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ABSTRACT " ~ .

. ROBERT KELLY ‘ AR
’ i . B
~ THE CONSISTENCY OF WITTGENSTEIN'S CONCEPTION
OF ,THE NATURE OF PHILOSOPHY
o /\ " ' . " ,
4 This thesis is intended to .show that 'Wittdenltain
views iahilosophy as the analysis of language primarily in
both his early and latet Mitipds. The purpose of his .
analysis is to clarify the propositions of the natural

sciences and o;di;ary language - which he' refers to ;t ‘what
can be said in factual discourse; and to eliminate the meta-’
physical propositions of traditional philosophers - which he
refers to as nlonsensica.l because certain of their terms lack
meaning in.factual discourse. In the TRACTATUS his analysis
attempts to find the essence of lanquage; whereas in the

’

. INVESTIGATIONS his analysis examines the u'set of lanquaq.)in(
\ “lax,figuagre-gamgs and searches f;Jr family resemblances rather
‘than essence§ ¢ My thesis will attempt to llbow that although
his viewpqint;s on language and the method of its ax/nlyu:‘
.have changed from his earlier to his later writings, his -
Y viewpointsas to the nature er philoso;;hy' itself have remained

consistent,
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CHA?TER I

- A

INTRODUCTION
\ .

The theme of this thesis is the consistency of
Wittgenstein's conception of the nature of philosophy. The
majqr point to clarify here is whe(ther or not there a'x:;a two
views of philosophy put forth by Wittgenstein. Some authors

suggest that Wittgenstein abandoned the early view of phi-

_losophy that He had in the TRACTATUS for a difﬁerent one in

__,_,._.,.._.._x.______ﬁ
e o e T v

nis ilater works such as the PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS

[ b

‘George Pltcher for one says that there are two Wittgensteins

‘tosbe considered - the early ome of the 'I’RACTATUS and the

s’

later one of q}ie INVESTIGATIONS This thought is also
brought out by Justus Hartnaqk wifen he says: o L

. No ‘unbroken line leads from the TRACTUS
d to the PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS: there
is no logical sequence between the'two»- ‘ o Lo
books, but rather a logical gap. Tbe )
thought of the later work is a negatxm
of the thought of- the eather.l

As further evidence that ‘this viawpoint has had lcn\e serious )

i“n_fluenca in interpretationn_of Wittgenstein': books, e

., can al’o }ook at a quoi‘:at‘iion: from Peterlwlnc:‘hx" L. ~,

\. .j And on the other hand it would ba guiéa
. absurd to deny that the philosophy of
‘say, PHILOSQPHICAL INYES'I’IGATIG!S, is

T : \




in obvious and fundamental conflict with

v that of the TRACTATUS. Indeed, the earlier

sections’ at least of PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTI-

GATIONS are an explicit criticism of.the
point of view underly:.ng the carlier work.

My position wilLG:e that wittgenstcln has kapt to
"the Same view of philosophy in botlf ‘texts, and has altered | .
cﬁlyl his metlhéds. In fact, even t'hough' I have quoted Winah
"above as refé:r;.tig ‘o the fundamental conflict bet;rie‘en the
TRACTATI‘JS and the INVESTIGATIONS, this quote lis from his
article ‘entitled 'The Unity of w;ttgenstein' s Philosophy."
in thls article he ackx;wledqes that people do ‘refer to two
S —ditt‘mt’;t Wittgensfems “but ha ‘'wishes to refute thls view-
~ point as well. His article support:s my posxt ion that the
method or syotem as he calls it may change but the phild—
sopby jtself can remain constant in spite of this. The
fundamental conflict for him tum: put'to be one of method
""Il well. In the’ preface to the INVES’LIGATI(NS Wittgenstem
says, “"that the latter could ‘be seen in the right light only\
by contrast with and against tt}e background of my old way of
thinking."> Pears suggests this was not to s'h;yd the differ-
. ences of ‘uch as muf:h as to suggest that ", . . »’:hqt he was
"trying to do was still the sm kind of thing, andlt”hat the
. change in mtﬁod was not a sharp break with the past."“ ) g
vould ccntund that one should view the INVES’I‘IGATICNS as a

development of the vim put ‘forth in the TRACTATUS, although

T e
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one cannot deny that his early meth’od is later altered, 1I
wil'l,attemp't to defend this pc;%ition by br,ie'f descrigtien'a
/  of both the TRACTATUS and 1':h\e INVESTIGATIO&Q', Qho«ging that
thé same theme is central to both. |
Before I i)egin theée descriptions it would be ad-
van;agé»éus to have a general introduction into j\;st \:rhat it
i§ tﬁatﬂWittg‘ensteinl is referring to when he uses the word
’bhilésophy’.' «Hi,s definiti.on of ph'ilosophy must be seen to
be completely d1fferent from that held by most tradltimal
philosophers. In fact it is'referred to as a new subject
here. !‘raditi&gab philosophy may be seen as various attempts
‘ to answer philosophical questicns; and then Wiitgei\stein‘h |

philosophy would be seen as an examination of these various

a2 -

‘attempts themselves, rather than further examination of the
questions. He examines language to see what can and cdnnot .

be said factually. Maslow refers to this point generally: -

1l

S Philosophy is not, a body of knowledge,
‘ ~ Neither is it a t?aeory about the wgrld
based upon empirical investigation- nor
L is it a special knowledge of the ulti-
> mate nature'’ of reality, obtained a ..
priori by same edtra-empirical reve- . '
lation. It is but an activity of clari-
£ying our language. -

‘ T Tbis conception of philosophy can be seen to be deveioéing

4
for Wittgenstein .in the NOTEBOOKS 1914-16 vhen he says that

the ph1losopher must not occnpy himulﬁ\with zfuanticnu which

~ ‘\ B




'viewed the study of 1anghaga‘ as s0 important.

do not concern him,. The subject matter of the philosopher

now must be seen as dist:mct from the quest:mns traditivnally

asked by philosophers, in particular metaphysicians. The

subjéct matter must be restri'cted to the analysis of lanquage.

The purpose of this is to clarify what can be said * the
sentences of ordinary languagp which include those of the
natural sciences - and to ieject what carjr:ot be said - the

metaphysiejl propositions of traditional philosophers.

Furthermore it must be seen that philosophy is purely des-

|-

criptive, it is not meant to explain anything or give new

. knowledge, but merely to aid us in seeing clearly what we -

< .-ﬁ i ta ;e

already know. Wittgenstein says, “In phiiosophy there are no ‘

o

déductions; it is purely descriptive « v es Distrué{ of

"6' His

I'4

grammr is the first requisdte for ph:xlossbphizmg.

‘basic assumptions are that logic is the basis of llangua‘ge' and

(]

that language delcrlbes the ‘lorld. 'rhus the top;lcé to be

diucuuea' are l.ogic. language and_the world. As we shall,

. lee, the 1link between language and the \oxld is brouqht\gutp -

throuqh logical form. mlow explains -thu relation aof 1an-.

v

guage to the world and helps us to see vwhy Lwittgenstem

language is the activit_y in which we use
-mo parts of our experience to.stand for

or signify certain other parts of our ‘
experience. And the result of such an ° ',
activity is.a world.. . .. All our

L. ] . S



|
v

™~

experience and knowledge of t:Z world is
'through'langdage in this wids sense of
- theé word; there can be.'no other world for
us besides the one that is organized on
our own terms, and-thus there can be no
world for_us except as understodd through
. language’, '

. wﬁen'§e realize that Wit;qenstein dgesanot dist inguish bet-

. ween thbught and languageé, and thét hisltexts aré';oncerned
with ﬁeanihg and senge rather than establishing the veracity*
of statements, we can understand what he means when he says
that the limits ?f language are the limits of one's world.

s s What wg'experiencé has meaning or sense ;o; us only if‘we

“ can think of it or speak of it, and this .is done through

language. The world acquires meaning for us through language.

1 .
4 A

The ériticism that the world is being made to conform to the
\symbolifation of 1an§uage is easily dismissed when it is
rememberell that Wittgenstein is not attempting to make any
significant statements-about the world but rather is con-

cerned with estaﬁiishing-gfounds for understanding how we

-

[
NG

can talk abcut‘the world at all, the grounds of meaning.
Another point to be élarif{gd at tgé beginning is
_ that the PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS Ib a: book about logic '
as well, where logic is still the basis of language. Granted
- that the question is handled differenﬁly:iatir on, he is
still concerned with the nature of 1cgié and its relation

'; to language and applicability tb,reality. As Winch says,



It was precisely Wittgenstein's insight
, into the deficiencies of his treatment
‘ S ‘ of these problems in the TRACTATUS ‘that
‘ . led .him to see that the problems about
logic require for their understanding a“
’ . ‘treatment of very diverse-seeming philo-

. sophical prohlems . . . the problem about
the nature of logic is itself seen as
under constant and developing treatmerit
in all the later philosophical discussions.

'As we shall see in discussing the TRACTATUS, logical form is

stressed as what can only be shown, not said, by language.

1n* a later writing, ZETTEL, this point is br\oughé out again

in different words: “sometimes the;voice of a philosophical

throught is so soft that noise of spoken words is enough ‘f

9

to drown it."~ That logic is still a «concern in the INVESTI-

“o ai'rxous will ’becana even clearer in discussing that text.
I suggest that Wittgenstein sees philosophy as des-'-e
cribing how we ordinarily use language, and so pointing out ' p
whare traditional philosophers have been led into confusion
Dby misusing it. It has been argued that Wittgenstein is not
really concerr}a‘a_d with ordinary language, but rather that he
was attempting to ;:matruct a logically pe\r’t'ect langgaqa in
the TRAC‘L‘AT&S, and then only in the INVESTIGATIONS does he
- exanmine ordinary language usage wh'an he realizes that his
previous attempts must £fdil. Tlﬁl seems to be a misunder-

e, 8tanding of Wittgenstein's goals in writing his books. In

the TRACTATUS he says, "All propositions of our colloquiidl




® i'a.
. by
language are actually, just as they are, logically completely.

w10 The propositions of our ‘everyday language, once

&

in order.

“\

.again, are to be seen as including those propositions of phe
natural sciences vwhich alone can be factually verified. He -
grants that we cannot always see the logical order of ordi-

nary language'and that is why he attempts to clarify\language
v [ , ]

- to show :ghat normally it is used properly. In thjs exam'i; ’
nation of: ianguage it will be seen that the so-called p;rogo-

sitions of metaphysicians are merely pseudo-propositions, as

certain terms of their expressions lack r?eaning and thus have
e s . N

no sense. 1In this sense they cannot be said, at’ least as

N
factual statements. Ordinary language can be said to be

l\
natural language and metaphysical language to be formal or

unnatural language. The difference!} wil’l,becdme ¢learer in
defining the terms used in the TRACTATUS, and in gx;mi;xing
the synthetic-analytic distinctions in language. .For now
"it is sufficient to say that Wittgenstein viewed metaphy-:
.sicia'ns as ;nisusing ordinary Léngﬁage: and his ana‘lysis'of
language is an attempt to show how this misuse has oc:curre'd.'
The logic of language is to be understood in both texts.

In dojng this he is attempting to set the limit' (in the.
TRACTATUS) or the lunits (in the INVESTIGATIONS) to what can
be said factually. This then will be the M&a of philosophy

- to clarify what can be said and to eliminate m’etapbysical

) o N - .
V4 . o

\ . -
MR . *
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propositions by*—iﬁémihg that they represent a misuse of

language. As examples of propositions of ordinary language:

13

one could say 'This table has four legs' or 'Man is mortal’
- 4 N .

- statements which can be factually verified. An example of
a metaphysical proposition could be 'Material objects are
not real but -apparent.” In analysing this latter statement

P - .
. it would be seen that certain tex:ms or signs of this propo-

o

' sition licked a reference to reajity and thus the proposition
. Y : :

i

is gziid to lack gsense, to be nonsensical. Only proposifions

of ordinary languag'e are seen to have sense upon analysis, |

‘ Wit{:qenatein attempts to show, and so he can be called an

ordir;ary ‘language philosopher. o )

It must He menéioned here that ;;itﬁgensteix; must not
be viewéd as being anti-mtaphysical» éather I -will ax;gue
that he holds philosophy ahould be non-metaphysxcal as it
ghould he concerned only with t‘dctual problems concernlng

4
to be false, ‘but hmuénsigal. “The question "a's to whhéthe;t

the uses of language, Metaphyaica}.@uestio?a are not‘ gaid' |
a m;taphysical proposi’ticn is ‘true-ar .not is irr;levant to
‘ﬁittqenaein'- analyail It is the question‘ f whether a
question’ canvbo a:‘ked at all or a proposition stated that

is the task of philosophy now. His phnqiqphy is concern
imlﬂ yi?eltahlishim if p:fo:;oiitia;s h;vq ;ﬁganing or not,

if they /can be said fact.ual,{y. sensibly. As will be seen. -
‘ . -~ B <

b
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later on, Wittgenstein does stress that metaphysical state-

> f .(2 1

ments bave value in other senses outside of philosophy. The.
first taskf'of (ﬁ‘i}gaper then will be to make clear exactly"
vhat it was Fhat he wvas éayiné :ui his early writings and .
then in his later omes. It is ix‘npo'rtant to study the texts ,
{:hemé.elves to see nv'vhy ;l.le rgjécted his early methqd; and also

tq bé able to férmula.te’an a‘éceptable argument to show that,

,in spite of this qhange, his v‘iew‘o’f pl;ilosophy has remained

4

consistent throughout,- - .
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CHAPTER II.

