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ABSTRACT

WITTGENSTEIN'S CONCEPTION OF MEANING

Y

In his later writings, Wittgenstein proposed o notlon of meaning that

accounts for the large variety of contexts in which we apply the term

Imeaning.! This essay deals with the mamnor in which Wittgonstein developed
N
his conception of meaning, emphasizing his methodology of observation and

ﬁ description of particular cases, Applying a reduntio ad nbsurdum approach,

Witigenstein demo;xstrated thot meanings of terms do not reside in physieal or
mental objects. As a consequence of eliminating correspondence thoories of

meaning, and recognizing the inadequa;:y of the account of meaning he had pro-

posed earlier In hils own Tractatus, Wittgenstein suggested that thore remained

only one conception of meaning which could not be invalidated, el least "for

e Tl -

e large class of cases,® This was the notion that meaning is a pudlic

&

phenomenon (in that it involves umen behavior), and consequently, that the

meaning of a2 term is its USE in the languege.

~
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ABSTRACT /

WITTGENSTEINs SA CONCEPTION DU SENS

Dans ses derniers é&crits, Wittgenstein propose une notion du sens qui
représente la grande varibté de contextes dans lesquels nous eppliquons 1_7/
terme "sens". Cette étude, en soulignant la méthode d'observation de /
Witigensteln et la description de cas particuliers, montrera comment il/a

dévelopé sa conception du sens, En ’appliquant une approchs reductic ad

absurdum, Witigenstein démontro que la signification des mots. ne réside pas

dans le plan physique ou mentel des’objeta. Par Conséquent, en #liminent les
théories du sens dans les rapports, et en reconnaissant 1'insuffisance de la
valeur du sens, qu'il aveit soulevé suparavant dans son propre Tractatus,

" Wittgenstein suggére qu'il ne reste qu'une seule conception du ‘sens qui ne pout
pas etre invalides, tout au moins "dans un grand nombre de cas™ Clest la
notion que le sens est un phenomene social (en ce qui concerne le comportement
humain), et par conae’quent, que le sens d'un terme existe dans son utilisation

~

’ dens le langmge.
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PREFACE

Although the objectivesof this thesils bus not been primarily that of pro-
viding an "original® analycis of Wittgenatein's notion of meaning, the author
has endeavored to contribute a new perspective rogarding this highly important
topicl Many of the themes I have attemptecd to develop, are ones which have becn -
implied or explicated partially in the commentaries which have been credited in
the text of this essay. iy objective has beon to provide a new perspective by
combining ideas put forth by other commentators, and to thereby "weave a new
fabric out of old threads,"

The observa#&on of the foreshadowing in tho Traoctatus, of the notion of
"noaning es use,® which boceme clearly explicated only in Wittgenotein's later
writings, has been touched upon in a few cther commontaries, notably in Garth

Y
Hollett's \ittcenstein's Definition of Meaning as Use, T have attempted to

give new life to Hallotf‘s obgservation, by exploring implications that had not
been dealt with directly in Hallett's commentary, and by forming conclusions
on the basis of-a comparison of Hallett's intorpretation with interpretations
- of many others,
\\ . Professor James McGilvray, who has acted as supervisor of this thesls
project, suggested that I emphasize a8 & principal theme, the extent to which
) e.Tractatus actually foreshadowed Wittgenstein's observation of "meaning as
ua;EQ\ I eapeéially wish to expresa my gratitude to Professér McGilvray for his
guidaﬂévs and the great generosity he has displayed in providing comments and |
suggestions throughout the entire thesis project.

I aleo Wish to express appreciation to my relatives and friends for their
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o ' - INTRODUCTION

o ~ WITTGENSTEIN'S CONCEPTION OF LANGUAGE
K AND ITS ROLE IN PHILOSOPHICAL INQUIRY

For Wittgenstein, philosophy represents an aotivity whoreby one struggler

ageinat the "bewitolment of our 1ntellifgonco by means of langusge.® Tha philo-

sopher therefore has his essential task in arriving st en underntarfding of the

dlogioc of our language, From this standpoint it follows that philosophy doos
not represent the process of fox%ulating "theories,® but is instead an activity
whereby the meanings of propositions are clarified,
Vittgenstein had perceived that the prevailing questions and propositions
found in philosophical works of tho‘ past are nelther true nor false, but are
k. : instead "nonsensical® in that they arose out of an essential misunderstanding
, | of'tho complexities of the language, Philosophical inquiry, for Wittgenstein,
},, ] vas not so mich a matter of doing away with this "nonsense,® as the effort to
recognize the nonsense in all mltan‘_sea. He considered the traditional propo=
\ sitions of metaphysics to be mere idle nonsense, doap;to the aura of profundity
in which they were cast, In contyast, he sought to prea‘jont in his own works =
form of "indispensible nonsense,® proposing that the prop;-if:ionl appearing in
them oouﬁhl sorve as "ladders® enabling those who understood them as nonsemse to

olimb beyond them. In this way, VWittgenstein scught to facilitate the transition




from the *disguised nonsoz{se' of philosophy as 1t)wan done in the past, to the
*patent nonsense® whioh he proposed as a corrective -in his own vo;ks.
The essential objective of Wittgenstein's writings was that of providing

a therapeutic measurs for those who, like himself, had becoms engulfed by what
he termed the "sickness of languege.' Not only did Wittgensteln recognize
various sicknesses of the language itself, he also perceived sicknesses in the
methods whereby philosophers of the past had attempted to explain the nature of
langusgs. Many of these sicknessss of interpretation were ones from which

Wittgenstein himself had recovered. This is evident in the faot ihat much of

N AN
the content of the later works such as the Philosophical Invesatigations,

represented his attempts to draw attention to the misleading nature of some of
the very -notions he had put forth in his own early works. In his later vritinga,
Wittgenstein confronted the errors and inadequacies of his earlier works in

such a way that others might learn from his examples, and thereby avoid the
pitfalls into which he had fallen,

One notion Wittgenstein contimally reevaluated was his conoeption of

; 1 meaning, It would be misleading to say that any of his writings convey an

L}
explicitly formulated "theory" of meaning. Wittgenstein did not attempt to

formulate "theories,” nor did he attempt to construct systematic arguments,
Yet he was fascinated by our ability to use the language, and scught a means
of explaining the mammer in which we aoquire linguistio skills. It is therefore
natursl that Wittgenstein beceme deeply concerned with the search for an explana~- v
tio:; of meaning.

Oonsiderable controversy has been waged as to whother Wittgenstein's writings
present a consistent notion of meaning, or whether the later writings érosmt ‘
an entirely different comception f;:o- that which vas put forth in the earlier .

i
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yritings., The central objectives of the present essay will bde to expound upon

the development of WittgeriStein's conception of meaning, and to explore the

S

extont to which the so=called "theory" of "meaning ms use," a theme characteristioc
of his later writings, was amctually foreshadowed in the Tractatus Logico-

Philosophicus, writien many“years earlier. In addition, an sttempt will be

made to explore the impliocations of Wittgenstein's conception of meaning, along |
with an effort to evaluate .the notion's appliocability, ‘




CHAPTER I

« WITTGENSTEIN'S NOTION OF MEANING
AS CONVEYED IN THE TRACTATUS

In the Tractatus Logico~Philosophicus, one of his early writings, Witte
genstein asserted that "A name means an object,® 1 pointing out further that
fonly in tfe nexus of a proposition does a neme have meaning." 2 I addition,
he proposed that if a sign is *useless," then we must consider it meaningless,

3,326 In order to recognize a symbol by its sign
we must observe how it is used with a sense,

3.327 A sign does not determine a logical form
unless it is taken together with its logico~
syntactical employment,
3.328 If a sign is g%_e_p_ag, it is meaningless.
That is the point of Oocam's maxim,
(If everything behaves as if a sign had meaning,
then it does heve meaning.) 7
The above, passage from Tractatus proposed an essentially operationalistic notion
of meaning, The faot that Wittgenstein drew the commection botwo&n meaning end
use, in this passage of the earlier work, mekes it evident that the conoeptien
of "meaning as use,” which was explored in great detail in Wittgenstein's later
writings, was foreshadowed in the earlier Trsotatus.
At the time he wrote the Iractatus, Witigemstein formulated his oonception

of meaning in s marnef that hes beoome known as the fpicture theory of meaning.”

%

A

’

s
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According to that theory, langusge serves ss a kind of mirror reflecting the
world, Propositions serve as "pictures® or models of reality. We form a
ploture of faota to ourselves, and apply it as a kind of Pruler® which we hold
up to reality. 4 In logical space, a situation (which can be elther the
existence or non-existence of o;rtain states of affairs) can be represented by
a pioture, The elements of a picture correspond to, or are representatives of,
objecta related to one another in e determinate way. Because thes picture
represents a model of reality, the elements of the picture (whioh correspond to
existing objects) must also be related to one another in a determinate way.
Wittgenstein reforred to the comnection of the elements of a pilcture as its
*struoturs," and to the possibility of this structure ms "the pictorial form of
the picture,? 5 Piotorial form thus represents the possibility that things in
the world (i.e., the counterparts of‘( elements of the ploture) ars arranged in
the same way as the elements of the pioture, Moreovor( the possibility that
thg elemonts of reality are arranged socording to the same configuration as
that of the elements of the picture, is entailed by the piotorial form. Thus

the possibility of the situation represented by the ploturoe is contained‘ in the’
picture, despite the faot that there might be no existing situation corresponding
to it. -

Because s picture represents only the possibility of the configuration of
faots corresponding to 1it, “', can be said to be oithoz; in agreement with feality
or not in egreement, correct ;r incorreot, true or false, In order for a
ploture to be representative, its logical form must be the same as that of
reality, This 1s true regardless of whether it represents 'zlightly' or falsely,"
.'1n that the picture roprn‘mtl lu Jpossible state of affairs ‘1n logloal space,.
Truth is not an intrinsic element of the plotures there is no way of ucerhiﬁz}z




\ . 6
. from th;a ploture itself whether an actual situation-vorresponding to it exists,
Propositions represent such pictures of reality, and ams such they can be
c;ither true or false, accurate or inaoourat.e. A proposition is true if it
represents an existing state of affeirs. A proposition is false if it asserts
. the existence of e situation in the absence of a corresponding situation in the
vworld. Moreover, a proposition is false if it piéturoa the ;elation between
existing objects in e manmmor incongruous to the actual relation. Yet roegardless
of whether a proposition is true or false, it refers to a possible relation
between existing objecta,’und its perceptible sign therefore constitutes ¥a
. projection of e possible situation.” As Wittgenstein stated in the Tractatus,
3e11 We use the perceptible sign of a ;)roposition
(spoken or written, etc.) as a projection of a
poasible situaticn,
The method of projection is to think out the
sense of the proposition.
3412 I call the sign with which we express a thought
a propositional #ign.--And a proposition is e proposi-
tional sign in its pereétive relatidn to the world. 6
A highly important aspect of the picture tleory of meaning is the dis-
tinction between Sinn and Pedesutung, Sinn refers to the sense of a proposition.
As mioch, Sinn ropresen'l:.a that which is & possibility, and not necessarily a
reality, ﬂ The sense of e proposition is the same rogardle;s of the proposition's
truth velue, and is theref‘ordh independent of whether there corresponds to it
an actual state of 'affaira. Bedeu‘bung,_ in ocontrast, refers to something soctual
or real, This term, ‘whioh is malfy translated in the English text «# 'meaning,’
was used by Wittgenstein to designate the referent of a name. At the time he
wrote the Jraotatus, Wittgenstein maintained that the mesnings of nsmes are
existing objeots, further designating that whereas a name has Bedeutung, it does

t
- pot Bave S8iym. In the case of propositions, the reverse is true; propositions




1
can have 8inn, but not Bedeutung, Names are "primitive," in that they ar; signs
vhich camiot be dissected any f}xrthe;- by means of a definition. A proposition,
in contrast, 1is construed as being essentially '?."ﬁmotion of the expressions
contained in it." 7 Names, Wittgenstein indicaf.’;ci, are like ¥points," whereas
propositiona\aro like *arrows," 8 B

Agco;ding to tho‘. Trectatus, & proposition is cha.ra:oterized by 'essen}:ia.l
and accidental features.® ¥ The former are those features which are indise
penaa'l;le in order for the propoa;tion to express its sense (Sinn). The Tatter
are those which merely result from the particular manner in whioh the propoa\itional
sign ;.s produced. In the seme way that & musical theme is no mere *modley of
notes," a propositional sign is no mere "medley of worgs:' A proz;oaitional sign
'~ropresent§ instead %a fact," in tl;at it has the capacity to expr;ss 8 senae,

As Wittgeristein declared, "Only facta can oxpress a semse, a set of names
camnot,® 10 In this way, the author of the Tractatus argued that 1’:he perceptible
sign of by proposition serves as a projection of a possidble situation.

The method of projection conslsis in the thinking out of a proposition's
sense. This process is what constitutes the propositional sign as "a thought®;
propositional aigns, when applied and considered carefﬁully, became "thoughts,?
Conversely, "a thought is « proposition with a sense,” 11 Yet from another
standpoint, a proposition cen be said to ®express a thought," in that the elements
of its propositional sign correspond to the objects of thought. Wittgenstein
referred to the slaments of such propositional signs as "simple signs,"® desig-
~ nating them as *oompletely analyzed.! 12 Later, he ltipﬁlatod that there can
be one and cnly one ocmplete analysis for a proposition.

Kemes, in contrast, cammot be analysed or dissected even by means of a
de(inition. They represent primitive signs, and as such they ocsn be utilized
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as the elements of the propositional sign. Names, when appearing in propo-

sitions, have meaning (Bedeutung), because, when appearing in the context of a

proposition, they represent objects., Yot the names do not put the objects into
words; they merely msake possible the construction of propositions which say

"how things are,” without telling "what they are.! To the quesgtion as to
whether it is possible for us to understand two names in the absence of the
knowledge as to whether they signify the same or different things, Wittgenstein's
reply is negative, Wittgenstein indicated that in the case of someone who knows

the meaning of an English word and a German word having the same meaning, it

would not be possible for that individuel to be unaware that their meanings &re

the same. In such a case, the individual would be capable of translating each
as the other, Acoording to Wittgenstein's explanation, the individual recognizes
that tho meanings of the two terms are equivalent, as a oconsequemnce of his
observation that they are used in the same way.

Of considerable importance is the question as to whether the Tractatus
concept of Bedeutung (according to which names refer to fixed objects) does
not rest implicitly on a "theory" about the use of words as names for objects,
The very possibllity of propositions derives from the faot that signs can serve
as representations of objects., An essential feature of propoaitiona’ia that
they commmicate a new sense to us; yet they must do so by means of "old words.®
(R.}y to the extent that & proposition serves as a pioture, o@ the proposition
be sald to assert something, 'and only to the extent that it is logically
artioulated, can the proposition be regarded as a ploture of a state of affa.irs.
Instead of seying, "This proposition has such snd such a sense,® one can just as
weoll say, "This proposition represemts suoh and such state of affairs,” 1 2
proposition thus serves as a represemtation of a state of affairs, by &onbining



; ( 0ld words to form a new sense, so that

4,0511 One name stands for one thing, enother for
another thing, sand they are combined with one
another, In this way the whole group-—~like a
tableau vivant—presents a state of affairs, 1%

As ean 1llustration of the manner in which language serves the purpose of
; ~ . | projection, Wittgenstein drew an interesting analogy between /language and music.
In the same way that the musical ides, the written notation, and the sound waves
. produced in accord with the designated pattern, all stand in correlation to one
another, there is an internal relation of depicting, that is characteristic of
language and its ties with the world. Thls internal relation is referred to in
the Tractatus as a "common logical plan.,* As Wittgenstein illustrated,

4,014 A gremaphone record, the musical idea, the
written notes, and the sound-waves, all stend to one
. another in the same internal relation of depicting
: that holds between language and the world.
, They axre ell construoted according t6 a common
) ‘ logioal plan, ,
] (Like the two youths in the fairy-tale, their
NN ] two horeses, and their l1lilies, They are all in a
cortain sense one,)

4,0141  There is a general rule by means of which the
musician can obtain the symphony from the score, and
whioh makes it possidle to derive the symphony from
the groove on the gramophone record, and, using the
first rule, to demive the score again. That is what

! constitutes the er similarity between these things which

, 3 seem to be constructed in such entirely different ways.
4 And that rule is law of projection which projects

the symphony into the language of musical notation,

It is the rule for translating this language into the

language of gramophone records.

.jx‘ ‘ Understanding a proposition entails kmowing the situation it represents,

Further, in order for scmeone to underaﬁmd [ propoaitioh, it is not necessary
for that individual to have had its sense explaino(i. A world is constructed by
the propoaiﬁon'with the help of a *loglcal .scaffolding.® Because of this, the
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author of the Tractatus asserted that in the true proposition one can actually
Bee all the features of the world, In the caese that the proposition is false,
one cen draw conclusions from it, In attempting to comprehend the manner in
which propositions communicate, Wittgenstein suggested a conaiderafion of
hieroglyphic writing, which explicitly pictures the faots it describes.
Understanding a proposition entails knowing what is the case, if the proposition
is true; the proposition is understood if. all its constituent parts are under-
stood,

The constituent parts of a proposifion are the words (nemes) of which it is
composed, The objects which are the meanings of the names are themselves fixed or ‘
static, whereas the configuration in which they ere arranged is variable and
changing. An "atomic fact" is formed by a configuration wheroin objects ars
connected to each other a? are links of a chein; objects are combined in a
definite way., The manner in which they are combined is the structure of the
atomic fact., The possibility of the structure is its form. 1In thia way, the
picture is linked to reality. Indeed, Wittgenatein considered such "pictures® as

being like a scale applied to reality.

Although propositions serve as representations of reality, they cannot
represent that which they must have in common with reality in order to serve as
its representations: logical form. The depiotion of loglical form presupposes
our ability to place ourselves and the propositions outside the realm of logic,

a requiroment that malces evident the impossibility of such a depiction. To quote
Wittgenstein:
4,0312 The possibility of propositions is ‘based on the
principle that objects have signs es their ;
representatives, ) ' .
My fundamental idea is that the 'logical con- 4

stants! are not representatives; that there can be
no representatives of the logic of faots. 16
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The fact that propositions cannot represent logical form is mirrored in the
propositions themselves., That which is mirrored in lengusge cennot itself be .
represented by the language, nor can it be expressed by us in language, even
though it expresses itself in language. For purposes of the ;roaant discussion,
it will be helpful to think of the act of expressing, as similar to that of
conveying. Furthermore, the diétinotion between what is involved in expression
or oconveyence on the one hand, and "representation® on the other, should be
kept in migd. Taking this into account, it can be seen that the logical form of
reality is shown or exhlbited by the proposition, but it is not represented by
the proposition,

The relation of the logical form of propositions to reality, oan be better
understood in laght of Wittga;atain‘s treatment of formal concepts, Every
variable is considered in the Tractatus es the sign of a formal concept. This
is because the form of every variable is the same regardless of the variable's
value, Formal concepts ere presented in logical symbolism by variables rather
than by functions of classes. The word 'objoot,"for example, when rightly
used, is ¥expresssd in éonceptual notation by a variable nnmo.; 17 This 1s
also true of words such as 'Complex,' 'Fact,! 'Function,' 'Number,' end so on.
They cannot be considered as *primitive 1deas® becauss to consider them as such
would be to imply that they could be introduced alongside the objects whioch fall
under them. Instsad, the formal conoept is already given with an object falling
under it, 18 » large variety of senseless "pseudo-propositions® can result
from the attempt to apply formal concepts, as if they serve the same funotion
as those objects whioh fall under them. Por.oxnmpio, one cannot say, ¥*There

are objeots,¥ in the same way one says, "There are books,® or ¥Thers are 100

books." In order for us to use language at all, olementary propasitions must

W

ey

s
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be possible, 1In order for a sentence which is not'a.n elementary proposition
to have a sense, it must be a collection of elementary propositions, Compound
propositions ocontain nothing more than the content of their~slements, Their
meaning and truth value 1s derived from that of the constituent elementary
propoaitions. Moreover, the assertion of a compound proposition is nothing
more than the asagrtion of the elementary pr‘opoeitions of which it is composed.

Elementary propositions derive thelr meaning and truth from their relation
to the world, rather than from their relationship to other propositions. They
represent simple, unanalyzable propositions, end can best be desoribed as an
arrangement of names presenting a piocture of a state of affairs or arrangement
of objects, The loglical combination of ‘aigna corresponde to a definite logical
combination of meanings of those signs,

The neme# themselves, like the objsots, are.in a sense "incomplete,” in
that they can only be arranged in a limited number of ways. Furthermore, n;mes
have meaning only within the context of a proposition. Only by means of
observing the mamner in vhich they sre used ere we able to discern meanings of
terma,

The question arises as to whether a oconception of meaning as "the act of

L J
meaning” is antagonistic to that of "meaning as use,® or whether the former

conception is nerelySn rnu-i-.t.itm of the latter, It seems that the tendency to
consider the two notions as polarized, has led to a large mmber of gonfuaiona
regarding the transition from Wittgenstein's earlier conoeption of languege, to
that of his later writings. Hid€ Ishiguro, in an article entitled "Use and
Reference of Names,® 19 draws attention to the fact that many of the ideas re-

volving around such a contrast actuslly arise from a misunderstanding of the




¢

\. v B R e T

15

Traotatus conception of the nature of the act wheraby a name refers to an object,

As Ishiguro declares,

People have often contrmsted the picturs theory of meaning
of the Tractatus with the use theory of mcaning of the
Fhilosophical Investiggﬁiona. Meny have also argued that
the picture theory of meaning is based on the concept of
‘naming!, since in the picture theory language catches

on to reality through names which stand for objects. This
bas led people to talk ms if the use theory of meaning

was an expression of Wittgenstein's later rejection of his
Tractatus theory. I believe that talk tf such.contrast

is highly misleading, and that it arises out of a
misunderstanding of the Tractatus view of what it is for
a name to refer to (bedeuten) an object. o + » It noems

to me to be a truism that a word or a symbol cannot have
the role of referring to a fixed object without having a
fixed use, How could there be a philosophical doctrine

of expressions end the pbjects to which they referred
which was not at the same time a theory about the use of
those expressions? No interesting phllosophical question
about the meaning of -such expressions can be based on a
contrast between 'neming! end 'use?, The interesting
question, I think is whether the meaning of a name can

be secured independently of its use in propositions by
some method which links it to-an object, as many, including
Russell, have thought, or whether the identity of the
object referred to is only settled by the use of the name
in a set of propositions, If the latter holds, then the
problem of the object a name. denotes is the problem of

the use of the name,

Although Wittgenstein maintained that an expression has no meaning when

~ »,
appearing outside the context of a proposition, he did not eay that the meaning

of an expression is *determined® by the proposition in which it appears, The

only signs which might possibly have meaning outside use ere "genuine proper

names® designating cbjects whose existence is assured. This problem had been
dealt with earlier by ‘Russell in his theory of definite, descriptions., Because
that theory was in some respects similar to the Tractatus oconcept of "Names,'

it seems gormano at this point to prévide a brief description of Rmuollfc

theory.

