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SELECTIONS FROM BOUWSMA'’S COMMONPLACE BOOK FROM THE BLUE BOOK ON:
“THE MEANING OF A WORD”

The notes collected here were written for students in Wittgenstein seminars at the
University of Texas in the academic year 1970-71. The typed notes from those seminars all
focus on the opening sentences of The Blue Book: “What is the meaning of a word?” As was
Bouwsma’s practice, he wrote in his commonplace book preparing for the weekly seminar
meeting. Some student in the class would volunteer to transcribe these preparatory notes and
the department secretary would mimeograph them for distribution to the graduate students in
the seminar. The notes were not read in the seminars, but distributed some time later.
Seminars began with Bouwsma asking: “What shall we talk about today?” or something very
similar to that. He expected of the students to have something ready that was relevant to the
reading of the book. With The Blue Book, the class dwelt on the beginning paragraphs for most
of the term, with connected paragraphs brought in later. There was no telling ahead of time
where the discussions would go, but Bouwsma persistently pulled attention back to this first
sentence of The Blue Book and the discussion of meaning.

Bouwsma began his work on Wittgenstein with an unpublished typescript copy of the
“Blue Book” that Alice Ambrose shared with him in the 1930’s. Ambrose was the person to
whom Wittgenstein had dictated the typescript and was married to Bouwsma’s student Morris
Lazerowitz. Both were close friends of Bouwsma. Fascinated and energized by what
Wittgenstein offered at this stage in his development, he worked on that typescript and came
to teach from it, and later, from the Philosophical Investigations at the University of Nebraska
for many years before these seminar notes at Texas. Entries on The Blue Book show up
frequently in Bouwsma’s commonplace book in the 1950’s and 60’s, most of which focus on
“the meaning of a word.” It was, however, the fascination with the first paragraphs of The Blue
Book and specifically with the concept of meaning that formed Bouwsma'’s grasp of the
relevance for the skepticism generated by the predominant idealism of the day. Bouwsma
began his philosophical journey in Bradley’s idealism. A growing dissatisfaction with Bradley led

him to G.E. Moore’s refutation of idealism. His student Morris Laserowitz at Nebraska, now



married to Alice Ambrose and both originally working with Moore at Cambridge, connected
Bouwsma with Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein enabled Bouwsma to understand why Moore’s
commonsense rejection of skepticism, to which Bouwsma already had an affinity, was
inadequate and left him dissatisfied. Moore, too, produced sentences of philosophy that jolted
Bouwsma’s sensibility to natural expressions of language. Bouwsma, with an ear sensitized by
literature, poetry, and years of reading James Joyce, worked through Moore’s commonsense
heavy-handed refutation of idealism. With the “Blue Book” transcript, Bouwsma came to
understand the relevance of his poet’s ear for language. Working on the “Blue Book” oriented
him to see how the misunderstanding of the concept of meaning set the philosophical search
for essences on the wrong track — in particular, how the problem of skepticism was embedded
in the general confusion surrounding the meaning of a word as the name of its essence.

These early rambling notes on The Blue Book were the basis for the formation of
Bouwsma’s matured philosophical work. Before The Blue Book had this formative effecct, one
can see in his work attention to nuanced language and his practice of uncovering hidden
analogies, but after his engagement with the “Blue Book,” one can see his grasp of the concept
of meaning for his philosophical work. Somewhere in the midst of this work, he yielded
refutations of philosophical claims to what he called “the failure” to grasp their sense. The task
now was not to refute skepticism and naturalism, but to test the sentences of skepticism and
naturalism against the sensible expressions of ordinary language. The criterion for sense
became — actually always was — the ordinary expressions of everyday language. The test for
“dreams are illusions” is the ordinary expressions of “dreams” and “illusions.” This new
practice of philosophizing can be traced to his coming to understand the concept of “meaning”
and the confusion of the very question “What is the meaning of a word?” When one
understands the wrong headedness of the question “What is the meaning of a word?”, one
understands how to proceed with “illusion,” “deceive,” “true,” etc. Bouwsma did not publish
his notes on The Blue Book. His only published piece on The Blue Book — his well-known “The
Blue Book” — did not address the meaning of a word, but aimed at showing the force of

Wittgenstein’s insight to meaning on the practice of philosophy.



These collected notes span the academic year 1970-71 and are arranged chronologically
in sets that were handed back to the graduate students in two Wittgenstein seminars that year.
They are typical of the notes that Bouwsma made on The Blue Book in the previous years — in
their returning to the same sentences or expressions repeatedly as if he were reading them for
the first time. He wrote several hours every evening on yellow legal pads, following out
sentences that he had read in the book or some remark that a student had made in the
seminar. He also kept track of interesting miscellaneous sentences that he had heard during
the day, an interesting exchange he had with a friend, or an interview on the radio or TV. The
notes collected here were interspersed between other such miscellaneous notes.

What the reader of the notes will find is not a sequenced development of the theme of
“the meaning of a word” in the The Blue Book, but many separable notes — aspects of
Wittgenstein’s project of understanding how the concept of meaning has been misunderstood.
While Bouwsma did not start with Wittgenstein’s problem of finding “the logical form of a
proposition” (Tractatus), he did start with the fascination of words in their natural use and even
in poetic expressions of everyday speakers. The notes start and stop, take up some different
aspect, and change direction quickly from paragraph to paragraph. Many starts disassemble
the question “What is the meaning of a word?”. There is something wrong with the question.

It makes us look for the meaning as if there were a thing that is the meaning. What sort of
thing would a meaning be? Where is it? Most philosophers look for meanings in the mind —in
sensations, perceptions, general ideas. The question sends us on a goose chase. Then, there
are expressions of “meaning” of words that do make sense: “What does the word

mean?” Bouwsma puts such expressions in their natural contexts where one quickly sees what
is being asked and reminds us of how that is different from the philosophical question that is in
search of the wild goose — the meaning as a hidden something to be found. Other paragraphs
take up a particular word, perhaps a philosophically interesting word such as “act” or perhaps
of a word like “horse,” showing how we explore meaning by means of the uses of the word.
“For a large class of cases in which we employ ‘the meaning of a word’ the meaning is its use in
the language.” A student in the seminar asks what a proper name means. “What does ‘Ruth’

mean?” Well, “Ruth” does not mean anything. On the other hand, “What does ‘Smith’ mean?



“Smith” means “one who makes horseshoes.” Bouwsma draws out the differences in asking for

the meaning of a word. The notes go on in this manner.
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N otes Fov SHudenty ,
OiIN, Boww & m»ma
{ bhndated)
vhat is the meaning of a word?
What is the spelling of a word?
What is the pronunciation of & word?

of a word you can ask: What is the meaning of a word? How do you spell a word?
Whet is the correct pronunciation of a word? Whet is the history of & word? What is the
etymology of a word? What is the first syllable of a word?

Here are the expressions:

"Te meaning of"

“The spelling of"

"The pronunciation of"
"The history of"
"The etymology of"

"The firet syllable of" (What is the pen-ultimate?)

T vas wondering whether one might have a similar difficulty with these questions,
or with some of them, that one has with the first of these. Why should: Wha? is the
meaning of a word? strike one qumb? Whereas: What is the spelling of a word? would
not? So with the other corresponding guestions, I could ncw try to amswer the question?
"Wwhat is the first syllable of a word? Now how would one arswer that? I can show you
words and the first syllables in those words. I can pronounce the word too. There it
ig -- heard by everyone. So too with the spelling. I show you what spelling a word
is. Or course, you have got to understand spelling.

All this is crazy. Everyocne understands. No one can ask such questions among those
who can ask such questions. And isn"t that just how it ie with everyone of these
questions, and also the question: What is the meaning of a word? Oh yes. But all the
same people ask it or seem to &sk it. And that is what has to te explained. Here then
is the explanation: If the meaning of a word is what I think it is, then what is it?
The point is that the puzzle about the reaning of a word arises out of the way one
thinks of meanings. That is, out of tte analogy one is led, misled, by. The puzzle
can be expressed in this way: How is it possible that the meaning of a word should
be what it is and at the same time be what I canrot help thinking it is. Must it be
what it must be? No. That is what it isn't, whet 1t must be 15 wbat it cannot be.

I am not clear about the '‘cannot.”

Blue Book
"What is the meaning of a word?"

First W. states the question. Then he leads the vay. He says: "let us
attack this quesiion.” Someone asks: What is a bear? and someone suggests: Let
us attack this question *y asking: "What is a bear-trap?" What does that look like?
The idea is that from a bear-trap or a bear-cage you should learn something ab.ut
a bear. That is wrong. It isn't like that.

The first thing to realize is that we who ask this question: "What is the
meaning of...?" are familiar with the meaning of a word. What gives rise to the questior
is not that there is something about the meaning of a werd we do not know. The
question arises out of a misapprehension of something we already kmow. Consider,
for instance, that there hswe bean people who asked this same question and then
answered. Some said that tie meaning of a word or at least of s:me word is an
original of s.me sort laid away in heaven. When we think the meaning of a word
we reach out towards that original far faraway and with their 20-20 vision eyes,
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We do not see anything. Others, as you know, have said that the meaning of a word is an
image. The first account explaing how it is that we can in 1990 mnderstand Socrates

who talked and thought a long time ago. That shows that meanings are enduring, It
tempts one to say that meanings are indestructable. The other account explains something
else, namely, how it is that one can understand what someone else is saying with his

eyes closed. Understanding is like rufining a movie, a private affair, strictly private,

movies along with the script, namely, the words. The meaning of the word is the illustra-
tion.

I ought, however, before W. is introduced prepare the otcasion which makes
what W. says pertinent. So I think I am going to read a paragraph or two from the
dedication at the head of the ‘meditations. Earlier I said, in trying to prepare a short
plece on relevance, that philosophers commonly fuss about the meaning of worls., But
Descartes does not begin in that way. He 1s going to demonstrate certain things.
Perhaps he does fuss about the meanings of words too. For instance, the ontological proof
begins with what may be considered a definition, ‘the idea of...", and the question:
"what am I then" may be considered & question about the meaning of the word "I".
In any case a philosophical discussion always or nesrly always, or hardlyrever, passes
over into a discussion or a dispute about the meaning of words. Hence it 18 obvious
that if one is to philosophize one had better be close about the meaning of ords and
how to explain them. But ebove all one had better consider how it is that in
philosophy the need for this clarification should arise. For it isn't simply that there
is this need. There is something more. For it is not that the matter, whatever the is ue
ig, is resolved in this way. Hence the idea may suggest itself that there is something
seriously the matter with what the philosopher has said or written, so serious that --
well, I wm't finish that. The point is that in most of our discourse , speaking and
writing, we reasdily understand one another. When we do not we usually know how to
explain, how to come to an understanding. Yt isn't simply that other peiple do not
understand- the philosophers which might not seem unusual, seeing people do not
understand chemists either. There are technical languages. But chemists understand
one another. They share a common language. Philosophers, however, do mot understand
one another. They do not agree on the meaning of their words and naturally they do
not and, as we may see later, cannot, agree in judgment either.

What then does W. supply?

The question with which W. begins the Blue Book may be considered a first step
in the 20 year discussion of intelligibility. PFor that question may be regarded as a part
of another question. Namely: What is the meaning of a sentence? For surely if a word
has meaning, then a sentence composed of words must have metning too? Should we perhaps
say that it could have ten times as much meaning? But that is not the end. Sentences
no more stand above than do words. So we come upon an ever larger unit of language.
And now the question: What is the meaning of this -- a conversation, a discussion, a
news report -- seems like not very good English. 0Of a vord we can ask: What does it mean’
Of a paragraph we can ask that and of a sentence, of course. But now the context is
extengded further. A word has connection. A sentence has, And so on. The person
speaking has connections. He spoke those words. What was he doing with those words?
And so on. The same word may enter into ever so many other sentences. Paragraphs, etc.
and theremust be some way of helping someame to all those occasions. How is it done?

When one becomes aware of all this the B. B. appears as a ragged performance, the
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record of a man thinking without any clear view of there the thinking amight lead.

The meaning of a word.
The explanation.
Definition

How is the definition to help him when he is to fetch a red flower? Interpreting.
Understanding.

Here is the passage I quoted a fragment of, this morn 'ng, in connectiom vith God's
onmipresence.

"Wiuether shall I go from thy' spirit?

Or whether shall I flea froa they presence?
If I ascend to heaven thou art there?