‘
L4

' '
TRACTATUS WAND EARLY WORKS

5

(a) Definitions of Terms Used in TRACTATUS

What Wittgenstein's ﬁhilosophy is concerned with
will first of all be examined from the viewpoint of the
TRACTATUS. He believes that the probleéms of philosophy up

to now, the pseudo-propositions of metaphysicians, would

’

not even arise if it were not for the misunderstandings of '¥

the logic of language. So he will attempt to put an end

4

to this traditional-type of philosophy. In his method of

analisis. as I have stated, he does not distinguish between
' v
language and thought. Although he confessed that he did not

know what the constituents of thoughts we;e, he believed that
ihey ﬁuat correspond to.tﬁc words of lahguage. Thus he held
that ganguagn was the limit of the expression of the thought.
Ao'fhare is no distinctien made between language and thought
in hll-pﬁiloqaphy'tﬁako is no need. then to exblain their l
intoxrnl‘tion:hig. Language ju;t‘i;—fhe expression of

thought . *ho@gh'of course thought can be conv;yod in othar

ways, such as gestures, this is not a concern of his philo-

-sophy. Metaphysical problems have ari;en in language and

-~

]

*- 10 - Qc
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“these are what he. is attempéing to eliminate, so he now
decides to examine the essence of language, briefly here,

in ;eference to the térm ‘essence, ' it must be noted that

the idea put forth iﬂ,the TRACTATUS by this term is maintained
.in a modified version in the INVESTIGATIONS by the terﬁ ‘fami-~

ly resemblances, In the INVESTIGATIONS there is no longer.

) .one common'feature to be found in all of language, but there

is still the desire for some sort of unity, which is eipressed
in overlapping aimilarities called family resemblances. An’
the TRACTATUS Wittgenstein accepts as given that there is. an
a priori ogdér,in the warld. He sees language as related to
the world in structure, or else we could not talk about it;
ﬁnd\ys lpgic reveals the nature of langﬁagé, so it must also
reveal the nature of the world. So he inVestigates‘the
nature of logic to get to the nature of the world, through -
language. The relationship between the terms 'language' and
‘world' as well as their meanings have been discussed briefly
o«
’ 4

in the introduction, and we must now consider the meaning
of the term 'logic.' As a definition one could quote Maslow:

. «'. logic is concerned with the rules of

our symbolism, and not gith the objects and

facts symbolized; it is“merely the consis-

tent use of our symbols . . .. Logic then

means for Wittgenstein . . . the body of

‘ all the possible transformations of our

symbols according to the rules of our
symbolism. The rules may be arbitrary,

«




r , o, -
and the nature of the signs which we use’ t . o
tq express them is arbitrary; but if we
are to talk sense we must follow the
. . rules. 1l ‘

With this definition of logic as the following of

rules of symbolization it becomes cledrer that the INVESTI-

L4

GATIONS is also a book of logic, as here also Wittgenstein/

attempts to describe how we can speak sensibly only by

following the rules that are set up in language-games.

A

Ru g—fbilowing:Lhcwever arbitrary the rules of the language-

¥

game, is a crucial notion in the INVESTIGATIONS as well, °*

e ”
o continue with the discussion of logic it must be seen

that logic deals with rules.alone and not with the reality
to which the symbols of language refer. 1In this sense it

is not a science as it does not deal with experience, but

8
‘ rather with the possibilities oE‘talking of experience in o
our symbolism. As Maslow further explains: . o

At the end ‘of any explanation we have to
come to something which we cannot explain
any further: and logic, being assumed in
. any rational discourse whatsoever, cannot
be explained in its turn by a discourse
. but has to be grasped intuitively when it
is present.}?

¢ K .

m\ As will be seen later on, the logical form of botH language
and the world is what linke them together. This is to be
understood first of all through the realization that logic

"~ is merely the possibilities of transforming the rules of our




symbolism into sense about the wo?ld; Logic is not con-
cérned with truth but with validity; or what can be said
sénsibly.

~ The two‘t;asic theories of the TRACTATUS used to
exp}ain the connection yetween 1ogic,,language, a?d tﬂé o /}
world are the picture théory and the truth—functicn theory.
Howev;r, before these theoties c;n be propetly‘diacussed I
think that one should have_a'clear idea of the technical
terms iﬁvolved in these theories, Fif these terms get con-
fused in one's mind it is very hard to grasp what Wittge;-
stein is referring to. The first point to see is ihat
Wittgenstein is attempting to describé the relationship of
slinguistic terms of language to the real world. At‘catihﬂn :
_pbints.in the TRACTATUS his uses of these terms tend to
become rather confusing but I believe that geherally they
are used as "follows. Prxmarily the relations to be gracped .

i

are between the ‘'simples’ and ‘elementary’ or 'atomic pro-

L3

positio&a; of language and the ‘cbjects’' and ‘atomic facts' ,
of the world. ‘'Simples' of language are often called ‘
'names;z ‘Names' are the primitive signs qt a conpletely
analyzed proposition. They are the words of ;iamantary

_ propositions and are also called ‘'signs’ or ‘symbols.’' The

distinction between 'sigi\ and ’'symbol’ is rather confusing

and Wittgenstein ippearn tomse each With the same nuuﬂ.m:;_'w .
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at various places so this distinction will be overlooked
here, after the brief remark that a ‘symbol’ appears to be
a 'sign’' that has acquired meaning in a specific context.

L]

A 'simple symbol' is one which has no parts that can be .

broken down into further symbols.‘ These ‘gimples’' are said
to rdé;r to 'objects' in-the Qorld. A simple symbol of
languiage refers to one bpecific iject in the world at a
time., The role of proper names is not a groblem for Witt-
genstein as it is not ;pken,aa'a gnique concept. Like
Russell, he sees it as distinct from a description, but it
plays éhe same role as a simple sign here. As Anscombe
says, ", . : the way a prop;t name contributes to the mean-

. .
‘ing of a sentence in which it occurs is simply that it

13

stands for its bearer."” 'Simples’ are said to reféi to

‘cbjects' in the world, but iF/is diffiéllt to describe what
"objoctl' are. Maslow -uggelgs that they are she.ultimat
sense-data of our experiedce, the.limits to which experience
in the world can bn analysed. By thcﬁs;lves though, ‘objacts'
also are not meant to be experxcnced ‘with sense. They are
oxporicncod as lcnsibic’cnly as part of ‘atomic facts.’
Hlllaw goes hs tar as to call the term a variable psevdo-

\ conc'pt as it is not tormed by an observation of experxence.

Pinch comn.ntl on the difficulticc of this term '‘object'




They are essentially sxmple (not factually -
‘simple), which means that they have  only

one form and one. content each,/. . .. 1In _

.having only one form an:object is unlike -
any thing we are acquainted with, but in

any completely anz}yzed proposition we

,4//' name things in just that ‘way. ‘ o

[}
‘'Simples’' are the signs of proposltzons and ‘simple

objects' are what they refer to in the world. These simples
are said to acquire meaning in elementary propositions. 4
Elementary proposifions are those propositions which are

said to be directly related to the wcfld. Their truth or

‘falsity is not determined by other propositions but rather

b by thenwofld.,-They must remain posaibilitieé until they
' are compared to reality. Anscombe refers to certain charac-

| teristics of elamentary propositions:

(1) They are a class of mutually independent

| . prqposztlons

i ' (2) .They are essentially positive. ) . B

| : ' (3) They are such that for each of them

y there are no two ways of being true or,

false, but only one.
. (4) They are such that there is in ‘them no
. distinction between an internal and an
external negation." ‘ -

(5) They are concatenations of names, which

. \\J : are abgolutely simple signs.ls

. The;e characte%istics are fairly easily explained when tﬁa
definition above-is conSidaraa. To ramaiﬁ directly related
to the world they must be mutually- independent. They.arc
e-aentially positive as they refer to atqmic factl. If

they were negative it woulq imply the non-existence of an
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asﬁmic fact. There must be only one way of being true or

false or eiae a person could never know if he: had examiped

all possibilities. It would remain a'camplex proposition.

Th?re can be for Quch a proposition no possibility for being .
negative gnternally‘of exterrnally. Either it refers to an ' -

atomic fact or it dogs not. An example of a proposition

L

which has an internal and an external negation is 'Everyone
is' wise.' Internal negation‘wouid be 'Everyone is unwise’

and external negation would be 'Not everyone is wise.'

Finally, Wittgenstein says, “"The elementary proposition Lt
. ]
consists of names. It is a connexion, a concatenation, of

16’

names.” Now we.are left to define ‘atomic facts.'  As

elementary.ptépositiohs'are said to be made up of simples,
so atomic facts are said to be made up of objects. Atomic
facts are the facts of the world which have no further

facts as part of them. In analyzing the facts of the world,

* which could be cailed molecﬁlar, the'simplest facts would be
the atamic facts which are collectiona of cbjects. Above,

; Ibhlvo said that objects have been called the 'ultimﬁte

' sense-data,’' but they have also been called‘;varisble pseudo-
‘concepts' as th&y are not\dir;ctiy'percei@ed-by us. It would ,
seen that ntomd%zsqcti"are tho;a facts WHichhare directly

. - N \ .
perceived in our experience and are made up of these objects,

however vaguely ihey‘gro describgd, One further peint must

A
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be méag in reference to these terms. Anscombe states it

this way:

eve o for he [Hittgenstein] held that names
had no sense but only reference, and propo-
sitions no reference but only sense; and .
. also that a proposition could not have a
sense without being either true or false.l?

Elementary propositions mus£ remain'possibilities in ‘order
to have seﬂsé:u;s mu;t‘any proposition in order to be a
Ricture of reality. The reasons for this will become clear
shortl& i@ discussing analytic-synthetic distinctions iﬂ

language.

Right now the term ‘world’ must be\funther defined.

Wittgenstein says that the world is the totiiity.ot facts,

not. things., This statement can be made clearer by referring

.to certain passages from Finch's 'WITTG&%BTEIN ~ THE EARLY
’ 4

PH;LOSOPH!.'",The world as we speak Sf it {Q complex, it is

m;de up of facts.,’F§nch says ‘that 'things‘ are empirical ’
complexes which can be either named Ar described,’ and they
are what we experience direbtly in the world. 1If they are

merely named they function as cbjects, but if they are des-

i éribed they function as fictn, conbination: of objects.

They are then distinct from objects in that they are not »

restricted to one form, one contont; their forms jn change.

Two terms - ftates-of-aftairs' and 'situations’ muit be
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clarified now. When 'things’' are named by words they are \

4 ) .
named in 'states—oflaffairs.t‘ And "States of affairs ' are

the fixed possible structures of a world. They define’

possibility. A single.state of affairs is always one of
' 18

>

On the oﬁher

)

all possib}e combinationsﬂof its objécts."
hand wvhen things refer to facts they describe gituations
which can occdr. We must remember kgai Wittgenstein's
philosophy is concerned with gpeaning¥ful, sen;ible language
and not with the truth of that lénguage_per sé. He is
concernpd with possible propositions, ﬁot true proposit%ons.
Situations are ambirical occurrences of thing;‘and we de-
cide if they are possible or impossible oanes. Siguations
remain posuibilitie; as they are not fixed like states-of-
affairs. They‘are what the proéositians of everyday life .
refer to.  In order to relate language to the world then,
the wﬁrld must be seen as complexities of facts, rather tHan
things, because as such the compléxes remain*po;sibilities.
Propositiépn, to bg ma;niﬁgful for Wittgenstein, must

remain poatibilitie? untii compared to reality, and so they
must refer to facts, which are seen as possible structures
of reality. These facts which are complexes of atomic facts
are oxp:;l;éd in language through complex propésitions.

How we go from complex to elementary propositfdns is the

subject-matter of the truth-function theory.

s

* -
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(b) Analytic-Synthetic Distinctions 'in Lanquage

The di;tinctions‘between sense, senseless, and non-

*

sense should be made clear. In order to do this one must
first examine the differences between analytic and synthetic
propositions in language. One must remember once again that

in the analysis of language one is striving for logical
N L ]

clarity and not for empirical truth. Truth referred'to in-
langﬁage refers only to validity, whether something can be
said or ﬁot, whether it has‘erse wvhen analysed by the gules
of logic. Keeping this in mind one can examine the defi-

' nitions of analytility and ;yntheticity. Hospers says that,

An anmalytic proposition is one whose truth
can be determined solely by an analysis of

" the meaning of the words in the sentence
expressing it. You do not have to express
anything in the world apart from language
to discover whether or not the proposition
is true.l9 L

An dhalytic statément may also be said to be one whose nega-

tion is sélf-contradictory. Synthetic propositions are then
said to bé those propositions which are not analytic. Their

negation is also a possibility. An example of an analytic

statement is ‘Snow is snow.' Its negation would be 'Snow is

»

not snow' which is self-contradictory. An example of a
synthetic ptdpouiiicn is 'Snow is white.' Its negation
would be JSnow is not white' which may be false, but is not

self-contradictory. It is also a possibility that must. be

-
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confirmed in relation to the world:” But there are also pro-
Ly :

positions which are neither synthéiié'nor analytic. The
dterm 'propositional form' must be introduced here. If one °
takes the words of a proposition and substitutes them with
symbols and only retains words for the relations between the
symbols, ﬁhpn the proposition is saig to be in propositional
form. An example of this would be writing the proposition ,
CIf you are a dog, then you are mortal® as 'If d, then m.'

