il e.ny more than ue would 
, 

be justified in considering the light radi~t1ng tram a lamp as I no '11ght," 

lIimply beca.use of an absenoe of clear1y dé'ined boundar1es •. As Wittgenstein 

stated in the Blue Book, 

}.le.ny \-To'l-ds in thio sense then dôn't have a strict meaning. 
But thi~ is not. a de:f'eot. '1'0 think i t 18 trould bo l1ke 
lIa.y1ng that the li~ of m:f reading lamp 18 no real l1ght 
at al1 bece.use 1t bas no eharp boundary. 19 

k • 
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-This, ho\lever, raises the question a.s to ~lhether lIjust any use" of a "Tord 

can be considored justified or meaningful. Take, for examp1c, the solipeiatic 

conception of 1angungo, a.ccording to , ... h1ch the meaning of a tarm ean be ",hat-

ever the speaJcer ,'liShoB it to U09l1 at the time he utters i t. Doos \'Titt-
,\ 

gcnstoinls conception of moaning 0.110\1 this as/a valid use of' \lords? Certainly 

note Throuehout his \-Iritings, and even more explioit1y in the 1ater \-Irit.ings, 

Wi ttgonctoin ,ras œphatic about the essentially publie nature of language. t/o 

are o.ble to use \lords moo.ningf'ully, not merely becauee of certain faotors 

in the immodio.te circulllatnnoec in "Thich their application ocours, but alsc, 
- . 

beco.uso of tho backcround of the entire society of whioh the language 

reprcsontc, 0. part. Trus, e. 'l'Tord co.n be aaïd to have meaning, not by virtuo 

of the mere fo...ct that i t ia uood by 0. particulnr indi vidual in a particular 

\Tay, but by the t'a et tha.t it Borves as e. tool 'l'Ihoreby one individual_is a.ble 

to communicnte Jith, or influence e.nothèr. "littgenatein1a idee. thut the 

mennint; of fl \lord iB i ta use in the language, therefore, oannet be interpreted 

as, in e.ny \1ay, sanotioning the notion tha.t "there could be a private language. n 

nBut, n th!l question arises, ",,,hat speoif'ically 1s the purposo served by 

tho use of 0. l'lord?" As 'l'le have a.lrea.cly seen, tthe Tracta.tus view of languago 

had proposod that the" symbol (word), and ita' sign (written or spoken lIord), 

s ervo as a rneans of naming an ob j eo, and tha t language serves as 0. means of 

reprosontin~ facts (i.e., arrangements of objects). The picture theory of 

meaning had put forth the idee. the.t language serves as a. ldnd of picture of 

reality, as a mirror of the lTorld. Sentenoes, according to that vie\'/, hn.d 

reprosented composite pietures of rea.l1ty. Tho vords ot which they lIere 

composed l1k~riBe repreaentod ind1vidual objects arrangod in a. manner 

corrosponding \11 th that ot the picture. 
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In the la.ter "Tritin~3, hOlTever, U:\..tte;onatein indicnted t.hnt mea.nine;n 

are not the necoBonrily "objecta" \thich o.ro doscribed in tho Tro,oto.tull. 

In worka auch 0.0 tho InvcDti,7tiol1~ llJ1d Zcttcl, 0.11 discussion of abjects 

auch na thooo doocribod in tho Tro.ctc.tuo, \la:> a.bandoned in favor of the 

sonrch for the e?mlano.tion of mcanine;. Yet the Traeto.tus Vi6\1 of lo.ne;uo.ge 

I~M not rejected in total. l'li ttgenotein had coae to reenrd the picture thcor"J 

of monninr; ne o.n ino.dcquate meo,ns of e:q11aininr; 0.11 cases in l'Thich \10 use tbo 

torm 'I!1caning. r Yet, froa the ntandpoint oi' the vieu of languo.ge conve;red in 

hiD lo.tor \Tri t;i.nJ;s, the picturo thoory of mcnning could otill be ;rcgardccf no 

0. valid cxplB.l1!3.tion oi' ~ classes of uords BJ1d propositions. This is duc 

ta tho fo.et th.l.t \'li ttr:cn:::toin'::l la.tor notion of monning did not esta.blish 

cloarly dolineated bOW1do.ries. 