If I take the wings uf the morning

and dwell in the uttermost parts of the sea.
even there thy hand shall lead me

and thy right hand shall hold ae

If I say 'let only darkness cover me

and the light about me be night,”

even the darkness is not dark to thee

The night is bright as the day

for darkness is as Light to thee".

It may seem strange that anyone should ask the question: Vhat is the meaning of
a word? He could scarcely ask that question without at iea t being aware that he under-
stood thisz question he was asking and so w’ oS vell-acquainted with the meaning of
the words in that question, that is, with at .:ast, some of thea. It is as though
cne were to write the question. What is the spelling :f a word? Spelling each word
correctly. This w:uld certainly be something strange unless we were to suppose
that he was the victim of eutcmatic writing end so of automatic spelling. "The other
case would be a case of automatic thinking. After cne had dzne this, someone would .
explain: "You spelled" and he would respond, mystified: Vhat is spelling? And
this one would have to explain what the spelling of a word is. And how would one do
that. So too in the other case. Someone would e:xplain: ‘“You, in your absence, wrote,
automatically, and wbat y.u wrote, made sense. These words have meaning”. And he,
mystified, would respond "meaning"? What is the meaning of a word?" Now you are
up against it. '

By the way, isn't speiling a wonder? People, like us, not much younger, learn
a little. And in a short time they can spell. I know it is usual. Barelx all
the children learn to do it. In a spelling he's the man in charge says: scythd'

and the girl of ten spells “"scythe". He says "occasion” and she spells "occasion".
The vword is given and the child spells the word. Isn't it marvelous what uwe can do and
do? It is alaost as though the little girl doesrt do it, as though there were s:ae
geni or geniocus vho moved her lips and uon the prize. In any case if ycu were to ask
that little giri: Waat is the :pelling of a word?, in spite of the fact that she has
this day spelled a thousand words, could not tell you what spelling is. That
certainly is a sign of sumething. It suggests that she does not know vhat she i
doing, in spite ¢f the fact that she does it so well. It is well nigh automatic.
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One might s¢y that her tongie epells when She spells a worg and her hand ang fingers
do what c%e writes., ghe cems to have go little to do with it. apg there is no uge
asking -ne's fingers to explain,

But it isn't only 8pelling that we learn., ye learn to talk and to write.
*irst syllable, da-da, then words, "daddy", "bell', and then Sentences: "1 want
ay mommy". Soon the child prattles a1l day. All this ig wonderful, But the most
wonderful thing of al]l ig that these noises mean Something. 71t makes Woices ang
they mean Something. It ig gs though the child before it made any nojges hag
arranged for the noises to have the meanings they now have. (Ope can imagine the infant
anticipating what it is going to be 1ike later, aware éven then that it tan make
noises and that it will be a great convenience to have meanings attached to those noises.
Now arrangements are made. The tagk of assigning @eanings ig Ccommissioned to a
master of @eanings and the work is done. Vhen later this chilg talks beholg the
noises are words and the words have Beanings. Ang noy the chilg ig aystified by
what it can go. It exclaims: What hags been dane to my noises? Ang the answer:
"They have been given meanings" does not help. For it hg - never been shown g meaning,
.When earlijer s an infant it longed for meanings. It hag only followed the crying
of the infants in the infantoriam. It did not knoy what it ugg Crying for.

The point is thig: A child learns vords. It says: “Dada", "bye-bye", "doggie",
etc. When da-da Comes home, it gets excited ang says. "Dada, daga". It is told:
Wave your patty and say "Bye-bye" and it says "Bye-bye", It has never been t 14 any-
thing about meanings. No ope has even saiq: Now this EOIning ve are tg learn s ge
meanings. No one noy says: ‘"here ig a Meaning and here jg ansthermeaning", Ir
at the outset Someone had saiq: "Here is a word and here ig 8 meaning, we wil] put
thea together", everything fron the cutset would have been clear. ag 1t is the chiig
leavme vorgds. "Today for the first time our baby saig "pine-apple. "Pine-apple"
is a worg. Nothing is saiq ab.ut a meaning. One cap imagine g child with 4 large
Vocabulary, nothing but words, no weanings. Hence later when a child ig older,
it has the surprise of his ljife, It is te11: "Everyone of those words hag a mean-
ing." And not only that but the child's eljers €Xpect him t5 know what the meaning
is. No womder the chilg is upset. First there is jpe Surprise. And then there is
all this responsibility. He has never been tolg aboug meanings, has never been intraduced
to even one of them. And now all this. Ko wonder he js distressed. Bis distress ig
now expressed in the cry: What is the meaning of g worg? There is more. For there
is no one to turn t- who did not learn hig words in a similar fashion. "Words, words,
words" and with no one to say a word about meanings unti} later, too late.

And now what ig & poor child to do? All he can ds is look about him to discover
what might be g meaning and, perhaps just to get the problem over with, to settle on
sozething, ~ '

There are two things to guide one:

€conomics. Words have 1o meaning. They may have Something else but no meaning,
How would cne answer such a pers:n? We all know, that these are wcrds on the page.
Since, hovever, there ig nothog obvious about meanings, how are we to show that there,



indeed, are meanings? Is it rather like saying that though, of course, men tell

their dreams, there are no dreams? Peo.le only imagine thel: ' rams. But when do
they smagine thea, vhen they tell their dreams cr vhen, as they siopose, they are
asleep? How busy can one be when he is asleep? And may it act be that people only
imagine that words have meanings? This is not as absurd as it may seem, seeing that
people ask: What is the meaning of a word? Vhich is ostensibly a sign they do not
know what it is. And when they get around to answering the question one says it
isthis and another says it is that. Suppose, that people believed there were duocorus.
S.meone asks: What is a duocorn? No one knows. Someone says the duocorn is

an insect. Another says a duccorn is a species of crocus. There are other suggestions.
In the end someone is seen to suggest that there may be no duocorm, just as there is
no triocorn. And with that the world is spared another philosophical problem, or

is given

What is the meaning of a word?
Who said there was? or is?

another one. What is a triocorn? There is no triocorn. There may "¢ Mo duoeorn.
What then is there? Well, perhaps a .

We should worry. 8o there is no meaning of a word. We do not need any.

We get along very well without. But vhat is it then we do not need? We do not mean
we do need vords.

What has to be explained is: What has this question to do with philosophy?
It has this to do with philosophy that at sume stage: in doing philosophy -- is
philosophy then something one does? -- ome is bound to ask this as everyone knows, philos
phers disagree. They talk and dispute. English philosophers philosophize in English--
I mean in the English we all understand. That is wrong. What I mean is that the
wvords you hear are ordinary Eng ish words. If they make a jumble, it is of comzmon
words that they make a Jimble. You hear such words as God, knowledge, I, good,
be/ng, object, seeing, uream, and so on. Even vhen they someti.es use ¥!z and un-
common words: these words are explained in terms of the words we are Faniliar with.
It isn't as if the case with a technical and scientific vocabulary that new words
are introduced as new discoveries are made. In philosophy there are no discoveries,
neither new nor old. What ve may get in philosophy -~ perhaps, are new confusions
and nevw problems. The point now about these problems is that they are not
solved. Philosophers continue to disagree. I say: reality is ocne and you say: No,
it's two. I say: Reality is mind and yzu say: No, it's dirt. (O~ course it 9ould
be mind and %e dirt.) I say: Ideas are like the angels and you say: Ko, they are
more like hand and mischievious school-boys. When philosophers disagree they disagree,
usually, first, as they think, concerning what is said. Then as they continue to
discuss, -~ they discuss interminably -- each discovers that the other does not under-
stand him. Then they try to explain t5 one another. The question: What do you mean?
wecurs f{=n. Remember that the words that now give them so much trouble are the
words which ordinarily end smong the falis at home give them no trouble. The question
nov is: Why is it that these beautifir” and familiar words which ordinarily give us
no trouble, now are the occasion of so auch intellectual distress?

I oust try to understand. this.

‘There is first of all -ne common understanding of that .ird. Here uve agree.
There are innumerable phrases and sentences in vhich this %2: . has & yglace, in
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certain contexts and situations. Within these buundaries the word makes sense. The
boundaries are not generally as precise as those between Texas &~ Mexico or should
I say that they are just about that p:<cise. The boundary is the water's edge but
the water's edge shifts. (a misleading analogy.)

Two things to remember:

1). The vords that give us trouble are ordimary words we understand. Ak your
aother.

2). The intelligibility of that word or another one is embodied in the language
involving that word, that makes sense. There are also fringe benefits.

Getting to understand the disagreements and the bewilderments among philosophy
involves an awareness of that great reservoir uf upderstanding and the forms of
intelligible discourse. This is required both in order that one should coae
to have a feeling for both the fora and the deformities of language. The <eforaities
of lenguage vhich cuncern us are those which are the expression of an illusion of in-
telligibility. There is much to explain. How, for instance, does the illusion
of intelligibility arise? It arises out of some pictures of intelligible language.

I wish now that it vere easy to be simple.

I am going first to explain what I mean by the reservoir of intelligibility and
for that paurnose I will remind you of the intelligibility of the word "run". You
may be surprised at hou rich this is. The word "run" is not a word that has any

special interest in philoscphy. That may help as to keep this simple. I will now
point out a few things.

Among other things the following are said to run: Horses, watches, candidates,
rivers, cups, ("rucneth over"), boys, automobiles, faucets, strauberry-plants,
ad-men {run ads), water, road-runners, macbinists (run machines) , executives,(run
offices), rnthusiasm, ('rar. away with him"), a live, little doggie ("run along, little
doggie"), plens (can run aford"), what runs amuck? blood, (“runs cold"), eggs~-soft-
boiled, noses, diseases, {run their courses), scientists ("run tests"), electricians
("run wires",), pipelines {"run through several states"), tears, speekers ("run
on and on"), railroads (from Chicago to Denver), fishes (a run of fishes), paint,
vines, maple—syrug, ships ("run aground"), projects ("run into trouble"), the
(ran his fingsrs thr.u his hair"), telephone wires, secretaries {"run off 100
coples™), young wiv.sL%?un off to mema), the patient (is run- down), the cashier,
the wife (ran up a oig bill"}, lava, time, the equator, (a line thet runs), stockings,
"the course of true love" (name did run smooth), rain (a run-off), soldiers ("ran
into a barrage"), ("run to cover"), anyone: "Run your fingers over this surface",
a cornice (runs all around the roof of the building), mice, ("see how they run",
"this vorld ("so runs the world away"), "sweet Thames" (“run softly"), she ("rums
bim ragged"), the chemist, (runs @n experiment), he (ran up the flag), he (ran
up a record), my mascara, the sun, she (runs him), sheep (Bae, sheep, run, the fences
(He ran him through with the sword).

Now I am going to ask another question., What sorts of things can one run? Onme
can run a race, a mile, an automobile an ad, a machine, an office, a test, a wire,
trains, a finger, him, an experiment, a course, etc.

Now I want to try a few remarks.

What 8 strange thing running must be if horses can do it and cups can do it and
blood can-do it and soft-boiled eggs can do it, arnd diseases can do it. What is rumning
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anyhow? Here now is what one might call a philosophical question. And I'1) begin
with a2 few remarks., One might begin by saying that nothing can run if it cannot walk.
One might define running as an accelerated form of walking. The line between walking
fast and running has never been pracisely determined, though we are well-acquainted
with such distinctions as creeping and crawling and, for instance, hobbling zlong

or going at a snail’s pace. Bnails crawl. They do not creep. And that is,
presumably, because they do not have knees. Knees ere essential to creepiiig though
not to crawling. No knees, no creep. Serpents, for instance, crav] ‘tut ¢o not creep.
The same is true of crabs. It must, accordingly, be because they have no knees. Having
noticed what is essentiel to creeping and how creeping and crawling are distinguished,
suggests now a parallel distinction between walking and running. It may suggest it
but it won't work. The suggestion 1s that in order for a crab to run it would have to
have legs just as in case it cduld creep it would have to have knees. I then ex-
pected to go on to say that the sort of distinction we have noticed hetween creeping
and crawling, namely that lknees are essential to creeping, would héelp us to distinguish
between walking and rumning. For surely legs and feet are essential to running.

But this did not work out. It seems that these are also essential to walking.