-

'Propositional form' statements are not described as true or

false until the letters in them are substituted by propo-
sitions, A tautology is then easily seen as a propositional
form in'which all propositions which substitute words for
its symbpls would be true. An example of this i$ the pro-
positional form ‘either P or not P.' From the above defi-
nitions we can begin to see where the problem with metaphy-
(
sical propositions come in. Hospers says that a proposition
of this type has left a certain term or terms undefined and
so itwcannot be verified as being either synthetic or ana-
lytic. He says,
As they stand, such propositions are more
like propositional forms than like propo-
sitions: an important ingredient of their
meaning must still be specified, and as
long as it is not, it is no wonder that

we can't say whether they are to be 20 »
classified as analytic or synthetic.

g
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Metaphysical statements are seen as’heani?g}ass or non-
sensical because tﬂzy fail to give meaning to‘carta;n of
'their terﬁs. Certain of their terms are empirically unveri-,
fiable, they'ane like a symbol in p opoaitionalvf;rm that
has nbt.been defined. 1In the statgnent 'There is a God'
it would be said that the term 'God' is meaningless as it
is impossible to empifically verify its definition. Thus
this pro;osition could not be classified'as aiﬁher synthetic
or analytic, it fall; in the.realm of the Aonaensical meta-
physical propositions.

A further distinction to be observed is hetween the
'a priori' and the 'a posteriori.”’ Sc&é:h;gg is said to be
true 'a priori' if it is seen as a(necessary truth, one that
is self-evident and neéds no investigation to establish its
truth. A statement is said to be true 'a posteriori’' if it
is Q contingent statement whose @ruth is established only
after investigation. From these distinctions it should'po -
:Eleat that t;utologies are 3na1y£ic propositions that are .
true a priori; as are the truths of mathumaticy.g They say
nothing in the way of new 1nformdtion}.thei;?gcgétionl are
self-contradictory, and'they are self-evident. These pro-

Ve .

positions are said to be lénlqi;ll in that they noed not be

verified in experience, nor qan_thoy bo said with sense as

L} *

they are tertain already; The laws of logic dn& logical .
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teriori s;?tements Their truth is established in ccmparlng
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form, Wittgenstein wishes to say, ﬁfll into this category

of the senseless, of what cannot be said. Logical form is

-é&% as the basis of all langyage and zﬁigoning, and as such -
cannét be expressed in language as this would lead to an -
infinite’regress. All that can be’ expressed in laAguage,

at least language that ig verifiable truth -~ funcggonally,

are the propositions of natural sciences and ordinary lan-

M

guage. They have sense in that they are byhthetic a pos-

-

them to reality. It 'is for ‘this reason also that they must

. remain possibilities, If they were actué?itges they could

. not be contradicted' their n:gation would be self-contra-

dzctory. and their truth wou p be established without com-
parison to the world. Elechtary ptoposxtxons as well as
camplex. propositions that can be broken down into the ele-:

*

ments of elementary propositions, are seen to be the only
. ’ -

_ propositions that can be said factuvally. For a proposition

to have ;ensa it mist state 3 poséibility, and these are the

- only proponiéioﬁi‘ehat retain pqalibility. Logical form,

]

‘tautdlogics. and mathematical propoa;tiops are senseles;

because they are certain and need not be factually verified.

Metaphysical propositions are nonsensical in logical Eerms

as it is impoesible to establish their truth or falsity. It

L)

must be’added here that senseless propositions dﬁy have

X
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" the natural sciences bhut may have sense in other ways.

. A which it follows directly that propositions

Iy

sense in ways other than factual discourse. They may say

ndthing, but show something. They are beyond the realm of 4

Propositions classified as senseless do not try to say what

cannot be’said, but rather to show it. Chief ainang these
(e . 9
is logical form, but there are also aesthetics, seligion,

- ¥,

and mathematics. Passmore says: \ :
All the propositions of logic, he argues, .
stand on exactly the same footing; they
- all say the same thing, i.e. nothing at ’ )
all. Wwhat of mathematics? -That consists,
Wittgenstein argues, of equations; from

of mathematics too, are without sense . . .
Mathematics says what in jits symbolism we
can see, that certain expressions can be
substitited for one another, that this can
be done shows:-us something about the world
but does not picture the world. Thus the
propositions of mathematics ars ‘senseless. '
Senseless but not nonsensical.?l .

-

"rhe point to be seen now is that metéphyaical state-

ments are nonsensxcal becauae they are miataken for factual,
‘ . iy
empirical statements when actually thqy are gramtical or ,

&

cmceptual, according to Wittgenste;ln.- An empirical pro- - o
, .
‘positiox; is experiential in that it can lead to new facts \
_or be veriFied, as we see vith the pr;bositi'mc of the
natural sciencea. A grammatical propo.ition is purely logi-

cal, that is, it may give us rulel referring to the use of

a word, but it does not give \;p any factt, nor can it be

-
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1Y ~ .
verified empirically.” When we speak of verification here
4 n : -

RN
it must be noted that we are speaking of the type of veri-

fication that applief to sensible propositions. Th'is:; is
the verification of froﬁositionsj:f possibility as being
true or false by comparing them empiricé\l}y to reality.
Verification by intuition or comparison. to rules established
in a book~for*example, is not sufficient to make a propo-

sition sensible. This .is the problem with metaphysical pro-

positions ~ they try to say in factual discourse what cannot

be said but only shown. Perhaps their propositions could be

Verifiqd in another manner, but not in factual, sensible

discourse. This is why traditional philosophers’ ﬁetaghy;—

sical questions have been unanswerable. Their questions are

1

asked without distinguishing between empirical and gfam—

‘tical statements. The aim of Wittgenstein's phiZoaophy then

will be to get philosophers to mpke this distinction and
thus eliminate unanswerable questions. A question Yike *1s

there a God?' would be seen to be nomsensical when it was

‘realized that the term 'God' was indefinable from an empiri-

" cal viewpoint. "l'he question would no longer be asked in

unl’ibl:n discourse. l N
t 4

(c) Nature of Philosophy o -

»

o The TRACTATUS can be seen to be based on a logical
= . ‘
. i
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atopism in which Wittgenstein believes that all objécts and

states of affairs in the world canp Be reduced to sé.nples

3

which conform to the logical f\é‘arm of propositions. He

-

accepts as a priori fha& language has logical form, Propo-
sitions express thoughté ‘and are seen t'o be_ rela"ted d;‘.rectly
to i;he world by their sharing in the ‘same 1'ogi_cal form. The
picture theory of meaning is the view t}}at language consists
of elements which, as it were, picture or mirror the world.
Wittgenstein believedgth‘at thﬁrough the exlmination of Sall
‘elementary ptopositions the whole wgrld co‘uld 'be described.
Because sensible 'propositions are not a'pri;ari true, all
positiif? facts, that is, those possible situations that are)
found to be true when compared to reality, will be described
by true prépos-it‘ions . and all negative facts coa';sequently
will be described by false propositions. Furthermore, by
the truth-function theory, complex propbsitio’ns are ana-lysed
' into elementary 'ones‘ \;;;1 eir terms are reduced to the .
point vhere they can be ana lysed ;?o further. Théy iara then
called names, or aimplea: ;ittgenséeix; believes that all
valid propositions can be reduced to these simples. He
accepts it as a priori that l'a;xguage can be reduced to
simples by analysis. His search is for these a prio;i solu-
'tions to philosophical problems. His aim is to show that

ordinary language is perfect as it ‘is, when analysed into
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its logical structures.. He is not trying to create a new
logically perfect language, but trying to justify the lan-

guage that we have by saying that philoeézhical problems only
¢ 3
arise out of misunderstanding its essence. Thus he searches

here for an ultimate dissolution of pseudo-problems in the

¥

search for the limit of language,

The nature of philosophy, which holds for both books,

|

will be described here in terms of the TRACTATUS. The first
poipt to be seen is that all tr'u_e propositions are found
only in the pattxral_ sciences in ordinary language." True
here means empirically verifiable in the sense of being
synthetic. Since p!?ilosophy is not one of the natural sci-

ences, it cannot maintain any true propositions. As Passmore

»
[

puts it;

o Wittgenstein argues, his general con-
clusion remains - all propositions which
picture the world belong to the natural
sciences, and those which do not picture.
the world, if they are not nonsense, are
tautological.'. Nowhere is there any room
for a peculiar class of philosophical

prbpooitiom.zz

Philosophy in the TRACTATUS will be something new now.

Wittgenstein says,

Philosophy aims at the logical clarifi-
cation of thoughts'. ., is not a body
of doctrine but an activity . . . does

o, ' pot result in ‘philosophical propositions,’'
but rath,s in the clarification of propo-
sitions. :
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In this way it would set the limit of natural sciences. " By

&
N N

clarifying what can be thought and-said, it will demonstrat
vhat cannot be thought or said. He says, "It will signify

what cannot be said, by presenting clearly what can be

5

24 The propositions that this type of philosophy will

clarify are the propoéitions of the natural ;ciences expreséed
in ordinary language, ndbt m'etaphys:ical propositions. When\
they are clarified they will mirrér' the logical form of the
world, thereby showing what cannot BE said'. So philosophy
here heécomes ,sor;xething new - an activity of c‘larifying pro-
posif:ions to see what can be Baid,_and in ﬂso doing preu_enting
the logic of language. Philosophy becomes an analysis of
language tb rid us of the philosophical questions of metaphy; )
sicians. Kenny says, | .

More precisely, the activity of analysis

applied to nonmetaphysical propositions -

to the propositions of everyday speech that
¢ are in perfect logical order, to the pro-

positions of natural science — makes them

sharp; applied to philosophical proposi-

tions it reveals them as nonsensical.

\
The function of philosophy from now on would be a negative '
one in that it would point out to someone speaking meta-
physically that his propositions were nonsensical, that !
(} -

certain terms of his expressions lacked medning. It must
be seen finally here that ?hilomphy is only applicable to

factual speech, in any other use of language, such as postry

-
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. ' ) ; 4
or aesthetics, the analysis is irrelevant. 1t is strictly

concerned with the rational, logical use of language.

‘Previously I have stated that propositions and the

‘world are related thraugh logical form and that, in fact, -
this logical form is mirrored in propositions; it is what
cannot be said but only shown. 1I.will now attempt to
expand on this relationship.and explain exactly what 1og\i-
\ R \
¢al form is. Wittgenstein states explicitly what cannot
be said, but is shown, . .
~l5ropoaitions cannot represent logical
form: it is mirrored in them. What
-finds its reflection in language, lan-
guage cannot represent. What expresses
itself in language, we cannot express
by means of language. Propositions
show the 1031cal form of reality. They
display it. 6 = C
Logical form must be seen as outside of language, as by it
o
» wa judge the consistency of facts in the world. If it were
: siyablc. ‘then it would also have to allow f?:‘ the possibi-
"lity of being true or false, and so would be incapable of
being used to judge l.a:;guagc. It cannot be totally indepen-
3
dent of the world though, or else we could not judge facts
/
by it ag all. This is vhere the idea of the picture theory
comes in, whereby language and réality mirror the same
logical form. Anacombe refars td Wittgenstein's unique

approach here to ‘solving the problem of describing the

Ay
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connection between thought or lanéuaée and reality. Refer-
ring to this point Anscombe says: ‘ &

t Propositions thus have a feature that is
very comparable to a feature of pictures.
We call the possibility of the kind of . ’

. connection that sets up a proposition

. 'logical form,' as the possibility of ~
‘any particular spatial arrangement can
be called spatial form. And since logi-
cal form is that through which a struc-
ture can have T and F poles, and for .
sanething to be true or false is the very
same thing as for reality to be thus or
otherwise, Wittgenstein calls < logical
form' also 'the form of reality.'?7

PRSI

Logical form then is the potential for possibilities that
' is common to both language and reality. It is seen in ghe
fact that propoaitions‘are synthetic and that reality is not
det:rmi;ed, it could be étherw;se. The distinction between
form and essence must be made clear here. ’Logical form is

the given possibilities of the world, while the essence is
. ) . 5
what is searched for as actually existing in the world,

LY

the simples of language or objects of the world. Finch says,

We cannot picture or talk about the world
at all without making use of form and

‘ logical form, while it is in the course
of doing this that we discover something
about what is the essence of the world
and what is essential to pictures and
propositions. In regard to the world
especially it can be said that form is
the possibilities of existence (what
possibilities could exist), while essence
is the existence of possibilities (what
possibilities do exilt).zq

. / '




{(d) Truth-Function Theory and Picture Theory
! i

Now that the nature of philosophy has been discussed

it would be worthwhile to examine the two majo'r‘t‘heories -
that Wittgenstein has put forward to describe the relatipn-

ship between logic, language, and the world - namely the

picture t\heory and the truih-f\mctim'theoryr First t.he
truth-function theory will be looked at. ‘Witt?genstein con-
ceived of this theory as a means whereby an} proposition,
\amli‘mod into tem; of an.elementary proposition, could be
seen to have sense or not, at 1e\aat factua‘lly. Pann des-
cribes this theory:

the truth-value of a campound proposition
is campletely determined by the truth- .
values of its camponents - once the truth-

" \ values of its components are given, the

'  truth-value of the compound propesition
can be calculated. Wittgenstein-claims R
that all propositions are related to ele-
mentary propositions truth-functionally.29’

By reducing complex propositions to the terms of elementary

propositions - the simples - if can be determined if these '

*

propositions have sense or not / The picture theory must be
discussed here as it is the picture theory on which witt-
gonutain)lqalcl his analysis 'of language. Propositions are

said to be pictures of reality. These pictures may be

4

'tofcrr,od to as representations, and then the questions to b\e

examined are what these pictures represent and whether they
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rebresent it accurately /or not. To begin with it must be
-remembered that a p{oposition must always represent a possi-
b%lity. I1f it is a lagical proposition or tautology for
example, it will be a senseless proposition in' that it is