I R D e RFa il



¢
§
¢
!
4
¥
'

4
14

Acoording to Russell's theory of de}i\xﬂte desoriptions, the meaning of a
name is the object it derotes, That is, i;‘x{s. wérd or a phrase does name
something, then its meaning is that which it i;‘m\mea. His theory takes into
account that certain kdnds of words are used inx‘k\ays other than as names,
Moreover, Russell's theory does not presuppose th;’& every word or phrase names
ean object, but that in the case of those that do se;"ve as "nemes," we are
Justified in seying that their meenings are the objeov‘i‘s vhich they neme, In
applying his theory to nouns, Russell maintained that :{.he meening of a noun
is the object it names, and that its meaning is the sﬁe regardless of the
oontext in which it appears, According to Ruesell's theory, it does not matter
vhether the noun appears in isolation or in a sontence, Its meaning remains
unaltered, 5

Russellls theory made it evident that the tendency to consider dafi‘nite
deacriptions as proper nouns leads to error, To insist that definite des~
eriptions name objeots,'and that those objects are their meanings, leade into
problems such as those exemplified in encounters with phrases such as '.tho
present King of France.! Russell!s theory ssserted that no definite des-
eriptive phrase can be a proper noun, regesrdless of what the world contains,
The assumption that definite descoriptions are proper names musi, according to
Russell, be abandoned. Definite desoriptions aeppearing in isolation (not in
the context of a proposition) are thus to be regarded as meaningless,.yet
sentences containing them can still be medningful, An example of such & propo-
sition would be 'The present King of France is bald.! This proposition would be
an example of one whioh, acoording to Russellls view, 1s meaningful, but false
(because part of its analysis is false).

In vorking out his theory of definite desoriptions, Russell noted the

» ‘
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Aimportant contrast between real and apparent loglcel form of propositlons, a

contrast whichrwas later to be highly influentlal in Wittgenstein's conoeption/’
of languago. This contrast 1s evident in the enalysis of 'The author of
Naverly was Scotch.! It is evident that in the analysis, the definite de/acrip-
tive phrase, ' the author of Wgverly,! disappears. As George Pitcher describsd
Russell's standpoint regarding this process,

Russell thought that when suoch a correct analysis of

a proposition 1as given, it tells you what the proposition
really says, what it is really about. Notice that in .
the analysis, the definite descriptive phrase 'the author

of Waverly' which occurs in the original enalyzed propo-

sition, entirely disappears, Therefore, since the

analysis specifies what the proposition really says, "!the

author of Waverly' is not a constituent of the prépo-

sltion at all. There is no constituent really there

corresponding to the descriptive phrase." (*2 The

original proposition sppears to refer directly to (i.e.,

to name) something called 'the author of Waverly,! but -
the analysis shows, according to Russell, that this

appearancs is deceptive.

One highly'ﬁnportant feature of the picture theory of meaning, is the fect
that Wittgenstein accepted the theory of definite dgscriptions, and applied it
t0 the plcture theory. If one ;fa.ils to take thls into account, one might
infer from some statements in the Tractatus, that for each word appearing in
a proposition, there must ocorrespond to it a specifio object in the gituation
'pictured® by the proposition, Strictly speaking, only elementary propositions
are at once pictures of the situations they describe, Complex propositions
are rovealed to be "piotures® only upon analysis into the elsmentary propo-
sitions of whioh they are composed., As Pitcher declares,

* For this and all submequent ssterisks appearing in brackets within X
quotations, pleass refer to the Author's Note op p. 118,

)
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. One important feature of Wittgenstein'!s picture theory ‘
. of propositions should be borne in mind, if we are to ‘
realize that certain apparent objections to it are not |
really damaging, It might be objected, for example, "that |
the theory is incompatible with other things Wittgenstein : }
has sald. If a proposition is a pioture of a fact, then <
every word or phrase in it must direotly stand for some=- ‘
thing, as every note in the musical score direotly stands l
for a partioular sound; and so in the proposition *The
author of Waverly is Scotch," the phrase 'the author of
- Waverly! must directly represent some object. But |
B according to the theory of definite descriptions, accepted "
by Wittgenstein, this is not the case. Furthermors, it
is absurd to suggest that in the proposition "The average i
American male likes baseball," the subject phrase
directly names an object, ns the picture theory would i
require it to. These and other objections to the picture
theory are at once swept away by Wittgenstein's insistence
that propositions as ordinerily expressed are not, in
that form, pictures of the situations they describe, [*)
In the strictest sense, it is only elementary propositions,
those consisting ontirely of names, that are pictures of
situations, But when any other kind of proposition is
completely analyzed into elementary propositions—-i,e.,
when its true nature eas a truth-function of elementary
propositions is fully exhibited-—then it, too, is &
pieture of the situation it describes.,. And even then,
the non-elementary proposition depiots something only
¢ in virtue of the faot that its component elementary
propositions do so. 22 .

2 Wittgenatein argued in the Tractatus that the fact that there are

elementary propositions necesaitates that there muet bo objeots which serve as

o

the bearers of the names of which the elementary propositions are composed.
If there were no such objeots, Wittgenstein argued, elementary propositions
would consist of terms which are meeningless and would thus be meaningless

themselves, Because any meaningful language must have its foundetion in nemes,

"

and because the meaningsof all propositions depend on elementary propositions,
it would then follow that there could be no meaningful propositions, As
- Wittgemstein stated in the Tractatus,

£,2211  Even if the world is infinitely ccmplex, so
that every fact consists of infinitely meny states

O . |
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of affeirs and every state of affairs is ocomposed
S bo objects and states of atfaires B

Wittgenstein followed Russell's lead in maintaining that a name must
denote something simple, A term which qualifies as a name, is one which is
unanalyzable, and not verbally definable. Yet it could be & term which is
defined ostensively, by pointing, saying, "This is & _____.* This type of
definition applies when the term denotes something .observable, For Wittgen-
stein, as for Russell, a nsme must denote something simple, that is, aomething
without components of any kind., When Wittgenstein used the term"object,' ho
used it to draw attention to the fact that the denotation of a name is something ‘
simple,

At the time he wrote the Tractatus, Witigenstein meintained that in order
for any term which is not a logical constent to have meaning, the term must
refer Lo en existent object. The term must either direstly or indirectly
designate a thing or a group of things which actually exist. Further, in order
for a proposition to be considered meeningful, its constituents must be terms
that have meaning. According to this view, a proposlition is moaningful only
if 1its const;ltuenta refer to existing objects, But this account raises serious
problems, Take, for example, the proposition, ‘Horatio is Hamlet's best friend.!
Does the Tractatus imply that we must regard such a proposition as "meaningleuvs®
because we are unable to establish the existence of an object wvhich corresponds
%o the proper name 'Horatio'? It seems that the Tractatus account of language
does not avoid this problem.

V¥herees a nsme mast have an object ocorresponding to it in order for it to
have meaning, e proposition need not have a corresponding "fact" or arrangement

o o
.

of objects, in order for it to have a sense, Propositions are not names desig-

-

el

-
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L
nating facts or existing states of affairs, Yet the sense of a proposition cun

be regarded as the situation it describes, ]

4,031 In a proposition a situation is, as it were,

constructed by way of experiment.
Instead of, 'This proposition has such and
such a sense', we can simply say, 'This proposition
represents such and such a situation®.

One might wish to interject that the above passage negates the possibility of |
false propositions, AXthough it might appear that it does, this passage caen be {
reconclled with the existence of false propositions by the fact that when ‘
Wittgenstoj:n referred to e 'uitua‘bion,' he wes referring to a mere possible
state of affairs, that is, one that is not necessarily actual, As Wittgenstein
stated,

2,06 The existence and non-existence of states of affairs

is reality, .

. (We also call the existence of states of affairs
a positive fact, and their non-existence e negative fact,)

25

Reality includes not only "positive facts,” but "negative facts" as well.

Positive facts represent existing states of affairs, while negative facts

dedignate nonactual states, George Pitcher asserts that Wittgenstein's view

attributed to nonactusl states of belng, "s shadowy kind of being.® 26 Although

full existenoce is not attribtuted to nonexistemt situations, some form of

"subsistence in a strange reelm of nonexistence® is considered or predicated

of them, 27
According to the M view, the “world" is ocomposed exclusively of all

positive stomic facts, whereas "reality® is inclusive of all facts, whether

- !

positive or negative, PFrom s superficial standpoint, it might appear that there ’
3

is some imoonsistency in Witigemstein's account of the contrast between Ythe K
. %
world! and "reality.’ The following statement might be regarded as confusing, E?;
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' c ) when evaluated in light of other statements appearing in the Tractatus:
2,063 The sum-total of reality is the world. 28

The above passage would scem to imply that the world, too, consists of both
posltive and negntive facts, One possible way of interpreting this statement,

however, is that which is suggested by James Griffin, namely that if all

positive facts are given, the totality of negative facts are also given, in that
the latter ia entailed by the former. It oould‘ be that positive and negative
facts are, at least in one sense, inseparable. This could be maintained in
conjunction with the premise that only positive atomic facts comprise parts of
. the world, 29

B Positive and negative facts can'be represented by propositib;'zﬁ‘. Propo=- .

sitions, acoording to the Tractatus view, represemt not mere spatial pictures,

but "logical pictures" of reality as we imagine rqality.' Further, in & plcture
ther; miat be as ‘many parts me there mare in that which is represented b;r, the )
picture, This holds also of propositions. Propesitions, lilce' spatial pilotures,
show us what they repr.esent. In a menner similar to that in which a plcture
shows what it represents, so

b 022 A proposition shows its sense. -
Yot it should be pointed out that the proposition does not "represent" its

' sense, With this in mind, it seems reasonable to desoribe the similarities of

plotures and propositions as Geprge Pltcher does in the following passages

A ploture has just the features which we noted a propo=- ‘
sition has. It represents some situation beyond itself, ‘
snd I can tell which situation it is merely by loolking -
at the picture, XNo one nsed explain to me what situation !
it depiots; I can "read it off" from the piocture itself, 31 :

According to the picture theory of meaning, non-elemsntary propesitions

ploture a stite of affairs only upon enalysis. ~Only by virtue of the .fact that

w
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‘ their component elementary propositions depict states of affairs, can the non-

' elementary complex propositions be said to serve as piotures, In order to gain .
a clear understanding ?f the manner in which propositions serve as pictures, it
is necessary to clarify the nature of elementsry propositions.

Tho concept of an elementary proposition put forth in the Traotatus
mintains that an elementary proposition is more than a mere seriea of names,
An elementary proposition can more appropriately be thought of as & "nexus® or
concatenation of names arranged in a significant marmer. As Wittgenstein said
of a propositional signs

3e14 . What constitutes a propositional sign is that

in it its olements (the words) stand in a determinate re-

lation to one another, -
H

A propositional sign is a fact, J2 / .
This should make it clear that an elementary proposition is no mere "list" of

nemes nor is the sign of an elementary proposition. Take, for exemple the

5

proposition "aRb." According to this proposition, object "a¥ stands in *R*

- . relation to object "b.,® Because the propositional sign has ink marks and/or

sounds as its compo;xents y 1t 1s much more like an ordinsry pioture than the
prol;oai"tion itself's An even more aoccurate way of stating the case xas provided
in the Tractatus: ‘ . ~

° 3.1432 Instead of, 'The complex sign "aRb* ao.ya that

a stands to b in the relation R', we ought to
put, !That %a" s?gnda to "b" in a certain relation

says that aRb'.
Oomrem’a.on dictates that the signs which together compose the sign of the
propositien must be placed in an order which correlates with the order of their

PNt

Wwﬁmnffﬁeu. A mere group of mlu on paper does

not in itself comstitute o pioture. A picture of a possible aituation is
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. constituted by such an arrangement only if the elements of the arrengement

correspond to certein actual objects. As Wittgenstein stated, b,

¥

2.15144. The pictorial relationship consists of

the corrgﬁationﬁ of the picture's elements with

things.
Furthermore, the marks which taken together form the viailble sign of the propo-
; sition must be placed intentionally in‘that manner by some conscious agent,
ﬁ The group of marks is not,‘in itself, a picture of eny kind. Indeed, the very
concept of a "picture" entails a set of marks which have been arranged in a
determinate manner for a specific reason, namely that of representing a possiblo
situation.

It should be kept in mind that a proposition constitutes more than a mere
pictu?e; it constitutes what Pitcher refers to as “a'definite representational

E plcture,” 55 Every proposition is, according to the Tractatus view, a definite

representational picture of a specifiic determinate situation. The propositién

is constituted in the projective relationship of the propositional sign to the
_ situation described. The propositional sign tekes on the projective relation-
B ship to the world when its sense becomes thought out. As Wittgenstein
desoribed our use of the péroeptlble sign of a prc;poaitionx

Je11 We use the perceptible sign of a proposition

: K- (spoken or written, etc.) as a projection of a
- : possible situation,

The method of projeoté? is to think out the
sense of the proposition,

In this way, the process whereby the semse of the proposition becomes thought
out a.otup.lly( oonstitutes the use of the propositional sign to represent a
definite situation. In the case that the proposition is an elementary one
(one having an "atomio fact” as its corresponding situation), thinking out the

» N
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sense of the proposition will involve the following: (1) using each component
of the propositional sign as designating one specific object; and (2) intending
to convey that the arrangement of those objeocts has the same structure as that
of the proposition., As George Pitcher illusirates,
So when I write down or utter an elementary propositional
sign, and at the seme time mean by it that cortain definite
objects are arranged in a certain definite way, I am
thereby thinking the sense of the proposition, and using
the propositional sign to expreas the proposition. It
is only in this way that it is %7pioture of one specific
state of affairs end no other.
Only in so far as a proposition is a picture can it be regarded as
"stating® something, As the author of the Tractatus declared,

A proposition stetes something only in so far as it
is a picture,

A diffioculty arisez here. If a proposition is by definition a picture, it
would seem redundant for Wittgenstein to make the above statement, ‘There is,
however, another msmmer in which the above passage could be interpreted.
George Pltcher suggests that the above statement be interpreted as if it

were as follows: YA proposition states something definite only in so far es

it is e picture.,® 7 Becauss Wittgenstein held that propoeitions have the
objective of pointing beyond themselves by describing definite situations, he
considered propositions as "baving content,® or saying scmething definite, only
by virtue of thoir‘capac:lty to provide a ploture of a possible situation.
According to Wittgenstein, if a sign does not behave as if it had meening,
it is meaningless, Take for example, ‘tho phrase !Soorates is identicsl.'! It
is evident that the word 'idemtical'! as it eppesrs in the above passage is
meaningless, beoause the phrase in which 1t appears does not qualify as a

_ proposition. It does not qualify as s proposition, becsuse it does not allow
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o manner of determining the meaning of 'identical' in some particuler combina-

tion. The Tractatus view of meaning mekes it evident that, ultimately, it is
not from the sipgn itself that we infer its meaning, but instead, it is from its
application,
3.262 What signs fail to expresa, their application

shows, What s}‘gza slur over, their application

soys clearly.
Even more explicit 1s his statement that *In order to recognize a symbol By its
sign, we must observe how it is used with a sense,” ! The above passdges make

it evident that the "meaning es use® criterion, which was not explicitly con-

veyed until Wittgenstein's later works, was worked out in a somewhat embryonic

- form in the earlier Tréctatus.

This foreshadowing of the later conception is further manifested in the
fact that the Tractatus provides an explanation for the possibility of epplying
one and the same sign for two different symbols,  In the mame way that a prope-
sition, in its projective relation to a state of effairs, becomes a propo-
sitional sign, so a name, in its projective relation to a specific object,
becomes *an elementary sign®——that is, one that stands for an object, The
distinotion between symbol and ;1@ consists in the fact that whereas we can
perceive the sign, we canmot perceive symbols. One and the same sign can be
utilized to designate two different symbols, As Wittgenstein stated, -

5.521 S0 one and the same sign (written or spoken,
etc,.) can be common to two different symbols—in
which case they will signify in different ways, 42,
The above passage definitely represents a foreshadowing of the "meaning as use'
approach, more clearly formuilated in Wittgenstein's later witinéa. It and |
many other passages in the Tractatus make it evident that s name has meaning
only in the nexus of & proposition. If a sign can be common to two or more

et
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{ ‘ symbols, then the manner in which the sign is being used must be designated by
the enl‘tire ocontext, T}}is includes not only the linguistic setting in which the
sign oocurs, but also the extra-linguistic, soci'al context in which the sign is
used, The emphasis on the use of a term and on the context in which its use
ocours was o becom;a one of the watchwords of the later writings.

¢ Although Witigenstein continued to pursue ‘l:.ho exploration of the applice-
tion of terms in éearching for their meanings, the process whereby he proceeded
toward his later cor;ception of language involved conslderable snalysis and

oriticism on his part, of some of the very notions he had put forth in the

Trectatus logico-Philosophicus. In addition, his later writings were conoerned

with the criticism of several theories of meaning which had been pi‘eviously

proposed by other philosophers, It will be the purpose of the next chapter to

expound upon some of those theories, end to eval;g}’ Wittgensteinls criticisms
’ ! 4

of them,
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CHAPTER II

WITTGENSTEIN'S OPPOSITION TO
MENTALISTIC CONCEPTIONS OF MEANING

~
In evaluating Wittgénatein'a reasons for rejecting mentalistic accounis of
the nature of meening, it is lmportant to note the extent to which Wittgenstein
was influenced by Frege!s concept of language. One aspect of his approach,

which seems to have arisen directly from Frege's influence, was the attempt to

draw the distinction between the psychological eand the loglecal, the subJective ‘
and the objective. Of relevance to the present topic is the following passage

from Frege's Tho Foultdations of Arithmetics

In the enquiry that follows, I have kept to three
fundamental principless ‘

always to separate sharply the psychological from
the logloal, the subjective from the objective;

never to msk for the meaning of a word in isolation,
tut only in the context of a proposition;

never to lose sight of yhe distinotion between
concept and object. !

In complience with the first rule, I have used the
word "idea' alwaya in the psychological sense, and
have distinguished ideas from concepts and from objects,

If the second ruls is not observed, one-is almost

forced to take as the meanings of words mental pictures

or acts of the 1ndividuﬁe nind, end so to offend against
the first rule as well,

This anti-psychological bias, whioh seems to have permeated Prege's writings,

v
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appoars to have been highly influential in Wittgemstein's philosophy of
language, Wittgenstein reiterated what Frege, before him, had stressed, namely
the distinction between concept and idea, interpreting the latter as some kind
of image or psychological phenomena.,

Throughout his writings (even in the earlier Tractatus), Witigenstein
rejected all arguments that posit meaning as a mentalistic event or process
accompenying the utterance of a word., In his .later works, his oppositlon to
mentalistic arguments becomes more explicit. In the Blue Book, Witigenstein
drew attention to the error involved in the argument that the mind is like e
reservoir in which the meanings of ‘words are collected, To quote an illus-
trative metaphor which appears in that work:

The fault which in all our reasoning about these matters
we are inolined to meke is to think that images and
experiences of all sorts, which are in some sense closely
connected with each other, must be present in our mind at
the seme time. If we sing a tune we know by heart, or
say the alphabet, the notes or letiers seem to hang
together, and each sesms to draw the next after it, as
though they were a string of pearls in a box, and by
pulling out one pearl I pulled out the one following it.

Now there is no doubt that, having the visual image of
& 8tring of beads being pulled out of a box through a hole
in the 1id, we 'should be inclined to sayt "These beads must
all have been together in the box before®., But it is easy
to see that this is making a hypothesis., I should have
bad the same image if the beads had gradually come into
existence in the hole of the lid. We easily overloock
the distinction between stating a conscious mental event,
and making a hypothesis about what one might call the
mechanism of the mind. All the more as such hypotheses
or plotures of the working of our mind are embodied in
many of the forms. of expression of our everyday language. 2

In the Blue Book, Wittgenstein made it evident that in usm;ﬁng the existence
of some mental pattern or set of patterns as being prior to the linguistic

uttersnce, or singing of a tune, we are confusing the utierance or perf‘ormanoe
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t with a kind of recorded form of the pattern, such as that of a gramophope

record,

] Ask yourself such a question ast ' "How long does it

{ take to lmow how to go on?" Or is it an inatantaneous
process?! Aren't we making a mistake like mixing up the
existence of e gramophone record of a tune with the

F existence of the tune? And aren't we assuming that
whenever & tune passes through existence there must be
some sori of gramophone record of it from which it is
played? b

We are frequently misled by the commonly asserted phrase 'to express an
iden before one's mind.! This phrase seems to presuppose that the "idea before
one's mind," is there prior to its being acknowledged end expressed. Furthermore,
the phrase seems to involve the presumption that the idea is formulaeted in some
kind of "mental language,” and that the task at hand is that of translating the

idea from the mental language into verbal language, as if the idea were alrocady

expressed but in a different lenguage.