I think I bad better mention that Lopping is neither walking nor runuing though here
again a slow hop would certainly be more like walking just as & fast hop would

be more like running. And this now reminds me that I am not ever going to

consider either dancing or swimming as forms of walking or running. It does not seem
that water should make a difference. As for dancing, walking on tip-toe is not rare
but is dancing? I have now finished not discussing something and returning to our
problem: What is running?

First of all there the model of all running is the running of the horse. This
does not mean that the horse and the horse only runs. There are other things that
may run provided that what tney do is, not modeled after what the horse does, -
that would be asking tos much -~ but is such that were one acquainted with what the
horse does, ome might readily suppose that it was modeled after what the horse does.
1]

In what precedes I wrote the questions: What is running? I did not ask it. 1
knew very well vhet running is. Didn't I write down all those words with the
intention of reminding us of what things run. And certainly if I could do that I
certainly understand <hat runningis. Still socmeone who takes notice of the so-
many things that run may, as I have already indicated,explain: If all those things
run what then is running? It may well seem that in every cese of running that I listed
there is bidden the rumnning that make each & rase of running. And so the question
vhat is running? is @ question about that. The question may also be described as a
question about what all cases of running have in common. And whatever that is is
the meaning of the word "running". How tkef - should we go on? It is clear that if
the meaning of the word "running" is hidden in each mse, then the task would be to
£ind a case. We must make sure that we have captured the whole case -- is one which
we can take apart in such a way that nothing escapes. That is, of course, the danger
and the risk any investigation must take. For the measning of the word may indesd be
iike-life. For in the process of trying to find it, by vivisection, for instance,
the life, as Plato says, like so much smoke or vepor, or under cover of smoke or vapor
escapes. In that way life is indeed elusion. And no ome has caught it in a bottle,
for instance. It is mt said that the meaning of a word is like that. But the prospect
or rather the fear that it is like that is very great. And it is not hard to see
why. For until yesterday at least no one has succeeded, in catching the meaning of
the word "running" or of any other word. The field of philosophy is literally littered
with abandoned butterfly-nets, salt-shakers, mouse-traps, falcons, decoys, lariats,
and so on. The hardiness of some people is, however; a tomic, good for the soul, an
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exhilaration to the manly. For a man may have seen all those things and yet like a
hero; raise bis voice and explain: "I'1]1 go on". In every century, how brave is

our new world with such men in it. For the plain truth is that some men, a few in
every generation, no doubt, ask again: What is the meaning of a word? And vwhose is
there even among the most philistine of philistines the most barbarian of barbarians,
who would not part with a bite or of his lunch to make him contradictive to
answering that question. Nevertheless, this may come ag & surprise. For imagine

an ordinary hungry hard-hat man setting aside & part of his lunch ir order that man-
kind chould finally come to grasp the secret of his intelligence: that is, mankin's
intelligence. For notice, as we all must, that our intelliigence is bound up with our
language, that is, with our words. And how can we be said to understand anything if
we do not know and cannot say what the meaning of a word is? This ma; help us to
realize why the world, including as we have seen, the hard-hat man setting aside

a lettuce sandwich, is eager to provide the philosopher their daily bread and a tablet
on which to write the truth. BSo it is that in the highest places man continues to
persevere to press on with the guestion.

But let us not forget tnat daily bread and a tablet are not nothings, who,
indeed, could desire more?

What would it be like to understand intelligerce?

It does seem as though we have a sort of bed-rock question; a questicn, which if

only things had been arranged properly, ve should not now have to ask. Congider:
We are 81l expected to become intelligent and then to be intelligent. But could
any arrangement be more unintelligent than one ir. which creatures such as we are
told: "Be intelligent" and there is no one so much as to tell us what intelligence
is. 'The particular form in vhich we are in this vay victim is this. We are expected
to speak and to write in such a way that every word we speak or write has a meening.
Carve every word before you let it fall. That is all very well and is, no doubt, ad-
mireble advice. But there is mo one to show us how to carve. Turkeys are better
served. Carve every Turkey vefore you let it. . . So we go through life carving. No
wonder ocur words come out misshapen. To carve a word is no doubt to shape it to fit
the meanings. JYmagine a man told to make a shoe to fit a foot but he is not only
pot shovikg the foot he is to meke a shoe to fit; he has never even shown a foot, even
one foot. It is amazing. Men have gme on for all that carving works and gone on
without worrying about the mzanings. Some have said: "We carve the
words and lewve it to God to supply the meanings". That may suggest to us how desparate
some men have become, Some, the more earnest, have turned to carving beautiful
words. Others more irresponsibly say: "We carve words, that is all". But,
as I suggested earlier, these have been men who worried and of whom you might say,
that they are uneasy trusting God to supply the meanings. Some have mumned:  “There
is nothing in the Bible to assure us that when we carve words, God takes care of the
rest”. And so those conscientious people.in the midst of all the carvers quite carryin
. T.ey publish a manifesto: "We, carvers of the world, unite. And until our demands
are met ve carve no more words. We demand to see the meanings of the words we carve
before we carve any more words". This looks a lot like rebellion in heaven, to those
who piously go ca carving words expecting God to supply the whatever. But is must
be seid that it is by no means comfortable to be a carver of wards, and diligent at
that, not a careless worker and to be Baunted by the fear that all this

carving is for nothing, that the words have no meaning. One might then regard the
refuge to God as a kind of defuse of one's life. "What? all this, the carving of a
life-time, speaking and writing, and not a meaning to show", Well, that's life.
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Wnere did people ever get the 1dsa that 8 word hes a meaning? The questlan: vhat

ig it? seems to arise spontareously. There are I'd av<hentic reports of trevellers
having secn them, of having come upon them in a deep forest, &s there were repuris
of travellers having come upon unicorns. The time came, in spite of the sutreantic
reports, when msn no longer worried shout unicorzus, when they gave vp the trasveller’s
hope of a silver horn. Some said that the two-faced lions killed all the unicorns.
So it may be with meanings. )

But why should words have meanings, anyhow; at any rate, The words we
have? 7T nay nothing about words other creatures may sound off on. Perhaps
their words have meanings and if one of us should ever kappem to be there above
the earth or under the earth, ome of these creatures could show us, might
even take us on & tour. As a matter of fact some creatures night have
meaning for their words all quite different from the meanings some other

creastures have. If you want the pames of several tour guides I cam fursish
them.

There are other posszibilities. It is possible, for instance, that once upon a
time, long, long ago, the woxrds we axe now £zmiliar with did have meanings. Then
people came along and for centuries, they kncw the meaning of each wvord and they
connected the word with the meaning. It provided zmasement in those early days.
Jhis was before baseball and chess. Such amusement required leisuve. On cold

. winter mornings one of the company would exclaim, "Let's play meaning® and then
they would bring out a collection of words, and each player having a turnm, they would
match waat they called their wits, matching words and their meanings. The champion
matcher matched the most. Somstimes a matsher would look up at the ceiling, some=-
tires into a hole in the floor, and sometimes he would close his eyes, and so on.
Everyone seemed or rather did understand what was ¢oing on. Then later aftexr a
depression set in and men had ©o work harder and there was less leisure, tha game
vasn't playad anymore. Now and then a few old men of the foymer gemeration would
get togethar and play the game just for old times sake., But with their passiag the
gare §as no longer played. Soon it was just forgotten except for the word "me=aning®,
mch as the word "quoits® has suzvived, and as one now and then hears scmeote (S,
"what is a quoit” and one has to answel: nThere aren't any euymore, though cae night
£ind one somewhere in antique stores". So too in the backwoods of Kentwucky cne
might hear the guestion: sythat is a meaning® and the answer: “Oh, that is some-
thing very old." In this part of Kentucky the people still speak Eligabethan
Pnglish., No doubt that has sonething to do with the suxvival of the question.
Memory lingers from gemeration to generation in such fragments zhough the game has
disappesred, WNow also explain: what is a quoit? This, by the way, is not
Brooklynder and has rothing to do with milk.

So now we understand the question: What is the meaning of a woza?"/:[t cannot
be undersinod without scme understanding and knowledge of histoxy. It is a question
which presupposes same antiquarian interxest, an intasrest in the old games, for
instance.

Tt is certainly odd that we should be so sure that every word, of vhich we
have #0 many, should have & meaning, and yet that we should go about asking “what
is ¢he meaning of a word?" A cat in a bag — what is a cat? A pig ina poke ==
vhat is a pig?

Every time you wzite a word, do you spell it? I am golng o say " 10, even though
you may go through the saxe moticns, etc., when you write it ox spell it. Y¥You spell
it vhen you are askad to spell it or attend to the spelling, Usually you just write
it.



This morning I began the discussion with the question in the Blue Book: (hat
is the meaning of a word: There seemed to be little life in that. Asking vhat
sort of question this is, I suggested the analogles I had hit upon earlier:

what is the meaning of a woxd?

What is the spelling of a woxd?

that is the promunciation of a word?
Later this occurxed to we:

What is speaking a woxd?

that is writing a word?

The question "Vhat is the meaning of a worde" did not elicit much response.
But, "what is the spelling of a word?” did. Here we got along. Beebe gave us an
answer that went somewhat as follows:

nThe spelling of a word is that sequence of letters vhich represents that
word." This may be interpreted as follows: Given a certain word one may ask con=
cerning it; How do you spell it? and then one sounds the letters, attending to the
sequence of lettexrs or one vrites it, again attending to the sequences. There is
a diffexence between spelling a word and writing the word. The difference is shown
in the aim one has, inwat ocne does vith what one does. It strikes me that in the
case of "what is the spelling of a word?" one is not paralyzed by the question, one
does not feel so helpless. The spelled word is before one and all one has to notice
is that it is made up of these lettors in this order. We did mot ask what it is that
mokes that sequence the spelling of that word? of just that word cnd not of another
word. To evexy word its own s»elling, Is the answer to that question moze difficult
and above all more difficult to understand? What could one mean by "What makes the
sequence the spelling of that word? IS this crazy? I am not going to say "CAT"
spelled "cat", no matter how they spell othar wozds. Spelling “cat" in that way
involves a system of spelling. Given the system, the letters and the asscciated
sounds, "cat" is not simply spelled in this way. This is how it must be spelled.
It is no accident that the woxd “"cat" is spelled as it is. This is in genezal the
case, though one might say that even in the best of regulated language® accidents
to happen. BHow does it happen that "scythe® is spelled “SCYTHE"? The alphabet
is dssigned ¢= nrovide a letter to correspond to the distinguishable sounds we make
in speaking the Englisb words. Hence in spelling we match the letter to the sound.
" phis is, by the way, not how we leaxn to spell, We leazn by darill. This will
gcerve us with the faniliar words. Is it right to say that we commonly spell by eax?

In Beebsa's sentence there is the phxase "represents that words", Now we can
understand “represents". Given so simple a word as "cat," a ome-syllable word, can
31: in the spelling of it be heard as compound of two whispers Ke and te and a vowel,
8. The spelling represents the sounds, sounds which w should not have heaxd except
for the spelling. I am not clear about the language here, Is “cat" one sound or
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three sounds? I think one, though we can lengthen ocut the sound sc as to distinguish
component sounds. It seems there are simple sounds to whi ch ideally letters of

the alphabet correspond and there are camplex sounds represented by combination of
letters. All this is elementary. Vhen one contemplates this, the marvelous presence
in our lives of an alphabet which is Lasic in all ocur writing and printings, in all
letters and essays and books, that we can still hear Socrates in the sound of our
own voices, enjoining us to take care of our soul, what a marvel indeed, that is.

And now it seems proeposterous to say that someone invented the alphabet, If a man
aid pot, did a committee? God is not a committee. What is more God does not invent,
"Let there be light and there was light." That is not how Thomas Edison went about
his business. He was an inventor. “Let there be an alphabet, aAnd there was an
alphabet,®

There was another sentence in response to: What is the spelling of a woxd?
But the context is slightly different. If I ask: What is the correct spelling of
(blank)? the . answer will be in terms of the sequence of letters. But if you ask
me what she is doing and I answer that she is spelling a hundred words, and the
question now is: that is spelling? ox what is the spelling of a word?, thenwe get
a different answar, We did, Here it is: "The spelling #Z a word is the act of
reproducing the sequence of letters vwhich® This is interssting since it shows
that the expression "the spelling of a word" may be understocd either as the
doing (“the act") or what it does or is made by that act. I spell and in spelling I
produce the sequences.