3

analytic. I‘f i:: is a metaphysical propc?sition it will be
seen that it is naonsensical as one or more of its terms is
without reference. So we are dealing here with propositions
that have sense.  They are neither true nor false a priori.
The picture theory is a description of how language relates
to the world, so it is used to analyse an elementary propo-

sition intb the relations between its simple names which

picture, truly or falsely, the objects they rep;eaent. The

-2

picture t'heory is a rule whereby this relation bet,wean the
simples of these propositions to the objects of the world can
. be cbserved. Fann describes the view as follows

, there is a general rule correlating the
" elements of a proposition with the el ts

@» of a fact. One can, as it were, draw es

between names of an elementary proposition
and objects of the atomic fact which is
pictured by the elementary proposition.
That is , how an elementary proposition is
in touch with theworld. . .. If an
elementary proposition matches the atomic
fact it describes, then it is true - other-
wise it is false. But a proposition need
/ not be compared with reality to be under-

stood, because it is a picture of reality.30

A proposition can be understood because it has sense; its

truth value will be determined only’by comparing it to

C ,

[N ' &
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reality. Anscombe makes a comment on this point also:

We have seen what ‘'can be said' accord-

ing to this theory: that, and that only,

. ‘can be said' the negative of which is

also a possibility, so that which of the

two possibilities is actual has to be

discovered by 'comparing the proposition

with reality. '3l .
Therefore the picture theory deals with the possibilities
of what can be said. This is calle_d the ‘'pictorial form'
and it represents possibility in the real world. Langum;e\
then, has sense only when it deals with possibilities. The
possibilities of truth or fa‘lsehood in the propositions
become actualities only when the persdn determines one or
the other in reélity. For something to be a picture of
scméthing else it must not be completély‘ identiéal with
what it pictures or eise it would be what it pictures.
Therefore thae, proposition must r::main a possibility to have
sense logicallly. eut it must not be tota“lly uniike what it
representsy either, or else -it would not be a picture. What
the proposition and the world or reality that it represents
must share for it to be a picture at a.].l then,is logical
tonla. This then is the connect.“ion between lc;gic, language,
and the world. Proposit;ions picture the world by showing
the same logical form. The propositions of metaphysicians
are seen to lack this logical fom when analysed, and so
lack sense factually. It is not a question of whether their
J

'd
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propositions are true or not. The point is that they should
not be said at all. Furthermoré metaphysical philosophers
may attempt to pass beyand the limit of language by trying
to describe the logical form of the world - by trying to
describe how the world is pictured by propositions. But a
picture must be independent of what it pictures, and propo-
sitions must use logic to explain the logical form of the
world in order to be understood at all. So such propo-
sitions could not be independent of what they picture. T
They would have to be seen as misuses of language. Witt-
genstein states,
A picture represents a possible situation
1\ in logical space . . .. What it repre-
sents it represents independently of its
truth or falsity, by means of its pictori-
al form. What a picture represents is its
2 sense . . .. In order to tell whether a
picture is true or false we must compare
it with reality.32 )
If a proposition cannot be analysed into an ataomic picture
|
| of the world then it is not really a proposition. Some -

- distinctions between names and propositions are important

o in the picture theory also. As I have previously stated,

to be understood a person would have to know what would be
the case if it were false and also if it were true. A
*name, on the other hand, ;uit signify oqg,objgct' in reality

.

_ propositions must express possibilities to have sense, and
|




', is rejected by the time the INVESTIGATIONS are written.
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alone or else it is not a meaningful sign. A hame is under-

stood through its reference to an object in the world then,
which object also must be indicated. The sense of a propo;

sition is grasped without explanation, whereas a name must

d 1

be explained. Futjhermore a name is a constant while a
proposition is a possibility. 'rhas relatlon between name

and object led Wittgenstein to the idea of a private lan-

4
guage whereby their relatiohship would be established

privately by each ,indivudual. As we shall see this idea

e

-

To conclude this discussion of the picture theory,

its main concepts can be clarified by examining them in
) §

eight points, as Kenny has done.

(1) A proposition is essentially composite.
[A proposition is a fact consisting of
parts which can occur differently in
another proposition. 1In each proposi-
tion there is a special relationship

. ‘between the simples to make it a certain .

fact ]
. (2) The elements which compose a proposition
N are correlated by human decision with

elements of reality.

(3) The combination of such correlated ele-

- ments into a proposition presents - '
without further human intervention - a
possible state of affairs. [Although
man may choose any cambination he wishes,
to be a proposition it must present a -
possible reality.]

(4) A proposition stands in an internal
relation to the possible state of
affairs which it.represents. [This
internal relation is the logical form]

{

N
o
.
¢
[N
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(5) .This internal relation can only be
o shown, it cannot be informatively
stated. (As I have previously men-s
tioned, logical form ca&n only be
.. | mirrored in propositions, not said.]
(6) A proposition is true or false in vir-
tue of being compared to reali '
. ) [Propos:.tlons can be verified only’by
’ comparing them to reality. Alone they
are pictures that remain possibilities
(7) A proposition must be .independdt of
the actual state of affairs which makes
it true or makes it false, [If it were
not independent it would not be a possi-
bility, but an actuality, and then j.t
would not be a proposition)
(8) No proposition is a priori true. (I
. have stated that the world is the tota<
lity of facts, true and false. For .
- this to be shown in propositions, the
propositions must be capable of being =~
true and false. In order to be actually
one or the other it must have the possi-
bility of being either. ' It is man who
determines -if it is true or false by
comparing it to reality.}33 <

|

- ‘The aim _of the TRACTATUS ‘becomes'clear when it is seen that
many propos'iti‘ons of ordimiry langquage do no't have a pic-
torial 'appearance.’ The essence of language is hitdden and
must be brought out by analysis to show that the o'rdinar'y
propositions of language picJture the world. The relation-

ship is seen in their logical form. Then the limit of lan-

yuage will be the limit of ;ha world - a point which I have

explained at the beginning of this paper, %

{(e) what Can Be Shown Only

This leads to the main point of the book, which has

~ 1




been the center of -a great deal of controversy because it

often has been misunderstood. In fact, it is very impor-

PERY

.

tant to understanding Wittgenstein's view of the nature of

philogophy. He concludes the TRACTATUS with the sentence:

{ 34

"Whereof one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent."”

»

People have been led jnto error concerning Wittgenstein by

e,
L
et

taxin “§"7'cff{_i“; to mean that everything except s%eﬁce is non- -~
\ ( " sensical and has no meaning. What théy have failed to”grasp

is the accompanying sentence: "What can be shown cannot be
35

1
said. The distinction to be seen here is betwé%n ‘shown'
' ’

and ‘said.' ‘Above 1 have Baid that ‘logiéal form is what is
siown -in language. It sets the limit to factual 1anguage.>
But lo§ical form is not all that should be included in what

can be shown. Although this is what is shown in factual
» language thexe are other things that have sense or meaning

in other mod¢s 9f communication as well. David Pears says

that Wittgenstein:.meant hy these staéements referrir{g to

silence, >
. . . that/there isinothing factual outside
" the limit of factual language. "He allowed T
that there are also things which cannot be
. said in factual propositions, but which can

be shown. Now these factually unsayable

things belong ‘to other kinds. of discourse,

the most important . . . being religious,

n&ral,. and aesthetic.3® -

i’

It would be extremely naive to suggest that Wittgenstein

-~
-
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kg

' - . ’ ' 1
held everyr_hi‘n'g in life to be meaningless except what 'could

o .
- be said,'factually. In LECTURES & CONVERSATIONS he is quoted
as.saying that in the area of aastheti?s, language canhot
express one's appreciation. This can-only be shown. He

says, "It is rot difficult to describe what appreciation
g ) - .
consists in, but impossible. To describe what it consists
. i N
- in we would have to describe the whole énvirqmnent,":’?

/s
‘fact we know from his own life -that he took an interest in

In

the arts, as well“as language. So although logical form is

wvhat is shown in language, it must be seen that there are

4

. other things that can be shown outside of factual Zn)grage.

A brief account of Wittgenstein's method of pliloso- .
\\ ' -
phizing in the TRACTATUS is necessary here to understand how

the things which can only be shown are in fact geen: This
is not to be a further discussion’ of his picture theory and '
truth-funétion theory but rather a defense of his actual

writing “of ptopositions, of saying what can only be shown,

not said.'jj.itgenstein gays: '\ -

My propositions are elucidatory in this

way: he who understands me finally recog-

.nizes them as senseless, when he has =

climbed out through them, on them, over

them. (He must so to speak throw away

| » the ladder, after he has climbed up on it.)
He must surmount these progositﬁns- t:hon
he sees the world rightly.

>

\ on this p&int Wii:tgen-tein has been seversly cr:lti-—
=c1zg,d as contradicting himself. In thc Prefaco% the

=
< L »
. . v : . .
. , . o 2
LR ] LI 2 / ]
“
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TRACTATUS, he states that the truth of his thoughts seems to
3

-ty

him to be unquestionable, and then later on he calls these
» .
propositions genseless. Géorge Pitcher says,

\ .
Wittgenstein considers his philosophical
assertions be illuminating nonsense Y
« « »o Wittgenstein has said these things .
"and therefore fhey can be said. What is
nonseénsical is to deny thdt what has been
said can be said.39

In reply to this criticism it ma% be remarked that Witt-
genstein has not called his propositions 'illuminating non-,

]
sense' but rather 'senseless.' This distinction is quite *°

important when the distinction S;twéen analytic and/syno

thetic}propositiona is recalled. Although Wittgenstein

migpt Bay his propositions are senseles; in the traditionél

sense, tﬁey may still show the meaning ip his philosophy.

They c;uld be .seen as.leading to an awareness of the trugh
N -

of his Book as analytig propositions, They are nonsensical

from the viewpoint of being metaphys§ca1 propositions, but

* they could ba seen as senseless from the viewpoint of being

L

analytic propdsit;ons which can show meaning, even if they
cannot layrit; ‘In fact the kﬁ@w;edge that they give is of
vhat we kﬁcﬁ ;lroady but seem to have forgottep - Wittgenstein
just says that we know how to use 1a$guagq alr;ady, he does
not .try to explain how we have this knowledge. He wisﬁeé us

-

to treat his philosophical propositions as if they were true




39
¢ H

in‘the traditional sense, but if one does this and under-
stands them in terms of his new philosophy, one will have

to conclude tgat they are senseless; in understandingﬁcomea

a transcendence, beyond the propositions, to seeing what p;n
and cannot be said. This was not clear before, but it

becomes so in rejecting these propositions. ,The\propositions
of the TRACTATUS cannot say anything factual, but just be-
cause of that, they can show what cannot be saidl In language

this is logical form. But the meaning of life and the set-

~

ting of values are also seen to lie outside the world of lan-

”

guage. The process of raising questions about the‘mean;hg of
life, for example - metaphysical questions - and then reject-

ing them shows. one that the answers to these questions lie

.

outside the realm of the factual discourse of the natural

r sciences. This is the mystical side of Wittgenstein. He

i « . <

&
says: [ s

We feel that even if all possible scientific
questions be answered, the problems of life

have still not been touched at all, Of -
course there is then no 2uestion left, and—

just this is the answer. 40 .

Wittgensteip goes on to say that the sense of life has
become clear to same people, but they have been unalle to
. ',," w
express it. Anscombe states that these re itt-

i

} genstein’s tend to show that he believed that questions
. . )
£ about life and values, which fall into ghe category of

| ;

|

r

A » : /’
.
.
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metaphysical quéationa, could only be solved in ways other

than factual language. As such they would be part of what

can only be shown. Wittgenstein therefore believed that
all the questions of philosophy in the traditional metaphy-
| ]

sical sense would be abandoned now when doing philoscophy.

Pﬁ}lgsophy would be an analysis of language into elémentaty

propositions to show what can and cannot be said. From this

also would came seeing what can only be shown.




CHAPTER III
PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS AND LATER WORKS

(a) Reasons for Change of Method

tam.

Now that Wittgenstéin's conceptign of philotgphy has
been stated in terms of the TRACTATUS, I will attempt to
stat;a his views in the PHILOSOPHICALJ INVESTIGATIONS to show
that they are thé same there. The nature of philosophy still
\will be the analysis of language, but the method of analysis
will change. Wittgenstein here abandons his a priori method
'6f analysis, the use of which was to find the single essence '
wvhich v;ill be the limit of language, in favor of a pragmatic
approach, looking not for the 'limit’' but rather the
*limits’' in the ways language is used in all its different
contexts. Fann says,

'Tbe eternal striving for’ab-oluto exactn;--
and precision is now regarded as an illu-

sion - and vagueness, insofar as it serves

our ordiﬁaqy plrposes is accepted as reality.4!

The question to be discussed now is why Wittgenstein has
changed his method. His philosophy at the time of the
TRACTATUS was based upon an atomism wherein the essence of

‘é\
language was to be discovered. But by the time of the.

- 4] -
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; INVESTIGATiONS he no longer searched for such an essence
hidden in language. His conception of 'essence'’ itself
leads to more problems:

The so-called 'essence,’' which was the

center of interest might have no better

claim to recognition than the specific

differences which were neglected.

Second, it might n really be the essence,

because a closer k at the different

varieties might reveal that it was not

really shared by all of them.42

It would be very hard to locate such an essence in language;
*’b

in fact he later believed it too rigid a restriction on lan-

guage. Also the varieties o;\tkagea_nf language would make

it difficult to determine if they all shared this ‘essence.’