Wittgensteln sought to show that it is unnecessary to sssume the ocourcnce
of mentalistic events preceding or accompanying the utterance of words. Noth-
ing is gained by presuming the intervention of a shadow between the expression
of a thought and the reality with whioh it is concerned, The sentence itself
is the ploture of reality, As Wittgenstein asserted in the Blue Book,

Let us nov revert to the point #ere we sald that we
gained nothing by essuming that a shadow must intervene
between the expression of our thought and the reality
with which our thought is concerned. We said that if we
wanted e pioture of reality the sentence itself is 4
such & pictire (though not a ploture by similarity).
Bmo of the suggestions prcncnted in the Blue Book seem to indiocate the
" possibility or probability that the prooesses invojved in spesiing and
simultaneously meaning what one spesks® and 'spesking thoughtlessly,® might
not be distinguished by something which accompenies the utterance at the time
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it is spoken., Rather, the distinction may very well reside in \;:hat happens
either bdefore or after the utterance of the expreseion. In response to the
question as to whether we cen speak a sentence in the absence of the mental
process ordiria.rily assumed as acocompanying the utterance of the sentence,
Wittgenstein replied,

Speaiing a sentenoce without thinking consists in switching

on speech and switching off certain accompaniments of

speech,

The experience of thinking out the content of a propositlion may be one
u;d the same as the experience of asserting the expreseion: It might also
consist of this experience in addition to othors. If we look carefully et the
use of such expressions es 'thinklng,' ‘meaning,' and ‘wishing,! we discover
that there is nothing about the use of such expressions t};e.t necessitatos our
essuming a "peculiar act of thinking," which is independent of the act of
expressing our thought. There is no reason to suppose the existence of an
independent act of thinking "stowed away in some peculiar medium.” 6
One reason for Wittgenstein's opposition to mentalistic conceptions of

meening, was his rocogxif:ion that it would be entirely possible for us to
respond to linguistio uttata;acea in the appropriate manner without having
recourse to mental images, Wittgenstein perceptively drew attemtion to the
possibilily that what we consider appropriate responses to the utterance of
certain types of phrases, could ocour in the absence of mental images usually
®esociated with the utterances. This indicates that it is unnecessaery to
assume the ococurrencs of a mentalistic activity within the mind of the person
hearing the utterance of the phrase. In the Brown Book, Wi.:ttgemto.'m suggeaﬂad

that
"¢ the training could bring it about that the idea or
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image~-automatically--arose in B's mind, why shouldn't

it bring about B's actions without the intervention of

an image? , . . Bear in mind that the image which ia

brought up by the word is not arrived et by a rational

process ., . o but that this case is strictly comparable

with that of a mechanism in which a button is pressed

and en indiecator plate mappears, In fact this sort of

mechanism can be used instead of that of amsaociation.

Montal images of colours, shapes, sounds, etc., etoc.,

which play a role in communication by means of language

wo put in the same category with patches of colour

actually seen, sounds heard.
Wittgenstein thus recognized that the mere discovery of an image does not
guffioe as the end of the search for medning. The image needs something ‘beside
it. This is bocause the image is susceptible to variability of interpretation.
One oxamplé of the discrepancy between the image and the expected response
would be the following: Suppose someone saya to another, *Point to a cube,®
thereby applying the word 'cube! as part of a sentence. Suppose, further, that
4 composite picture of a cube arises in the mind of the person to whom the
command is directed, yet the person, instead of pointing to a cube (as we might
expect him to), points to a triangular prism, instead. We terid to think of
thias response as insppropriate to the image, Yet, it becomes evident that the
response which is "inappropriate® is the response to the command, and nqt to
the mental image. Although the pioture of the cube suggests a particular use
t0 us, it would nevertheless be possibls to use the picture differently.
The importent point is that the same image could elicit two different responses,

/
one in accord with the conventional expectations, the other differing from
them. The fact that images are susceptible to variability of interpretation
‘makes it evidemt that *thinking" does not necessarily coneist in the presencs
of mental images,

In The Blue and Brown Books, Witigemstein suggested that perhaps speeling

-
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ls iteelf a form of thinking., We are misled by such phrases as 'I spoke
without thinking,! and I didn't mean a word of what I eaid.! For Wittgenstein,
to imagine such a process as "thinking the thoughts of the actual words that
are spoken" represents a neodless duplication., If the activity of using the
language is itself a kind of "thinking," as Wittgenstein seems to have thought
it to be, then it makes no differonce whether the use of the language is a
vocal commnication, or whether it involves the use of signs, either written
or imagined. In the latter case, that is, when the signs are merely imagined,
mental images of the linguistic signs can also be regarded as signs themselves,
in that they fm':'ction in much the same way as do sensible signs. Theso
imagined signs, however, need not accompany the utterance or writing of sen=-
‘Bible signs, and, further, we cannot think of the mind which is operating
merely with *mental signs® as being an active agent in the same way that we
can of the mind that is engaged in the act of writing. If we think of the
former as an "agent' at all, it is only in the sense of being .motaphorice.lly
so, As Wittgenstein declared,
Tt 18 misleading then to talk of thinking as of a-'mental

activity'!, We.may say that thinking is essentially the

activity of operating with signs. This activity is per~

formed by the hand, when we think by writing; by the mouth

and larnyx, when we think by speaking; and if we think by

imegining signs or pictures, I can give you no agent that

thinks, If then you say that in such cases the mind thinks,

I would only draw your attention to the fact that you are

using a metaphor, that here the mind is an agent in a

different sense from that in whioch the hand can be aaid to

be the agent in writing.
In this way, Wittgenatein demonstirated how misleading it 1s to consider
"thinking® as essentially e "mental activity.® For one thing, to construe
Sthinking'! in this mammer tends to provoke the question, !Where does thinking

#®

take place?!, as if there were a particular "looality® in which thinking takes



>3

plece, Wittgenstein described some obscurities of this question as followst

The question what kind of an activity thinking ie is
analogous to this: "Whero does thinking take placoe?®

We can answer: on paper, in our head, in the mind,

None of these statements of locality gives the lo-
cality of thinking., The use of all these specifications
is correct, but we must not bo misled by the similarity
of their linguistic form into a false conception of their
graxmar. As e.g., when you sayt "Surely, the real place
of thought is in our head", The same applies to the idea
of thinking as en activity, It is 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
understand the grammar of thoce statements, And it is
furthermore, extremely important ‘o realize how, by
misunderstanding the gremmar of our expressions, ue are
led to think of one in particular of these statements

as giving the real seat of the activity of thinking,

In relation to Wittgenstein'!s use of the term ‘grammar' in the above
quoted passage, it should be pointed out that Wittgenstein and his followers
used the terms 'logic'! and 'gremmar? in a manner which is more br;ad than
the general use of the terms. Rulon Wells, in his essay entitled "Meaning
and Use,® affirms that in Wittgenstein’s approach to language, the meanings of
these two terms con%erge. 10 Thus, the term 'grammar!? enoompasées "meening”
and semantics' in the ordinary sense.

Wittgenstein pointed out that in maintaining that thinking oonsists
essentially in the activity of operating with signs, we are tempted to ask,
"What are signa?" Rather than attempting to give 'a general answer to t#ia

question, Wittgemstein suggested that we observe particular cases of activities

<//y we would describe as "operating with signs.* This suggestion he proposed as a

corrective for what he termed, Your craving fogﬁgenerality,' a tendency giving
rise to mmerous philosophicgl confusions. O(me such confusion is represented
by our tendency to infer from the fact that an individual has leernmed to under~
stand and apply a general term, that he must therefore hawe acquired ; kind of

-
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conceptual picturp or image corresponding to the term, as o.g., that of a leaf.

In a;tuality, it woul\d\Pe just es logical to assume that he has reteined images
of mmerous pérticular leaves, We ténd to think that the subject has seen
something which is common to all leaves, and we tend to suppose that the
commonality -has been formulated .‘;.nto something akin to a visual imege, as if
it were a Galtonien composite photograph. Thls interpretation arises from
mainteining that the meaniﬁg of s word is e (mental) visual image of a thing
correlating to the word,

According to Garth Hallett, in his commentery, Wittgenstein's Definition

of Meaning as Use, Wittgenstein, like William James, considered the image

theory of meaning as arising from the misleading influence of lanpuage. 1
Both Wittgonstein and Jemes were' willing to recognize that such imnges can,
end in many cases actually do, come to mind as we utter corresponding words;
yot t’)oth denied that images must necessarily accompany the utterance of a word.
If such imz;g‘;s do not neécessarily accompany the use of words, it would bde
absurd to postulate that the meaning of a word must reside iiy an image.

Fot only did Wittgenstein deny that the meaning of a word is a composite
image subsuming all particulears of the word's application, but also he denied
the theory that meaning resides in a perticular "feeling® or experience
accompanying the use of the word, In one of hlsa later wfi‘bings, the
Philosophical Investigmtions, Wittgenstein stated explicitly, "the mesning of
& word is not the experiemce one has in hearing or saying it, . . " 12
This obvicusly does not deny that the hearing or utterance of a word osn be'

acocompanied by a partiocular type of "feeling® response, but the so-called

~"irmer experiences," which can and often do ocour as concomitants of the word's

L el
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utterance, should not mislead us into comstruing them as the meanings them-

selves, Wittgenstein made it abundantly clear that the effective employment
of words does not necesaitate the experience of particular feelings, in
addition to pointing out the pitfalls: in attempiing to de;fino meaning in
this mammer., To do so would be to trap ourselves in an outlook wherein the
lenguage-game itself would appear useless, in that such defining would commit

us to maintaining that without the occurrence of these special feelings and

" experiences, the utterance of' linguistic expresaions does not serve the purpose

of commnication, -

Btill mnother temptation which comes to mind in the attenpt to discover
the nature of "meaning," is the idea tl;ut meaning is some particular way in
which a word "comes" to us, In the Brown Book, Witigenstein illustreted this
temptation by providing en exemple in whioh scmeone asks, "What color is the
book over there?" In the case that the respondent answers, "Red,* we tend to

assume that the word 'Red' has come into his mind in a particular way, which

is characteristic of the mammer in which he had named objects of that color in

the past., TYel on the other hand, suppose the subject is requested to describve
the precise mamner in which he names the color, Doesn't this call for a
different kind of mctivity, as compared to the previous onet On an intro-
spective baslim, we can easlly observe that we cennot immediately account for
what constitutes the particuler way 'in which the wvord comes to mind. And it
is frequently the case that in observing that various words come to mind in m
cortain way, we still tend NOT to think of the ]:o.rgo variety of cases and ways
in which such a word comes to mind. The ocentral issus here concerns whether
using a word (e.g., naming a color) involves more than the mere lxtto\rnnoo of

the word. In order to substantiate the claim that méaning resides in some
4,
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g ' kind of experience accompenying the utterance of a response to a particular
sente;zco or question, the experience itself would have to be verified as
something oceurring in all cases in which the word is uttered, Because we
cannot determino?§§:¥her such an experience occurs as concomitant with all
atiributions of meaning (in all cases in which we ascribe meaning to an
utterance), we must assume that meaning does not reside in some kind of
_experience or process accompanylng the utterance of the word.
Wittgenateinfoited several factors in the tempte.tion‘ to describe meaning
a8 something intangible, One of the greatest factors seems to be the process
represented by the distinction previously drawn by William Jeames, namely that
when we use the oxpressions, 'to say something,! on the one hand, and *to
mean something,! on the other hand, we are referring to two different typos of
activities. One exemple of the manner in which we apply this distinction is
the phrase, 'he said it and meant ijh.' The confusion brought about by thie‘
type of distinction is best dealt with in light of the recognition that the

features which are characteristic of meaning en expression are not always

mental, In the Blue Book, Wittgenstein compared the phrases, 'I shall be
delighted to see you,* with, IThe train leaves at 3130,' Whereas, in the case
of the former, it might be approp}‘iato to qu;ution whether the person uttering
the sentence, actually "meant" (was sincere in uttering) the sentence, it
would seem inappropriate. to question the berson's sincerity in the cape of

the latter, Although it could conceivably be the case that a person woufd
assert the latier in an attempt to deceive another, woe would not, under ordi-
nary cirocumstanges, hav; reason to suspect such insincerity, as we would in
the fc;mor case, A comperison of the two sentences seems to indicate that

( o o —._  when we apply the %40 say it and mean it" distinction to one and then to the

.
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other, we conceive the "distinction' differently in eech case, From this
qualification it could be inferred tha.E‘,‘ although the concurrence of feelings
in the mind of the speasker is characteristic of the utt:sra.nce of certain types
of sentences, it is by no means true that all sentences, in order to be con-
sidered as having meaning, mist be uttered in sonjunction with the occurrence
of feelings. Wittgenstein did not deny that some expressions exhibit the
oharacteristic of concomitance with particular fe:elings in the mind of the
spesker, but he did deny the commonly accepted generslization asserting the
necessity of their occurrence, In this way, he rejected any mamner of defining
"meaning" in terms of the occurrence of feelings, while at the same time allow-
ing the possibility that pome expressions are usually accompanied by such
developments,

Although the utterance of éxpressions belonging to the emotive catepgory
appear to us in such a way that we tend to think of them as lending support to
the definition of meaning as some kind of *feeling," in actuality, they fa:il
%o do so. Although & Peeling or feelings might slicit or be elicited by an
arrangement of words, the emotive response, or feeling, can be accounted for
6n1y in terms of a combination of words, and provides no explanation as to how
(or whether) the individual words which together form the sentence cen be
escribed their own particular meanings. The question thus arises as to whether
in the case that only one feeling is evoked by the entire series of words, we
would be justified, according to this account, in declaring the individual
words to have meaniné.

Garth Hallett, in his work, Nittgenstein's Definition of Meaning as Use,
decleres that there ere two principle categories into which the feelings and
experiences oomsidersd by Wittgenstein, oen be broken, The first inoludes those

£
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feelings which could accurately be said to mccompany the experience of seeing
the printed word or hearing it spokon, in most instances in which the word is
encountered, Moreover, the first category incorporates those feelings which .
often accompany the words we tend to associate with them, yeot do not do so
necessarily. The gecond category includes those feelings that appear insep=
arable from the experience of encountering the word.

The c;riteria which we apply in discorning cases wherein the speaker
"means" or believes the content of his utterance wvary according to the kind
of sentence end the clrcumstances in which the utterance is asserted, There
are-somo instances in which we would consider a particular type of facial
expression, tone of voice, etc,, as sufficlent evidence for maintaining that
the speaker does in fact bolievo what he is saying. Yet it is not always the
case that we regard such mannerisms as indicative of conviction or sincerity.
Witigenstein perceptively declared that the criterion we apply in such cases
. 1s frequently not something happening while the person is speaking, but is
insteed somsthing which happens either before or after the sentence is spoken.
As Wittgenstein suggested, '

Let us then consider the proposition "Believing something
cannot merely consist In saying that you believe it, you
mist say it with a particular facial expression, gesture,
and tone of voice", Now it cammot be doubted that we re~
gard certain faclal expressions, gestures, etc, as charac=
teristic for the expression of belief,” We speak of a 'tone
of conviction!., And yet it is clear that this tone of con-
viotion isn't always present whenever we rightly spesk of
conviction. YJust sof, you might say, "this shows that
there 1s something else, something behind these gestures,
ote. which is the real belief as opposed to mere sxpressions
of belief?,~~fNot at all”, I should say, *many different
oplteria distinguish, under different oclroumstances,
cases of believing what you say from those of not

believing what you say'’. There may be cases where the
presence of s sensation other than those bound up with

-~
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‘ gestures, tone of voice, etc. distinguishes meaning
what you say from not meaning it. But sometimes what
distinguishes thege two is nothing that happens while
we speak, but a variety of actions %nd exporiences of
different kinds before and after, 1

Thus, the difference botween 'saying something and m)eaning it? and 'saying it
and not meaning it? might not consist in anything that occurs during the
expreassion of the proposition. Even in the case that the difference does

consist in something occurring during the utterance of the proposition, we are

not justified in concluding, "B“ecause such a difference is apparent in case
'X,? this difference mist be characteristic of all other cases as well," In
considering the complexities of what is involved in asserting something and
meaning or believing its content, Wittgenstein agmin warned that we must aveid
generalities and concern ourselves primarily with observing particular cases,
As Hallett described Wittgenstein's opposition to the gemeralization, according
to which the characteristic features of meaning an expression are "inner
experlences,"

Wittgenstein'!s varied criticisms of such a view can be
sumed up by ssying that he was opposed to its ‘generalities,
The characteristic features of meaning an expression are
not glvays mental, Inner experiemces which are charac-
teristic of a certaln expression are not always present
when it is uttered and meant, nor always ebsent when it is
not meant; there is no constant correlation, And the
characteristic features of meaning an expression are not
alvays similtaneous with speaking the words. In fact,
Wittgenstein put his objections more strongly than this, [*J
But he did not defend the opposite generalities, He did
not deny that inmer feelings are characteristic of
meaning some exPressions, or that these expressions are
sometimes sccompanied by these characteristic feelings, or
that features typlcal of meaning an expression are some-
times simultaneous with its utterance. He was opposed to
the gensralities as generalities, 1

Ooncerning the problem as to what is entailed in the *understanding of

o e sentemcs," Wittgenstein applied the same yardstiok, drawing en interesting
( .

WO it Eolotian,
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analogly between the understanding of a sentence and the understanding of e
musical theme. It is froquently assumed that music conveys to us various
feelings such as joyfulness, melanchqu, triumph, etc. Yet this type of
account implies that music serves as the medium for producing in us the
sequence of thess feelings, and therefore, that any o/t};o/r means of eliclting
a similar response would adequaﬁa;y/mvias/ﬁ;a’;;lacement. In opposition
to this account, w&ttg/en?b/e/in emphasized and supported the great temptation to
- —~ Bay that music conveys to us itself,

fUnderstanding & sentence” appears to represent a process whose charac-
teristics are similar to the understanding of a composition of music. Arguing
against the general inclination to posit the meaning of a sentence in something
outside the sentence (Bomething to which the sentence points or refers),
Wittgenstein proposed, instead, the possibility that the understanding of a
sentence consists in grasping its content, pointing out that tho content of
the sentence subsiste within the sentence, rather than representing something
external to it.,

In much the same manner as that in which he opposod the tendency to
generallize as to how we 1nterprot what i8s involved in understanding or meaning
the content of a sentence, Wittgenstein warned againlat allowing this tendency

_to dominate our attempts to understand the nature of word meanings (bedeuten).
Although we sometimes speak about "experiencing the meaning of a word," we
should be careful not to assume that feelings and inner experiences are
necessarily the "meanings® of the words with which they are associatod.

There are seéveral "games® that involve the epplication of a word in different
ways in order to experience the difference bdetween various 'meaninga" whioh
we atiribute to the word, Thers are alsc games which draw attention to the
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contrast between "saying the word and expericncing its meaning,* and "saying
the word without experiencing its meaning." One example of th;a latter type
of geme would be the activity of successively repeating a word enough times,
that it becomes to us a mere sound, 15 exomple of the former would be that
in which the word 'train'! is uttered, each time thinking of a different
"meaning,® while similtaneously observing the kinds of experiences e.c_compo.nying
each repetition. Yot the fact that we can enter into such games should not |
mislead us,

If a sensitive ear shews me, when I am playing this
geme, that I have now this now that experience of the

word-—doesn't it also shey me thut I often do not have
any expericnce of it in tho course of talking?

An important question/which Wittgenstein dealt with, is related to whethor
there is a certain cless o),f words for which feelings, or at least the prior
oxperiencea of certain feei:'mgs, take on a unique importance. The class of
words which irmediately c;)fnes to mind as perhaps exhibiting this characteristic,
is the class of words whi‘ch name sensations, One example of such a word is
the word 'pain.,'! By means of his analysis of the manner in whioch we are able
to use this word, Wittger#stein demonstrated that our use of words falling in
thi‘s category (i.e., the %1353 of w&da naming sensations) does not necessitate
the oeourrcncr,o. on the pre}wﬂpposed Jirmar experience,® even though the latter
might happen to ocour or have ocourred. The inner experience, regardless
of whether i/t occurs, plays no role in the use of language. Wittgenstein's
illustrative analogy makes the pcfint:

Suppose ovoryone had a'box with something in its we call
it a "bestle”. No onozoan look into anyone else's box,
and everyone says, he s what a beetle is only by look-
ing at his beetld.—-Here it would be quite possible for

everyone to have pomething different in his box. One
might even imagine suchk a thing constantly changing.--But

|
|
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% suppose the word "beetle® had a use in these people's
® ‘ ' language?==If so it would not be used as the neme of a
thing. The thing in the box has no place in the
language~geme at all; not even as a somethings

for the box might oven be empty.—-No, one can 'divide
through! by the thing .in the box; it cancels out,
whatever it is,

The fact that the "box" represented in Wittgenstein's analogy could conceiv=
ably be empty, illustrates the relative unimportance of the universality of the
sensetion of "pain," as far as its role in the language game is concerned,

s Our aebility to use the word 'pein! correctly does not presuppose the c=lling
to mind of the sensation itself or even the memory of the ssnsation, Even
allowing that an inner feeling or memory of such a foeling might usually be
aessociated with spenking the word or hearing it spoken, the use of the vord
itsol! is independent of such associetions., Moreover, éven if it were the
case that we exhibit a particular capacity only while experiencing a cortain
inner state of fooling, the capacity does not consist in the feeling., This
discrepancy is well illustrated by the fact that in attempting to discover

3 whether someone can play chess, we are not interested in his "inner state"
during his participation in the chess geme.
How should we counter someone who told us that with

1 f -him understanding was an inner process?-——How should we

counter him if he said that with him lmowing how to play

chese was an inner process?—We should say that when we want

to kmow if he can play chess we aren't interested in anything

that goes on inside him.-~And if he replies that this is in

fact just what we sare interested in, that is, we are interested

in whether he can play chess-~-then we shall have to draw his

attention 10 the criteria which would demonstrate his

8,3 capacity, and on the other hand to the criterie for the

5{ 'imer states!, )

Even if someone had a particular cepacity only when, and

only as long as, he had a pagticulu' feeling, the feoling
would not be the capaocity, 1

# At this point, one wishes to ask, "But what about "psychologloal terms"

o o
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‘ such a8 ‘understand,! 'expect,! 'hope,? 'believe,' etc.? . Superficially, it

‘'seems that the meanings of these terms do consist in the inner experiences
o

ocourring similtaneously with their use. To this objection, Wittgona{;ein

%
g~
3

replied by pointing out the necessity for observeble oriteria in attempting
. to establish the presence of an "irmer process® in the mind of the speakor.
"An 'inner process,!'® he declared, "stands in need of outward criteria,? 19

Wittgenstein made it clear that the ability to use a word is not a "process

occurring behind or side by side® the activity of saying the word. Rather,

the ability ae&ms‘ to be more similar to the activity involved in the application
of a particular formula. In learning to use the word correctly in the language-
game, vhat must be acquired is not a particular feeling, but is, instead, the
abllity to use the word in a particular set of circumstances. The gehes in
which many of these "psychological terms" are used, are found by Wittgenstein

to be much more complicated than what our ordinary conception of language

N

leads us to believe.