At about this time I attempted to enlazge the area of discussion, beyond what
we may describe as the definition, I began in some such way as this: In order to
undezstand spelling which ia diffezent from knowing how to spell, we should under-
stand how spelling came into the world, what guwrpose it serves., I said: Imagine
the world and people in it who had not yet learned to spell, In fact spelling had
not yet beem invented, Let us say that speaking came before writing. So people had got-
ten along a long time speaking. People talked, chatted, whispered, shouted, sang,
scolded, praised, cumplained, gossipped, etc., -~ always speaking. There was no
writing and later, behold, there was writing. In leaxning to write they had learnmed
to spell. Soamecne must have supposed it was a good thing. Ox did he even then
anticipate that the world would be full of books and so people everywhere would be
corrupted. He may have said: "If books won't do it, TV will. ILater he invented
TV to complete the good work. At any rate we can see how some cmniscient human
people might have considered., At this time people had already played axound with
chalk, the ink of squids, and had chisled stones. And there were the giant leaves
of the Chinese paper txees. What vas needed vas the art of pasting scurds on the
leaves of trees. He worked on that for a long time, how toatch the spoken word
and fix it onto a leaf out of this cre-le attempt, in a flash, came the thought of
representing the spoken word by marks on paper, first pictures, later the
letters. But vhat was this for? There is this difficulty with talk., You can
talx to people, only people who are neax, neaxr enough to hear you. Beyond that they
cannot hear you and you cannot talk to them. So you can see that writing has
introduced the possibility of talking much louder, a voice that carrles as far as

the carrier of a letter, man or homing dove, can Qarxy. So you cab tell mother now;
just use the alphabet, And mother lives in Patagonia. Besides, as scmeone else

suggested v :ing gives one a longer and infgllible memory. So that is how it has
come about we now spell., Without spelling, no writing.

Earlier I said: Before there was writing, there was speaking. Lindley had some
misgivings about that., For our purpose this will do: Children in the U.S.A. in 1970



learn to speek before they write. Accordingly se we asked in connectiosn with
writing, why write?, so we can go on %o ask: Why spesk? If we can understand
speaking we will understand writing, since we do in writing whet we did earlier
in speaking. If we can answer that question and we speak words, what else? We
should get tomderstand all there is to understand. Perhaps, then, the question:
what is the meaning of a word? will be regarded as superflous. I did not have
in mind that one would give an answer 48 general. That is why I suggested ve try
to imagine the origin of the first sound that became a8 word. In this way we may
hit upon the idea of wkat makes “hat sound a word. It is in this connection we
imagined tretvoy Bill, who made the noise of the bee, "buzz, buzz, buzz".

(You may be irterested in this, In Hdmlet you will find: "What do you read,
oy Lord?"

"Words, words, words."
and also: _
"My Lord, I have news to tell you."
"My Lord, I hLave news to tell you. Wnen Roscius was an actor in Rome, . . ."
"fhe actors are come, my Lorgd."
“Buzz, Buzz!"

“Words, words, words" and "Buzz, buzz, buzz.")

The point of imagining a situation in which, let us say, a person, a :hild,
ror the first time in the history of the world, spoke and so spoke the first word
was or is that we should so far have no occasion to introduce the word "meaning”.
That wonld have to come in later, perhaps there would kave to be a great deal of
language before ¢! ers would be occasion for this. Beebe mentioned the case of
Helen Keller. Her teacher - it must have been for a long time - tried to get her
to catch on to language. That meant trying to get her to understand a word. 8She
gucceeded, The first word was "water”". With the first word there was a breakthrough.
But what now should we say happendd when she first understood a word? If we say
that for the first time she comnecied a pattern of touches, her teacher's playing
with her fingers ot Helern's lips, with water, wowld that be enough? First I had
better ask: What is it to make that connection? It might be that whenever her
teacher traces that pattern on her lips she expects her teacher to put her hand
in the wster, she expeczts to fel the water run through her hand. Another question:
What can water be to Helexn who has never heard or seen anything?

Sep

"The ontogony recapitulates the phylogony.” So we can begin with Billy, our
kid. Ke has az a baby to do just what the first baby did. The first bdbabdy,
if there was & first baby, spoke the first word. Billy, ocur kid, and every taby
since the first baby, has done the same. There is always the first word &s there
ie always the lmast word. Everyone has the last word. Be patient and you will have
the last word. Now we are on <the alert for the first woid. A baby cries, coos,
grunts tiny grunts, squeals, gurgles, sighs, etc. Notice that I said "eighs".
Can a baby sigh? Well, not as an older person sigha. It cancot give a sigh of
relief, It canrot do that anymore than it can worry. Now how would I know such
a thing? C.n I read the baby‘'s mind? Can a baby smile? Of course, Just a pleasant
smile? Can it also laugh? At a joke? Why not? Might not & basby make up its own
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jokes? Of course mot. How do I know that? I seem to know more about babies than
does Dr. Spock. I can at any rate assure you that a daby has plenty of leisure
and 80 plenty of leisure to make up Jokes. I cannot, however, get rid of the
question: How do I know so much? Clairvoyance? Extra-sensory perception? Very
vell, I do not know. But in that case, what am I saying?

I am going to turn aside now to ask: Why are we concerned about this? Well,
to begin with, W. asks, or at any rate, begins the Blue Book with: What is the
meaning of a word? You may have noticed that he doesn’t answer that question.

8o I guess he doesn't ask it either. What 1s obvious 1s that the sentence contains
the phrase "the meaning of". And now I think I can explain hov what we are

doing is related to that phrase. Let us agree that such a phrase as this one, “the
meaning of" is introduced into the language only as there is s need for it. There
must be something one wants to do with it. And this need will arise only as there
is a situation which is already present to allcw for this. Now what is that? Well,
there must be words. There will Gery likely be many of them before there is a '
need for “the meaning of". This rrings us back again to Billy. Toere is for

Billy a first word, and later more and moee words. He does things with words.

The situation as St. Auguatine describes it may not be more useful for our purpose
but it is more like the situation as it is for bebles we are interested in. That
ersatz baby was to invent his own words, to make them himself. That -baby

{8 a genius, But Billy learned his words among and from people who are already
furnished with words. The purpose was to get into perspective vwhat it is for a
child to rpeak, to have a word, and not merely to meke the sound of the word.
Accordingly 1 wanted also to get into perspective, obce the child had words, could
speak, the occasion when "the meaning of" would cwme im. There must be a time in
the child's life when a new word comes. It utters the word, looks bewildered, utters
the word again, looks about as though for help, and then someone says: "He doasn't
know what the word means” and going towards the boy, he shows him the thimble,

Now the boy picks up the thimble. At some time the doy now catches on. His

mother has helped him to the meaning of the word "thimble", not to the thimble",
mind you. And in doing this she has prepared him to respond to the order: "Thimble",
and vhen his mother says "thimble" he not ornly looks at the thimble as if to show
that he has made the connection, but he brings her the thimble. He understands
"thimble."

But vhy now all this?

Becaugse. There is an expression of confusionwhich comes up repestedly in
philosophical discussions which looks like what would have been exhibiting, namely
the question: What is the meaning of ? Our tesk in philosophy is
to get rid of the confusion which gives rise to this expression. For the cofusion
lies in the background. Try this: We do not understand something that has been
said. We think that we do not understand the meaning of a word. But the word is
& femiliar word we understand. Here we struggle egainst our better understanding
tooking for another meaning. The object, however, is to be content with the
familiar meaning and in that way discovering that the puzzling sentence, the
serrtence ve do not understand, makes no sense. Here the effort comes to an end.
One does not go on trying to understand what cannot be understood. Can one then
8180 show that the sentence cannc’ be understood? Yes. For the understending of
that word is embodied in the grammar of that word, and that grammar is the tovch-
stone of intelligibility. The grammar expresses the use.

A grammatical remark directs our attention to that part of the gramasr of a
word which happen to need in order to show up some aberration. (confusion).
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What then do we need? To seek out the meaning of the word where it is, to
bring it out into the open, and to see by comparing it with vhat we have got, not
only the difference, but the sort of differences. _

Can a man think to order? BRring me a stea¥ and salad and four thoughts.

"Think me a thought."

Philosophy, the puzzling guestions and the puzzling answers, arise out a wrong
perspective of the workings of our language. What we need then is to discover that
wrong perspective and to show it wrong by reminding of the right perspective.
Grammatical recerks.

Oct L4, ®70

The question with which the Blue Book begins is: What is the meaning of a
word? W. goes on: "Let us attack the question.” That is not normal. We try to
anawer questions. Sometimes we sncceed. That W is aboul to attack the question .
suggests that perhaps this is not the question though it may be the expression of
a need of some sort. I am going now to try to figure out how this word arises.

We are all familiar with such questions as: What is knowledge? What is truth?
What is justice? What is mind - and so on. I am inclined to go on with: "Let
us attack. . ." but just now is not the time for it. First I should like to
point out thet the focal words in these questions, "knowledge", "time", "justice",
"mind" are as common in your life as your daily bread. No one aska: "What is
daily bread"? Is it then that people who ask such questions are these do not know
what we all know? Are we to ask: Where have you been all these years? ~ .
Can't ve say: If you do not know what knowledge 18, look it up in the dictionary?
We can, of course, say this but it won't help. The person who asks this is perhaps
nore familiar with the dictionary than you are. He knows that in the dictionary he
will find more words amd it isn®t more words he wtints. He is well aware that if he
looks up the word "knowledge", he will read 8t thiat ert=-r more words, and with
every word he reads he can ask again: What is ? He knows that if
it be said of him that ke is locking for the meaning of those words, that the
dictionary is no place to find what he wants. 1In the dictionary are only more
words. It is as though in & dictiochsry you found an arrow vwhich pointed to an
arrow which pointed to an arrow which pointed out of and to something outside the
dictionary. So the question: VWhat is the meening of a word? holds for any word
you like. But when you then get to the edge of the paper ou will lose your
wey. An arrow pointing as this last arrow goes into space - every arrow in this
case points away from itself - leavesa one helpless. To make sure that this is how
it 18 we need only to remind ourselves that the word-is not the meaning of a word -
the arrow is not turned arovhi to point to itself. It may be helpful now to
remind you that Billy, the kid, and his mother had no such worries. Why not? Be-
cause there were so few words and no dictionaries. The idea of the meaning
of a word until the expressions "the mzaning of" made the troudble possible. But
it came in and so we do have trouble. We are supplied, thank you.

If;, as I represented the matter, the arrow points to the arrow to the last
arrow which points away, away, then isn't it surprising that the hopelessness of
the pursuit did not lead men to drop the mattert?t If every arrow at the edge of
the pages of the book pointed to something, es arrows commonly do, then we might
have rooam to flounder in, but words are not arrows. What then keeps us going?
There is promise in this, that the word from day to day, from Socrates to Hartshorm, -
has the same meaning, and so the word from day to day points to the same thing,



to a thing at least 2500 years old. And since it is at least that old, we

may as well say that it is everlasting, and that not by aceident, but because.

If that is not how it is, how do you explain that Socrates and Rartshorn get on

80 well. The indestructible makes this possible. This i3 one fortunate mode of
relief. There is another which is less attractive to some people. It begins, not
with the idea of the same meaning but with the idea that the meening of a word must
be something, you, are scquainted with. This is the idea that the arrow at the
edge of the page points to something you can see, hear, amell, feel, etc., you can
see from this, how reasonable the dictionary writers were in not trying to imclude
the meanings of the words themselves in the dictionary.” A dictionary in that case
would be more like a kaleidascope and music box and perfumery and sensitivity in
the same box. You would look up the word "red" and get a flash, and so on. I said
how reasonable they were, but they were no more reasonable than the other people.
You can no more get indestructibles into a dictionary than you can the mini-
perishables. (I do not mean the vegetables.) (Ome of the most difficult things in
all the world, for an amateur, that is, is to make the Rocky Mountains out of
sensations.) This answer i3 designed to keep the chanmelv of communication open
between Protogoras and Eume &nd the late Positivists.