He ha& e;rlier held that every proposition should have a '

definite sense. He now came to see that this was -a require-

ment that he had imgosed on language in his search for a

single essence, not samething he had observed. He noted

that when  ordinary language is observed more closely it

becomes clearer that it does not adhere to this requirement,

In actual usage of language many propositions are vague and

indefinite, but they are atill perfectly capable of express-

ing what we want them to. The notion that everything musé

be reduced to a final analysis in order to be really known

is rejected. Wittgenstein says,
X
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For example, we think: If you have only
the unanalysed form you miss the analysis;
but if you know the analysed form that
gives you everything. - But can I not say
that an aspect of the matter is lost on
you in the latter case as well as the
former 243
language is to be examined in its multivarious uses, A
final analysis is no longer required to understand language.
‘ N ’
His earlier method of logical atomism will change.
His rejection of logical atomism can be seen to
begin with his evaluations of the role of elementary propo-
.sitions. In 1929 Wittgenstein wrote a paper, SOME REMARKS
(" ON LOGICAL FORM, in which he rejected his previous position
that elementary propositions were independent of each other.
It was statements of degree, whereby one statement would ex-
clude all others, that made him realize that they were not
/
. 4 ,
independent of each other. For example, if it were said
that a car was painted a bright red, then any statement
- referring to that car as being another shade of red would
be denied in reference to the original statement. Indepen-
dently these further statements could not be rejected. Such
statements of degree also could not be further analysed as
their terms could not be broken down into smaller units,

As they are, they remain elementary propositions that couid

not have sense inpependently. A further problem which

troubied him was that he had been unable to give even one

>
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-~
example of an elementary proposition. It was only with °’
H
logical symbolism that he could construct examples. So he
began to question his garlier method of analysis., He still
believed that lang'uagé must be analysed to be understood,
but the analysis would change to an analysis of usage. He
began to believe that the analysis of language would have ¢
to take into account the internal relations between propo-
sitions, the inner workings of language. ' Kenny refers to |
this point, , (
‘ |
Simultaneously he began to regard it as an ;
oversimplification to regard the connection
between language and reality as consisting
only of two elements, the name-relation and
the pictorial nature of the proposition.
It was this, among other things, that led
to the development of the theory of meaning
as use and the exploration of the notion of
' language-games . 44
The search for the single essence as the goal of analysis
to set the limit of language is being abandoned for the
more pragmatic approach of discovering the limits of lan-.
guage in the uses involved in language-games, This idea of
‘language-games' becomes central to his new method in the
INVESTIGATIONS, and will be developed further on in this
paper.
Returning to Wittgenstein's rejection of logical
atomism, we see that he also begins to reject the use of

'cmplu" in':clao absolute sense. He realizes that terms
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like 'simple' and 'complex' are relative terms, not abso-
lute, and can be discusged only in light of specific con-
texts. Pitcher comments this point:

The correlative notions of absolute complex-

‘ ity and simplicigy were shown by the later
Wittgenstein to be groundless. Nothing, he
argues, is in itself absolutely simple.
Caompared to the whole chess board, one of
its white squares is relatively simple.

But it is not absolutely simple . . . ina
certain context . . . a thing may be called

simple. In other contexts, however, that
same thing may have to be called composite, 43

\
'ro\summarize, logical atomism, the search for the essence
of language by fnalysjing it §nto the simples of elementary
propositions that are linked direétly to (;:he obj.ect; of the
world, was being rejected now because of his new views on
the independence of these propositions anq the nature of
names and objects. By the time of the.INVESTIGATIONS :
Wittgenstein held that an elanent;ry-propoaition .could be
an i.ncomp.lete,picture of a state of affairs. In the ]
TRACTATUS had said that even if a péopoaitian did not
completely picture a situation, it was still a coqpleto pic-
ture itself of what it did picture. g« that incomplete
pictures of situations were. accepted as bein§ possibly
incomp;lete' in themselves, there would have to be possibl
relationships between complete and incomplete descriptions

of the same situation to be considered. Now there are no

-
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‘propositions that have sense séiely from a, direct relation-

ship to the world, éropositions that were formerly called
'elementary’ would now bhe said to have sense only when exa-
mined in the context of language-games and their usages
tgsrein. The logical atbmism'of the TRACTATUS has been
abandoned for a method of analysis which is more flexible
and pragmatic in its application to ordinary language.
"Crudely oversimplifying, one could say that Wittgenstein
abandoned the atomism of logical atomism but kept most of
its logic."46 Logic here refers of course to the following
of the rules of our ;ymbolism, a point to be developed later
on in this paper. Wittgenstein has ch;nged his method of

philosophy now, but retained his original conception of its’

© nature, that is, of its aims and purposes. Finally here, we

see that Wittgenstein also became more interested in the
philosophy of mind. In the TRACTATUS he had viewed such
things as unde;atanding and intentions.as being the material
of empirical plychoiogy, not philosophy. But he now came to
think that they were important themselves for philosophy, in
order to understand how we use language. His changing viéw;
point on those topics of thought and meaning became apparent
in PHILOSOPHISCHE BEMERKUNGEN and PHILOSOPHISCHE GRAMMATIK
written in the 1930's, and also in ‘the collection of his

notes, THE BLUE and dnown BOOKS. Much of the material in
. P y
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"+  the INVESTIGATIONS in fact, comes from these writings, or

L]

]
is developed from their initial ideas. The relation of lan-
guage to thought and states of mind is examined -at length in

the INVESTIGATIONS. '

(b) Aim of Philosophy in INVESTIGATIONS

So we see at least generally some reasons why the®
method changes. But what is the aim of philosophy now?
Wittgenstein says, "What is your aim in philosophy? - to

7 The aim,

shew the fly the way out of the fly bottle."4
then, still is to probe the questions of‘ philosophy 1{1 order
to éliminate them by clearing' up misunderstandings of lan-
guage. Wittgenstein still sees philosophy's task as setting
up the boundaries of sense, only here sense i; found within
the 'limits' of a certain language—game rather than in the
'1imit' of language based upon a single essence wifereby it
becomes clear %t can and cannot be said. !':hilosophers
have mi;understood how a word is useﬁ and attribute meanings
to it that do not apply. This leads them to ask unanswer-
able questiohs. It is the form of words that is confusing,
says Witti;en’ste,in, soEm must look beyond their mere appear-
ance. He states the problem:\ “When language is looked at,
what is 'looked at is a form of words and not the use made

48

of the form of words.” Fann, refers to the form of words

—~

as surface-grammar, and their uses as the depth-grammar.

( | ‘
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‘The first statement is evidently experiential, but th

\ “48

W‘hen' two‘sentenc‘es have tixe shx surface-grammar, phiio—-
sophers think both can be greated i‘ the same way. What
they have failed to see is that the dept .-grammar may be
different, because one sentence may be empnr\l\ca\l while the
other ig only grammatical "or conceptual, As an exa e of
the difference Fann off;rs the two statements 'All roses
have thorns' and 'All rods have length.' Although both
appear to be th; same, ‘their depgh—?ramr is different.
s

second is merely grammatical, as it does not give -us any
new inforuat:‘i.m.but merely statés a rule referring to the

*

usage of the word 'rod.' "Now,as in the TRACTATUS, Witt-
genstein attempts to show th/e metaphysician that his propo-
sitions are unverifiable; only now he attempts this through
the analysis pf the useb\of language in language-games,
rather than in the complete analysis of langquage into its
simplest parts. |

Words will fleriva their meaning from whatever use
they have in a particular‘ sitvation. Lanq;l;?lge-qames are
introduced to show that words have meaning orily in social
contexts. This is a major diltinctic'n from the TRACTATUS.
There one surpassed the limit of factual sense by saying

wvhat cannot be said. 1In the INVESTIGATIONS, one can misuse™

language not only by surpassing the limits of factual sense,
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|
thatgis, by using a word outside of any langLagebgame, but
also by using a word in a language-game inappropriate to it.

Specht attempts to clarify this point,

| | .

| _ | According to Wittgenstein the genesis of
philosophical problems is to be seen in
the fact that certain analogies exist bet-
ween various language-games, particularly
in their external grammatical form, and
these analogies lead to a misinterpretation
of the specific objectivity constituted in

\ the individual language-games.’

The bounds of sense of language are drawn by the particular

\

S language-game employed, and the uses of the words therein, -
whereas previously th;z/ﬂerg to be discovered as the limit

‘ of language.  The basic unit of sense here mqgeé froq vords
" to sentences. It becomes a dynamic philoséﬁhy rather than.
a static one. The g;yeh shifts from 'objects' to-‘for;s of
life.' M;aning pccurs as words are used in a certain éon- \
{ktAXt' there is no fixed relation between ‘simple’ and
| 'dbject; as before. The connection now is between language
and forms of life,which connection is expléinod”bmétho term -
language-games. ‘

In the INVESTIGATIONS Wittgenstein's v:lcw%ot philo-
sophy is to be examined from the investigations of language-
games as forms of life, in the idea of meaning as use, and
in the rejection of the private language theory. It must-
be stressed that this examination is meant to show that

il
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Wittgenstein has ma%?tained the same conception of philoso-
' phy as?the had in the TRACTATUS ; that %g; the analys{s of
language to clarify what can and cannot be said gnd thus
eliminate metaphysical propositions, and in so doing to
‘point towards what can only be shown. First of all we)ﬁust
examine just what it is that Wittgenstein means by the term
'language-games.' In the TRACTATUS ™ theory .of logical . *
atomism, the relationship between the names éf elementary
propositions and objeéfs of t?e;world was to'bq békablisked

by the truth-function theory and the picture theory. As'I

have stated above, Wittgenstein now realizes that .this is

#

not enough to understand how words are used. WOrdé must be ‘jy

examined in. use to determine their meaning. This then is
7
Wittgenstein'd theory of 1anguage-gamés. Language is com-

- -

pared to games which follow different rules, not just one
S;:ulo-. The point to see is how to use rules ofllanguége,'

| not just one pq}tfcular rulie. Language can be understood
only when its words a;a deen in the human ccngext in which
tth are used, in the total environment which is called the
language-jame.. Wittgenstein says that ;e should realize that
speaking a language is not an isolated e§ent but a part of
an lctiviéy. a’forn of life. A word may have one meaning in
one context or language-gama. and another meaAing in another

Y -

context. The meaning is not fixed, and can only be determined

Cy _
X ‘ ’ Y
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in exanunlng its usage in a spec1f1c language-game where it
is employed. There are 'all kinds of language~games -~

f

Wittgenstein says there are an indefinite number of them.
- Some éxamples that he gives are: giving or taking orders,

reportfing an ev"ent*‘ making jokes, play-acting. All of these
~ R - Y t N

. yactivities must be seen to follow certain yules in their
‘. ‘l? '

usage in order to have sense. A Specht refers to Wittgenstein's
o Y | ) T .
. theory of language-games as follows::

In@nstmcting his theory, he starts fram
. llngulstlc entities in which lipguistic
. Bigns and objects are ihcorporated into the
’ totalu;y of the performance of a human
o action. Wittgenstein calls these totalities -
. 'language-games' . . .. A language-game is
NN ‘@‘ . ##thus a homogeneous structure in which word
. and signified object do not occur ag igo-
. . "lated structures, as is the casc®in the

LY

¢ ’ atomic model.s_o . ’ e .

ol Language-games are to be seen not as a re)ectxon of the phi-@

3

losophy of the TRACTATUS ly‘ as a supplement to ahd improve-
ment on the former fmethod of domg the same thing, The limi't
. of f‘actual sense ‘will be 1anguage again, but now this sense

“‘.wul be discovered in the lim;te established in use. -There 4

<

rg;g" no one use to Be discovered like an essence. He says,

" We want to establish an order in our know-
'liedge of the use of language: an order with
Ca part..tcu'lap énd in view: oné out of many
possible orders, not the order.>} .
.The role-of r-uleu’ in hngmgé-gams should be looked
» - i
- at to make clearer the conception of language in 'forms of

'
«
.
« * ~ o - L] N .
. - .
- o M N * ‘ b
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~ meaningless by itself. The rule for its usage is established

Foay
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~
14
( te v
.

" life.' 1language is compared to games in that it follows

" certain rules; and the role of ‘rules in lanhguage should be

LS

seen as the same as their role in'games. Games may be
%
played with rules that may change - they are arbitrary, not

fixed absolutely. Similarly in language-games, rules must

~be seen as flexible. Wittgenstein is not concerned with

~

some specific rule, but states that all languages have rules,

o - ’
_or else there would be no consistency in them, and conse-

quently, they would not be communicable. As we shall see

N

later on, language cannot be private for Wittgenstein; nor
N

can rules be private. The point here is that in order to say
one is following a rule, a person also must be able to deter-

“mine if one is making a mistake. 1f rules were private there

-

would be no possibility of detecting errors in their usage,
, . »

Fallowihg rul\:a is saifl to presuppose a 'form of life,' as
the)\( are cust.cms or pfacticea. Alone rules would have ;(10

- sense. For example, Wittgenstein says thatgfwg use an arrow
sign (—) to point, and we understand what it means. But

if man did not dacide that it meint this, then it would be

in its hwnan*cbntext . in the language-game in which it ibé"

employed. If the context changes, the rule for its meaning
. ¢

chmiez,a: well. Rules that are used in a particular lan-

guage-game however, must remmin constant in that particular

N
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)context. Any rule—guideé activity is essentially a public
activity, as I have st;ted, as rule-following Presupposes
a setting for the rules to be applied in. As rules are seen
to be public, they must be able to be taught and understood -

/ ' . -
by more than one perxrson. What makes it possible for rules

[}

“to be taught and learned is the fact that rule-following
J

implies an habitu‘al Ettern of behaviour. 1In order to
fc;llow rulesl ane must develop skill in their usage, and 't;his
comes about through practice, If the rules estab;ished for
application in certain 1anguage-gamé's did not remain constant
once determined, if they could change from one second To the
next, ther‘x one would not be 'able to develop the skills ne-
cessary to use them properly. Only with the type of regu-
larity that exists in the rules of language, however arbfi-— °
"trary the rules may be, could someone learn how to use these
rules, and be able to communicate lWith and understax;xd anotier
person. J

' What is important is not merely to understand some

\Qle or even all rules of language. The whole concept of

following rules is what one must understand. Rules, more-
over, are set up in a particular environment and c;an be
%ndérstoods only in that particular setting. It is _j:nwortant

to realize that r\»es are man-made and therefore arbitrary.

v

They can change from setting to setting, and in fact do.