The criterla vwhich we accept for !fitting'!, 'being able
to!, 'understanding', are mich more complicated than might
appear at first sight, That is, the .game with these words,
their employment in the linguistic intercourse that is
carried on by their means, is more involved--the role of
these words in our lenguage other--than we are tempted to
think, 20 :

[]

Wittgenstein did not deny that certain mental processes can and do ocour ix
relation to our use of a word, but he cautioned against generalizing or
maintaining that something which is characteristic of some cases is charac-

teristic of all,
- .
There is a kind of gemeral disease of thinking which
always looks for (and finds) what would be called a
nental state from which all our acts spring as from a
reservoir,
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Thus, we must avoid looking for one characteristic common to all instances,
and we must keep in mind the rlgle ve ereo assigning to circumstances as we
evaluate an example. The importance we attach to circumstances as criteria
for evaluating someone's M"sincerity" (i.e,, whether the speaker "means® what
he says) is well illustrated by the following example provided by George
Plitcher:

For example, suppose Professor Smith says that Jones is

not going to receive a passing grade for the course, and
that as ho says it he porforms no speclal mentel ect, hasa
no special inner experience, and that he says it in no
special tone of voice, and so on. Ho just says ite=in a
perfectly ordinary way, in the course of esn ordinary con=
versation. It might nevertheless be true that he means
wvhat ho says. For example, suppose one of his hearers

had thought that Jones was a brilliant student; he might
vell ask Professor Smith "But do you really propose to
flunic Jones?" If Smith honestly replies "Yes, I'm

afraid so; I have no other choice," he clearly meant what
he 8aid; and if he proceeds to give Jones a failing grade,
or to call Jones in and tell him he has failed the course,
then in the absence of extraordinary circymstances, there
can be no doubt that he meant what he sald. If Professor
Smith acts in these or similar ways, one can correctly assert
that he meant what he saide=even though nothing special,
elther physical or mental, occurred while he was speaking.
And if we will still insist that there must have been some
speclal act at the time he spoke, we are being mlsled by
grammatical similarities, We are supposing, in short, that
"He said it and meant what he said" is just Mke "He said it
and smiled® or "He saw it and touched what he\{f.w." 22

. Acoording to Pito;her, Wittgenstein admitted that there can be special
oircumstances in which the two sentemces, 'P meant it,! and, 'P said it in s
certain tone of voice,! could be considered as meaning the same thing, It must
be remembered, however, that "in general,® they do not mean the same t};ing. 23
The effort to discover something common to all cases of *meaning what one says®
is simply enother instantiation of our craving for gemerality., In pursuing

Wittgenstein's advices, according to which we should not theorize or hypothesize,
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but should look, instead, et particular cases, we find that no such commonality
seems to be present. But doos this mean that it $s "meaningless" to say thet
someone "means what he says"; are we to assume that the absence of something
common to all instances in vhich the expression is used, is an indication
that "there is no point in using it"? Witigenstein's enswer to those questions
ie negative, He simply opposed the two extreme positions regarding what is
involved in the appiication of the expression., The first extreme position
meintains that "meaning what one says," must refer to one thing, and that
differences in particular cases (e.g., tone of volce, imner experience, etc.)
are more symptoms or indlcators of something unobservable, positing the
*something unobservable™ as "the real act of meaning."

The second extreme position represents the polar opposite of the first.

'meaning what one says,' is used in so many

According to it, the expression
different ways, that it is of no use in the language-game a8t all. Wittgenstein's

reply to this position consists in the reminder that the fact that there is a

. wide range of cases in which the expression is applied, is no indication

-that we cannet know "what it means" in particular cases, As George Pitcher

declares,
{4'

o o o it 18 just enother example of Wittgenstein's by now

familiar doctrine that general terms or phrases usually,

and perhaps alweys, refer to a ra.nﬁa of different cases

which have a family resemblance., <
In emphasizing that we should take into consideration the context of the
particular.epplication of the expression, Wittgenstein thus avoided the
conclusion that e "mental act can never constitute the sct of meaning.” His
position allows that this happens in some cases, and not in others,

*But in the absence of a mental object or image,® one might interject,
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"isn't a word in itself-lifeless?" There is a great temptation to 4think of
"mental objects® as mediating factors, which make “tho connection between
the word end tjie worlds Yet it should be pointed out that 4if this were
inveriably what the "act of meaning" consisted in, it would not function
according to the diverse roles that we require of it in the lanpguage-gamo.
Furthermore, this proposal would leave unexplained its mamner of establishing
tho conncction between the Mpicture” and what the picture represents, Pitcher
points out that a visual image or picture on a plece of paper would serve as

adequately as the alleged mental image or object, In his later writi;xgs,

Wittgenstein realized that en imnge or picture is not, in itself, a picture of

anything specific, but its role dopends on how the picture is used. Wittgenstcin

illustrated the point as followss
Imagine a plcture representing a boxer in a particular

stence, Now, this picture can be used to tell someone

how he should stend, should hold himself; or how he

should not hold himself; or how a particuler men did

stand in such~and=-such a place; and 80 ohe « &+ » 2

That the meaning of am expression or word cannot be a mental object or

image in the mind of the speaker, is implied by Wittgenstein in the following

passages

If God had looked into ocur minds he would not haye
been able to see there whom we were speaking ofe 26

To call meaning a "mental activity® focuses our attention on criteria which are
not necessarily concerned with meaning at all. The 1mportanc? of the details
of the sitt;ation. and the confusion that results from not telcing such details
into account, is well illustrated by the difficulties which arise if one thinks
of a rise in the price of butter as "an activity of the butter itself," rather
than a change in the situation.

-y ? .
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And nothing is more wrong-headed than calling meaning a
mental activity! Unless, that is, one is setting out to
produce confusion. (It would slso be possible to speak
of an activity of butter when it rises in price, and if
no problems are produced by this it is hormless,) 27
Pitcher notes that in Wittgénstein's later writinga; it becomes clear that
oven some of the most familiar and ordinary words frequently have much more
*packed into them® than ordinarily meets the eye. Wittgenstein's remarks about
"pesychological words® contain some important insigh'ts about language itselrl,
including r‘l;he perception +that many words and expreesions which superficlally
appear to do nothing more than refer to one specific condition, thing, or
action, actually lmply somef,hing about other aspects of the situation., For
example, we tend to think the‘phraae 'He is asleep,' describes nothing more than
the present condition of someone, whereas, in actuality, it implies many other
things (e.g., that the individual went to sleep in one of the usual ways.) As
Wittgenstein declared,

¥What is happening now has significance~-~in these sur-
roundings. The surroundings give it its importance,

28

Thus, Wittgensteiq'a opppaition to mentalistlc conceptions of meaning i=
Implicit throughout the earlier and later writifzga. His opposition is, however,
not primarily directed toward the idea that the meaning of a particular word or
exprossion can consist in a mental object or image., He allowed for the validity
of this type of explanation in particular cases, while rejocting the tendency to
generalize that this type of e;:planation applies to all cases, fteéognizing the
fact that many words, ‘perhap'n oven most words, are used in more than one way,
Wittgenstein drew attention to the diversity of our use of tho term ‘meaning'
itself. As Garth Hallett indicates, '

e ¢ o if he [Wittgenstein] showed interest in how the word
moeaning is actually employed, if he meant his discussions

.
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of meaning to throw light on the "grammar" of the word
"meaning," mere description of language was not enough,
Besides describing the way words are used, he needed to
describe the way this word, "meaning,® is used.
In accord with his opposition tog"?xr craving for generality,” and with his
L

desire to overcome the "coﬁtemptuous attitude toward the particular case,”
_Wittgenstein promoted no genoralizations or "theories" as to what constitutes
the nature of meaning, but, instead, observed and described particular cases,
noting the mammer in which we have been misled by the tendency to aasume the
' presence of & commonality. As Hallett describes Witigenstein's refuaal to
formulate a general ¥"theory,"
Wittgenstein did not merely describe what happens or needs
N to happen when words are used; he used these facts to
' eliminate various definitions of meaning. He went beyond
the facts to something else. To what? To a conclusion?
According to Moore (M317) Wittgénstein said of {he word
"good" that "each different way in which one person, A,
can convince another person, B, that so-and-so is 'good!
fixes the meaning in which 'good'! is used in that
discussion." If this was Wittgenstein's attitude in his
discussions of me%ing, there was no place in them for
\ & major premise,

Wittgenstein adhered to one of his central ideed as to the na‘:?rf of
philosoph\} as “'pasentially a descriptive activity, and thereby demoristrated the
inadequacies and piifalls encountered in arguments which posit "meaning" as an

inner process, mental object or image, "But," one might interject, "if meaning
" 18 not some Iind of inner, unobservable object or process, then perhaps meaning
can be generally defined as the object (either conceptual or physiocal) to which
the word refers or corresponds." Wittgenstein's view of language as presented
in his later writings makes it evident that his reply to such a suggestion is
- .
negative, It will be the purpose of the next chapter to icate Wittgenstein's

opposition to this theory, frequemtly referred to as the correspondence or -
relational theory of meaning. . '

.

2 Vigse B SR e

A -

- Ay



FOOTNOTES=--CHAPTER II

{ ‘r;

1

Gottlob Frege, The Foundations of Arithmetic, trans. J. L. Austin

(New Yorkf Philosophical Library, Inc., 1950) P. xC.

2

Ludwig Wittgenstein, The Blue and Brown Books. (1958; rpt. New York:

Harper & Row, 1965) pp. 39, 40.

3

B * 2 v - BN B o NN

10
Kelith
11

12

Ibid., p. 40,
Ibid., p. 4.
Ibid., p. 43,
Ibide, p. 43, °
Ibid., p. 89,
Ibid., pp. 6, 7.
Ibid., p. 16.

Rulon Wella,‘“Meaning and Use," Theory of Meaning, edd. Adrienne and
Lehrer (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice Hall, 1970) p. 129,

Hallett, p. 49. : ‘\

’ .
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, trans. G. E. M.

Anscombe, 3rd ed., (Oxfords Basil Blackwell, 1958; rpt. New York: Macmillan,

1970) p. 181, 3
13 yittgenstein, The Blue and Brown Besks, pp. 144, 145.
14 Hallett, p. 52. r
' 15 Wittgenstein, Investigations, p. 21%,
16 1bsd., pp. 215, 216,
17 1bid., Sec. 293. » -
% Ivid., p. 181
19 Ib1d., Sec. 580. -
. 20 1p44,, Sec. 162,
. 21 .vittgenstein, The Blue end Brown Books, p. 143.
: 22 george Pitcher, The Philosophy of Wittgenstein (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.:
K. Prentice Hall, 1964) p. 260, : N

,
: :
)
zﬂ
: .
‘



23

2l

25
26

27
28

30

3

Author's noto--In .n references to Wittgemstein's Philosophical ;meot;—
gtions, seotion mubers appear in Part I,

Ibid., p. 261,
Ibid,

Wittgenstein, Investigations, p. 11l. *

Ibid,, p. 217.
Ibid,, Sec, 693,
Ibit_l., Sec, 583.
Rallett, p. T4,
Ibid,

s

»




g TR T T

-

N N e
D T L et A R 11';:;’,,? e

51

CHAPTER IIX

WITTGENSTEIN'S OPPOSITION TO
THE RELATIONAL THEORY OF MEANING

“
We have seen, in the previous chapter, that the public nature of language
systems as a vhole, coupled witH the fact that the elements of those systems

derive significance from their application, e 1t evident that meening czinnot

be a mental event occurring similtaneously with|the utterance of linguistic
’éxproaaions. Likewise, meaning cernot be defined as an object or a rela‘t;ion ‘o
an object, Although the Tractatus view of 19.1} age (which included the pictu;'e_
theory of meanipg) hed been, in many resp@ots, ip accord with the relati.onal

theory, VWittgenstein's leter writings have one of their objectives in identifying

as 11licit, any application of the word 'meaning' as if it were something

eignifying a *thing," or external object corresponding to the word. Re jecting
the notion that meaning resides in the "bearer o‘f"‘the name, " l'!ittgenst'ein
olted, as Russell had at o‘:‘me“‘t.,imc, the perishability of ordin:ary objects, as
providing one ground for moking tha.distinotion between simple objects and

the neme for those objects, In addition, perish‘bility provides grounds for
considering as nonsensiocal any attempt to posit meaning either in a neme for

an existing object, or in the bearer of the name, The following passage from
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\the Investigations makes the point clears

40, Let us first discuss this point of the argument:
that & word has no meaning if nothing corresponds to it.-~It
is important to note that the word "meaning" is being
used 1llicitly if it 1is used to signify the thing that
Yoorresponds' to the word. That is to confound the
meaning of a name with the bearer of the name, When
Mr. N. N. dies one says that tihe bearer of the name -

{ dies,. not that the meaning dies, And it would be non-
sensical to say that, for if the name ceased to have
meaning_ it would meke no sense to say "Mr. N. N. is
dea.d."

Wittgenstein's opposition to the relational theory of meaning is further
11lustrated as followss b

55« "What the nemes in language signify mst be indestruc=
tible; for it must be possible to describe the state of
effairs in which everything destructible is destroyed,

And this description will contain words; and what P
corresponds to these cannot then be desiroyed, for other-

wise the words would have no meaning." I must not saw

off the branch on which I em sitting.

One might, of course, object at once that this description
would have to except itself from the destruction,-=But what
corresponds to the separate words of the description and
8o cannot be destroyed if it is true, is what gives the "
words their meaning=~is that without which they would
have no meaning.-~-=In a sense, . however, this man is surely
what corresponds to his name, But he is destructible,
and his name d®es nét lose its meaning when the bearer
is destroyed.~~An example of something corresponding to
the nams, snd without which it would have no meaning, is
a paradigm that is used ih connexion with the-name in the

language=game,
The question arises as to whether the above passage and others like it

appearing in the Investigations, were intended by Wittgenstein as negations of

his earlier Tractatus view of language. There is considerable difference
between objects (or "Atomic objects" as they were called in the Tractatus) and

e more "bearer of a neme.* We might regard Mr. N. N:, for example, as the .
*bearer® of the name 'Mr, N. N.' But, one must ask, is Mr. N. N. an example

of "an atomic object,” such as what the author of the Tractatus had in mind?

b
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The answer toffhia question is negative. At the time he wrote the Tractatus,
Wittgenstein was very much aware c;f the distinction between the "simples® he
discussed in that work, end accidental complexss such as "Mr, N, N." The
following/,pasaago from the Tractatus makes this ewident:

2,02 Objects are simple,

2.0201 Every statement about complexes can bo resolved

into a statement about their consituents and into .

the propositions that describe the complexes comw
pletely.

2.021 Objeots make up.the substance of the world. That
is why they cennot be composite,

2,0211 If the world had no substance, then whether a
proposition had sense would depend on whether another
proposition was true,

2,0212 In that case we could not sketch out eny picture
of the world (true or false). ,

2,022 It is obvious that an imagined world, however
different it may be from the real one, must have
something=~a form--in common with it.._

- 2,023 Ogjects are just what constitute this unalterable
fornm, . .

At the time he wrote the Tractatus, Wittgenstein maintained that complex
things were ultimately composed of simples, .and referred to these irreducible
entities as *atomic bdbjects.” It was these etomic objocta which constituted
the moe.nings of words, Although atomic objects vere not of the same nature
as a complex, such as *Mr, N. N.," Wittgenstein did latér recognize the mis-
" leading nature of his concept that stomlc objects constitute the moa.ninge of
names, As Wittgenstein summed up the mplzicationﬂ of the notion he had pro-
‘n;tod in his earlier work,

46, What 1ies behind the idea that namgs really signify

simples?--Socrates says in the Theatetuss "If I make no
nisteke, I have heard some people aayyﬁiu there is no.
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definition of the primary elements-——so to speak--out of
which we and cverything else are composed; for everything
that exists [*] in its own right can only be named, no
other determination is possible, neither that it is nor
that it 18 not « o « + » But what exists (%) in its own
right has to be . . . « » named without any other detormin=
ation: In consequonce it is' impossible to give an account
of eny primary element; for it, nothing is possible but the
bare name; its name i1s all it has, But just as what con-
sists of these primary elements is itself complex, so the
names of the elements become descriptive language by
belng compounded togethor. For the essence of speech is
the composition of names,” ’

Both Russell's 'individuals' and my ‘objects! (Tract
tus Logico~Philosophicus) were such primary elements.

According to the earlier Tractastus view of language, the identity of the
object derives from the use of the name, rather than the other way around. A
name was cons\idered in that work to ecquire meaning and.use, by being correlated
with a definite description, rather than with the "object described.” Undor-
standing the use of a name consisted in grasping the identity of the namels
referent, But, according to that account, the identity of an objeoct could be
asoertained only by becoming clear about the sense of the propositions in which

the neme occurs, It thus seems unclear as to what the "objects," referrsd i¢ in

-

the Tractatus, represent., That the effort to postulate the nature of these
"objects" is likely to be unfruitful, is recognized by Hiaé Ishiguro in ..
.. - .~ «=..d "se and Reference of Names," As Ishiguro declares,

I have already given reassons why predicate expreasions

are not considered as Names in the Tractatus, and thus

why the propsrties or relations (that are true of abjects)

to which predicate expressions refer when they occur in

propositions or which are expressed by a structure-of the

oonca.tonation of the Nemes of objects are not to be treated
as objects, S8ense date theory will not by itself provide

us with objegts which are common to all worlds either. Each

token sense datum is not only bound to this world but aleo to

the person who has the experience. If we are referring not

to token sense data but to types of sense data, then we are

consldering properties which are true of certain areas of our




visual field, which again are not objects. To suppose
either that objects of the Tractatus are spatio-temporal
things, or that they are sense dats, lands us in similar
difficulties, Tossk what kind of familiar entities
oorroapong to the objects of the Tractatus seemito lead us
nowhere, ~
Ishiguro claims that the Tractatus view, according to which objects
Yexist," shot1ld be interpreted us meaning that objects are finstantiations" of
specific unanalyzable proper-ties differing from material properties. According
to Ishiguro, the Tractatus view does not maintain that there exist properties or
relations, yet it represents s hypothesis about properties and relations, in
that it claims tha?’objects Pexist® as instentiations of "simple irreducible
properties.” 6
Ishiguro states that according to the Tractatus view, the only way of
determining the objects referred to by a name is by settling the use of the
name, 7 This indicates that the later conception of "meaning as use," was
foreshadowed in that earlier work. Ishiguro argues that in the Tractatus,
N\ N
Names are like "dummy Nemes" in that Wittgenstein would not have been able,
striotly speaking, to have required that names "exist,” but only that they be
"possible,” in that we must be able to apply them. Ishiguro argues further
that if the latter is the case (i,e., that the Tractatus names are like
*dummy Names®), then the relationship of bedeuten (i.e., referring) between
names and objects is of a ¥very special kind," Likewise, the nature of the .
objects themselves is also in a special category. As Ishiguro proposes,
If, as I have argued, Nemes in the Tractatus are like
dunmy Names, the relationship of bedeuten or referring which
holds between Names and objects is also of a very special
kind, as also is the nature of objeots themselves. Ve
have already seen that the identity of an object can be
'determined only by settling the sense of the propositions

in vhich the Names occcur., But the sense of an elementary
proposition of the form 'fa' is exactly the same as the




sense of a proposition of the form !fb' where 'f(x)!
exprosses the same property, and 'a' and 'b! are
diffeerent Names, Just es in the geometrical proof mentioned
earlier, saying 'Let & be the centre of the Gircle C,! is
exactly the same as seying 'Let b be the centre of circle
Cc', if 'a! and 'b! are dummy names. What the dummy’ nemes
are used to identify are nothing more nor less than an
instantiatlion of the description or predicate which
follows, If the conditiona of ucing & dumny neme are

the conditions of saying 'there is a so and so which . . !,
then dummy names cannot f'ail to refer to an object so long
as the set of propositions in which they occur makes

sense, Referring to an objcct here means’that the dummy
nemes have use, Whon we identify two human beings by their
proper nsmes and predicate something of them~-as when we
say 'Bernard Shaw end Oscer Wilde are Irish', we identify
tho two men not merely as different Irishmen, end so
naturally their names are not interchangenble., Dummy nemes
are interchangeable so long as we interchange them con-
sistently, and so I believe are Nemes in the Tractatus. 8

Ishiguro's claim is not that.,Wittgenstein himself conceived the Tractatus
names ag essentially "dummy Names," but merely that the manner in which names
are dealt with, in that work, is such thét they function as "dumny Names."
Ishiguro's article emphasizes that the "objects," to which the names in the
Tractatus refer, are identified acoording to a set of criteria differing from
what 1a ordinarily applied in identifying spatio-temporal objects, The objects
described in the Tractatus, belong to all possible imaginary worlds and not
merely to ®this® world. In contrast to the Tractatus objects, the identity
of actusl spatio~temporal objeots is not determined by the "possibilities" of
those objects,

Although many philosophers have been tempted to consider the "objects®
of the Tractatus, as being either properties or sénse data, Ishiguro proposes
that because predicate expressions are not considered as names, the properties
and relations ascribed to objects in such expressions, canmot be treated as

objects, Likewise, sense data theory does not, in itself, provide us with




57
objocts common to all worlds as are the Tractatus objscts, As Ishiguro
sums up,

The Tractatus does not, as has sometimes been thought,
offer an extensional foundation of semantic analysis,.