You may gather from what I have just written that two of the great traditions
in philosophy have arisen out of difficulties with "the meaning of a word." 1In
the one case these have arisen in connection with the phrase "the same meaning"
and in the other with "the meaning is something with which we are acquainted” to-
gether with: "We are acquainted only with our own semsations". These prejudices
set the scene of the battle between the perishebles and the imperishables. I
mention this in order that you may get the relevance of the "question" at the be-
ginning of the Blue Book. For if you suppose, which you mey do, at least for a
moment, that philosophical distress arises out of our being mislead in respect to
the grammar of the phrase "the meaning of”, then we had better prepare ourselves
to resist the tempietions involved here by paying attention to that gramzar. The
gramnar of the phrase shows us the meaning of the phrase, not, however, as something
we do not know, but as that we do know,

I vas about to say that all the problems of philosophy and are resoluble into
prodblems of the meanings of worda and of how to set those into perspective. But
there I suddently realized that I did not know what all the problems were. I
know only 6002. I should have spoken only of those. I just now introduced the
word perspective. Here is the point. If in any philosophical discussion you have
trouble with a word, you cannot understand it in that context, thea to gain
perspective, you may set it ix & context in which you do understand it. In
that wvay you may discover that is wrong when you 4id aot undersénd it.

Whelan: T"Calories aren't real. They are only & way of talking about food.
Calories are an abstraction, noodles are real." "What's the
difference betwsen a calorie and & noodle? What®s the differsnce
between thz: unconscious and Austin, Texas?

“What’s the difference betwesn & porpoise eand & shark?

The meaning of a word is its use.

"We can never see an accurate circle. All the circles we see sre
imperfect copies.”

*'No one can see over the horizon." "Two boys - they are always

walking towards the horizon". (No one can walk on the equator either
or climb the North Pole)



"Te floor is 99% space."

"All is flux but at different rates.” ,

"The water froze vhen heated and that is all there is to it."

"An ordinary woman giving butter to 100 beans which grow in ordinary men".
"I see a star T5 light years away explode.”

"I beard the sound after it was made.”

"Vico makes much of the notion that the earliest language arose out of man's efforts

to formulate the meaning of the primeval thunderclap of God's wrataé;ce and Agiloms p. 15

"0 God! O God! That it were poasible.

To undo things done: to ceall back yesterday!

That time could turn up his swift sandy glass

To until the days, and to redeem those hours."
Thomas Haywood.

"No use crying over spilled milk."
(A1l the kings horses and all the King's men
Cannot put Humplty-Dumpty together again."

and here is the sentence from Macbeth:

"Things without all remedy should be without regard: what's dme is done."
Aet III Sec IXI p 55

The oceasion for these quotation's is a passage in W. in the Foundations of
Math. 13-15) In 14 ‘vhat's dont cannot be undone" - a purported quotation from
Macbeth dbut not in Macbeth.

13 Here the subject is the (msaning of) use of the word "all." In a certain
case somecne 1s inclined to distinguish between the use of the word "edd" and some-
thing ¢ver and above that: "Somsething attaching to the word itself. This is the
idea that the word add has a meaning and a use, that the use flows from the
wmeaning. Same meanings; different use. Here W brings in anslogies. I got this
wrong. It seems to us that if the use is now different, something else must
also be different. I got it now.

Different use; different meaning.
Differant hehavior; different character.

(Behavipur flows from character)

If is the purportes distinction between use and mesning that W 4a working with here.
Somecne will think use flows from meaning &s behevior flows from character. Here is
an analogy.

14 "This shows you" ~ what shows you? I guess that one shovld think of
use and meaning in the way suggested - I can't figure this out. There is a .
constantly practiced use, the use, for instance, of the word "add". Certain gestures,
picture, reactbns, are linked with this practiced use. ILece Gordon waved his hand- a
gesture - in connection with "add". That might to do for the gesture. "Add the
tress, leave none standing. Pictures - what about that? He goes on: If pictures
did not force themselves on ua how could such a sentence ag:-"What's done cannot
be undone” mean anything to us?" We got to understand this sentence by noticing
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what took place before Lady Macbeth gpoke these words, not quite these words. Pre-
sumably, according to W., you cannot make any sense of these words without & picture.
Macbeth had murdered. It makes no sense to say that Macbeth murdered Duncen, a

day later regreted it and would brave - what, "tramm@.ed up the consequences.” Macbeth
could have pictured himsgelf - if only he could bave - restmrinlg Duncan back to

life. Could have in quite (difference) from being forced. There is plenty here

I do not underatand. Picturé. picture? Why should a picture be required in

this case and not in this caze: "There, you've done it."?

I can see how one may say that the conclusions it contained inthe premises
and that one dsraws it out. There one might say is the picture - but what we hear
is words,

A plcture of the grammer. How does ocne picture the grammar'? F111 it out.
Elaborate. Tell the whole story. This, one can choose. Let®s have it. But
the picture that forces itself upom us, we do not choogse. And if the picture is

the wrong picture where did we get that, what forced that upon us? I support *
it must be the grammar - the wrong grammar.

Oct, 8

Mead has & theory of universals (Miller). I take it this means an account
of meaning, same meaning, different meaning, and 8o on. People have in the past
answerad as though this idea of same meaning were the idea of what the word which
has the same meaning was the name of. 80 the question was: Of what is this word
the name? The same word conld be the name of some one thing apart from all the
things vhich bear that name. There are many apples but the one apple. Or it cauld
be the name of the invisible sgkeleton of the apple in each epple. But it could
be the name of any apple to which the name applies ~ applies to apple. I cannot
now make out whether Mead farmulates the question in this way or mot. Is he going
to say something like: Same meaning issame response? ("The meaning of the cluck
is the response it makes. Something 1ike certainly. The agreed-upon response.
By the vay, private language is included. But twopsople might be a society.

What is meaning?

tihat is same meaning?

Same use

Learning a language.

Particular uses.

Rew words, new uses.

What is thinking ("Operating with signs")
Language. The agreed upon.

Lenguage and the environment - The hand.

The language is a burden. I mean M=ad‘'s lenguage. But apart fran that one can see
that Mead is helping himself to a new perapective of cur spetking and writing and
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of our language, what we say and want.

(October 9)
what is a philosophical problem?

A philosophical problem is another philosopher. But sometimes a philosophical
problem is the philosopher himself, not another philosopher.

Today we had another occasion to notice the pertinence of the problem: What
is the meaning of a word? Miller on Mead say#:: The meaning of a word is the
response of B when A says the word to him. To him? How does B know the word is
addresgsed to him? Never mind that. When the hen goes "cluck"”, the chicks run
to the hen. And when A says "cluck", B runs to A. No doubt as the henias scratched
up a morsel in the sand or seen a hawk overhead. So A has a gandwich for B or
sees an autoznbile coming. The chicks respond to "cluck". So there is a respcnse.
B's response to A's saying "cluck" is the meaning of "eluck",

(I have made up a new song. And it is & true smmg.
As I said we was poor". T.V.)

oct 11 (P 37)

{ have still not worked out a nice explanation of the relevance of: what is
the meaning of a word? to philosophy. In the course of doing philosophy is it
that this question naturally arises? I think this is it: FPhilosophy begins with
such questions as: what is justice., What is knowledge." etc. One almost immedietly
rung into difficulties. As in Plato's case -~ the dialogues --, one gives up, at
least for today. This may, however lead not to trying to answer again but to
reflextion upon the question: What sart of question is this? Here one may coame
to see that this question is a question about the meaniug of the word. So it
looks as though the question is an ordinary ome, such a question as one asks when
one doesn't know the meaning of a word. Here, this situation is this: One knows
the meaning of a word, the word "kmowledge," for instance, and goes en as peopled,
"I ¥now this", I know that", and so om, So if in that sense one knows the meaning
of a word, the’: seems to be another meaning of the word vhich one does not know.
It is a 1ittle like this: If you know what a pear is and buy pears, small pears,
eat peara, pick pears, and at the same time think of a pear 2s a kind of animal,

then you may still ask yourself: what is a pear? And you will go to the zco and
look among the animals to find a Lear. It isn’t there.

I know the meaning of a word. I understand it. I have used it a hundred times.

T know the meaning of a word. I know the grammar of the word. I bave been

checking.

Ve may treat waat W does with: What is the meaning of & word? as a model for
dealing with a whole class of similar difficulties - What do you do? You review
the grammar of the expression. In thiscase you remind yourself of what it is like
to explein the meaning of a word. ~Ihe meaning is what you explain. Consider
this now as & model for treasting the questi-n "vhat is knowledge? You review the
gremmar of the word "knowledge" and vwhat would that be like? You remind yourself
of how you get knowledge, wbat reapousibility you assume when you say: "I know."
It may be useful to provide yourself with examples. And now %o notice the grammar
of certain other related expressions such as "I think"”, "I do aot know", "I guess”,
I surmise”, etc; one may ask what sorts of things one can know,




There is still the question as to the point of this.

Let us suppose that when one knows the meaning of a word, understands it,
uses it, etc. that he is vaguely aware of the grammar of that word. It is there
in the language. He now misconceives all of this as something, and of the
word as a name of that. So when he asks: What is knowledge? he is asking:

What is that thing called knowledge? Naturally he cannot find it.. He is asking
that question under an illusion. What laying out the grammar for him is supposed
to do is to dispell that illusion. For the grammar of the word knowledge excludes
the grammar in which he is thinking of knowledge.

Here at any rate, is our way of making something of W’'s treating that initial
question: What is "the meaning of" a word? What you cen do with the expression
"the meaning of" W. can do with any of these other questions beginning with:

What is (space)? But when would one ask? When, in spite of the fact that one under-
stands & word, he still asks: What is ? He has in that case got the
grammer wrong which leads him into the illusion that he does not know the

meaning of that word, a review then of the gramaer should set him straight and

give him relief - but not an answer. Remind yourself of the grammar.

Suppose someone asked W's queation: What is the meaning of a word? and
he now gave this answer: The meaning of a word 1s the essence, the enduring what's
what, that is either hovering above, or resting inach of the earthly things called
in a derivative sense by that name. We could then see one advantage in this.
It would keep philosophers humble. The question would be asked and he would reply:
I do not rightly know. My eyes were made for short distances and for what lies
on the surface. Hence for whet hovers high or is under the shelf my eyes fail me.
I only know that whatever it is it elther hovers or is buried inside. And isn't
this what Socrates meant by all his ignorance. Looking up will not help nor will
stering hard.

I notice now that W. in the Blue Book imtroduces his treatment of the initial
question as a model for the traatment of such other guestions as: What is length:
What is the number ore? The question which further corresponds to: What is an
explanation of the meaning of a word? is: how do we measure a length:

xhe sorts of questions he ig cancerned with give us a cramp. a grammatical
cramp.

Set 20

Philosophy or at least some sort of it arises ou” of "fhe %emptation to loock
about you for something which you might call the meaning”. ‘

On p5 of the Blue Book on thinking, W introduces an annlogy, an analogy between
the way in which we think of the amoeda and the way in which we think of the mind.
We observe the amoeba doing such wonderful things. Every amoeba can do it. Among
the amoeba tiem are no misfits, none retarded. Imagine that gmong human beings
all the children were genuises. And yet the amoeba is & pinhead of jelly - to all
appearances. What gueer jelly to be able to do such things and now what else do
we observe? We observe not amoebas but human beings. And what do they do? They
go into the garden at an order; & few words, and pluck & red flcwer and bring it
in. They count the boxcers at the railroad crossing. They sing a song of
six-pence. They enjoy grammaticel cramps. Now, isn’t that sometting? If
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human beings are also composed of protoplasm in a box would you expect that to be
able to count to ten? What the amoeba cean do is as nothing compared to what any

of us can do, We might say of the amoeba that it is queer and as gifted as
protoplasm can be. Man is, however, super-subtle protoplasms. W. Wowever,

points out that what strikes us in the case of the amoeba 1s that we cannot explain
what the amoeba does causally, cannot discover the mechanism. But that is mot what
astounds us in the case of bhuman beings.

"the mystifyfag wse of our language®.

"There are those early memories one cannot get ancther set; one has only those."
' (Willie Cather)

"God gives us memory so that we may have roses in Decembder" (J.M. Barrie)

On last Monday we began reading the BB. W. begins with a "question" and then
"attacks" the question. He then tries to explaia how this attack 418 intended to
belp. It is intended to help in the same way that & similar attack is intended
to help in the case of the question: What is leogth: This explanation, however,
to be effective depends upon our being able to appreciate that question. If no
one asks the question: What is length? and if one does not onself ask it, one can
scarcely appreciatethe helpfulness of the attack., So ve passed over this. We
asked instead: What is time? and now if we could appreciate the attack on it,
we could appreciate W'a attack on the question: What is the meaning of a word.
All these questions are subject to the same sort of attack tut it seems that in
some cases it is easier to grasp what is going on, what the point of the attack
is, what the attack does to the question.