"

-
~ -
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This should lead us to an awareness of the human aspect of
language. Language-games are a combination of language

aff'its environment. Alone language has no-meaning. Mean-
. A

o

ing is given only in the uses of language in particular cone
texts. Previously the meaning of'a word was to be established
by its referax;ce to the object that it named. There‘ is no
lor;ger an\y such fixed meaning to be discovered. In different
context's the same word may refer to different tﬁings, acquire
diffe;ent mét;nings. Also, words need not refer to any object, .
If one asked what the word 'five' referred to in a statement
such as 'Bring me five applies,' it would be seen that the ﬁ
question has no sense. ‘Five' does not refer to‘any obiject, 1
one can be said t;o understand its meaning when one under-

‘ stands how to use the word in a .particular context. Words
serve different functions in different contexts, and so for
mfning to be established the situation in which the words

are used must be observed also. This is v{hat language~games ,
should make us awaxe of. The role of rules in language—gaxﬁes\
should holp‘to show that language gets its wvalue. only as

part of a ‘form of 1ife.' Rule-following is a skill an;.l there
33 no rule for formulating rules. They are chosen by man and
as such thq; .arc'lubject to his changes. Rules are not fixed

constants then, hut are more like "aign-pOsta.’ It is the

'form of life' which is central for Wittgenstein. High
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elaborates on the importance of the 'form of life,' the
human aspect of language:

Language qua language is rooted in and ;

receives accreditation from the human

order. It is not rooted in and accre-

dited by some sterilized or virgin logi-

cal order higher than the one which

"human beings are rfsponsihle for as well

as responsive _t:o.!r>

'
- This discussion of 'forms of life' serves to bring

A
out the point made earlier that the INVESTIGATIONS is atil]:

a book based on logic. Logic hds already been defined as

the following of the rules of our symbolism. In the TRACTATUS,
the rules of logic by themselves were seen to be enocugh to

show thé limit of what can be said. In the INVESTIGATIONS
Wittgenstein comes to realize that even in applying the rules
of logic, the human aspect of this application must be consi-
dered. His scope r?"ﬁ.\vaiden'ed here but his concern remains

the same. Logical analysis is still the aim, but it is now
accomplished through establishing meaning in the uses of lan-
guage in specific language-games. The human environment seen

in the 'forms of life' must no{y be overlooked, nor can the

rules be isclated from life. Wittgenstein is an ordinary

language philoso‘pher, as novw he does not even look for iogi-

¥s he previously did, but
° /\‘

accepts it as perfect as it i jven in its vague common

appearance. There is no hiddey/ essence to justify ordinary
. 4 ¢

LI




language, only its uses in its language-games.

(c) Meaning as Use and Rejection of Mental Processes

The theory of meaning as use is closely connected

with the idea of language-games, and so should be examined
‘ 3

at this point. The idea that the meanifig of the words of

a proposition should be looked for in their use rather than
" .

in an essence is developed in notes from THE BLUE BOOK.

Without a sense, or without the thought,
a proposition would be an utterly dead and
trivial thing. And further it seems clear
that no adding of inorganic signs can make
the proposition live. And the conclusion

' which one draws from this is that what must
be added to the dead signs in order to make
a live proposition is something immaterial,
with properties different from all mere
signs. But if we had to name anything which
is the life of the sign, we should have to
say that it was its use.

o

The meaning of words is ah&m as tﬁey are ' used in particular
language-games. There is no one meaning that is constant,
like an essence. This was an error from the TRAC.:TATUS that
had to be corrected. There, the words of elementary propo-
sitions were fixed in relation to reality in that they
ro}at,ed directly to the cbjects of the world. Now the

human decision as to their use in language-games is seen

to be the'determiﬁing factor in their meaning. Wittgenstein's

-

concept of 'méani.ng as use becomes central with the intro-

duction of langhago-qamas, as it is here that words are seen
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to have meaning and consequently language to have sense
only in a Qgtal environment. How words aré used in that
language-game determines if they have meaning or if they
are understood. 1In fact, 1angdage~ga 8 are introduced in
order to show that meaning is to be determined only in the
aﬁplication of words. There is no one function that all
words are seen to adhere to, such as naming objects; thére-)
fore there can be no ge;eral theory of meaning. There is
no longgr’a single relationship to be sought between a
word and the abject it signifies. -Words can signify in
many different ways. In fact, words do not have to signify
anything at all. They are compared to tools in that differ-
ent words in different contexts may signify different things,
jus£ as all tools are not used for the same purpose. The
word 'red' for example would not/signify the same type of
thing as the word 'runs' in most cases., The meaninq‘bf a
word will be determined only by examining its Q;e fﬁ‘a par-
ticular context. Referring to the distinction between ana-
lyéic and synthetic propositions, and consequently to the
reference to propositions as'senselesa, nonsensical, or sensi-
ble, this is to be determined solely from the contexts in
which propositions are employed. Hospers agrees that this

distinction can be made only with reference to the context

of use of a proposition:
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Whether a statement in the context of a
systematic body of statements is defini-

. tional (and therefore analytic) or non- °
definitional (and-therefore synthetic)
depends on this context and on the manner
in which the entire system is constructed
for possible application to the world of
things.

This brings us to a discussion of Wittgenstein's
rejection of the notions of meaning and understanding as 1
. being mental processes. The desire to view understanding ‘
ahd meaning as mental processes arises from the same error
that caused him to look for elementary i)ropositions directly
related to the world, rather than to examine ther;\ in a parti-
cular context, says Wittgenstein. It is the desire for ome
answer, a unity or essence, to guarantee that something has
occurred, when such a desire must be suppressed. Meanihg
instead’should be sought in usage. Win‘ch refers to this Ve

problem:

In just the same way’as no 'labelling’' oper-
ation could by itself, outside the context

of an established grammar, establish any con-
nexion between name and object . , . just so
could no process by itself constitute thinking
something, meaning something, understanding
sarething, Here too it is what surrounds the
process, not the process itself (given that
there is one at all), which anables us to say
that someone has understood Womething, means
something, understands aomething.55

[

This is an area in which his picture theory led into error,
u /

For example, if one is told to do something, we say that bet-

waen fhe order and its being carried out there must came an

undeystanding of th. order. This way of speaking leads one



to conceive of understanding as a separate step, a process in

the mind, which is pictures as occurring. Wittgenstein says
that just as terms must be examined in the language-games in
which they are employed, and cannot be said to have m'eaning

in isolation, so also must it be granted that understanding

or meaning cannot be said to consist in a single process com-
mon to all instances of understanding or meaning, but must be
sSeen as assuming differént forms in various contexts; How a -
person acts or carries on, if he knows how to go on, in this
c'ontext, will determine if there has been understanding, or if
he has meant a certain thing. There is no one circumstance
or process occuring in one's mind that can apply to all situ-
ations where ineaning or understanding has taken place. The
desire to reduce all meaning to one act is just another exam-

Ple of the search for an essence that was evidenced in the

"TRACTATUS. As I have stated above, Wittgenstein came to .see

that elementary propositions by themselves cannot picture the
world. Words by themseives are lifeless, and cannot by them-
selves be connected to the world. It had been thought that
the éonnection between word and object occurred in the mind
in mental processes. Pitcher states clearly the fallacy of

this line of reasoning:

The connection, we thought, must be made by
~a mental act of meaning: the speaker means
\ his words to stand for something, and that
is how the connection between words and the

o
'
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world is made. But . . . if the alleged
act of meaning consists merely in con-
juring up an image, it will not do what
we require it to do . . . one would still
need to know how the connection between
the picture and what it represents is to
"be established . . .. So the bridge from
words to the world cannot be built of ang-
thing as insubstantial as mental images,>®

These mental images themselves would need further images to
explain'thei:’cmnecti{m t;etween words and the world, and

that further image would also require another image to ex-
plain their connection, ad infinitum, Th; answer than is to
rej\e t the desire to seek for the essence of :meaning and un-’
éerstanding in a mental process, and to see that they o;:cur
differently in yarious contexts. It is in, this way that his
previous way of thinking is aided and altez;ed.' T})e meanihg

of words is to be found in their use in lar;guage;games only.
Use is the bridge between words and the world.. It is .by one's
behaQiour‘ in a specific situation that we can decide if onea
understands or means something. .Pitcher sums up this solution

to the problem of establishing meaning or understanding as

follows:

All that is actually required, in addition to

the words themselves, is the behavior of human
beings, the language-games which they play with
words. It is, in short, the use of words which

gives them life. In use, they are a].i.\m.-‘ﬂw;1

(d) Pamily Res ances Replace Notion of Essence

The criticism that may come up now is that the meaning

of a given word is hopelessly ambiguous if it is different in
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different situations. 1If there is no one essence of meaning,
then what are we to look for in all the different situatigns
where it is said to occur, to establisﬁ if:it has, in fact,
occurred? The answer to this criticism is to be found in
Wittgenstein's conception of family resemblances, where many
different thinés are related in various different ways,
Establishing meaning is another example of the application
of this theory. In the BROWN BOOK Wittgenstein says,

We find that what connecis all the cases of

comparing is a vast n er of overlapping

similarities, and as goon as we see this,

we feel no longer c elled to say that there

must be §ome one feature common to them al1,%8
Wittgenstein wants to get away from genefalities in orxrder to
deal with particular cases. As he is examining the us;a we
make of language, he sees that there is no one feature com-
mon to all the different ways we use it. B;t he does find
there to be some sort of relationship between all these uses
and so he sets up the concept of 1anguagﬁfgahes to describe
this. There is no single essence éo identify 1apquage or

'

.language-games; rather, they are identified by different

relationship; called family résamblancea: There is no one
commop feature but various similarities overlapping to unite.
Language-games are ;;en to form a family; ;nd p éposit;cns “
are seen to be members’ of a specific family if éhéy share

certain similarities with other members of tha£ family.
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that language-game. These resemblances are at the level of

depth-grammar, not surface-grammar. language . itself can be

' g .
‘seen as a family which can grow by adding and inventing new

language-games. Wit}gehstein says,

. . . we see a complicated network of sjmi-

) . larities overlapping and crisscrossing:

~sitions as they are not empirically testable. So they must

. sometimes overall similarjties, sometimes
similarities of detail. I can think of no
better expression to characterize these
similarities than ‘'family resemblances';
for the various resemblances between mem-
bers of a family . . . overlap and criss-
cross in the same way. - And I shall say:
‘games' form a family,>?

The idea of family resemblances is established &n order to

halt our tendencies to search for an essence in lapguage.
A K .

- "Propositions Wwill be seen to have sense as they are used in

I

particular language-games. If they share those similarities
of thaﬁt language-game they are sensi’blé, otherwise they are
senseless or nl(?naenaical, into which category will fall all
metaphysical propositions. They misuse language as their -
depth~-grammar is émceptual, while the propositions of
natural sciences share tamiily resemblances in.an exnpirical
gmr. Metaphysical propositions sdem to be expresseq in
-

the language-games of natural sciences, but they lack the

dopth—gr'am: to have any rasdblancg to these other propo-

be rejected. The concept of family resemblances replaces
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the view that language~games must hgve some one common fea-

ture, and it also involves thé; denjal that they have nothing

in common besides being called games. The relationships are .

e
blantes can be shown, moreover, through 'intermediate cases.'’

{

a series of overlap%ing similarities instead, Family-wesem-

Here certain things which do not appear to have anything in
common with each other are linked together in a series of
intei‘mediate cases. The original two things may appear to .

have nothing in common with each other, hut they may each

"~have some similar feature with a‘thicd thing that is intro- .

.duced. 1In this way the priginal two are linked throuwgh an

intermediary. Their resemblances can be brought out in that’

way. Wittgenstein gives us an exampl? “of intermediary cases
on pags 129 of the BROWN BOOK. He asks what is the simi-
larity;lqetween looking for a worc} in your memory and looking
forﬁny friend in the park. They do not jppear similar at

first. He suggests then that the case of looking for 2 word

)

in yéur memory may be more similar to the case of looking up
the spelling of a word in a dictionary. From that case we

could go on to' other cases till the similarity between th

" priginal two cases was shown.

A point which must be.examined here is the criticism

against the continuity thesis based on the differences bet-

ween t'he essence of the early works and the concept of

\
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family resemblances, which replac‘es it in the later works.