The objects of the Tractatus are not like things (however
aimp1e§ in the empirical world which can be individunted
extensionally, The concept of a simple object is more

like that of an instantiation of an irreducible property.
This concept was a logical requisite for Lhe Tractatus
theory, and followed from the combination of a tasically
correct theory about names, of a mistaken assimilation of
complox things and facts, and of a wrong and unnecessery
olaim about the independence of elementary propositions.
The Tractatus theory of Names, which claims that the
problem of the identity of the reference of numes and

the problem of the use of Names in propositions aro in-
soparable, is closely comnected with the picture theory

of meening and contains much that is right and illuminaeting
even for those who reject talk about simple objects and
mitually independent elementary gropositions-—e.p Vittgenstein
himself did in his later years,

Ishipuro points out that in the Tractab.xs, Wittgenstein had already
provided the foundation for the romtation of the assumptlon that in our use of -
nemes, it 1; as if we werds attaching a "piece of label” to an object that we cen
identify.

As Witigenstein was to realize later, even if a complex
could only be given by its desoription, it does not of
course follow that one carmot refer to the complex by a i
name, The Tractatus theory of names 4is basically cor- ;
rect, however, in so far as it is a refulation of views ‘

- vhich assume that a name is like a piece of label which 5

+ wé tag on to an object vhich we can already identify. - %

A label serves a purpose because we usunlly write names-—
which already have & use~-on the label. The ldbelling by
itself does not establish the use of the label, If a
label is pasted on a bottle, one does not even kmow whe-
ther the label is correlated with'the owner of the bottls,
the contefits of the bottle, the bottle itself, or a parti-
cular property, e.g., polsonous, of the contents,

. In his later writings, Wittgenstein sought to demonstrate the misleading
nature of his earlier Tractatus view, acoording to which *atomic objects®
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{ ( constitute the meanings of words. In the Philosophical Investimations, the

' notion that nemes signify simples, comes under attack, The following section,
\; ' which appears in that worls, demonstrates the inadequacy of this notion by

A drawing attention to the absence of a clear-cut distinction between "simple”

i E.nd composite’s

47, But what are the simple constituent parts of which
reality is composod?-~i/hat are the simple constituent parts
of a chair?-~The bits of wood of which it is made? Or the
molecules, or the atoms?=="Simple" means: not composite,

And here the point iss in what sense 'composite!? It
makes no sense ot all to speck absolutely of the 'simple
parts of a chair®.

Againt Doeg my visual image of this tree, of this cheir,
conslst of parts? And vhat are its simple component parts?
Multi=colouredness is one kind of complexity; another is,
for exomple, that of a broken outline composed of straight
bitsse And a curve can be said to be composed of an
ascending and a descending segment,

If I toll someone without any further explenation: fWhat
I see before me now is composite", he will have the right to
ask: "What do you mean by 'composite'? For there are all

; sorts of things that that can mean!"=-The question "Is
what you see composite?” makes good sense if it is already
established what kind of complexity=-that is, which
particular use of theé word--is in question. If ‘it had been
laid down that the visual image of a tree was to be called
feomposite" if one savw not just a single trunk, bui also
branches, then the question "Is the visual image of this |
i tree simple or composite?", and the question Mrhat ere its
. A simple component parts?", would have a clear sense——a clear
use. And of course the answer to the second question is
not "The branches" (that would be an enswer to the
grapmotical questliont fWhat are here celled 'simple
3 component parts'?®) but rather a description of the individual
brehches.,
j ' But isn't a chessboard, for instance, obviously, and absolute-
ly composite?=~You are probably thinking of the composition
- out of thirty-two white and thirty-two black squares, But
5 ‘ could wve not also say, for instance, that it was composed of
ok | the colours black end vhite and the schema of squares? And
if there arxre quite different ways of looking at it, do you ~
s8till vant to say that the chessboard is absolutely ‘composite’t=-
Asking "Is this object composite?” cutside a particular
language=-geme is like what a boy once did, who had to say
whether the verbs in cortain sentences were in the active
or passive volce, and who racked gxis brains over the question

‘




whether the verb "to sleep" meant something active or
passive,

We use the word "composite" (and therefore the word
"simple®) in an enormous mumber of different and
differently related ways. (Is the colour of a square
on a chessboard simple, or does it consist of pure white
and pure yellow? And is white simple, or does it consist

" of the colours of the rainbow?=-~Is this length of 2 cm.
simple, or doos it consist of two 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 questiont "Is the visual image of
this tree composite, mnd what are its component parts?" the
correct answer is: MThat depends on what you understand by
Ycomposite!.” (And that is Y{ course not en enswer but a
rejoction of tho question,)

The distinction betwecn simple and composite can be better understood
in ligPt of the comparison between naming and describing. Wittgenstein
asserted that naming and describing should not be considered as if they wvere
on the same level, Naming, in itself, does not constitute a "move" in the
language~game., To consider it as "a move in the language-game" would be
somevhat lilte mainteining that placing a chess plece on the board ropre-
sents a move in that game, To say that something has boeén named, is not to
affirm that anything has been done. According to Wittgenstein, the thing named
"has not even 'got! & name, except in the language-game." 12 Wittgenstein,
like Frege, maintained that a word has meaning only as a part of a sentence
which constitutes a "move" in the language~game,

All of the foregoing should make it evident that throughout his writings
(including even the Tractatus), Wittgenstein rejected the notion that "meaning'
,consists of empirical (spatio-temporal) objects or "things," existing in the
empirical reelm, Although it is frequently thought that the Tractatus objects
are of such a natyre, a more careful evaluation of Wittgenstein's desoriptions
of them and the role they serve in the language as a system, ylelds the o

I
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conclusion that this cannot be the case, The empha.sih on the function or role
of the Tractatus names aubstantiatqs the claim that the concept Of, "meening
as use” was not entirely al‘ie‘n to Wittgenstein at the time he wrote the

. earlier work, although it was far from being clearly explicated. In the
next chapter, we shall discuss the menner in which that notf;on (as it appeared
in the later writings) aﬁorggd from Wittgenstein's earlier view of language.
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CHAPTER IV .

WITTGENSTEIN'S FORMULATION OF
"MEANING AS USE®

In the preceding chapters, we have seen that Wittgenstein demonstirated

.that meanings are not objects ,"imagea s feelings, or psychological associations,

by epplying o reductio ad absurdum approach to varlous poaéible definitions

which posit meaning as something simple and unitary, But if none of these
poseible definitions of meening suff?.ce to explain our usage of the term
fmeaning,! how 'is it tl?a?t we do use the term? After exhausting many other
possibilities, Witigenstein concluded that there remained one characteristic
of words, which is not only apparent in most instances of their utterance,
but also, is in accord with the easentia?.ly social nature of the language as
a system: the fact that vords are USED, anci furthermore, that they are used
in cordain vays within the language-gameé. | ‘

In the Blue Book, Wittgenstein's clarification of meminé, es oonais:t.ing
in the use or practice of a word's applicetion, becomes appu;nt. In this
work, he doolared that *the &so of the word in practice is its meaning.® 1

Later, in the Bhilosoghica; Investigations, he asserted the so~called Mefini~
tion," qua.lifying 1t by pointing out that the notion of "meaning as uso' is
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applicable in a large class of ceses. As Wittgenstein declared in that later

work,
43, For a lerge class of ‘caaes--though not for all—-
in which we employ the word "meaning" it can be defined
thus: the mean¥ng of 6 vord is its use in the language,

The question arises as to whother Wittgenstein's acknowledgetient that
the use of a word constitutes its meaning, should be construed as i;‘.’ :{ts
meaning resides in "a use" of the word, or in a set of gra.z,mnatical rules
concerning its wvarious usages. The iesue as to whother meaning is constituted
in the mere use of a word or in the rule applying to its application is highly
important. %ules cen be lilkened to sign-posts deriving their significance
from the fac‘t that they are in regular use as customs, As such, rules can
function in a "prescriptive" and/or "descriptive" menner, Although
Wittgenstein acknowledged that rules play a crucial role in the use of*lang,uage,
he warned, in his later writings,-that we must not be misled into concluding
that the meaning of a texrm is the rule regulating its gplication.

Garth Hallett points out a transition evident in the comparison of
Wittgenstein's treatment of this tqpic in‘the earlier works and those of his
la.'v;er years, In some of the earlier writings such as the Tractatus,
Wittgenstein seemed to have been proposing that the rules, in which the
éeaning is construed, are "prescriptive,” rather than "descriptive." As a
consequence of the repeated usage of & word according to a specific pattern,*
the rule characterizing that usage becomes incorporated into the word., There~
after, thewmle mist be "obeyed" in the sense that the further use of the term
ms& conform to the rule. If the rules regarding the use of terms are

"presoriptive,® it would be tempting to think of "meaning® es actually

consisting in- the rule sccording to which the word is applied. In the Blue
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Book, however, Wittgenstein argued emphatically that meaning resides in the

“actual use of the word,‘“and NOT in the rule applying to, or arising from its
use,

There are scverBl reasons for Wittgenstein's reluctance to conslder
neaning as residing in the rule according to which « word is used. One reason
is the fect that the vord 'rule'! might tend to suggest the very sort of rule
Wittgenstoin was arguing ngainst, Hallett said of Wittgenstein's refusal
to define meaning as the rule portaining to a word's usage,

Might we define meaning, then, as the rules of o word's
use? Why did Wittgenstein sey simply that meaning is use,
never that it is the rules of use? For one thing the word
"rule" would naturally suggest the wrong sort of rule, the

» sort he was arguing ageinst., And even if it didn't, it
might seem to indicate that ordinary usage is both simple
and perfectly regula.g, whereas Wittgenstein had concluded
that it is neither,

Wittgenstein‘cited the mhltiplicity of weys in which we use certair;
vords, as underlying our inability to tabulate strict rules for their use,
Citing the contrast between such words, and those with "clearly defined
meanings," Wittgenstein observed,

" There are words with several clearly defined meanings,
It 1s easy to tabulate these meanings. And there are
words which one might says They are used in a thousand
different ways which gradually merge into one another.
No woRder that we can't tabulate strict rules for their
use, l
Hallett points out that by the time Wittgenstein delivered the Blue-Book
lectures, hs had abandoned his old conception of "rules.” To quote Halletts
Not only was usage independent of rules, but in most cases
there simply were no rules of the_sort he had supposed.
Use was the all-important thing, 7

The transition in Wittgenstein's conception of meaning ren parallel to

& general trensition in Wittgenstein's overmll view of the nature of language,
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The latter was characteristic at two levels, romely "surface grammar® and "depth

groomar.®  Surface grermar refers to words .in relation to other words (as e.(.,

o

in propositions), vhereas depth grermor refers to the relation of words not
mercly to other words snd to the language system atself, but also to extra=~
linzuistic institutions or "ways of life" of society and the world, The
distinctic;n betueen "surface" and "depth grarmar® plays a crucial role in many
confusions resoprding the nature of -meaning. llany of the smblgulities apperent
in our uac of the term 'meaning! can be traced to the fact that observation

of the surfucc~ gromor of this term leads to different conclusions than does
the observotion of its depth grormar. The importance of this distinction is

vell stated in the folloving passege from the Investijations:

664, In the use of words one might distinguish ‘surface
grammar! from 'depth grarmart. hat imnmediately impresses
itself upon us about the use of a word is the vay it is used
in the construction of the sentence, the part of its use--

" ono might say=--that can be taken in by the ear,====And now
comperc the depth'grammar, say of the word "to mean", with
vhat its surface grammar would lead us to egugpect, No wonder
ve find it difficult to lmow our way about.

A careful analysis of the transition undergone by Wittgenstein's concep-
tion of language makes it evident that not only was a change brought about at
both levels of grarmar (l.e., surface and depth grammar), but.also that',' in
the later writings, stress was laid ul-aon broader and more diverse depth grammar,
In contrast with his earlier conception of language, which emphasized the
place occupied by a word, uithin a specific system or "language~game,® the
later formulation emphasized the ;g‘_g_ of a word, within the whole of life.

In his later writings, much of \'Ii'tt(‘gemtein's offort was directed at overcoming
inadequacies of the very conception of language he had msserted in his earlier

works. He had come to regard the picture theory of meaning as, at best,
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providing only a partial account of the nature of language. In his later
writings, Wittgenstein attempted to demonstrate that the picture theory was
applicable in some cases but not in others. ‘

Another important objective of his later writings was that of opposing
the conception of‘la.nguage as a kind of "caloulus.” Accgrding to that notion,
in order for an individual to utter a sentence and sirmltaneously mean or
understand it, he must be operating a caleulus according to a definitive set
of rules.. In his later writings, it becomes evident that Wittgenstein had
come to regard the concept of "thinking out® within a caleculus as highly
misleading., Yet he concluded this only after putting forth a thorough search
to substentiate or ‘verif‘y vwhether such a mental process (i.e., thinking within
a calculus) actually does, parallel linguistic utterances. In 'Ah% Blue Book,
he referred to the calculus view a8 being applicable only to certain rare

instances in the use of language.
. For remember that in general we don't use language
according to strict rules——it hasn't been taught us
by means of strict rules, either. We, in our dis-
cussions constantly cogpare language with a calculus
proceeding eccording to exact rules,

This is a very one-sided way of looking at language.
In practice we very rarely use languege as such a cal=-
oulue. For not only do we not think of the rules of
usage=~of definitions, etc.,=-vhile using language,
but when we are asked to give such rules, in most
cases we aren't able to do so, We are unable clearly
to oircumscribe the concepts we use; not because we
don't know their real definition, but because there
is no real 'definition' to them, To suppose that there
pust be would be like supposing that whenever .children
play with & ball they play according to strict rules,

When we talk of language as a symbollsm used in an
exact calculus, that vhich is in our mind can be found
in the sciences and in mathematicr. Our ordinary use of
langunge conforms to this standard of exactness only in
,rare cases, Why then do we in philosophizing coridtantly
compare our use of words with one following exact rules?
The enswer 1s that the puzzles which ¥e try to remove al-
vays spring from just this attitude towards language.
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The above passage holds that some of the very philosophical "puzzles" we

attempt to solve actually arise from™fhe calculus view of language. One

oxample of a problem arising from this view is the question What is time?!
\ Wittgenstein pointéd out the\erroncous nature of attempts to solve philo-
sophical problems of this nature, by means of a definition, Imagine a per-
plexed individual who attempis to enswer the question 'What is time?,!
by asserting, "Time is the motion of celestial bodies." Then, upon observing
that this definition fails to correspond with (or is not inclusive of) all
instances of the application of the word 'time,' he decides merely that this
definition is unsatisfactory, concluding that it will be necessary for him to

search for a more satisfactory one. Admittedly, the establishing of a

concrete definition often does clarify the gremmar of a term., Yet it is

. micleading to ask questions such cs 'What is 7' of a sub-

stantive such as 'time,' because it seems to ask for an answer given in terms
of a set of strict rules. The puzzle concerns rules, a specific set of rules
vwhich have been presupposed,

The misleading nature of our tendency to compare our use of words with
the participation in gwmeé and calculi having fixed rules, was again recognized

Jby Wittgenstein in the Investigations. The followiﬁg passage makes evident

. ’ .
the marmer in which this tendency can lead us into postulating or con-
structing an "ideel language"s

e o o in philosophy we often compare the use of words ,
with games and calculi which have fixed rules, but can~
not say that someone who is using languege must be playing
such 8 game,---But if you say that our languages only -~
approximate to such calculi you are standing on the very
brink of & misunderstanding. For then it may look 8 if
vhat we were talking about were an ideal language: -As if
our logic were, so to speak, a logic for a vacuim.~=
Yhereas logic does not treat of language--or of thought=~in

e
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the sense in which a natural ecience treats of a natural
phenomenon, and the most that can be said is that we
construct ideal languages. But here the word "ideal" ig
liable to mislead, for it sounds as if these leanpguages were
better, more perfect, than our everyday lanpuage; and as
ir it took the logician to shew people at last what a
proper sentence looked like,
All this, however, can only appear in the right light
when one has attained greater clarity about the concepts
of understanding, meaning, end thinking. For it will then
also become clear what can lead us (and did lead me) to
think that if anyone utters a sentence and means or
understands it hg is operating a calculus according to
definite rules,
The opposition to the tendency to "construct an ideal lanpuage" represents
a contrast in the comparison of Wittgenstein's conception of language and that
of Russell. Although both Russell and Wittgenstein noted the contrast between
apparent and reel logical form, Russell end the logical positivists interpreted
the significance of this contrast in a manner different from Wittgenstein's,
To them, the contrast seemed to suggest two progremst one analytic, the other
cvonstructive, As a means of pursuing the first, these theorists proposed that
oevery expression wherein apparent and real logical form do not coincide, be
replaced by enother expression, namely one having real and apparent logical
forms that are the same, and being, at the same time, symonymous with the
original expression. The other program, which was proposed es & constructive
measure, represented an attempt to build an ideal lgnguage in which the dis~
‘s
crepanocy between dpparent and real logical form would not ocour.
Rulon Wells draws attention to the fact that whereas Russell end the
positivists lasunched both programs, emphasizing the second, Witigenstein and

his foll;ﬁ'el;'s accepted the first, yet rejected the second. Wittgenstein's

rejection of the second program was due to his belief that the purpose of

philosophical endeavor is not to construoct an ideal language or even to change
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3 ‘n( ‘ our everyday use of language. Instead, w1ttgqnstein proposed that philosophical
inquiry has its central objective in the effort to "show the fly a way out of
the fly bottle" in such a manner that he is enabled to "buz freely" out of the
bottle, rather than being ite captive, ) ‘ L
In order to clarify\ the maymer in which Wittgenstein's later conception
of language differed from that ;\f Russell, it might be helpful to provide a
brief comment on Russell's perception of the relationship of meaning and use.
Russell!s formula had arisen from a converging of two ideas, One is that
"gingular descriptions have no meaning but do have use," in that they con-
tribute to meaning. The other idea is that the use of an expression is ex-
hibited by the marmer in which it can be parephrased, in what forms of reason-
ing it can occur, and under what circumstences it is used. Russell's formula
indicated that every expression has use, even if it has no meaning.
In contrast to Russell'!s formula, which c]iaima that not all "uses" cen

- be worked into the freamework of meaning, and in opposition to Russellls

tendency to compare the expression with reality, Wittgensteinl!s later writings

indicate a withdrawal from metaphysics, and a proclivity to regarding meaning
as being nearly (although with q\l.laliﬁcations) definable as use, Consequently,
Wittgenstein tended to treat "metaphysical problems” as essentially grammatical
problems, Indeed, the philosophical 1n§raatigation itzelf was primarily a
grammatioal one, and had its pu“ipoae in providing a "clearing ground® for

, misunderstending,

90, We feel as if we had to penetrate phenomenat
our investigation, however, is directed not towards
phendmens., but, as one might say, towards ihe J
ssibilities of phenomena. #e remind ourselves, that ‘
is to say, of the kind of statement that we make about
pl/:’enomena. Thus Auguatine recalls to mind the different

@ -
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statements that are made about duration, past present
or future, of events, (These are, of course, not
philosophical statements about time, the past, the
present and the future,) -

Our investigation is therefore a grermatical one. Such
an investigation sheds light on our problem by clearing
misunderstandings away, Misunderstandings concerning the
use of vords, caused, among other things, by certain analogies
between the forms of expression in different regions of
language.-~Some of them can be removed by substituting one
form of oxpression for another; this may be called an
"analysis" of our forms of expression, for the process is
sometimes like one.of taking a thing apart,

Wittgenstein acknouledged that many misunderstandings cen be resolved by
"making our expressions more exact,” but warned against‘the striving after

& "final resolution,” a completely resolved form of every expression. Keeping
in mind the essentially descriptive nature of philosophy, Wittgenstein avoided
the activity of "prescribing" the manner in which the language should be

applied. In the Investigations, the emphasis is constantly on observation.

In the Philo=zophical Investijations, Wittgenstein's central objective was

not that of setting forth new "theories" or hypotheses, but was instead, that
of providing an accurate description of particular cases, The transition
from the earlier view and methodology to that of the later works, and the
increasing cmphasis on observation and description, is described appropriately
by Garth Halletti:

Rellance on the description of many and varied concrete
cases not only distinguishes the Investigatlons, say
from the Tractatus; it also, though less obviously,
connects the two works., The importance of the "sayMw=
*show" distinction in the Tractatus has been stressed.
"Practically the same distinction dominates the later
philosophy of Vlittgenstein, quite as mch as it did the
Tractatus, According to the Tractatus, words are used
for the humble statement of facts and accomplish this
task quite satisfactorily without any help from
philosophers, even linguistic ones; we all understand
what words say. But we do not all see how or why they
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say vhat they say; we do hot all see what the statements
only shov, namely their grommar. (*3 Close observation .
of their use is required to discover this, end so to avoid .
philosorhical problems, which arise from blindness to the
true grammar of words. Close inapection of cases avakened
Wittgenstein leter to the fact that the grommer of the
Tractatus 1o only one possible grammar. But on all the
other points juot mentionod, his views remanined basically
unchang;eds  Underatanding what words say is usually no
problem;'} bl gracping their grarmar requires reflection and
closo observationS] That is why there are philosophical
problems; philoscphieal puzzles arise from misunderstanding
the way ou{ lanpuarno vorks and the way individual eéxpressions
ere used, 0 :

Applying thé procedure described above (i.e., observing and reflecting
uponh thg framar of expressions), in, his later writings, Wittgensteir recog=
nized that the search for an explanation of meaning must take precedence
over the attempt merely to answer the question 'What is meening?' The nctivity
of looking for an explanation of meaning brings the question 'What is meaning?!,
itself, %"down to earth." ‘A careful study of.‘f:he graqmar of the expression
Yexplanation of meaning,' he pointed out in the Blue Book, teaches something
about the word 'meaning,' in addition to circmven‘cing the tendency to look
about oneself for some object to call "the meaning." Wittgenstoin divided
what are generally called "explanations of meaning" into verbal and ostensive
definitions, adding that this differentiation "is only rough and provisional.," 1.