It has occurred to me Just how that something might be made of: What is
length? Last Monday it seemed incomprehensible that one could generate s problem,
thinking only of the length of a table, for instance. It is only as the "grammar"
of the word "length" is varies and complicated that one can be bothered, Perhaps
nothing will come of this but we can try. Wkat things then can be either long or
shoart? I8 it the length of the table that is short when the table is short? 1Is
a tall man a long map? Will a can bave length, width, and breadth? Can a table
you are goizg to make have a length? If so, how do you measure that? Can a long
time be longer than the longest table? There is long distance. 7TFlancles bove
sides and the sides have length but bubbles have no Zides and there is no long
and short of it. There is the long and short of a certain matter under discusslon.
The length of a day, 24 hours, Socratea stoodout in the cald. "Life is short,
art is long". There is long, long ago but no short, short ago. Is a minute longer
in time than an inch is in space? ©Some nights are longer than others. And not
all hours are of the same length. He was long of paiience. Longitude which is
lengthitude is contrasted with latitude, which is widthatude. Strange, isn't
it that & day has length but no #idth. Imagine a table ten feet long without
width., Time is more like a piece of string. That is wrong. Time has no length
at all since it hes neither beginning nor end. One cannot say howlong time is.
This 48 like: How high is up? 'He lengthened out the tale'. "It's a lang
story. Length? 400,000 words. Imaginme it -- 400,000 words. Should get you
half-way to the moon. How far from Philadelphia to New York? An hour and a half
by traim. Shorter by plene., So longer and shorter. The distance varies, Movable
Philadelphia. From rags to riches. Shorter or longer tham from riches to rags?
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At arm's length. A rod is the distance between yourself and the ox you shake a
stick at - one cannot say how long time is but one can say how long a time it has
been since Mother was a girl. In the podiatrist's waiting room is a sign: A
pretty face starts at the feet.' From head to toe is a long face. One can pull
a long face 'dull" doesn't seem right.) One cannot pull a short one, a fast ong
yes. How long is a long face? A long ton is 24C pounds more than a short ton.

A long cord is longer than a short cord. There is more wood in a long cord. A
long cord is longer than a short cord. There is more wood in a long cord. A
long face is not measured in inches. In a long face one counts the disappoint-
ments (displeasure) or one measures the intensity of the one disappointment (dis-
pleasure). She will go to great lengths to get that horse. The horse won the
race by a length (By a head. By & nose). (By a whisker). Minis and midis are
distinguished by skirt-length. (What length?) 'and a long, long, loving kiss'.

I remember now that I introduced these variations for a purpose. I wanted
to provide a background for the question: What is length? I do not think I
have done that. Instead>l wsut now, however, with these variations before us to
drop from the dblue sky above you with the guestion: What is length? The guestion
coald at least be understood as having something to do with all those variations.
let me now suggest that you understand the question to be a capsule question which
is then a capsule full of questions. Each of those questions is a gquestion
about the meaning of the word ‘length' in each of the episodes. But how now are
you to 2= about answering? Remember that you and I both understand all these
expressions. Hovever, youdo not need an introduction to the meaning of the word.
You do not need a defintion. What then? I suggest that vhat you need is a
reminder of the circumstances, what went before and vhat cameafter, in which the
expression, English being what it is naturally comes in. I am first going to
answer my question: What things can be either long or short? Anycne can be short
of cash. In & store they can be short-handed. In the stock market one can sell
short., Of an account, on may say: "That is the long and the short of it".
Tobaccoislong-cut. Youmn get your hair cut short or long. The stenogrepher may
write shorthand or long-hend. Shorty is called -ffhorty, usually because he is
short but sometimes, shoull I say, because he is long? We are short two chairs.
Rainfall may be short. It is never long. A street is short: Our street is the
longest in the U.S. Vowels are long and short. So are notes. Tebles, im your
housee, and tables in your imagination, times, distance, sides of triangles, sub-
jects discussed, a day, art, ago, nights (Time can also be high. "A high old time".
So 8 time can be old too), stories, Philadelphia, an army, a face, tone, cords,
skirts, lovers® kisses, short arms. In & short run end in the long run. She was
short-changed. A crop, short-wave radio, a long journey, a life, a term, a sentence,
& horn, etc. Short of breath. In baking we uae shortening. What does shortening

sborten? There is also short-cakes., ‘Mamis little baby loves short’ning bread.’
Tempers are short -- short-shrift.

What is the meaning of a word?
¥What 13 the price of anything?
How long is a piece of string?
How far is up?

(What is counting with numbers?)
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Now you can begin with: What is length? and realize that if you know what
can be short you should know whatis length. So you may ask: What is it to be short?
What we want is a fefs words that are conclusive, final, succinct, the last word,
forever satisfying.

(short order -+ long-headed -~ short-circuit -- short-coming -~ short-sighted)

What is the meaning of a word? That sounds as though I know what the
meaning of something else, not a8 word, his coming to the wedding for instance,
is. I was worried, hovever, about scmething else, namely about the meaning of a
word, not a certain word, about the mesning of any word., This now also sounds
like: vhat i3 the price of anything (for sale)? That means not the price of
a certain thing, an egg-beater, for instance, but the price of any hing in
the store, (learly, there is no such thing as the price of anything in the store.
If you were to go into a store and ask: What is the price of anything in the
store? the clerk would smile at you. She might with a twinkle in her eye explain
to you that everything in the store is marked with its price. Now it is your
turn to smile. You reply that you do not vant to know the price of a toy auto-
mobile or of an orange or of anything on the counter. So you repeat your reguest:
What 1s the price of anything? As you might expect the clerk is flustered, she
can tell you the price of anything you point to: What is the price of this?
and what is the price of that: but she does mot know what to do. Anything she
picks up and reads the price of is something, some one certain thing, and

not Just anything. She might de inclined to say that there is no such price as
the price of anything.

Perhaps this cen be complicated. He doesn't even accept that the prices
of the things in the store are as marked. He asks whether the clerks who mark
the prices on these things may not make mistakes so that thers i3 a difference
between the price as marked and the real price. And so may not the real price never
be known? There seem in this case to be three prices, the price as marked, the
price as calculuvted, and the real price. There may be a difference between the
price as marked and the price ms calrulated since pnes the price as marked would
be & mistake., As for calasulations everyonme hknows that error is possidle. It
seems, accordingly, that we get on without knowing the real price of anything.
S0 no wonder the clerk cauld not help us.

What ic the meaning of a word?
What i8 the price of anything?

It seems ihat jJust as we may know what the price, as marked, is on all.

. these things in the dore so too we may exchange words. We get along in this

rough way. We buy and sell without knowing the real price or what price is. In
gimilar fashion we apsck and write, words, words, words, but who knows the meening

of eny word or vwhat meaning is? What is price? What is meaning? All the same
we get on.

) Let us see now how we might get on with: What is the price of anything? Here
goes: If & man owns something and wants to se:l it, then if someone is interested

- in buying it, he will ask the msn who wants to sell it, how much in money or wampum

or pigs he is asking for it - a korse ', let us say. If the answer is: $100 -

that is the asking price. If he sells it finally for $90, that is the

selling price. How he decides to ask $100 and not more or less commonly depends
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on a number of factors, the condition of the horse, its utility, the demand,
and the supply, his need of money now, and so on. It is clear in this case that
in explaining the concept of price we give an account of the surroundings, buyer
and seller, and something to sell, in arder to provide. The connections. We attain
to clarity by showing connections. As we all know there are stores in which they
sell thousands of articles and you can read the prices on the articles. The
horse you want to buy mey wear a price tag in its tail. In such cases you
do not have to ask: How much - or vhat are you asking?

t

Have I in this explanation missed anything?

Now consider the following es an answer to: What is the meaning of a word:
as you know, people speak and write, just as they buy and sell. In doing so they
speak and write to someone and in doing so words, words, flow fromtheir lips or
pens. Usually people understand one another, but once a week, perhaps, a strange
word will come in. That word may give someane trcuble. And now he may interrupt:
"Troglodyte, what do you mean?" or "vhat does that mean?" Then Mr. Agnew explains
t":at he means. He says: "a troglodyte is a cave dweller, a primitive man,
usually & large city dweller, in New York, Boston, and so on." Then, whoever
has been hearing the speaker or reading the writer, can go on, with understanding.

Now notice the parallel: Just as in case you want to buy & cow and you ask
the owner what he is asking for the cow and he seys: "A bag of beans: and that
is the price ne 1s asking, so too in case you want to understand what asomeone is
saying and there is a word you do not understand, you may ask the owner «i that
word - it was hig word - vwhat he means by that word? or what the meaning of that
word i8? Vhat he then tells you is the meaning of that word just as when the -
question was: How much are you asking? the man gave you the price. One can give
the meaning as he can give the price.

Is there anything wrong with that? Is anything lelt out?

"Words are wise men's counters"”. That is Bobbes, So the anslogy I have just
presented should be alright.

The question: what is the price of anything? must be regarded as purely
theoretical. The answer we have given him ig not going to be of any use to a
man in his doing better in one supermarket than another. The price is the price.
And-he knew, before he asked, that the price of the axticle he might want to buy
is marked on that article. At least you can say that the answer has straightened
out something in his head. Everything in the supermarket remains the seme. Of
course he mey on occasion loock curiously at the article he wants to buy, trying
to figure out what the price-mark on the article has to do with the
article. But if he needs toota-pasizp 37 he puts Gown the money and he tekes his
choice. This is how it is too with the man who asks: what is the meaning of e
word? That too is a hypotheoretical question. The answer we give him isnot going
to help him to do any better when lie tells a Jjoke or when he tries to
improve the letters he writes, with a sprinke of sparlde. The meaning of a word
ig st11l the meaning of a word. He hsl;, before he asked his question, heard and
read many jokes, perhaps told & few, and received and sent mgny letters. At best
you can gay that the answers relieved tensions in his head, & heard-ache, for

instance. His telling jokes and writing letters remain the same. Of course, he may
now and then still look cu;ﬁnusly at a word as though he tried to discover {he

meaning hidden between or behind $he ietters of the word. Otherwise things go
on asusual. He reads the head-lines in the newspaper, listens to the weather fore-
cast, talks to his dog in pet-langusge and the dog squeals in reply.

But what then has happened?
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Ok, Bouwsma ' Mareh 3Y, 1679

Hesberg on ifast llonday asked aboutt “The meaning of a word is its
uce”s I am not sure as to vhethar the difficulty arises in trying to under-
stand that we do use words = we do, don’t wal - how otherwise explain the
expressicn, "English usgpe” o or whether it arises in thinking of the meaning
of a word as its use. In respect to the former matter it may be well to re-
mind ourselves of how we use words, dbut it may now be more intelligible if we
consider not the use of words but of language., This i8 because if we speak
of the use of a word it may secem as if wz use one word at a time, a word sing-
1y, This is seldom the case. "Help! Help!® or “Fire! Fire!® might de con-
sidered such a case. & nan wio at the colnter cayst "A package of Camels,
please” is using words, Yhen a student writes a paper ont "The liveliest Mo.
nsd” he is using words. ‘hen Shakespeare wrote Hamlet he was using words.,
¥hen a man writes a long novel he may use many words. In the English bible
there aare 20,000 words. Dees anyone wish now to say that we do not use wordd
If he does he does rot mean, I think, to say that the man who sayst "A packe
aee of Camels, please” does mat by speaking, pet the cipgarettes he agked for.
Had he said "iuckiee“. he would have potten different cigarettes, If the
vord “use” bothers him at lezst, the facts in the matter of this example are
plain, He may have stronger mispivings in conneetion with the students write
ing the paner or Shakespeare’s writing Hamlet or Hamlet's writing Shakespeare.
There 13 certainly nothing so obvious as petting a packaze of cigarettes,

If we asks Whgt did the student use words for? the answer might det “To fane
ion a shining exsmple of elarity”, and that might be likenad to using gold and
preciocus stones to make a diadem, As for Shakgapeare he use words to compese
a play to be pezformad at the Globe theatre. If anyone still shies away from
gaying that we use lanpuace or use words, he will at least understand that
someonz who said that we do might have such examples in nind,