Some authors have ardued that the TRACTATUS is a different
view of philosophy from the INVESTIGATIONS as it is devoted .

to searching for the essence of language through-the strud-
[\
. 'S
tures of formal logic, whereas the later book is seen as

being concerned only with examining the uses of language.
)

The search for an essence is said to be rejected, and for
' ' L]

this reason the nature of philosophy is said to changé.

Pitcher is one a'utx;or who takes such ; ';;osition, arguing that
the rejection of an ideal es.sence is a rejection of lcgic':

I have earlier arqued against this?viewpoint and ;naintained
that the INVESTIGATIONS is. also a book about logic. Logic
is seen as the possibilities of transforming the symboli-

4

zation of our language 'according to rules, and it has been
«

stated that this is the cbjective of the concepticd of lan-
guage-games.as well. Logical form was what c;nnot be said.
only shown'in the TRACTATUS, and "it is "alsuo what can only
be shown in the INVESTIGATIONSas well. It has been-Said
that logical form is the potential for possibilities that
is common to botﬁ'lahgu;ge and reality. This potential for
possibilities, the T-F poles, is still the basis 'of esta-
l'alilhing mégninq in the mVES.TIGATICNS. The link betwee(n
hnguugf and the world can no more be said here than it
(i.‘uoulc?.'bc earlier. We would still be unable to judge ;:he

, .- A :

<4
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. reiations beﬁween language and the world by logic if logical

¥

b 4

Y ‘ -
form could be said, as I 'have already &xplained. So it is
4 ¥ ¢ , B

also beyond the limits of language here and is in the‘realm

5
.

‘of the 'seniéiess ' what can éﬂiiﬁbe shown " Only here 1ogica1

. form'is not to be found in a slngle essence, but in family

resemblances, Kotner refers to the investigationB of family
' \, ' ) - .
xesemblances in'lahgnage-games as -the continuatign of the

analysis of Ege logic of language and its relation to the

: -« . ‘ A, -
world. enny argues along similar lines that the afore-

mentioned criticism is based on an “erroneous contras$ between
s, ' .

1 &> ' o ,

'essence' and 'family resemblances,' and so it cannot be used

to show that th,é" nature of philosophy has changed. He ‘states

LY

that although the INVESTIGATIONS does attack the formulatim"“

- of the logjcal essence of ‘the TRACTATUS it does not reject
. 2
the notion of an essence completely. Rathef the notion of
v y‘
essence changes- to that of famlly resemblances' the old con- |

{ -

~cept10n is partially maintained in a more viable way. There

A

b d

/
is no longer one common feature for all Qropositicns, but
rather overlapéing sinilaxities, like fanily likénesns, There
is still a search for the essencg of language, in the sense

of showzng the logxcal strycture thet could eatabligh limits

‘of'sense to language; but now essence is not qﬁen as one
t *

_ '.alngle structu:e hidden beneath 1anguage and epplying to all

‘ ptoposi;&ona. Nowslogicalk form is identified as shown in

-
»
5 ' . >

.
' ,‘i' .
t "
- " o &
N . - = -
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F A
¥ the depth-granmar of language as it is ordmarxly used.
. Kenny says, N

-

. A\
General terms such as ‘'game,' 'language,’
. ‘proposition’ were applieg not on the

.basis of the recognition pf common fea- o
tures, but on the basis of family like-
» ' ness, )Nonet‘:helé’ss, the concept of family ,

a ' likenéss leaves room fo6r the notion of '

: convergence on, and divergence. from, a
paradigm. 69 o ‘
r o ;- .

_We can conclude that the criticism mentioned above has been

* \ ¥ . 4 >
A

+ A )
answered,and so it can be stated again that Wittgenstein's \

cohceptron of tbﬁ nature of philosophy has rémained consis-
N \

' tent on this point as well., The noti";m of essence is not

rejected ccmpletely, but altered“ﬁ) that of family resen‘r

“.blances. The INVESTIGATIONS);an be seen as a book based on

" logic in the same manner as ghe TRACTATUS was then. Philo-

a

4 é\’ '3 )
sophy, "in the tradf’éi“mai sense, is seen as starting in con-

14

fusion and puzzlement due to our misunderst@}ndings of lan- , » X

—_ a -—

'\'_\ guage. oOur intelligé\n'cé;is fooled into .asking unanswerable
: " .

" questions. Wittgenstein wishes to correct t.ﬁiqs. He compares

hil'methods of tredtment to the treatment of an illness, As

"

> 7 "m0 hre are differantL philosophical methods for exammmg : '

- ©

|

thara are differant methods for treating different 1llnesses ' 1
|

|

|

‘ ,&u quett‘.ions. ) 0?6 of his methods that we_‘h\zive already
/ ? ~ '

referred te is that oQ,iqtroducing or inventing intermediate

cases; an'othef: is to imagine the waegld as different to see

. ] : »

¢ . » ‘ . -

e / ‘.
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. the language-games %hen. These are just two of his many

\

methods. The point to reaKfEé is that many mefhods'can be

applied, not just one. “,
]

(e) Rejection of Private Lanquage Theories

Wittgenséein's rejection of a private language in
which the dords referred to what could be known only by the

'speaker of such a language also may be seen as a method of

clearing up confusion due to misunderstanding language.

1

Wittgenstein's rejection of a private language can be seen
. . 5

- (3 » \ [] ] . i
to be a rejection of either of two positions, First of all,

-

a 'p}ivate language§ could refer to an entite language to-

tally upknown to ényone else and made up solely by the speak—.

er. Secondly, it could refe; to a certainvcode imso which

a certain speaker had translated words of an already exist-

ingvpﬁblic language so that he could dgscribe private sen-’

sations known oniy to himselé, ‘Private language’ would then
#be the use of private words in‘a public lénguageg the meaning

“of these words coming from the speakey himself, Wittgenstein
v - | i

is most gnxiuus to reject the sécond of these two ponitioqs,'

which he sees as the basis of sense jidita“empirigism which
) ! .

states that language has it foundation' in certain ‘special

experiences, called sensations. Such a position would be

L]

based on the same type of reasoning found in the TRACTATUS

4

o ~ e

"2
-
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where one is searching for an essence, he believed. He

wishes to overcame the temptation to seek a foundation that
N\

will link language tohte%pity directly, without taking into L

Jfccount public use in different contexts. Before continuing -

with this point it shpuld be seen that the first position is

e

. -rejected also. If a language were totally private it could

not be called a language at all. At the beginning of this
[} ( )
paper landauge has been described as .that activity whereby
! »

<l

v

' we use cgrtain parts of our experiénce to stand for or Fiénify
// other parts of our experience. If a,person was totally iso-
lateq‘and‘used a word to re-identify something, that-wo§e use§
to re-identify would be ﬁeaningless. If the person could
' directly re-identify the thing then his words would serve no
purpose as no new knowledge woulé‘bé ;ained from the words.
& They would be senseless as I have described the synthetic-
analytic distinctions; as they would gtvé:no new)informaticn
they would be analytic:.and therefore not éaya?}é/in any . fac-
tual fense. Furthermore, it would hard to-explain how-the
lpeaker‘ﬁgves from his own experienZ:Q‘to forﬁing cogcepts‘

"and translating them into words. without the use of language.

1 . -

Earlier I have mentioned the role of rules in lanéuage. It

-

has been noted that the rules must remain constant in the

\ .

: . .
context they arp-used in, and also that they refer to habi-

¢ tual patterns of behaviour. ‘Language must be public when

A r

P
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the;::;oints are consjidered. One could not follow a rule
o érivahely or else thinking one was following a rule would
: - be the sameras actually following one. One would have to
know if he was makixgii mistake or notff:iZAOnly others"
couldx;ell hiﬁ-this» n genuine language acgquisition tﬁen,

we see the need to be corrected by others. The private lam-

guage appears to be unintelligible to the speaker himself.

Even if it were intelligible to him it would Se impossible
for him tq\communicate his meaning to othegs withpgt a‘lan;
guage that the other could undersﬁand alsé. There would
have to be some basis for comhﬁnication, and none is availa-

Jle if a language is COMplétely.private. Mansgf sﬁma'up the

rejection of the first position:

There are two points here; first, language
must play a role in some way of life, second
it mist involve public rules . . .. What-
ever noiseS a linguistically isolated indi-
. vidual might make, they would not count as
5 ~a 'language.' .In,this sense a 'private lan--
k duage’ is a chimera, for language is always
- - ' . @& social activity, involving the rules that
‘ only a social situation can provide, This .
\ ‘general conclusion seems to be completely
, - established by Wittgenstein, but it has
)‘w_-"“ . . nothing to do with the question of the mean-
ing of sensation words in our normal voca-
‘bulary.61 - :

-  This brings us baék to Witiqenatein'- rejection of a
privateflanéuage from its second position. This position is

\
based on the same error as found in the TRACTATUS. I have
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said that ‘'names' are central there, and ‘pain’' is what is

discussed here. The problem to be examined is how sensation

—_—

words have been introduced into our language. The problem

is not that of calling a sensation by a new, different name,

as that is merely describing it in reference to our already

existing language. The question to be examined is how a
sensation word is first introduced into our language. The
* word 'pain'j&s used in these discussions as it is seen as

W

i . .
Qging one of the jnost basic sensation words. When pain is
Yy
first talked about\ no other sensation words can be used to

~

explain it., If it is private firsgdthen, there are no ele-
ments that it can be broken down into o be described. It
must be experienced first, the priva inguist argues. In
this sense pain would be like«{a’{ﬁ 'objec\t' in the TRACTATUS,
and the sentence where the word 'pain' was introduced would
be like an ‘elementary proposition' in the TRACTATUS. Thg
'pa&n-talk' would be directly related to theﬂexperii7zg of
pain in the world. This type of empiricism is to be rejected
by Wittgenstein. It will be refuted along similar lines to
those used in refuting the idea of mental processes in mean-
ing and uﬁderoganding. The first point to be emphasized is

. that wittgenstein is binically concerned wigh-analysing our

uses of language. Confusion arises here also only from mis-

using it. We see that we experience sensations individually,
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privately as it were, and we assume that talk of them_&s

private as well. “The key to Wistqsfftein's solution is

differentiating between 'sensations' and ‘talk of sensations.'
As we shall see, he argques that when we talk of sensations

it does not refer to some 'objects' called sensations, which
could be experienced privately. We use the word 'pain’
incorrectly when we think of it as belonging to a private
language-game. Confusion arises first of all when one recog-
nizes that his sénsations are private and then he states that
because of this he can learn the ﬁeaning of the word 'pain’

only from his own experience. But we do spdak of others as:

'in pain' also, and we believe that they have the sane sen-

sations as 'we do. The problem of identifying the pain as

' )

the same comes'in here. Private linguists thought that the

term 'pain’ must refer to behaviour for others and feeling

-

for oneself, as a person can be mistaken in reference to

t

another's paigkﬁut not about his own. We do, in fact, refer
to pain both in ourselves and in Syhera, BOo it can be known

and said. The problem is to show why the private linguists’

»

way of doing this is incorrect. Wité&enstein’a solution can

>

be seen in the follahng quotation from the INVESTIGATIONS:

If\{ say of myself that it is only from

my own case that I know what the word

‘pain’' means - must I not say Bhe same

of other people too? And how c I gener-

alize the one case so irresponsibly? Now J

¥

N\,

-
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someone tells me that he knows what pain
is only fram his own case. -Suppose every-
one had a box with samething in it: we
7///,_\ call it a 'beetle.' No one can look dpto
anyone else's box, and everyone says ;g\
knows what a beetle is only by looking at
his beetle, - Here it would ‘be quite
possible for everyone to have something

* different in his box. One might even ima-
gine such a thing eonstantly changing. -
But suppose the word ‘'beetle' had a use
in these people's language? - If s0 it~
would not be used as the name of a thing,
The thing in the box has no place in the
lnnguage-game at all: not even as a some-
thing for the box might even by empty.
-.No, one can ‘'divide through' by the
thing in the box; it cancels out, what-

- ever it is. That is to say: if we con-
strue the grammar of the expression of
sensation on the model of ‘object and
designation' the object drops out of consi-
deration as irrelevant,

el

The private linguists'.érror~become§ clear from this passage.
when the wnmé ‘pain’ is used it does not refer to a thing,
I;Re a private sensation for instance. It refers to the
hganing it hig in a certain’public languagg-game iny. Pain-
talk then does pot orig%nqtg f}qm private sensations. If it

[y

did there wogld béfno guarﬁnfee that it was being used in the
same sense b& ddfferéntvpeople. ‘confusion has arisén by try-
ing to relate the wo;d}‘pain' directly to a thing -.the sen-
sation ‘'pain' -~ withoﬁt takiﬁé into account the differences
betwesn the two. T#n word 'paiﬂ' does not get its meaning

. ,
-in language from an object, 'pain,‘' but rather its meaning

' . is its public use in a certain language-game, even though
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its referent may be private; Manser continues,

It might be added that anyone who believed
that there could be a private language in
this sense would be unable to explain how
it was possible for us to get from this
situation to that of our normal use of
pain-vocabulary.63

The use of the word 'pain' is intimately connected to the

social and behavioral context in which pain is experienced.

As we have seen in talking about the rules §f language, igh
is necessary for language to be public in o&der to teach and
learn the meaning of words. Similarly with sensation words
like ‘'pain,' their meaning can only be determined by exa-~

* mining how_they are publicly used in the context of the lan-
guage-game there.