According to Wittgenstein, the search for an explanation of meaning
must Involve observation and description of concrete cases. The prima;'y ‘
emphasis in the later works ‘contera on the idea that philosophy is “purely
desoriptive,” end that the concrete cases, rather than vague and presumptuous
genazjahlitios, are to be the objeots of inquiry, Witigenatein sought not to
impose his own "viows®™ upon his lisieners and readers, but instead, to provide

giideposts which could be applied by others in the course of their own
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philosophical inquiry., But there are many pitfalls which can lead the
inquirer away from the activity of observing and describing concrete cases.
One such pitfall is the tendency to suppose that there must’ be some common
element in all applications of & "general term." As Wittgenstein declared,

The idea that in order to gét clear about the meaning of
a general term one had to find the common element in all its
applications has shackled philosophical investigation; for
it has not only led to no result, but also made the
philosopher dismiss as irrelevent the concrote cases, which
alone could have helped him to understand the usage of the
general term., When Socrates asks the question, "vhat is

knowledge?" he docs not even regard it ag 8 preliminary
answer to emmerate cases of knowledge. ~° :

As & consequence of his observation of the errors committed by other philo-
sophers, Wittgenstoin recognized the importance of what they had overlooked,
namely thet when ve examine particular cases of our application of a general
torm, we do not necessarily discover any such common element as what we had
presupposed,

Furthermore, Wittgenstein's methodology emabled him to recégnize the
meymer in which the fcraving for generality" had been responsible for some
of the errors and inadequacies of the conception of language he had presented

in the Tractatus, The tendency to repgard linguistic utterances as, invariably

having a descriptive function, was one such error, In the Investicetions,

howaver, Wittgenstein not only recognized that description might be merely
one function of language, among many others, but also the possibility that

'deéorip:tiona' themselves might represent instruments for several particulzu:

)
purposes,

291, What we oall descriptions ere instruments for
partiocular uses, Think of & machine-drawing, a oross-
section, an elevation with messurements, which an engineer
has before him, Thinking of e description as a word-picture
of the facts has something misleading ebout its one tends

3, -
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to think only of such pictures as hang on our walls
which seem simply to portray hov a thing looks, what
it is like, (These pictures are as it were idle,)

In the seme way that the descriptions serve as "instruments for particular
uses, " words are, in many ways, like tools in a toolbox. In his later works,
Wittgenstein repeatedly drew the analogy between words (as elements of a
language-system), and t;ools in a toolbox., In this way, Wittgenstein propos‘ed
that we should think of words as "tools," which serve not merely one general
function, but a vide variety of functions:

11, Think of the tools in a todl-boxs there is a
harmer, pliers, a saw, a screw-driver, a rule, a glue-
pot, glue, nails and screw,--The functions of words
are as diverse as the functions of these objects,

(And in both cases thero are similarities.)

Of course, vhat confuses us is the uniform appear=
ance of vords when we hear them spoken or meet them
in script and print. For their application is not
presented to us so zlearly. Especially when we are
doing philosophy! 1

It i8 a difficult and misleading to form generalizations about words, as it -
is to genertlize about tools,

13, Vhen we say: "Every word in language signifies
something” we have so far said nothing vhatever; unless
ve have explained exactly what distinction we wish to
make., (It might be, of course, that we wanted to distinguish
the words of language (8) from words 'without meaning®
such as ocour in Lewis Caroll's poems, ‘or words like
ILilliburlero! in songs.)

1%, Imagine someone's sayings "All tools serve to modify
something. Tims the hammer modifies the position of the
nail, the sayv the shape of the board, and so on."--And
what is modified by the rule, the glue~pot, the nails?--
*Our lmowledge of a thing!s length, the temperature of the
glue, and the solidity of the box.®-——Would anrl:hing be
gained by this essimilation of expressionsl~~ 13

Wittgenstein's opposition to the tendency to generalize is again evi-

dent in his reluctance to consider the "application of a rule," as being
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esgential to the "meaning of a terg" in all cases, Although it might be that
in meny cases; this characteristic is inseparable>}rom the meaning of a term,
there is no reason to suppose that it is a ne;eaaary characteristic of all
terms, The difficulty here arises from the fact that in order to communicate,
we must apply o certain amount of regularity in our use of words. This could
be regerded a8 an indication that rules regulating application underly sll our
use of worda. Yet in order to ascertain whether a rule belongs to the meaﬁkng
of a word, we must first investigste whether the "rule" in question contributes

to the usefulness of the term itself. Garih Hallett seemed 4o have this in

.mind wvhen he stated,

Usefulness, in fact, is the criterion for whether a rule
belongs to the meaning of a word. M"The gume," Wittgenstein
suggests, using his favorite analog of language, "hss not
only rules but a point.' And one is tempted to say that
some rules are essential, some inesBential, in so far as
they are relevant to the "point" of the game, If wve eay
that the game is defined by rules and leave it st that,
then any rule will seem to be an essential part of the .
game, for instance a rule which prescribes th&t6k1ngs be
used for drawing lots before the game begins, 1

To say that the meaning of a word is its "use,® is not merely to say the

vword's meaning is exclusively delineated by ites use in a particular proposition,

A word's meaning can be "general," in the sense that it represents all usages

of the word in the languago, Consequently, many words have only vaguely defined
boundaries, and indesd, some words appear fo hava no boundaries‘at all, 17
Doee the fact that we are able to use words andtexpressions, a8 vehicles of
commnication, indicate that they must have 'ﬂiigd boundariea" (whether we are
consoiously aware of those boundaries or not)? Wittgenstein's reply to thia

question is negative, The following passage illustrates his reply:

68. "Al) right: the concept of number im defined for
you as the logical sum of these individual 1nto;rolatod



concepts: cardinal numbers, rational numbers, real numbers,
etc.; and ‘in the same way the concept of a game as the
logical sum of a corresponding set of sub=concepts."=--~I%
need not be so, For I canfgive the concept 'mumber' rigid
limits in this way, that is, use the word "number" for a (23
rigidly limited concept, but I can also use it so that the
extension of the concept is pot closed by a frontier. And
this is how we do use the word-"geme". For how is the
conceopt of a gamme bounded? What still counts as a "game
and what no longer does? Can you give the boundary? No.
- You can draw onej; for none has so far been drawn. (But
that never troubled you before whén you used the word Ygame',)
VBut then the use of the word is \mregulated the 'game! we
play with it is unregulated,===It is not everywhere circum-
* scribed by rules; but no more are there any rfules for how
high one throws the ball in ¥enhis, or how hard; Ygt
tennis is a game for a®l that and has rules t0g.

Wittgenstein's acknowledgement that there are words whose use appeare to have

no sharply defined 'boundaries, should NOT be construed as indicatmE, that he
2! RS
considered no vords to be aharply defined. Here again, Wittgenstein's

opposition to generalities comes into focus, Although the use of some words

2

might’ be sharply defined (as e.g., words deriving their meaning from the fact
that there are some particulars which represent inatantiatilons of them, whereas
other particulars do not), there are other words for which we might even con-
sider it advantageous that they are not sharply defined., It is often thought

that the characteristic of ambiguity or vaguenesa is a "fault" which should
N

‘v

be overcome, and that a "blurred concept® is not, properly speaking, & doncept
at all, Wittgenstein, howéven pointed ocut that in some cases, the blur}'ed
concept might be exactly what we are looking for.

|

71. One might say that the concept 'game' is a concept
'with blurred edges,--"But is a blurred concept a concept at
allt’~-Is an indistinoct photograph a picture of a person
at all? Is it even always an advantage to replace an in-
distinct ploture by a sharp one? Isn't the indistinct one
often exactly what we need?

Frege compares a concept to an area and says that an area
with vague boundaries cannot be called an sres at all, This
presunAbly means that we cannot do anything with it.~=But 1is
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it senseless to say: “"Stand roughly there? Suppose that
I were standing with someone in a c¢ity equare and said that,
A8 I say it I do not draw any kind of boundary, bttt perhaps
point with my hand--as if I were indicating a particular
pot. And thig is just how one might explain to someone
s what o gome is. One gives examples and intends them to be
taken in a particular way.--I do not, however, mean by this
that he is supposed to see in those examples that cdémmon thing
which I-~for some reason--was unable to express; but that he
is now to employ thosc examples in a particular way. Here
giving examples is not an jindirect means of explaining in de=-
fault of a better., For any general definition can be misunder-
stood too. The point is that this is how we play §he game,
(I mean the language-game with the word "game'.,) 1

In Zettel, Wittgenstein denied the Xffort to discover real, exact mean-
ings of terms, edmitting that in the course of investigation, we often do,
for practicdl reasons, give certain words "oxact medninga.“

467, Our investipgation does not try to find the real,
exact meaning of words; though we do often give words
exact meanings in the course of our investigations,
Wittgenstein sought to demonstrate that the fact that a word cen be used in a
iarge variety of ways, does not indicate that the word ia "meaningless,” or
of no value. His recognition of the varietiee of uses we make of many words,
led Wittgenstein to the observation of what he termed "family reaemblanoea."
In Opposmtion to traditional conceptions of funiversals,” vWittgenstein sugpested
LN )
that when we obeerve the varied uses that are made of certain terms, we do not
find something cormon to all, but instead, we £ind a complicated network of
resemblences which seem to overlap and criss-cross.
Instead of producing something common to all that we
oall language, I am saying that these phenomena have
no one thing in common whioch makes us use the same
words for all,~=but that they are related to one another
in many different ways. And it is because of this
relationship, or iheuo rolationohipa, that we call tﬁbw
all "ianguage",

The above pasqage makes it evident that what ‘appears true 1n the ouse

-
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of one word or one kind of word cannot be generalized, snd considered as a
characteristic of all words, In opposition to the tendency to form a
goneraiization, after observing only ono or two concrete cases, Wittgenstein
suggested that we continue observing and éescribing particular oconcrete cases.
‘After having done so himself, he uas unable tc¢ cite a;y single characteristic

i! cormon to‘all words, other than the facts applying to their use, It is true

;f that some words, when uttcred, are accompanicd by montal images and essoeciations,
' but this charactaristic is not true of ell words, It is also true that some
words serve to.name a partioular object, but this is not true of all wgrdsw

Some words are used according to one distinct rule, bat here agein, this is

ot true of all words. To say that "the meaning of a word" is any of theo.
%l chatacteristics mentioned sbove, would be to classify all words, which do not
display tho particular characteristic, as "meaniggless." But this seems to
be a conclusion we would like to avoid. Wittgenstein's manner of conceiving
meaning, offers the very means for avolding this predicament, by posgiting the
moasing of & torm as its use within not only the context of a particular
application of the tem, but within the wider, more general context (i.e.,
lehguage~-game) wherein iﬁb word has its place, '

It is important always to keop in mind that language is essentially

a soclal activity, a game wherein the uses of words have their place. But

is the grammer of a word its use? It seems cruclal that we emphasize the

games played with the various words under analysis, rather than merely

emphasizing the phrases in which they occur. 1In the Brown Beok, Wittganstein
asaerted that the meanings of words can bes grasped only 1f we look at the
entire language-game, instead of merely looking at the contexts and phrases,

: vithin which thewrds are uttered. The meaning of a word is not the word in
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itself, but instead involves the entire contexi or language-game, The word's
significance, thus, includes what precedes and follows it, In the Investi-
gations, VWittgenstein declared that a word "happens! in certain surroundinge,
end that its occurrence within these surroundings gives it significence, much
in the same vay that a "smiling mouth" smiles only in the context of a smiling
face. 22 The importance of taking into account the context in which a word or
phrase is uttered, is well illustrated by the following paesage:
117. You say to me: "You understand this expression, don't
you? Well thon--I am using i in the sense you are familiar
with,"==As if the sense were an atmosphere accompanying the
vord, which it carried with it into every kind of application.
If, for eoxample, someone says that the sentence "This is
here" (saying which he points to an object in front of him)
- mekee sense to him, then he should esk himself in what
special circumstonces this sentence is actually used.
There it does make sense, 27
Tre emphesis on the importance of the context in which words are applied,
mal:es 1t ovident that the meaning of a term must be more than a mere rule
applying to its use, Although Wittgenstein held that the utility of words
deponds on rules, end that rules themselves must belong to the meaning of a
word, the rules do not, according to his view, constitute the meanings of the
term, From o Wittgensteinian standpoint, wtility is more essential to a word's
meaning, than uniformity, We obviously apply certain words aeccording to

difforent rules in different contexts. A careful reading of the Investirations

forcos the reader into greater awarenesé of the absence of a striot uniformity
in our use of the language. Because Wittgenstein's objective was therapeutic,
in that he was attempting to draw attention to the errors of his own earlier
writings, and to those of others before him, he proposed rumerous exemples t$ o
demonstrate that the language-game 18 not played aocording to strictly uniform -

rules, Furthermore, he proposed that there occur a large number of abplications
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of a term, that are not fully in accord with its commonly accepted usage(s)
vithin the language system. Can thore be a distinctlion between normal end
abnormal cases? To quote Wittgenstoins ' -

142, It is only in flormal cases that the use of a
word is clearly prescribed; we know, are in doubt, what
to say in this or that case, The more abnormal the case,
the more doubtful it bocomes what we are to say. And if
things were quite different from what they actually are—-~if
there vere for instance no characteristic expression of
pain, of fear, of joy; if rule became exception and ex-
coption rule; or if both became phenomena of roughly equal
frequency--this vould make our normal language-gemes loce
their point.==The procedure of putting e lump of cheese
oh a balance and fixing the price by the turn of the scale
would lose its point if it frequently happened for such
lumps to suddenly grow or shrink for no obvious reason.

Difficulties arise whenever we attempt to concoive a system of language

or e¢ven a lanpusge-gome as a nere set of clearly defined rules., Because of

1

§thc tendency to vie‘w ls.nguageAin this way, one might be tempted to say that
language is not a geme, if there is any vagueness in the rules, Wittgenstein
varned that we are frequently so "dazzled" by the ideal of the game, that we
fail to recognize the actual use of the word !game,! 2> The more narrov a
mothod we apply in investigating the nature of language, the more liable "the
requirement of language," we have set before us, is to disintegrate, In the
process of "smoothing out all the edges," we put ourselves on slippery ice.

107. The more narrovly we examine actual language,
the sharper becomes the conflict between it and our
requirement. (For the crystalline purity of logic
was, of course, not a result of investipation: it
was a requirement.) The conflict becomes intolerable;
the requirement is now in danger of becoming empty,==
¥We have got on to alippery ice where there im no frictionm
and so in a certain sense the conditions are ideal, but
also, just because of that, we are unable to walk., We
want to ks 8o we need friction. Back to the rough ‘
ground !

Wittgenstein sought to damonstrate that we must not attempt to simplify our
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notion of the nature of language., In order to view the language objectively,
woe mist teke into consideration i;s highly complex nature., Accordingly, tho‘
nature of "meaning" camnot be simplified.

Although Wittgenstein respected the idea that words can, for practical
purposea be "defined," he opposed the zoneral tendency to declare that we are
able to use a torm, simply because it "radiates" from a singlo source,

In opposition to the depiction of the process involved in a definition as

that of "radiation," Wittgenstein proposed his notion of "family resemblances,"
according to which the various usages of certain terms, form together in a
concatenatedsnetwork, According to the mpproach elaborated in'Wittgcnstoin’s
iater writings, different things can be called by the some term, not necessar-
ily because there is an clement common to all of them, but because of the
similarities that link them together in the netuorlk which they form. In the
seme way that a thread is held together not by one fiber, which runs through-
out, but by the interlocling of multifarious fibers, the various vays in which
we are able to use words, ‘are held togetherlby a network of similurities end
family resemblances,

In Zettol, another of Wittgenstein'!s later writings, the fact that our
use of language is, to a certain extent, autonéﬁgus, is illustrated in a
comparison of ‘thb rules of language with the rules of cookery. 'ittgensiein
pointed out the mistake involved in thinking ﬂF.th° rules of one activity; as
constituting a counterpart of the rules of another activity, Ifhereas the
a;zivity involved in cookery is defined by ita end, the activity involved in
'apoaking; 18 not, 27 We say that one "ocooks badly," if he fails to follow

rules which are conducive to the achievement of excellence in that activity,

In contrast, if one fails to epply rules of & game, we cen, in many instances,
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say that one is simply .playing enother game. This is true in the caso of a
language-gome, as it is in the case of a chesa game, Morsovor, we can call
the rules of lansuage and other éypos of games "arbitrary," vhereas we cammot
call rules of cookery "arbitrary,”

tle could even imagine a language involving the following practices at
. regular intervals of time, the meanings of various expressions are altered
eccording to definite rules, Thie aitgrat&on could ocour at specific
intervalé during each day, or it could occur evéry day. The emphasis on the
application of rules in a ﬁartiCular geme is evident in the passage: "Do
not say '‘one camnot!, but say insteads ‘it doesn't oxist in this game!." 28
This again streases the Importance of the cogtext in vhich the rules are ,
applied,

In order to understand the nature of "rules," one must investignte not
merely the rules in themselves, but the entire institution of following rules,
Does the significance of a rule reside in the manner in which the rule is
interpreted? Wittgenstein indicated that intetpretations do not, in themselves,
constitute meening, .

198. "But how can a rule shex!me what I have to do at ‘
this point? Whatever I do is, on some interpretation, in
accord with the rule,"=~That is not what we ought to say, -
but rathe®:s any interpretation still hangs in the air
along with what it ifterprets, and cannot give it any

support, ' Interpretations by themselves do not determine
meaning,

. Ke Te Farm, in his work, w1ttgenatein' Cone¢eption of Philosophy, draws
attention to the essentially publioc nature of the application of rules.
Because of-the fact that rules are essentially publio, it is not possible,
from the loglical standpoint, for there to be ryules that are private.

Furthermore, the public nature of rules makes it necessary thet more than one

"l
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person mist be able to follow a rule. 8Still another essential cﬁaracteristic
of "rule following behavior,® is the possibility of making a mistoke.

This possibility constitutes the dietinction between merely behaving in a
marmer which manifests regqlari%y, and actualiy followipg a8 rule, In the former
case, it makes no senco to ask whether one is performing the activity correctly,
wh;reas in the latter cmse, it does make sense., Participation in a rule
governed activity involves the acknovwledgement that there is a corroct and an
incorrect way of carrylng out the specific tasks involved; it requires that

the individual enter into ostablished conwentlons. A mistake can thereforo

be seen as o contravention of what has been eateblished as corroct, and can be
recognizable as such., In the instance that a mistake is made, there must

be some mamner of calling attention to it. If an individual bohaves accord-
ing to the rule, we should be able to say not only that he is doing the

correect thing, but also that he is doing the "same" thing 79 before, Knowing

" how to follow a set of rules, involves the acquisition of a skill, the mastery

of a technique. So it is, in the case of language, vhich is, itself, a rule
governed activity, As Faym suggests, -

Learning how to follow rules is gaining mastery of

e technique; it is acquiring e skill. Teaching someone
how to follow rules is training him in a technique; it
is developing in him & skill. Knowing how to follow
rules is having a skill; it is being able to engage in
8 practice. All of this is true of learning, teaching,
or knoving a language, aecording to Witbgenstein. 'To
understand e sentonce means to understand a language.