What I have just now reminded vou of, namely, that we use language,
tozether with the idea that ve use languape in many wavs ie what W. brings 4n-
to prominence in P,I, 23 where he writes of the mulriplicity of language-games
There are many games, Thore are many uces. There are many things vwe do with
vords. My menaticning this may helg you to make connection in your reading PL

want now to see whether 1 can connect the idea of the use of a word

with that of the meaning of a word. In our discussion last week I c¢ried to
indicate why a man in 1950 or 1970 should have been concerned to say that the
neaning of a word is its use. _In saying this he too is using words, WSp what
is he using these words for?! I want to say something about that fi:*st. The
Btobleml that is the meaning of a word! has been with us for a lonz time.

lato’s theory of forms and Ariscotles’s use of the word "essence” arise out
of concern for the meaning of a word. The distinctions between Realish, Nea-
inalism, and Conceptualism are mofe of the same., &And so i8 the work of Locke,
Berkeley, and Fuma., On the whole the idea shared in a1l these words was that
the meaning of a word is the obj2ct vhich bears that word as a name. So thre
controversies ware about the nbject or the kinds of obdjects which were the
vearvers of those nawes., The anazing thing is that se much literature could
have fed on that oroblem., Feire and there there may have been someone who
questioned whother a word was a nale - some words, of course, sre nzmes but
that settles nothing abouc the question as te .the meaning of the word which
is the name. But on the vhole, ons might say, only a man blessedly ignorarc
of cenmturics of thinking rould eseape the bencvolent tyranny of the sccumu-
lsted prefudice. For we vho read inherit not only the color of our eyes, bir
alss the imte:ilectusl prejudices of tThe writere and thinkers whes we not oF
read thut whose thoughte form oure, To break with twenty-five hundred yor:
requires strengch. n this cese someone has to wome aleng and vgke notice
wvhat mea have searcely moticed baeauss they were as it were born with it.
is one’s eavirorment, It is as though it could not have bzen othestise., ©
sonmzone does come along to question what all these centuries of hazd thir::
vere ®zsed on and was not questionad. Someon® noticed that all these thil:
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as3umed that the word is_a name and the meaning of a word is the objdet for
which the word stands, That formula prescribad the task, Look for the obe
Ject, There is a world behind all these words if we coudd only find ir, In
this way the philosopher became an explorer of the unkmuwn, Other peogle
floated on the surface of the lanzugge but the philosopher dug deep., It
could be 1like digging in the air for hidden treasure o and coming back with
someth °

et us say that this is the first step - a difficult step. Firss
tzke potice of rhe assumprion. Ihen quesrion it. Someone might notice,
bring it out into the open, but not question it. Must one have an inkling
that there 1s something the matter with it? It could arise in this way. A
man notices the assumption, Ha broods over it, He also comes to see that
centuries of fruitless, futile enguiry, enless dispute, misunderstanding and
eonfusion, have proceeded from this earnest pursuit of what lies at the end
of this impossible rainbow, This may provide the basis of the inkling, With
such conseocuences there must be something the matter with the assumption,
Language was cortainly not designed for such a debacle., So here is another
step! Ihere i3 somerhing the matrer. In consequence something else hasg to
be devlised or discovered. At any rate a man is now in a position to ask!s
What is meaning? What is the meaning of a word? Here is something strange.
Nothing could be more familiar to us than words and, of course, words we une
derstand;y hence we are familiar with words whose meaning we ean emplain, And
yet confronted with the questiont Vhat isthe meaning of a word where is one
to look? It is difficult to seec one’s nose and yet, with what is one more
familiar? How, accordingly, does one ever come to_say that the meaning of a
word 1s its use? What does one look at? I think I can answer that,

"The specious present”., It is spacious,
March 26, 1971

How now does one come to be baffled by the meaning of a word? 1
askedt What does he look at? Condder to begin with that the question does
not arise when you are, busy about the meaning of a certain word., You cone
upon the word "fatuous , you do not know the meaning of a word, you look it
up, and then you go on reading, underatanding the sentence you just read. In
this case you do not slso askt What 48 the meaning of a word? V¥hen then do
you ask this? - Let us say when you are id1ing? When you are not concerned to
know the meaning of a word, PNow you have plenty of time and plenty of roogé
Your question is not tied to anvthing., _You have to tie it to something. 2o
you mgke your cuestion more definite. Let us suppose that you askt What is
the meaning of the wrd "horse”? That is a word you know the meaning of and
you need now to find a locus for that., Since the meaning of a word requires
an enviroment you can be sure that that muenvironment must have a horse in
it. So you pet a horse. You wil be inclined now te lock at the horse to die
cover the meaning. You would certainly not eget a cow. Ihere is something
right about this. Were there noc horses, the chances are that tha word "horse'
would have no meanine, Surely then if the meaning of a word is the object
for which the word stands it must de the kmm horse. But which horsze? And
now we are ready to say! Not any horse, not a horse at all, Bue we do not
give up altopether, as though a cow might do just as well. The meaning of
the word "horse” is that which all horses have in ecommon, the skeleton, per-
haps. That won't do either. It is rather like the skeleton of skeletons,
not made of bonas, of no size, no weight, and so on, the design not made on
paper, with God's £ draun on alr, You ds need a horse te get the meaninz.

A horse, a horse, my kingdom, my meaning for a horse.”

tet us return to the meaning of a word is its use, We have alresdy
noticed that we use language., And what is lanpuape? VWords. So, of course,
ve use words. When do we use words? When speaking and writing and reading
and arithmetic. Isn’t it now obvious that when you hear somsone speaking or
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when you read vhat someone has written and you then come upon & word spoken
or written that you do not understand, jgn’t it clear that you cannot use
that word? Now what do you do! You asks How do you use that word? That
question is equivalent tot “What is the meaning of that word!” For potice
that when the question i8 anawered - the meaning of the vord "fatuous 1is
the same as that of "inane” - you can then use the word, This case also
shows how we may describe the use of a word, I¢ is not the only way. Iin or-
der to understand or rather to gpet into perspective the meaning of a word one
must keep in mind the environment in which such questions ast What is the
meaning of the word "fatuous"? are asked, One must k in mind . what went
before and what followed or what might have followed, ing this should help

one to make a radical break with the philosophical vice of looking for some-
thing as the meaning.

"Spontaneous demonstration postponed”, (T.v,)
*The young protest but have no solutions” ., (Tovo)
Philcsophy as high-falutin fidgeting.
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You can 8ee, not exactly how Y. understands the ®question,®
since “the question” is unintelligilble, but how he treats the
"question” by ®the answer" he mives. In ziving “"the answer, "
that he gives, W. is helping uswho ask “the question" to underw
stand ourselves, Let us suppose that the person who asks is
asking for somethins but he does not know what he is asking for.
Then Y. gives him sonething and he is satisfied. He i3 like s
person who is afrald but does not know whet it is he is afraild
of. Then somebody tells him ard sure enouszh, that 18 it. The
person wno asks may say that there is something: the meaning of
a word, and 1t is nothing on lend or sea or snybthing in the
heavens, and it is nothiune in his mind, an image, for instance,
3o W. comes along and says: 1 will show you something, nothins
on earth and nothing ia your mind, but when you have understood
what I will show you and apply it te your uneed - you obviously
need sonrething - you will see that this is it.

30 the questicn: what iz the meaning of s word? when under-
stood in terms of the an<user , may come to this: How can I pre-
sent the meaning of o word? -

I get sick of this but I should stick to it. One must under-
stand what W. is doing at the beginning only when one has come
to the end, and then one can look back. One who is learning may
not understand to what place the teacher 1s leading him wntil he
hag arrived there. Then he may ses and understand what the teachen
was doing to ilead him there. The teacher also arrived where he
is by a certein route.

Consider then that W., the teacher in this case, understands
the person who asks this guestion in 2 way that this person cane
not. But neither can he tell him directly what he neceds to know.
It isn?t as though he asked: who was borh in 17707 A guestion
like that can be answered in a few words, even thoush or2 does not
give the right answer. But the “question® he asks, let us say,
i3 unanswersble, And what W. in teaching in this case has sot
them to do is not to tell him that, which he will no% understand
anyhow, but he has got to begin with a discussion of lansuage
%n sugh a way that he will understand. New he will not have to

e told.

In the Blue Book W, does not do . thisg. We might REnida de-
geribe what W. does in the B.3B. as prevaration, & voyage of dise
covery, for deing what he does in P.I. What then dces he do? I
think wha% he does may be described in this way: The expreassion
involved in the question 1is "the meaning of a word."” This ex-~
pression has been lifted out of any context as though behind it®
or lodged lu 1% one might dlscover the measning. With that in
nind one can see that what he doss is put 4% back, that is, he
provides a context. FHNaturally if one stares ot an expression
or looks all around i%, hoping the meaning will crawl out of
it or frou sround it, one may be dissppointed, thouszh wonders
happen. Heye %t i8: you ask what is the neaning of a word?
and I will tell you: The meganing of g word is what you ask




for when you do not know the mesning of a word. Thst provides

a context Of circumstances, Jomeone does not know the meaning
of the word ephrodisiac, and it seems like an interesting word.
30 he asks someone: what 18 an aphrodisiac? and someone tellg
him in 80 meny words. He says: an aphrodisgisc is an ac that
will mske an aphro (aphra) dizzy. So now he knows what the
meaning of this word is. His interest is not in thls explanation
except as this explanation can bes used to remind us of what an
explanation is. And so the explanation of one expression can

be another expression, ian this case, an expression, a phrase
eight words long. Notice that in this case as in 80 many others
Wo does not tell us anything we do not knew. We all know that
the dictionary is full of erplanations. We all kunew this before
we asked the gquestion. See then how strange this is. We ask

in seeming ignovance. And he reminds us of what we know., IS

he making fun of us? Doesn®t he know that the meaning of a word
cannot be more words? And yet the answer, so meny words, in
response to: what is an aphrodisiac? seems to be right. Still,
there seems tc be something like passing the buck. I want to
cash in & word and I am given other words. How am I now to

cash in those words? "Words are wise men®s counters.® Where

is the gola?

I guess I should not have introduces these complications.

So someone asks: what is the meaning of a word?: he aks
for that when he doesn’t have it and when he asks for it he gets
it. A meaning is usually not hard to get. How then doces he get
it? Sometimes he figures cut what the meaning of a word is,
sometimes by repeating the sentence containing the word, getiing
the hang of it; sometimes by atudying the struciure of the sen-
tence. You may in some cagses get the meaning wrong but sometimes
you would surely get it right. You might fisure out that Rialto
meant a brldge. Rio i8 river and alto means high- Fut thenm
together in a peculisr way and you get "bridge," You can figure
out that when Lady Macbeth says: ¥“Out damn spot ," she does not
mean her little dog. There is no 1little dog in the play. Is
there then ancother spot? There 418 a 3pot which only the terrible
lady can see. There is no problem here. But you misht want to
figure out how fhkmr it 1g there 18 no problem. "It is betier to
live in the corner of the house~top than with a contentious wo-
man.® That word "contentious"” might give you trouble. The word
looks 1like ®eontented® and one could live with & contented women
comfortably. Who would escape to the roof to get away from a
woman who was contented? If the word were "contendious™ that
would be different. Such a woman you might figure out was one
who contended against her husband. She is a fighting wonan.

It turns out, of course, that a contenticus woman 18 a woman who
contendg a lot. And what are we doing? Filguring out a meaning.
And s0? A meaning 1g scmething ihat csn be figured out. So too
under cétain cireumstences you might heve to figure out that a
rock fest is not a geological expesition. Rock isn't rocke.

Crooked Reproach Prudent Pledge (Take) Entlce Crook Integrity
Crooked Approach Prude Pledpe (Give) Crook Integral
Interger
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"The apple of my eye®
"Iron sharpens iron and one men shaprens another,”

Sept., 8, 71

There was a crooked man and he walked mile,

He found a crogked sixpence againgt a crooked stile;
He bought a crocked cat, which caught a crcoked mouse,
And they all lived together in a crosked house.

I thought of this rhyme when on the previous pege I happened
cn the word ®crooked.” One might play with the word “crooked"™
in these several phrases. In which doeg it make senze? In which
can we give it a sense? In which does it make no sense at all?