In conclusion, ~1i tt8onstoin f D conception of meo.ning, as conveyed in hi::1 

Inter \Tri t,:\.nt,;o, offers o.n ll.Ccount which oxplo.ins the vnrying mrumers in 

"rhich \10 a.pply the term 'mes.ning.' Many of the conceptions of' "meo.ning" 

thnt. \'littgenatein criticizod in hia lo.tér ,·rorles (euoh as e.g., the picturo 

theory of' meaning, uhioh he himself had presented in the Tracto.tus) \jero 

considered by ~littgenstein as ;i,nadeguo.te rnther thon incorrect. It 18 not 

the.t. lllBJlY of these theories didn ft serve to eXplain oertain cases in \'Ihich 
..... -- ... , 

we apply the word, Imeo.ning, t but ro.ther the problem l'las that. they 'iere too 

~, in tbat they expla1ned only one olasa ot euch instances. The account 

of meaning pres~ed in t.he Iater writings, indicates that su'ch explane.tiona 

are not vaUd as generalizations, yet allows the..t they oould be applicable to 

oertain oluses of l'lords. A11 of the foregoing makes ft evident that the 

conoeption ot neaning presented in Wittgenste1n l s later writings was brond 

enough to incorporate JlIIU'lY tenets of other theor1es wb1ch in themsel ves, did 
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nat a.dequately expla.in our use a-! the torm 'meslling. 1 Becaus.e his 

meth?401ogy demandedl\~hD..t he strivo ta ovoroome llour cra.ving -!o'r gO}'lorality,1I 
\ 

Wittgenstein \10.8 able to' peroeivo thD..t'thore 18 not nooessarily any oommon 
) 

criteria tor our a.pplication ot the tel".ql. Imoa.ning. 1 

" 
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FOCYrnOl'ES--CHAPl'ER VI 

1 "Ludllig ~littgenstein, Philosophical Investir;e.tions, transe G. E. l.r. 
Anscombe, ;rd ed. (Oxfords Basil Blaolarell, 1958; rpt. New Yo~ka Macmillan, 
1970) Sec. 156. 

2 Ibid., p. 209. 
o 

; Ibid., Sec. Il. 

4 ludlrig ~1ittgenetcin, The Blue and Brown Books. (1958; rpt. Netl York 1 

Harper &, ROlf, 1965) pp. 67, 6'8." - - - -

5 lud,dg Hitt~enstain, Zettel, transe G. E. 1.1. Anacombe, ~dd. G. E. H. 
Ansoombe &. G. H. von \'Tright. (Oxford' Basil B1aclatell, 1967; rpt. Berkeley, 
Ca1ifornial University of Californie. Pross, 1970) Sec. 322. 

6 . 
Ibid., Sec. 438. 

7, Cha~les S. Chihara and J. A. Fodor, ftOporntionalism and Ordinary 
WIgu~gos A Critique of ~littgenstein, n i'littg.enstoin: ~ Philosophical 
Investiœtions, od.s George pit cher (Garden City, H. Y.: Doubloday, 1966) 
pp. ;88, ;89. \ 

8 Wittgenstein, Zette1, Sec. 2;6. 1& 

9 Ibid. 

10 Ibid. , Sec. 2'7. 
11' 

Ibid., Sec. 263. 

12 lJ.\dwig l'Ii ttgen~t&in, Tre.oto.tus Lop;icO-PhHoso~hiCUS, tra.ns. D. F. Peus 
and B. F. HcGuinness (N~I York. Humanit1es Press, 19 1) Sec. 6.54. 

13 ' Gilbert Ryle, aUse «nd Usagé,· Ph&1osophY !e! Linggist!os, ed.: 
Colin Lyal! (London. Macmillan, 1971) p. M. 

14 lbid.,' p. 48. 

l' <1 _ Ibid., p. la9. 
16 -1"'14., :p. 51. 

11 Ibid., p.,52. 

18 Ibid., pp. '2, ". 
, 19 

wit.t.pnetein, Da!. mtlJ:s!œ. BoRM' p. 27,. 
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