To understand a language means to be master of a
technique' (P.I, s. 199)., When we learn a language,
however, we learn not only one technique but a whole
complex set of techhiques, To speak a language is

not just to engage in one practice, but to engage in
many different practices, One might say that a language
is & composite prectice made up of a mumber of practices.
The multiplicity end veriety of the practices which
constitute our languago are emphasized by Wittgenstein

3
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( in the series of 'la.néuage-gmnes' wvhich he constructs in
c . his leter writings. 2

_T}le inmplications of the notion of langumge as an essentinlly rule
gowerned sctivity are highly complex and can be understocd only 28 & con=-
o sogu‘eno‘e of a more detailed study ;af our ability ‘c:o function within such &
system, The next chapter will involve an investigation ol our mamner of

partici‘pgting- in such language-ganes. ) -

\
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CHAPTER V

)
LANGUAGE~-GAMES AND THEIR SIGNIFICANCE
! . IN WITTGENSTEIN'S CONCEPTION OF MEANING

¢
The construction of languege-games playoed an important role'in Wittgen-
stein's methodology. In hig later writings, Wittgenstein -prosgﬁtad 8 wide
variety of language-gamés, as’u'means of illustrating‘the manner in which
we are able to meke use of cortainﬁorda end expresidions to carry out
arbitrarily selected objectives. -La.r.mgua'ge-games represented for Witigenstein,

. b4
not preparatory exercises for the future improvement and regulation of

language, but instead, they represented "objects of comparison,” which, when
. , ' . <
carefully analyzed, serve the purpose of yielding insight as to the com=
plexities of our ovm language. In comparing our language sysiem with languege-
games, we find that dissimilarities, as well as simllerities, provide a
frultful object of atudy.
130, Our clear and simple language-games are not

preparatory studies for a future regularization of

language--as it were first approximations, ignoring

friction and alr-resistence. The language-games are

rather set up as objocts of comparison which ars meant
L to throv light on the facts of our lenguage by way YOt

only of similarities, but also of dissimilarities,

Wittgenstein's marmer of satting up these "objects of comparison” (i.e.,
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langp.ag?-gamea), roises some puzzling questions, Supposedly, he sought, in
his later works, to observe mnd describe rather than to assert and expiain.
If this was the central objective of Wittgenstein's later writings, it seoms
puzzling that he was so concerned vith the construciion of such "mini-theories"
as lanpguage games, Curiously enough, ho even goes ans far as to claim that

+ + o W6 cEn avoid ineptness or emptiness in our assertions

only by presenting the nmodel [i.eﬁ, lo.nguago-gmne] a8

vhat it is, as an object of comparison=-as, so to gpeals, a

nmeesuring-rod; noié as a proconceived idda to which reality

must corrospond,

Perhaps the value of constructing languago-garce derives partly from the
parallel frequently droam by l'lit‘bléenstcin, namely the comparison of words
with the pieces of a chess gane, To ack, "vhat is a wc;rd really?" is, in
meny respects, 1ike aslcing Mot is a plece in chess (the game of chess)?" 3
The attempt to understand the nature of one element of a particular gome
;mch as chess, nocessita’r:es that one investigete the nature of the geme itself,
and the rules which defiine it., Likewise, the attempt to understand the nature
of a vord necessitates that one take into account its ;'ole in the entire
lenguage system, Language con thus be seen as an activity, or sefa of activi-
ties, structurcd by a set of rules, Yet the importmﬁt aspect of 'languagé is
not the rules, in themselves, but the preactice of epplying the rules,

An illustration of the manner in which we apply rules was supplied by
Wittgenstein in § 454 of the Investismtions, wherein he inquired as to what
characteristic of en arrow males it possible for the e.rrow“to "point." lle are
tempted to say that the arrow "carries something beside itself," as if the'

arrov commnicates a mental image or message which is not part of the arrow,

" yet is something for which the arrov serves as a vehicle., Ve are tempted

to think of the arrow as in itself a nere dead line, and ’'at the process of
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‘used ié\d*ae{iain way, and consequently serves a purpose. "But what is the
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"pointing" is something attributed to it by the mind of the perceiver, when
confronted by the arrow, Yot Wittgonstein pointed out that it is misleading

to say this, The significonce of the arrov is not some psychical or mental-

-l

istic process provoked by the pcrception of-tho arrov, but is instend
constiffited in the applicuntion of the errou,
The significance of a sign is not the sign itself, or even the mere use

~

of it,\ o a pariicular occasion, but is instead, tho fact that the sign‘is
) ,

cgnnectis beducen the use of a sign and its purpose?™ To this question it
can be roplicd that the use of signs represents a means of achieving
commwication. e know that the use of e sign has achieved its purposs in <
cases where ve can observe that the application of the sign, by tho perceiver,
coincides with vhatever ves intended to be communicated by the sign, If the

sign designated as an "arrow" is applied in a mamner eppropriate to it, then

we say that communication has taken place, On the other hand, if the arrow

is not applied as an arrow (and therefore does not serve the purpose

appropriate to an arrow), we would have no reason to say that it "points,"”
Thet the sign itaelf does not constitute its ovn significance, and

furthermore that a series of signs is not aignificant in itself, is well

illustrated by'an example mentioned in K. T. Fann's work,'ﬂittgpnstein'a

oncggtion of' Philosoghz Fann suggests that we imagihe R, sltuation in
vhich members of a primitive tribe dedbrate their caves with signs that have
the seme visual appearanoe as that of Arabic mmerals, A Suppose further K
that the manmner in which the members of the tribe errange the mmerals is |

such that the series, formed by them, is identical to a set of calculations

produced by a mathematiocian., Each series of mmerals produced by a member of

2
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the tribegwould be considered Mcorrect” by the mathematician, Yet suppose
ihe primitive people depicted in the example do got use these serios of
numsrals es calculations at all., They never use them, for example, in com-
puting how much wood to gather es materials for building & hut, or gow mch
food should be gathgred for a feast. The queation naturally arises as tc
whether the members of this primitive tribe are actuzlly doing mathematics,
It seems that we would not wish to assert any more than that they berely,
display an ability to repeat the series as it was originally arranged.
Moreover, 1t seems no more justifiable to say that the members of the tribe
are "doing mathematics," than for us to say the "utterancos" of a parrot are
démonstrations of Mthe us; of leanguage." This indicates that language as
en activity involves much more than merely reiterating specific¢ series of
symbols, Language constitutes a system of communication, and provides a
medium whereby we are enabled to influence one another in various weys., }llere
copying of signs, even when done in a manner which might be said t; be rvle
governed,: could be regarded as a "game," but it is not a language-game. In
order for us to become clear ab;ut the social nature ;f language, Wittgenstefn
suggested that we ask ocurselves what actually is invelved in the practice of

following a rule., In (S 199 of the Investigatipns, he observed that following

& rule, like the practice of making e promise, or glving en order, represents

a custom, or institution presupposin? an entire society, or way of life as it

. background,

The inadequacies of the notion that langtage is a mere "gystem of
oxpreéiiona, the use of which is structured by a set of rules," are revealed
by Wilfrid Sellars in the chapter entitled "Some Refleotions on Language

Games, " appearing in his work, Science, Perception and Reality. Sellars
y . .
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asserts that although that notion m:lght, upon superficinl reflection, seem
plausible, in actuality, taken as i.t stends, this thesis is ®subject to an -
obvious and devastating refutation,.” > The plausibility of the notion Sellars
'a.ttacks, namely that the process of learning to use a language (L) consiste

in learning to "obey the rules of L," can be seen as illusory, when one takes

into account the fact "that it ultimately commits one to "a vicious regress,”
Sellars defines a "rule which enjoins the doing of an action (4)," as "a
sentence in a language which contains an expression for A." 'From this Sellars
concludes that a rule serving to enjoin "the using of a linguistic expression
(E)," must be a sentence in a language containing an expression for E, and
must therefore be a sentence in a "metalanguage." Moreover, the aobility to

use & metalanguage (in which the rules of L are formulated), is presupposed

by the process of learning to use the language (L). Sellars proposes further
that according to this argument, learning to use a metalanguage presupposes

having learned to use a meta-metalanguage (MML)., But this, in turn, would

‘pﬁsuppobe having learned to use a MMIL, and so on ad 4nfinitum. Sellars
declares that because of the vicious regress involved, this notion must be
regarded as absurd; end be rejected,

Several revised ways of interpreting the thesis in question, could be
proposed as a means of avoiding the devastating refutation to which, this theais
is subject, In an attempt to preserve the oum’ci’all' claim dontained in it,
one might propose substituting the phrase 'learning to conform to the rules .
of /L.' for 'learning to obey thé rules of I;,' in those oases wherein %con- 44
roming 4o a rule enjoining the doing of A(in circumstances D,* is equated
with 'doing A when the oiroumstances ere C." Thus, the individual who con-

ﬁ ult«nt}y does £ in oiroumstances O, would be regarded as 'oonformihg to the

% )
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ebove rule" regardless of whether he had conscic;usly formilated tho idoz;
that he has to do A in C, o; whether he was able to formylate a linguistic
expression to refer to either A or C. Accordirig to this notion, the act of
substituting the expressioln 'conforming to the rules of L,' for ‘obeying the
rules of L,! overcomes the problem of the development of an infinite rogress,
It desoribes the distinction between 'obeying the rule,! and 'conforming to
the rule,! as residing in the fact that w};ereas lobeying a rule' entails .a
conscious knowledge of a rule and its formuletion in the language, mere 'con-

~forming to a rule! does not, In tt\xis vay, the proposed notion secks to maintein
that, in this revised form, the thesis no longer implies that learning a
language entails o;- presupposes having learned a metalanguage (ML), nor that

. the latter entails having learnt touse a MML., In this revised form, the thesis
in question asgerts thz;.t the participation in a language-game does not, I‘rc;m

a loglicel standpoint, necoasiete the delibsrate application of (or obedienco
to) the rules involved in the game. It does not deny that such knowledge could
be acquired ae a consequence of participation in the g;amo. It mercly denies
that the icnowledge of the precise manner in which the rules of the gamo are
formulated, is a requirement for participation in the game itself,

Although in this revised form, we can say that the thesis now d®es not
involve an infinite regress, it seems that it has acquired a new diffilculty
that migh‘h prove equally devastating to its validity, as was the former,
Because it is nov asserted that learning to use a languhge does not necessitate

the deliberate (conscious) formulation and obeying of a set of rules, the

question arises as to whether "language,® as it is desoribed in this revised

/
notion, actually represents s ‘mme’ at all, To quote Sellars:
. 4 What are we to make of this line of thought? The
teuptation is to say that while the proposed revision a
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of the original thesis does, indeed, avoid the rofuta-
tion, it does mo At too great a; cost. Is conforming to
rules, in the sense defined, an adequate account of play-
ing a game? Surely the rules of a game are not so !exter-
nally related' to the g that it is logleally possible
to play the game withoumng the rules in mind*! Or,
again, surely one is not making a move in a geme (however
uncritically and unselfconsciously) unless one is making
it as a move in the game. And does this mot involve that
the game be somehow ‘prosent to mind! in each move? And
what is the game but the rules? So must not the rules be
presen mind when we pley the game? These questions are
both sparching and inevitable, and yet and'f%mativo answer
would geem to put us bhck where we started,

In order to arrive at a solution to the problem, éellarn proposes tha;c
we keep in mind the fact that learning to participate in a geme, involves

. Mlearning to do what one does becauss doing these things is making moves

the. e.” To put it another way, we ought to bear in mind that the
ability to make the appropriate moves in thg game, does not necessarily entail
the abllity to formulate the rules of the game, in terms of a metalanpuage,
.Sollars suggests that we call into question an idea we had previously taken
for granted: the supposed dichotomy between 'merely conforming to the rules,!'
on the one hand, and 'obeying the rules,' on the other. He proposes that this
is' a "false dichotomy," on the grounds that it requires that we suppose:
that, in order for an explanation of & specific aot to'involve "a complex
system of activity," the agent must similtanecusly envisage the system, and
intend its realization. To sey this inv‘olvea main‘t'.aining that unless the
agmft. oconceptualizes the system, while carrying out the specific act, the
conformity of his behavior to the system can only be regarded as 'acciéental.'
If the term 'u;cidonta.lr', is taken here to.mesi "the opposite of necessary,"
we enoounter conflicts with the faot that

e o o there can surely be an unintended relation of an aot
to a sypten of acts, whioch is nevertheless a necessary
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relation--a relation of such a kind that it is appropriate
to say thet the act occurre9 because of the place of that
kind of act in the system.
8ellers constructs an illustrative analogy by pointing out thé followings
suppose we imagine a bee going through various motions, in a clover field,
If we say that the bee is fperforming” parts of a complex dance, we do not
commit ourselves to maintaining that the bee "envisages the dance,"' and goes
through its motions with the intention of realizing the dance, It is Sollurs!
contention that an organism might acquire the abllity to participate in an
. activity su;zh as the one described, without having to "obey rules." Likewise
our ability to participate‘in a language-geme, does not require elther our
obedience to rules, or our participation in a metelanguage geme,

:Sellars' contention offers some support for Wittgenstein's analysis of
lanpuage=games. The opposition to the necessity of a metalanguage underlying
all our use of languege, was an impl.;Lcit aspect oi: Wittgenstein's perception
of lanpuaga 88 an institution, Wittgenstein proclaimed that the point of
referonce by which we interpret a language not known to us, is NOT a meta-
lenguage, but 1s instead "the common bghavior of d.

Suppose you came as an explArer into an unknown country
with a lanpuage quite strange td you. In what circumstances
would you say that the people thgre gave orders, understood
them, obeyed them, rebelled agajhst them, and so on?

The common behavior of nd is the system of reference
by means of which we interpret an unknown language.

It appears that Wittgenstein meintsined that we initially learn to use

s
language as a consequence of observing behavior, It is for this reason that
he oriticized Augustine's theory of language learning.

Augustine describes the learning of luman language /
as if the child cams into a strange country and did

not understand the language of the country; that is, |
as if it already had a language, only not this one, g

.
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Or againt as if the child could already think, only
not yet speak. And "thénk" vould here mean something
like ™alk to itself",

Wittgenstein's emphasis on obsorvation of behavior involved in the
language-gome, as the primary means of learning a language, parallels his
_reluctance to consider the conscious intention of obeying rules, &8 esszential
to languoage learning, That Wittgenstein did not consider the conscious
intention of obeying rules, as en essential aspect of playing a geme, is
indicated by the fact that he mentioned the posaibili‘iy of imagining "someone's
having learnt the game, without ever learning or formulating rules," 10 gyeh
an individual might have learnt thoe game merely as a consequence of watching
simple gomes, at first, and then progressing to the more complicated ones,
Tho fact that such an individual is able to name different pieces in tho gaxe,
is a consequence NOT necessarily of his lmouledge of the rules of the gemo,
but is, instead, a consocquence of his having achieved "mastery.of a game."

One can also imagine someone's having learnt the game
without ever learning or formulating rules, He might
have loarnt quite simple board-gemes first, by watching,
and have progressed to more and more complicated ones,
He too might be given the explanation "This is the king",~-~
if, for instance, he were being sheim chessmen of a shape
he was not used to. This explenation again only tells him
the use of the piece because, as we might say, the place
for it was already preparcd. Or event we shall only say
that it tells him the use, if the place is already pre-
rared. And in this case 1t is so, not bocause the person

to whom we give the explanation already knows rules, but
because in another sense he is already master of a game.

11

It seeoms that Witigenstein was emphasizing that the ability to particip'ate in
the game, involves the knowledge as to how to play the game, rather than the
lmowledge that the game is played in this or that way. Moreover, language
leerning involves the acquiring of a particular skill, or technique to be

epplied within the appropriats context. This would indicate that the clear
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formilation of the rules of the game would be helpful bu£ not necessary, in
the act of participating in the gamo, .

In Zettol, Wittgenstein asserted that the aot of intultively grasping
the meaning of a rule can mean nothing other then "to guess its application.”
Vhen we say that an individual gresps a rule, what we really wnnt to say is
that the individual grasps "how he is to continue," 12 wittgenstein seomed
to have this in mind, when he dictated the following two passagest

303, "He grasps the rule intuitively,"---But why the rule?
Why not how he is to contimie?

304, "Once he has seen the right thing, secn the one of
infinitely many references which I am trying to push him
towards--once he has got ‘hold of it, he will continue the
séries right without further ados I grant that he can only
guess (intuitively guess) the reference that I moan--but

once he has managed that the game is won.", But this 'right
thing! that I mean does not exist, The comparison is wrong,
.There ip no such thing here as, 30 to say, a wheel that he is
to catoch hold of, the right machine which, once chosen, will
carry him on sutomatically, It could be that something of the
sort happens in our brain but that is not our concern.

The importance of grasping the applicatlon, as something which‘prccodoa
the grasping of a rule, was emphasized by Witigenstein throughout his later
writings. In the case that someone says to another "do the same," ve are
tempted to say he "must" be pointing to a rule., But this presupposes that
its gpplication has already been learnt, If this were not the case, the
exprossion of the rule would have no meaning for him,

Oould there be a game in which no rule is given? It seems that Wittgon-
stein's reply to this question is affirmative. He pointed out that there
could exist a game which consisted in "ocontinuing a series of digits," and
that such a gsme would not necessarily require a rule, or the formilated

expression of a rule. Learning to participate in such & game would‘repreaent

’
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a process involving observation of examples, To the group of individuals

accustémed to playing this game, ve should expect that the notion that "every

step of the geme must/be justified by somothing," would seem quite alien, 14

The very notion of "justifying" particular moves in a game, is closely

connected with the effort to asgcertaln the nature of the .game itself, Yoti,

®

as Vittgenstein pointed out, wo sometimes demand definitions or explicitly
formulated rules, more from the standpoint of "form," rather than utility,

217. "How am I able to oboy a rule?"--if this is not
a question about causes, then it is about the justificatlon
for my following the rule in the vay I do.

If I have cxhausted the justifications I have reached
bedrock, and my spade is turned. Then I am inclined to
say:t 'This is simply vhat I do.!

(Remembor that we somotimes demand dofinitions for the
sake not of their content, but of their form. OCOur requiro-
,ment is an architecturel ono; the definition a kind of orna-

+ mentel coping that supports nothing.) 3

If the explicit fg;mulations of rules ropresent devices which are, at best,
”helpful, but not necessary for deciding whether an action represents "rule
obeying behavior," what criterioﬁ,is there for differentiating behavior

arising from following a rule, and behavior representing a vioclation of a

yule? Here, it should)be‘pointed out that to violate a rule involves chh more
\than merely behaving in an unusual or irregular mamner. On the contrary,
Fviolating a rule® involves bVeing at fault, and therefore, being subject to
oriticism. But @hen one might wish to ask what constitutes the criteria for
oritiocizing en individual's behavior as being ®in violation of the rule,” To
thie question, it can be replied that a violation of a rule represents a
contravention to whet has already been established os correct, loreover, as

Ko T, Farm suggests, "to participate in rule~governed activities is, in a
nortllg\wa&{;to accept that there is a right and a wrong.way of doing things." 16
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thother the activity is carried out in the right or wrong way, is not a
matter of individual caprice. On the contrary, as Wititgenstein illustrated,

One would like to sayt whatever is going to scem right to me
is right._ _And thot only means that here we can't talk about

tright!, 17
An important characteristic of language is ropularity of behavior., In

the caso that a certain activity is alleged to constitute a language, wo aro'
not ju;stified in referring to it as such, unless, mlnong\"bther characteristics,
we can observe a certain amount o;f‘ regalurity in its application, I'Iittgenstoil‘q
1llustrated this, by describing an activity alleged to represent a "language,”
but which displays so little rogularity that it would be impossidle for us to
learn to apply it. If we imagine en wilmown tribe procticing on ‘metivity which
"soecms" to be a language, wo would oxpect that the "lanmuage" could be learnecd
by someone outside the tribe. Yet suppose that in attempting to acquire
knovledge of the lanpuage in order to communicate by mesns of it, we discover
that such knowledge is impossible to acquire, because there is no regular
connection between what the members of tho tribe utter, and what they da,
In such a case, it is evident that the aotivi'tyl' under obgervation 1s not o
lanpuage, As K, T. Fann asser‘t:.s,

The point here is that if it is imposslblwe to trein 4 person

to use an alleged language wé carmot say thet it is a .

lmgaage. More generdlly, if there is to be a practice

defined by rules, there must be some way of learging how

to engage in the practice or follow the rules, 1

The ectivity of lea.ming:how'to follow rules represents the mastery of

e technique, the acquiring of a sidill, To teach someons how to fo_llow rules,
therefore, involvea training the 1ndiv1dua.1 m the techmique. Furthermore,

vhen ve learn a Ianz.uage, we learn not morely one sklll but an entire complex

of practices, As Wittgenstein declared, "To understand a eentmc&msana to

¥
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understand a lantunge. To understond a languare mesnc to bo master of o
technique." 19
From this stendpoint, t:ho.exprcssion 'I mean something by these vords!
neans 'I know that I cen epply them.,'! The very fact that one "means" something
by tho words is what prevents the speclker fron 'tal.\cing nonsense, Witigenotein's
explanation of our ability to use words correctly, runs as followss
297, "How do I manape alunys to uso o word correctly--
1.0, Bignificantly; do I l:oop on consultin~ a graxmar?
No;_ the fact that I moon semothing—-the thing I moen,
provents ne from talling nonsence,"--"I moan something
by the words®™ hero means: I know that I con apply them.
I may hovever believe I can apply them, vhen it turns
out that I wad wrong. 20 -
The vse of linguistic exprpssions, is frequently likened, by iitigenstein,
to the act of moving a piece in & chess geme. In some casez;, ve merély make
a mové in an existont pome, vhercas in others, wo provide o paradigh for
future moves in tho geme. Rules are helpful inkproviding guidance end main~
-taining order in the game, but Wittgenstein made it clear that they aroe not
the only reliable form of guldance. We tend to think that rules, unlike
physical, mechanical forms of guidance could not miafire and thereby provide
W
the poesibllity of something unforeseen,
296, How queers I+ looks as if a physical (mechanical)
form of guidarice could misfire and let in something unfor-
seen, but not a rule! As if a rule were, so to speak, the
only reliable form of guldance. But what does guidance ,
not allowing a movement, end a rule's not allowing it, o1
consist Inl=~How does one know the one and how the other?
" Indeed, it would be quite possiBle to establish a set of rules for e game,
in the nntioii)ation that the outcome of obeying the rules would be of a
specific neture, only to discover that the outcome is actually quite differemt
from the expected one, In such a case, we tend to say that the formulation of

the rules was inadequate, and add that the set of rules ocught to be revised .

Bl oW I e, v
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b accordingly.” We therofore must allow that languege involves the capacity for
‘ chonge.

Another important charscteristic of language is flexibility. As essontial-
ly a vehicle of communication, the use of language requires agreement not only
in definitions, but elso in judgments, It is agreement not merely of -
Popinions," but "in form of life." As a form of life, one would cxpect it to
be flexible in nature, in thet it would have the characteristie of change.
This should make’ evident the rcason for saying that it is a mistake to comy‘ro
"language vith a calculus operntoed tccording to precise rules. In actuality,
ve rarely use language in such a limited menmer, It is usually the case thet
88 we make use of a torm, we do not have a specific rule for iis usage in
mind, and in many cases, even if we are asked to explicitly forrmlate such a
ruloc, wveo discover that ue are unable 4o do so. As Vlttgenstein statod,

Yo aro unable clearly to circumscribe the concepts we usc;
) not bocause we don't know their real definition, but because
b~ ; there is no real 'definition' to thaa.. To suppose that there
mst be would be like supposing that whenever children play
vith a ball they pley o game according to strict rules. “
In the folloving pessage, Wittgenstein made evident his opposition to the more
' A
rigid conceptions of language that have been proposed by loglclans:
Reflcctions such as the preceding will show us the infinite
voriety of the functions of words in propositions, and it is
curious to compare vhat we see in our exemples with the cimple
and rigld rules which logicians gzive for the construction of
' propositions, If we group words together according to the
similarity of their functions, thus distinpguiching parts of
speech, it is easy to "59 that many different ways of classifi-
cation can be adopted.
One of the reasons ve are sometimes led astray in our endeavor to
evaluate the concept of meaning, is the fact that in examining the use of a
partioular word, we are tempted to look at specific contexts in which the word

is used. In contrast, we should be looking at the entire lenpguage-game in
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which the wordwserves as a component, In obscrving only one type of appg:{c&tion
of a term, we feil to take accokmt‘ of the fact that within the lanpuarge-pame,
the vord can serve a large variely of roles, and con bo manipulated in
mumerous vays, It is for this reason that Wiltgenctoin likened words to
"tools," which can se;'ve a variety of (T.tmc‘bi-ons, and proposed that wo vcan
understand their "moaning,” only as a consequonce of evaluating the use of

vords against the backlround of the entire languase-game.