An examination of the word 'private’ here would help
to clear up the éitustion. I1f ‘private' refers to knowledge,
where only I can know about something, say pain, then to say
I am in pain means nothiég. For we cannot know of our pains
in the sense of learning about thep, we just have them. To
Bay one knows he is in pain is seen as a senseless statement
as it canhot[be doubted. It does not give any information,

-

but is stiictly analytical, therefore unsayahle. To say
'I knor I am in pain® is uninformative because you could not
fail to know it, If a metaphyaician tried to say this he

Would be uttering a nonsensical statement, as this would be,
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merely a case of conceptual grammar, rather than empirical ;
grammar, Also, if 'private"refers to possession, whereby

|
only I can have something, then here also talk of privacy is 3
seen as nonsensical as well. Privately there would be no }
basis for naming anything. One would never be capable of !
giving a meaning to a cerfain thing and later on knowing how '
to identify something as thg same. There must be some sort
of public language to establish meaning. Po;ﬂévep to think
that something is something, say pain, one must know the
meaning . of the word 'pain,' and this could be attained only
through having a defiﬁitioh of it already. Wittgenstein
says, "In so far as it ﬁakes sense to say that my pain is
the same as hisg, it is alao’possible‘for us both to have

the same pain."64

Talk of pain then cannot simply mean a
private sensati;n, like a thing; for io identify pain at all
with any sense, there must be some information given, or else\fs
the statement is nonsensical. The point is that talk of

one's feelings or thoughts as private sensations is not sen-
sible, as it is not talked of in propositions that remain
possibilities. Talk of such sensations would have to remain
outside, the realm of factual discourse, and knowledge of

them could not come‘frap/such factual language. So one can

talk of sensations only in words where possession is not

taken to mean private, Therefore in language sensations
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can be expressed only in the words of a community language.
Having refuted the private language theorists now,
Wittgenstein offers another solution as to how sensation

words are introduced into our public langquage. He intro-

v

duces the concept of 'pain-behaviour.' He says,

How do words refer to.sensations? . . . how
does a human being learn the meaning of the
hames of sensations? - of the word 'pain’
for example, Here is one possibility:
words are connected with the primitive,
natural expressions of the sensation and
used in their place. A child has hurt him-
self and he cries; and then adults talk to
? him and teach him exclamations and, later,
sentences. They teach the child new pain
behaviour. 'So you are saying that the
word ‘pain’' really means crying?' - On the
contrary: the verbal expression of pain

replachg and does not describe it. 65

Talking of sensations is done in reference to pain-behavidur.

A c¢hild learns to react differeptly in words to his sensa-
tions. 1Instead of crying in a certain ait\;;tion he will say
that hﬁas a pain for example This does not mean that he

is reporting ou{f‘{'pr;vate sensation. Rather, in certain con-
texts, in certajn lar;guage-games, a c?:ild will use certain‘ .
words. This is called 'pain-behaviour.' It dogs not refer

to a specific object, but is a certain kind of behaviour
elicited in certain contexts only. Wittgenstein wishes to
remove pain'from the problems tha{: arose in reference to it,

by substituting the concept of pain-behaviour for that of

.
.
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the word 'pain.' Séen\as pain-behaviour it becomes easier to
talk of pain in referexg:e to oneself and others. Manser

sums up this point: . I
Thus the statement "I have a pain’' is to
be construed as a particular form of pain-
behaviour rather than an assertion that
I 'have' a peculiar kind of aobject, a sen-
sation., My statement about my own pain is
on the same level as the pain-behaviour
from which I deduce.that you are in ‘pain,
or rather there is no need to talk of, deduc-
tion or of any sort of inference here.66

Sensation words are introduced into language then by means
of ;;ublic language, in language-games., A child learns to
modify his reactions to sensations, which reactions are

called pain-behaviour, so that eventually he uses the same

sensation words both to refer to his own s%sations directly,

and to those of others as well.

(f) Philosophy as Description » !

Now it :hwl@ be mention;:d that in the m\’IES‘rIGATIwS,
as in the TRACTATUS, this analysis is meant as a description
of how we use language, rather than an explanation of tﬁese
uses. Nor is the analysis meant to lead to explanations. He
says that 'i:ﬁiluophy will not teach us anything new, it will
only describe what we already know, what lies open to view,
but that wh}ch we seem to have forgotten. He s.;nys,, "We want

to Eaglace wild 'cénjecturés and explanations by qx’xiet weighing
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of linguistic facts.“67 There are no strict rules or mean-

ings to be set forth as phflosophigal theories; only our
‘actual’ uses of language aré to be described. Trying to
ekplain a language-game is really just introducing another

lanjuage-game, Explanation cannot explain itself, it must .

H

be grasped at some point. All philosophy does is describe
-

how we do in fact ordinarily use {;nguage. Pole has criti-
»

»

cized Wittgenstein as doing more tﬁan just describing how

we use language, Poié argues that ane-ban describe homething

without unggrstanding how it is related to the whole, here \
our ordinary language. He says, "We require an intuitién . 9
" into the unity ;f a comélex, a grasp of the way in which a’

set of terms or elements cohere, "68 Polé is suggesting that

Wittgenstein is employing intuition to make sense. out of his

des&fiptions, as just describing how we use language would

\
not give us an understanding of how our varied language-games:
are all related to our drdinary language as a whole. But

this is just the point that Wittgenstein has bean trying to
-~

make and which Pole ap rs to be overlookinq. Wittgenstein

says, . -
Not, however, as if to this end we had to
hunt ‘out new facts; it is rather, of the
essence of our investigation that we 'do
not seek to learn anything new by it. We
want to understand something that is al- r
ready in plain view. for this is what we
seem in some sense not to understand.. .-

g N



Our investlgation is therefore a gramma-

tical one. 8uch an investigation sheds

light on our problem by clearing mis- & !
understandings away.69

Philosophy .for Wittgenstein is not a science as it does not -
explain anhything or discover new facts. The point Pole has
v overlooked is that philosophy merely arranges and gathers

what we already know. Wittgenstein says, "In philosophy we'

" do not draw conclusions. ‘'But it must be like this!® is
not a philosophical propokitioh. Philosophy only states ' °

what everyone admits.’0 Everyone would admit what he says,

Wittgenstein suggests, if they were not confused by language.

el ~

o~ The task then is to get people to realize what they do in
f:a'ct aamitj. and know, ‘and~60 to sﬁpzaskmé nonsensi::al meta-
N . p‘hyi;ical ‘quest ions. Now if we ach;eady know how to use Yan-
qu:ge (and Wittgenstein suggests that we do, although he
does not say how we how this -~ it is p“art of the given‘of
< 'fom of life'), and we only run into metaphys;cal problems
because we nj.sunderstand 1anguage or forget how we(\ordmarxly
use it, then no intuition is necessary to understand yhat he
is doccr'ibir‘:g:m ppder;atandixig comes solely from the qeserig:- .
tic_;n of whag we already Jnow, by making clear to us,tha't that-
is in fact what we do know - how our language-games are

’ "~

¢ related to, and are part of, our ordinary Lanq}uz'tga.
The question which may come up now is what value or

N
\®
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. importan%ce this‘ type of phia,o‘ﬁophy has if it does notateach
— .
us anythmg new ’br explam anything to us: Pitcher replies,
‘\ ¢
"It ’takes a man @f\qreat ph;losophlcal skxll and inslght to
. J g y #,71
¢ plck out the obv1ous and to reallze its. profound importance."
J A\
“From Pltch@r s'remark we may see the value of tms type of
‘ N .
phllosophy is that it clears away e;rors yhxch others have \

- L2

over!ooked As hés been sax}d in reférence to the TRAE'I‘ATUS

«

(]

«

0 AR R
t;us type of phllosop.hy helps\\s to see moYe clearly those
\
things that can b’e} Sald ‘and from thls also to elun:mate a

‘ metagl"ly.smal propcsxtlons by showmg that they mxzuse lan- e

——

guage. It alsp shows from th).s analysis what can only be

s

shovm PhllO}Qphy for Wittgenstein has become non-nuetaphy—

o
L4

smal thought not ant1-—miztaphy‘s1ca1 Despite the fact that

5 W1ttgenste:m s p‘iulosophy does, not each anythmg new, it
o S

- . does t:each m the\s’ense of d}scrxbmg ‘'what is difficul"'“to -

- N 7

see’. ordinari}y. Wha-t it shows leads to knowledge allo. . “
\

; o S * ‘ K | ‘
‘.‘5»"‘:;"“"_‘ Y y of what can '
- ’ . \

_,,Moreover, the kzhwledge sought\for is
P be said, buf more inmortantly, ‘to learn what, cannot-' be sald
® ’ ! » N g g‘ *
! only shown. 'r}us is‘-what hes out:su}e the linuta of factual

\ i
lalso

discourse, arrd mclﬁdes first of—_all logigal form, but

-~ the meanmgs and values of life tl)at oannot be expressed]\ in

1

/~factua1 1aﬁage but are ahowh in@t:har ys such as poetry;

aesthetzcs . or- rel;gmn. The analynq oF.language, as I

s ) o . e )
have stated before is not important to Wittgenstein menra’ly
? 4 . . e T .
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v i '
for its own sake, but more importantly, to help us to see

! .
.

’ ¢
those things which can only be shown. A criticism by Pitcher
i )

1

.80

about the fimits which Witt;;%stein“s philosophy puts on- know-

“~ - ]
ledge should be examined here. Pitcher asks,
. 3
- Why, when we are cured, should we stop
gaining krowledge of the workings of lan-
¢ guage, and of lots of other philosophically

. interesting things as well? Why should we
.not continue gaining such knowledgc~simp1§

for its own sake?’2 3

-~

This question implies a misunderstanding of one of Witt- '

1 —

gensﬁfin‘é main points. The point is that the limits of /

factual discourse are the limits of facgﬁal ﬁnowifége and

sense. weggan.talk factually only about yhat'can be empiri-

cally gfrified in the éresent, but this does not mean that

)

/ H . -
our knowledge"cannot expand. The only rthriction on.future *

knowledge is that, one must be able to talk in sensible pro-

g

"pgsitions, where all the terms have meaning, for it to be

-
(43

’- . .
factual knowledge. . However, as we have seen, outside of

i

. thése fagtﬁél %imits éhe;egis more krniowledge that cannot be.

spoken, byt only shown, or else ;eférrad to in langu&ge out -

. o
side of factual digcourse.

- L4 < - . . (
| .

—r? e

4

" .In concluding mx.desérip%ﬁqn of the INVESTIGATIONS

i <

I would argue ;ﬁgt'this desQrigfian, along with the éarlier

<

description of the TRACTATUS, shows stfficient evidence to

" warrant the viewpoint that Wittgenstein's conception of the W
+ -~ ‘l- N \ . ’
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. nature of philosophy has remained consistent throughout his

. ' works. Even ‘though his method of philbé‘ophy is seen to

change the basic ideas beh.md these two methods, that is,

\ his conceptxon of philogsophy's purpose and aims,\in\;ieen to

‘ . oo ~
. . .

be mnstant f"\\ - . . .
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XN CHAPTER 1V

'CONCLUSION

-

o b,

/To conclude thlB thesis I would llke to say that 1

have not 1ntended thls work to be.an exhaustlve study of all
ts -
of.Wittgenstein's WOrks. There have been descriptions and

R4

, discussions of the basic points‘ofbthe.TRKCTgTUS and the
INVESTIGATIONS, along with remarks f{?m and dbout séme of i '

~ his ‘other texts. The study has not been more ‘Tn- depth as I
4 ! ! -

/- thlnk that it has beén quite adcquate as 1& is in brlnglng ‘

out the maih ideas of these books. “This is all Ehaq I have -

*

found necessary to defend my position that Wittgenstein's
‘concepfion'of the nature of philosophy:has‘redqined‘cqnsis—

tehi throughoﬁt,his works. A more in-depth survey may hare
. ~ ¢
_taken me away from seeinqithe main purpose of ‘his books. as
/ . -
I believe it has done thh some crztics who became entangled,»

in technical dctaxls. I hqpe that my work has cleared up

™ 2

~ some of the confusions nbput specxf1c isspes in his wgfrks, o
~ ‘ but more importankly, thau it has made cLEarer the general .

intentions of Wittgenstein'a writingé'” After all t@at is

‘..7 N
. - what should be really important to see, even to be le to
.~ \\' 'S '
- c:iticize his iadigﬁon varxousxtechnical points corr ctly.

X - 2 % R n. N *n
. R 2 . ii: . . - N , -
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I have argued that Wittgenstein consistently saw his philo-
sophy as the analysis of language. This anglysis applied

to the propositions of the natural sciences and ordinary lan-
§
guage would clarify them for these who had not seen their

3

sense. ’ Applied to metaphysi,cai propositions, the analysis

would show that t_héy lack fac;tual scnse and are therefore

A

nonsensical. This ahalysis is seen as leading to scei
. 3

‘What can only be shown also. What can only be shown by fac-

e - ‘
tual language is th‘.e logical form that connects language to

the world; but outside of this factual realm what can only

be shown also will be the truths and values of life seen in

[ .
g - LI

religion and.'aes'thetics among other things. ' The main differ-—

ence bgtween@ the early and &atér writings is one of method
S S T v

only, asd shoulgn‘»be consx.dered a complete change of

g}\i‘ldq_sophy. In the ‘TRACTATU’:i the meaning of a hfor'd is its
iélaticyi; to an atemic cbject in the world, while in the
INVESTfGA’fIONS ;he me'a'ning of i-:\ word \:—i.;g its épplication or
use 'iri a lark_:niag;-game: Bu; in both cases the aim of philo-

~

sophy is to analyse language and to establish meanmg The

s
n’s)

only change is one of method - how that analysis should be

done. . S r

o .
.
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