B
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CHAPTIR VI
L’ ' ’ 'I.;HE SIGNIFICANCE OF
WITTGENSTEIN'S CONCEPTION OF MEANING
o ' , (

. In evaluating!ﬂittgenntein's notion of "meaning as use," it must always
be kept in mind that Wiltgenstein intended his ecdoint of meaning as a
therapeutic methodology, &s a tool for facilitating our escape from the con-
ceptual quagmires in vwhich we havo been held captive by the sickness of the
language. However, Wittgenstein did not consider himself to be proposing a
new theory of meaning. Rether, his central -objective was simply to provide a
means of clarifying the difficulties involved in some Widely held conceptions
) of .mefming. In reducing 'préviously held cox;xceptions of meaning to absurdity,
‘Wittgenstoin sought ‘to liberate philosophy from the c;’nfusion into vhich it
had fallen, .

. " In putting forth the notien that the uyé’of a word constitutes the word's
meaning, Wittgenstein provided the philosophical milieu with an essentially

: operationalistic conception of ﬁoaning. If the mepaning of a term is its ut:e,
then the meaning obviously carmot be an objeot to whish we could point, nor
could it be any meu:xtal, "nhadowy"y entity which is present in ouxr' minds vhenever
we utter the word. Hﬁ:tgernstoin thought of meening as being closely related

(o to, or dependent on, the functions whioh ere sorved by a term. The emphasis

! ' >
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. ( . . on Mction is important because it suggests that the word is actually "doing"
sonmothing. Despite marked dif'forences in the comparison of the Tractatus
view o'f language, and thot which was conveyed in the later works of Uittgc‘m-
stein, there is a continual emphasis throughout the writings of both periods,

. n on the idea that if a word "does nothing," it is meaningless, This should
make it evident that throughout his writings, Wittgonstein conceived mcaning -
es essontially oporative.

Garth Hallett, in his work, Wittgenstein's Conception of lleanin~ ns Use,

.

differentiates betweon formal aspects of use, on the one hand, and pragmatic
espects, on the other. Formal use may be likened to a rogular patiern of
usage vhich includes rules, critoria, standerds, ctc.; formal use might be
considered as reforring to the place Lin the g}ame which is occupied by e torm,
The pregmatic aspect .of a t‘em's usego raf'ers, more specifically, 16 the
function of the term. The distinction residos essentially in the fact that
whereas the formal aspect refers to the structure of the mannor Jiﬁ vhich a .
word 18 used, the pragmatic aspeect refers to how the term is used in

. particular instancos, and more specifically to the purposec served by ‘bnhe term
in the instances of its application.

Close observation of both the formal and pregmetic aspecis of usago,
reveals that the formal aape‘ct 1s largely determined by the pragmatic.
Although Wittgenstein respected that there are words for whose usage ve
cen very easily state a set of rules, his emphasis, ;n the analysis of explana-
tions of meaning, is alwvays on the pragmatic level, This emphasis is in
opposition to our temdency to maintain that if one ias unable to provide an

explicit defirmition for a term, one must be unable to use the term correctly.
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In many instances, ve discover, in atiempting to define a word, that there is
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no one synonym, or expression, that serves as an cdequate definition,
Moreover, ve discover that there is no one chaxactqristi'c which 1s common to
all applications of the term. Our uso of particular terms can be complex -
enough that even in the cese of en cxtremcly familiar word, it could casily
be that

e o o the part tho word plays in our lifo, and therewith
the languuge-gamo.in which ve gnialo*{ it, would be difficult
to describe evon in rough outline,

It is only as a colnsequence of using a term in mmorous situations, that
our understanding of the "1ife" of a word comes about, and not vice versa,
As Wittgenstein declared, ™le talk, we uticr words and only later get a
picture of their life." 2 This can bo .explainod, in part, by the fact that
the meaning of a word is not meroly its use on one particular occasion, bu’c’
is of o more general, less restricted nature. Mé'aning is the use of a tern
within the entire language system, and therofore is not restristed tolparti-
cular instances, even though in some instances its use might be confined
within sharply def'ined boundaries, The fact that the allowable usage of a
word on certain occasions might be closely rostricted, is thus irrelevant
to the changing life of the word, within the langunge as a whole.

Tt should always be kept in mind that a characteristic featurs of the use
of words is variety, Wittgenstein had this in mind when, efter advising that
we think of words as "instruments characterized by their use," (as are "tools"),
ho added, - '

Of course, what confuses us is the uniform appeerance of:
words when vwe hear them spoken or meet them in script and
. print, For their application is not presented to ug sb
clearly, Especially when we are doing philosophy!

The marked veriety which characterizes our use of words, seems mich more under-
\
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standable when ohe takes into account the variety of circumstences under which
vwe use them, A4s Vittgensteln suggested,

The word "I' does not mean the same as "L.W." even if
I am L. Y.y nor does it mean the same as the expression
"the person who is now specking". But:that doesn't mean:
that "L,W," end PI™ moan different thinge, All it means
is that these words are different instruments in our
language. ’

Think of words as ingstruments characterized by their
use, and then think of tho use of a hammor, the use of

~ a chisel, the use of e sguare, of a glue pot, and of the

glue, (Also, nll that we say here can be understood only
if one understands thzat o great voariety of gmmes is
played with the sentences of our lenguaget "Giving and
obeying orders; asling questions and, answering them;
describing an event; telling a fictitious story; telling
8 joke; describing an irmedlate experience; making con-
jectures about events in the physical world; making
scientifioc hﬁpothoees and theories; greeting someone,
etc,, oto,)

« The multiplicity end availability of language was further aclmowledged by

Wittgenstein in the following passage of Zottels
t
322, language is not defined for us as an arrangement
fulfilling a definite purpose. Rathor "language® is for
us & neme for a collection, and I understand it as including
Germon, BEnglish end so on, and further various systems of -
signs which have more or less affinity with these lengueges. -

The use of language under most circumstences has a purpose, but from
this it does not follow that the purpose of the use of language must be the
same in all situations, Because of the variability of purposes and objectives

for which langunge may be used, we f£ind that the meanings of expressions end
vords themselves are not static, but that they change in a mamner parallel to
the changes in the objectives of the language-game being pursued.
438, Nothing is commoner than for the meaning of an
expression to oascillate, for a phenomenon to be re-
garded sometimes os a symptom, sometimes as a criterion,
of a state of affairs. And mostly in such a case the

shift of meaning is not notede In sclence it is usual
to make phenomena that ellow.of exact measurement into




defining criteria for an expression; and then one is
inclined to think that now the proper meaning has boeg
found, Innumerable confusions have arisen this way.

\

In considering words as "instruments characterized by their uso," Witt~
genstein put forth an essentially opbrationalistic notion of the meaning, ai
. least for certain forms of predicates, In an article entitle§ FOperationalism
and Ordinary langusge," C. S, Chihara and J. A. Fodor had this to say of Witt-
genstein's operationalism: - ‘

It is clear that Wittgenstein thought that enslyzing
the meaning of a word involves“exhibiting the role or
use of the word in the various lenguege-gemes in which it .
occurs, He even suggests that wo "think of words as
instruments characterized by their use , . ," (BB, p. 67).
This notion of analysié\ieads rether naturally to an
operationalistic view of the meaning of certain sorts
of predicates, For, In thoso cases whore it mskes sense
to say of a predicate that one has determined that it
applies, onoe of the central langunge-gamesthat tho flucnt
spealker has learned to play is that of meking and roporting
such determinations, Consider, for example, one of the
lanpuage-gemes that imparts meening to such words as
*length," i,e., that of reporting the dimensions of physical
objects, To describe this geme, one would have to include an
aocount of the procedures involved in measuring lengths’;
indeed, mastering (at least some of ) those procedures would
be an essentiel part of learning this game., "*The meaning of the
word ‘length' is learnt among other things, by learning
what it is to determine length" (PI, p. 225). As Wittgenstein
conments about sn analogous cese, "Here the teaching of
language 18 not explanation, but training" (PI, § 5)s For
Wittgenstein, "To understand a sentence means to understand
a language." ™o urderstend a_language means to be master
of a technique® (PI, ;5 199). 1 ]

The questlion arises as to how‘the operationalistio conception o£ lenguage
accounts for the concepts of "meaning something” end "intending something."

Tt seems that what is at stake here is the issue regarding whother *intending*
‘and *meening” involve sorfething memsurable in terms of mentalistic criﬁeria,

or whether they involve somsthing explainable in terms of en obarationaliatic

or bebavioristic framework. If 1ntentifn and meaning represent & process, the

" ¥
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criterin f‘or recognizing them would be of the nature of the former. If, on.
the ot/her hu.nd, 1ntent10n and meaning involve observable actions, the criterie
for }‘ecogm.zmg them would be of the nature of the latter. We tend to think
of /"intentlon" as representing essentmlly en inner "process.” In Zettel,
WAttgenstein mentioned that in trying to describe this process, the first
‘motion that comos to mind is that it can fulfill its objective "only by
containing en extremely faithful picture of what it intends.¥ & Yet even this
does not provide an adequate description. Regardless of the nature of the
subject of tho. "intended picture," tl:;a plcture can be interpreted in a variety
of ways. Any attempt to divorce the picture from interpretation, makes it
into something lifeleéss,

. N
When one has the picture in view by\i\;elf it 1p suddenly

dead, and it is as if gomething had Been teken away from
it, which had given it life before,
No longer does it represent a thought nor an intentien; no lkongar does it
;'point outside itself to a reality t':eyond."
Someone might object that it is not the picture that "intends," btut
that it is the person who uses the picture, To this objection, Wittgenstein
replied that if "intending" simply refers to something done with the picture,
there would be no reason to suppose that it must be 2 lmman (or rations
creature) vho is cioing something with it. From this stendpoint, it begins to
appear that perhaps "intending® is not a process at all, This is due to the
faot that when we study the grammar of mhe term, 'process,' it becomes evident
that the term (i.e., 'process') is applied as something static, and lifeless,
whereas the terms, 'intention,! and 'meaning! refer to something dynemic. As
Wittgens€eln asserted, )

237. It might almost be said: "Meaning moves, whereas a
process stands still.* 10 .
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in analyzing the concepts of intentlion end meaning, 1.t might geem that
the role of the "picture” is the key, but is it in reality? VWhat the question
actually refers to is "to what extent are we justified in applying 'incon-
ceivability! or 'unimaginability,' as a criterion for nonsensicality, 1 An
oxample of osomething which might be regarded as logically inconceivable, or

unimaginable, would be a "round sjuare." It seems that we often do regard

Anconceivability, end/orunimaginability as an indication of nonsensicality,

but from this it doas not follow that we are justified in doing so. Here it
might also be pointed out that although a proposition might be nonsensiceal,
it nevertheless can bo understood, even if it is simply "understood as non=-
gcnse,” 'W.'Lttgcnstein himself‘ seemed to have this In mind, vhon he observed
timt anyone vho gains an understending of the propositions in the Tracté.tus,
would eventually recognize them as "nonsensical,” 12

It appears that our ability to continue a linguistic activity depends
not so much on vhothor or not the subjoct matter of the discourse could be
classified as "nonasensc," as it does on whether the language is applied in
consistent enocugh Mer to facilitate a continuation of the language-game,

Cases in which we sey that a person "has learnt the meaning of an expression”

ere ceses vherein the $ndividual can be observed to have acquired the ability
»

-~

to continue participating in the language-game.
Learning to contime participa'ting in the langusge=geme involves kmowing

what con and what cermot be done with certain words. Gi:!.be,rtv Ryley in an

artiole entitled "Use and Usage," offers some comments which boa.r‘ direct

relevance to the problem at hand, Ryle observes that learning to use

expreasions, like learning to use coins and stamps involves 'léaming to ‘do

oertain things with then and not others; vhen to do certain things with them,




PR ) "y

, K] \ - T gt Pl

[N

110
and when not to do them.," 13
Ryle drawus attention to the important distinotion between 'use! and
lusage.!' Although these two terms are of'ten used by philosophers as if they
are interchanpgeable, there are actually some important dii‘farénces as to how
_they should be applied. According to Ryle, a "uso" refers to a way of
operating with something, whereas a "usage" refers to a "custom, practice,
fashion, or vogue," which can be "local or widespread, obsolete or currenmt,
rural, or urban,” 4 prom this, Ryle concludes that it makes no more sense
to speak of & "misusage,” than it does to speak of a "miscustom," or
"misvoguoe." Because of this distinction, it can be said that the mestery
of use does not necessarily entail the awareness of "usage," even when
"mastering that use does casually invelve finding out a bit about a few othor
peoplets practices,” 15 In early infancy, we learn how to use words, yet we
are not taught at that age, anything about the sociological or historical
significance of the words we make use of, Further, knowing how toerate
correctly or make the right moves in the lmguagg-game does not ontail the
ability as to how to explain the rulss of the game to another, The latter
represents a eepare:hevsid.ll. - K
~ Still enother frequently overlooked distinction which is perceived by
“~ Ryle, is the fact that whereas it seems natural to inquire whether a person
has learnt the pr&per use of a term, it seems odd %o ask whether he has learnt g
the proper use of a sentence or sequence of word?. Yot nevertheless, we of'ten ;
talk about the "meening of a sertence," in mich tho seme waffgthat we talk
about "the ‘ﬁeaning of a word," ‘ '
For we tall about the meanings of sentences, seemingly just

as we talk of the meanings of the words in it; so, if knowing
the meaning of a word ia knowing how t6 use it, wo might have
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~» expeoted that imowing tho meBting of a sentence was knowin§6
how to use the sentenco., Yet this glaringly does not go.

Ryle provides an illustrative enalogy that mekes the point clear. In
observing the actions of a cook who is going through the procedure of making
a ple, we say that she uses (or even, as the case may be, "misuses") the
ingredients. We could also say tho same of the vdtiou'sa utensils with which
she makes the pie., Yot we wouldn't say that she "uses" or "misuses" the pis
itself., In the same way, we say that a speaker (or writer) uses the words
with which he forms a sentence, yot we do not say that he "uses the sentence."
"Sentences are things that.we say. Words and phrases are what we say things
with,* 17

Whereas we can find "dofinitions" of words and even some phrases in a
dictionary, we can find nothing of tho sort applicable to sentencses, Ryle
cites the fact that words ‘and phrases can be misused, while ‘sentences cannot,
a8 being consistent with the fact that sentences can be well or ill con-
structed, A sentence might be awkwardly put ax&d)ér ungramatically con-
structed and yet still make sense,

Ryle aphlys Wittgenatein's comparison of words with the different pieces
that are used as components of a game of chess, and suggests that in learning
to use a word under a variety of circumstences, one acquires knowledge of
Ysomething like a body of u.nwrit,ten rules, or something like an unwritten code
or general recipe,® Learming t.o use a word or phrase is in many respects,
similar to the procedure of learning to manipulate the knight or pewn 4n na
game of chess, Just as there are mmerous pieces which are utilized according
to different sets of rules, and thereby serve different functions, so the
different words that constitute "pieces® or components of the language-game

4
&
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are utilized according to difforent sets of rules, Applying this analogy,

Ryle draws the importent distinction between the meaning of & word and the
meaning of a sentence,

In a maymer highly reminiscont of that in vhich Wittgenstein had, in the
Tractatus, differentiated betuecen Bedoutung (i.e., "meaning," as of a word)
and Sinn (i.e., the sense of 2 sentence), Rylo points out that whereas there
are sets ~of rules concerning ’dhe&application of words, there sre no corres-
ponding codes relating to the application of sentences, Yet, whereas
sentences can oither make sense or make no sense, words can only have meanings.
As Ryle indicates,

- If I know the meaning of a word or phrase I know something
like a body of unvritten rules, or something like an un=-
written.code or general rocipes. I have lcarned to use the
vord correctly in an unlimited variety of different settings.
that I lmow is, in this respect, somevhat like vhat I lmov
vhen I know how to use o knight or pavn ot chess, I haove
learned to put it to its work enywhen and anyprhere, if there
18 work for it to do. But the idea of putting a sentence
to its work anywhen end anyvhere is fentastic, It has
not got a role which it can perform again and again in
different plays. It has not got a rols at all, any more
than Q‘ple,y has & role, Knowing what it means is not
knowing enything like a code or a body or rules, though it
requires knoiring the codes or rules governing the use of
words or phrases that make it up.' There are general rules
and recipes for constructing sentences, of certain kinds;

" but not general rules or recipes for constructing the
particuler sentence 'Todey is Monday'. Krowing the meaning
of 'Today is Monday! is not lknowing genetal rules, codes
or recipes governing the use of this sentence, since there
is no such thing as the utilisation or, therefore
reutilisation of this sentence. 1 oxpect that this ties
up with the fact that sentences and clauses make sense
or make no sense, where words neither do nor do not make
sense, but only have meanings; and that pretence-sentences
can be ebsurd or nonsensical, vhere pretence~vords are
neither absurd nor nonsensical, but only meaningless. I
can say stupld tﬁnga, but words can be neither stupid
nor not stupid.

>

Although RyMs conception of meanihg owes much to Wittgenstein's, and

£
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serves to illustrate Wittgenstein's conception of meaning, the vie.w of
languape conveyed in l'littgenéte’in's' later writings 'co;nos closer to explicitly
denying that "referents" are an essential aspect of meaning, According to the
final view of language explicated by Wittgenstein, although it can be granted
that some words do "refor," meny words do not., Indeed, the very word
"meaning, ! _itself; does not have any referent., "Dut," one might wish to ask,
"il Uittgenstein considered meaning as residing in the use of e word,
couldn't ve regard "use" as-the referent of meaning?"  According to Wittgenstein,
however, even this \:ollld be too m\‘zch of a genecralization,

It must be kept in mind that his statement is that "for a large class
of cares—-though not for all," wo ca;1 think of tﬁhe meaning of o term, as its
use in the lancuage. It seems that throughout his writings, Wittgenstein
remeined feithful to his opposition to "our craving for generality." Mot
only did ho resist tho temptation to generalize gbout various applications
of a particular word, he refused to gencralize about -moaning itself, "But,"
one mirht egain ask, "cioes this mean that there are no boundaries to the
types of circumstances in which we employ the term 'meaning'?” It ceems that
Wittgenstein did not actually define 'boundaries » end yet he did not deny that
our use of the term might be bounded., Even if our application of the teng
does not eppear to be, strictly s’paa.ldng, "bounded, " we still would not bo
juatiﬁied in considering it as "without any valid use,"‘ eny more than “wo would

be justified in considering the light radiating from a lemp as ®no-light,"

-t

e

simply because of an absence of clearly defined boundaries. . As Wittgemstein

stated in the Blue Book, “;
Many words in this semse then don't have a strict meaning. 3

But this is not a def'sct, To think it i1s would be like

saylng that the light of my reading lamp is no real light
at all because it has no sharp boundary. 9
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This, hovever, raises the question a8 to vwhether "just any use" of a word
can be considered justifigd or meaningful, Tsake, for example, the solipsistic
conception of languego, a;cording to which the meaning of & term can be what-
ever the spealcer wishes it to mean at the time he utters it., Does Witt-
gcnstei\\n's concoption of moeaning allow this asa valid use of vords? Certainly
not, Throughout his writings, and even more explicitly in the later writings,
Wittgenstoin vas emphatic about the essentially publioc nature of language. Vo
arc gblo to use words meaningfully, not merely because of cerjbain factors
in the immediote circumstances in vhich their application ocours, but also
because of tho backprround of the entire soci:ety of which the language
represents, a part, Thua, a word can be said to have meening, not by virtue
of the mere foet that it is used by a particular individual in a perticular
way, but by the fact that it serves as & tool whereby one individual,is able
to commnicate f;i‘bh, or influence anothér., Wittgenstein's idea that the
neening of a vord is ils use in the language, therefore, cemnot be interpreted
a8, in any vay, sonctioning the notion that "there could be a private language.”

"But," tho question arises, "what specificelly is the purpose served by
tho uso of a word/?" A3 we have already seen, the Tractatus view of language
had proposed that the’ symbol (word), and its sign (written or spoken word),
serv‘o a8 a means of naming an object(ﬁand that language serves as & means of
representing facts (i.0., arrangements of objects)s The picture theory of
meaning had put forth the idea that language serves a's a kind of picture of
reality, as a mirror of the wornld. Sentences, according to that view, had
represented composite pictures of reality. The words of which they were
composed likevise represented individual objects arranged in & marmer

corresponding with that of the picture; ' '
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In the later writings, hovever, Uitigenstsin indicated that meanings

are not the necossarily "cbjects" which are described in the Trgotatus,

In works such as the Investi—tions, and Zettel, all discussion of objects
such as.thoao described in the Troctotus, was abandoned in faver of the
search for the explanation of meaning, Yet the Tractatus view of language
was not rejected in total. Vittgenstein had come to regard the picture theory
of meoaning as an inadequate means of explaining ell cases in which wo uso the
tex;m 'meaning.' Yet, from the standpoint of the view of language conveyed in
his later writings, the picturc theory of m'ecming could still be repgarded as
a valid explanation of some classes of words and pr0pos;ltions. This is duc
to tho fact that Wittrensctein's later notion of meaning did not establish
cleoarly delineated boundaries.

In conclusion, '.'I:'Lt‘c,;c_:;onstein's conception of meaning, as conveyed in his
later writings, offers an account which explains the varying manners in
vhich ve apply the term 'meaning.' Many of the conceptions of "meaning"
that Wittgenotein criticized in his later works (such as e.g., the picturc
theory of meaning, vhich he himself had presented in the Tractatus) vere

considered by Wittgenstein as inndequate rather then incorrect. It is not

that many of these theories dldn't serve to explf.ir} certain cases in which
ve apply the word, 'meaning,! but rather the proble\in was that they were too
narrow, in that they explained only one class of such instances, The account
of meaning presented in the later writings, indicates that such explanations
are not velid as generalizations, yet allows that they could be applicable to
certain classes of woz:ds. All of the foregoing mekes it evident that 1\;he
conoception of meaning presented in Wittgensteiﬁ‘a later writings was broad

enough to incorporate many tenets of other theories which in themselves, did



N , .
. / N
.

P X I 7 B T PRI 3 e " g cen o m: Wt A T %“ s
62 AL AR ET N AT IR " e , ¥

116

not adequately explain our use of the torm 'meaning.,! Because his

3

nethodology demanded that he strive to overcome %our craving for geperality,“
Wittgenstein was able to perceive that there is not necessarily any common
)

~ -

criteria for our application of the term 'meaning,! . - '
“ L]

14

na
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