I was busy with: what is the meaning of a word? It ie
obviously something words have - should we say in thw same way
that a bolt or a nut or a bolt and a nut have a use? = not in
the way that a bird has wings, perhaps in the way that a bird
has a capacity to fly. There are 80 many things a thing can
have, & cousin, & capacity, a use, a wing, a purse, a longing,

a pain, a worry, an aim, an effect, a similarity, an attraction,
and so on. Perhaps what a word has somelthings cther than words
can have, Gegtures too can have meaning. If ysu stick your
tongue out at someone, he may not like 4t. I think that this is
a gesture that does net need to te explalned. Would this be
right: 1t 18 a gesture which expresses hostility of a mild sort,
depending on the occasicn, the faclal expression that precedes
or immediately follows it. The eyes too may express hostility.
How does one scowl? How does one glare the glare that one glaresz
when he glares? What 18 the glint in cne®s3s eye and what the
gleam? Here 12 a guestion that is familiar: he shalkes his

fist at you. Shall we say that is a sign of things %o come?

If he does that at three @%clock and the bell rings at three
fifteen, when you get out of school you had better stert running.
He is threatening you. He will gzive you a black eye. He might
have said: "I°11l get you.” So we are prepared, I guess, to say
that gestures too have meaning. Whether the meening of a word
ray be the seme ag the meaning of a gesture remains to be seen.
You may be interested in Saint Auvgustine®s phrase: Ythe natursl
language of all nations.,”

What is the meaning of a word? The ggggg%g of a word 1is
what words have end slse what gestures have. If we could get
clear about wnat gestures have, sticking out one's tongue or
ghaking one’s fist, we might then be prepared to say something
about the meaning of a word or woris. What is not so clear about
words might be clesr about gestures. I do not have in mind that
whereas words are sometimes ambiguous, westures are not ambiguous.
I have in mind rather that when one boy shakes his f1st at snother
boy ~ notice that a boy doesn®t just shake his fist, he shakes



hlis fist at ancther boy - how doez he do that? ~ everything

geems to be out in the open. We can tell the whole story in terms
of what we have seen. It seems simple, There is nothing nystere
ious about gestures., Language, words, speaking, seem to have
invisible connections we cennot mske out, the meaning of a word
seems lost in the mist. We may want to pursue this. I may be
easler to discuss gestures, to describe the workings of gestures,
than to discuss language, the workings of words and sentences,
etc, So we might begin with the simpler,.

It 1s well to keep in mind that it 1s the boy who sticks
out his tongue and shakes his fist and it is we, the people, who,
including the boy, speak and write. Covld one stick out his
tongue in 80 many words? Not nearly so eloquently. Could one
shake one®s fist in angry words. It is sometimes remarked that
fingers were nade before forks. It might be remarked that there
wer gestures before there were words. The first remark is used
as a defense Sor messy eating with one’s fingers, potato salad
or mashed potatoes., The latter is just a remark and it may de
trus, It is well to remember that tc make a gesture is not simply
to make a certain movement or to pull a face. In meking a gese-
ture one does something with one’s face, stiocking out ones tongue,
or with shaking one’s fist. When the baby for the first time
waves his patty he may just be waving his patty - it pleases his
parents - and not be waving good-bye. That the child ever comes
to wave good-bye is one of the wonders of being a human beinsz.
Words before gestures - anything before sestures? Just the baby
who makes movements and noises. ILater it makes mestures and
learns to talk.

"Ibsen had no steel in his character."

What is the meaninz of & word? This is what W. says: The
meaning of a word is something that may be explained. There are
other things that may be explained, such as motives and lccomotives.
The former is an answer to the question: Why did you do 1it? and
the other 1s an answer to the question: How does it work? Curiously
there is a question about motives which has this form: What did
you mean by that? Someone who feeis insulted micght turn on
someone with that question. When one asks the above question
about the locomotive, one knows well enouzh that the locomoetive
moves the eighty boxecars. What one wants to know 1s what it is
that moves what, that moves what, that movegs the wheels of ¢he
locomotive that moves the wheels of all the box-cars, Is the
explanation of the meaning of a word more 1ike the explanation
of something someone did, supplying the motive, or is it more
like the explanation of the HELHIVA/df d #S¢ workings of a ioco-
motive? It may be like neither of these and if we look at some
of these explanations of the meaning of a word we may be sure that
that is right.

I wvant to trace the course of W.®s discussion.

n f a word?
g%gtmégnggg %?agiwgrg 1% gha% may be explained.

How explained?



Either by a verbal or an oatensive definition: The verbal defl-
nition seems to get us nowhere. There are diffleculties wlth the
ostensive definition. For some words there are no ostensive
definitions. And such definitions may nct be understood. W,

goes on to illustrate this with: "This is btove,® polnting to a
pencil. There are possaibilities of misunderstanding. Here We
introduces the word "interpret.”™ “This 1ls tove® can be interpreted
in all sorts of ways.

The question 1g as to what "interpret” means. The ldea is
that one hears "This is tove,® a strange word, and one has to
chooge among the possibilities. So it ie a8 though he aska hime
gself: Now what does he mesn? This use of the word “interpret”
is not the usurl one. V. does not explein further. de asks
rather: How do we decids that he has interpreted coryectly? He
gives two examples.

W. has aprarently passed on ©o another subject., He began
with the question: What is the meaning cof a word? (Here is ancther
interesting form of question: "What is the meaning of this, youwng
man?® which may be of some interest, of the zort: What is the
neaning of a gesture?) Now he goes on to: *How is he to know
what musical ingstrument to choose?® "How is he to know what sort
of flower to bring?®

"That?!s no way to act.®
“Yea, it i8. I am an actress.”

Sept. 9, 71

After zugegesting something concerning how he knows whatl
flower to bring W. returns to: "Do we interpret the words bLefore
we cbey the ¢rder?™ He geems to be gstuck with the word "interpret.”
Perhaps 1¢ would have bsen better had he asked: "Do we have to
do something with those words before we obey the order?™ The
natural answer would bs: ¥Yes, we have to understand the words,”
And this would seem ©9o require that the woerds must be translated
into some form usable in fetching the red f{lower. Understanding
would be thought of as, for instance, converting the words, not
into other wordsz, but into pictures commonly (?) asscecliated with
the words. Thet the word hag meaning may then be defined in terms
of this convert¢ibility. And the meanins will be defined as the
picture. The pleture you carry in your mind always ready o pay
of f the word in termas of the commadity of the mind. We must keep
in mind what the problem i8. I say to one of you: "When you comse
back, bring me a cup of coffee.” You may not have noticed that
in saying that, I have made thils noise. I won®t say just a noise.
I made 2 particular noige. When you come back you bring me a cup
of coffee. Had I made & slightly different noise you would net
have brought me & cup of coffee, I might have salid: “Bring me a
rottle of coke.” Then, no coffee, but coke, The problem 133
How can a noise produce such an gffect? Had you made the nolse,




gomeone would have brought you a cup of coffee. It may be im-
portant to say that, since if a talking doll made that nolse or

2 phonograph nmade that noise, you would net have brought either

a cup of coffee. I want to elaborate a bit. I make the noise

up here in Room 210. You leave, go te the ground floor, get your
coffee, and when you are ready you bring coffece for me, up the
elevator, down the hall, and back again to Room 210, Here 1is,
we might say, an episcde in your life and mine initiated by my
making that noise and completed by your returning with the coffee.
I spoke. You heard me., Anyone could have heard. There are soc
many things to hear. I¢ scems now that what I did speaking and
what you did going and returning with the coflfees, all of this 1s
on the surface of our lives. There must be, wnderground, what
connects the noise I make and what you do. There certalnly is

a connection, The San Francisceo trolley moves on the surface.
Everybedy cen see it move, both uvup-hill and down. We all know
that what makes 1t move 18 out of sight. In o simiiar fashlon
the ncise I malke must have connections with intermedlate aome~
things in order to explain your bringing me the cup of coffee.
Everybody knows that if yor put a dime into the coffee dispensery
the dispenser will deliver a cup of coffee, If you want ¢o know
how the thing works the man who services the machline can show you
what happens when your dime 13 dropped into the slot. He may
even take the machine apart for you. In a similar fashion when

I drop a noise, thi=z noise, into your ear, a slot, something
happens. That may be just what you would expect. I7 I had an
ear for such things, I might, holding my ear c¢lose %o where the
action is, hear a silent gurgle-zurgle, the swre sign something
is going on, just as there is a click-gush, cllckegush in the
coffee-machine. Of course, if you are used to dimes and coffee-
machines and to getting things only with money = whoever heard of
a coffecenachine you could talk to? « then it must indeed be
startling and seem impossible that with a 1ittle noiae, less than
a dime’s worth, dropped in an ear, you could get a cup of coffee,
As we all know it is possidble. In some cages the phenomenon is
spectacularly instant. You say:s "Coffee please,” and she turns
to the urn and there like a miracle is hot steanring coffee, mocha~
brown, in a oup for you. You do not believe in miracles? Then
neither do you believe that this is coffee in your cup. Sone
people, however, are not stopped at the word “miracle.® They want
to know how the miracle is performed, as thoush there were a way
of performing miracles, as there is a way of making a coffee~
machine, of which the dime is master.

So we are returned to our problem., What hapvens when I say:
"Bring me a ocup of coffee,” and you bring me a cup of coffee.
Something must have hapoened in that gap between those two
happenings.

"Ad 1ib. "
"Ebullient.” ,
"I will flex your brains.”



The preacher distinguished between what 1z happening snd what
is golng on. He had in mind what one dces speaking, ginging,
bowing, etc. or whatever the haprning may be, and worshipping.

One can readlly sppreciate that what those pecvle in the church
are doing is a mystery to an ocutsgider. But what are they dolnz?
WVhat®s going on? They are worshipping. I¢ is a distinclion we
are famniller with. Oune may speak and bow and kiss the queen®s
hard. But what is going on? He is paying homage ©0 the queeti.



Notes Fov SZtudewmts
0, K. Bourrw Jm e~
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Tne Blue Book becine with the question: What is the meanivne
of a werd? W. then goes on t0 notice whst he “ater describes og
the grammer of a word, with the reconmmendation that thic may he.p.
He goes on with greater detmil. One micht say that the detail
brings out that whether and how the explanation is to be understood
depends on the background out of which the nesé for the expienation
arises., This W. does not emphasize. What he coes i to direct our

attention to what it is to understand the definitions or the
explanation.

I am gzoing to introduce certain gquestions vwhich may help to
unieratand the trensition to the question at the top of page 3.

He agke: What is “buch®?

I say: “Buch®™ is8 (or mesnsz) ®boox.%
Dozs he unde:rstend? Ilzas, i he understands "basck.® Suprcese I now
ask: What haspzned when he heard me ssy "book™ ead he understccé?
You might eniwer that wxhen he hesrd the word "tcok™ he looked st a
book cr he hed an image of 2 book. When I said: "Buch® is "bock®
it was brought about that whet happened when he heard the word
“book™ now happens whean he heers the word "buch.® The megic of the
one word is transferred to the cother word. In Germany the magic of
the werd “"btuch® cperat2e in every city.

She agxs: ®WYhat i3 & banjo?®

I sey: "This is = banjs," pointing to a banje.
Leter I ask her ¢ briag me a tanjo and she goes into the room
where the musgicel instrunsnts are kapt and here she comes with the
banjo. It is no surprise. That sort of thing happens every day.
The question is as to how the explenation works. For clearly
it is the ezplanation thet makes this possible. It i8 not a case
in which we can sece the werkinzs of the hidden machinery as we aan
in the case cof certain machinery which 28 moum%ed and enclosed in
glasz. The vorkings ¢ en autounobile may be shown in this wuy and
an englneer could explain every nort npoveaent of the parts of the
machine. We are 211 asquainted with tuwrning the zey for the
ignition and we can all £3¢ the whesls go rouvnd. PBut whet haprens
in tebween? Bebween waat? Beliween exrs and hends ard feet, hers,
I pean. I d¢ not want an enswer in teras of tyrpznur and 1ittle
boeneg end jelly ond all the rest of it to the nerves and muscles
in her hands and feet. Ia W.%: dimcupgion he uscs the word
*interpretation” end this presuucbly is & word for whatever haprens
in between. The word “initerpretation® suggeuts scmething iike thie:
She hears -« cars &0 nos h2ar - mutters in her nind: "Bring me a
banjo. Now what is that?¥ The srerés reguire an interpretation.
S¢ she looks up ¢he words in her mind wmere interpretations are anjd
ecoreg upon ar Sllustrafzd interpretation with e picture of a taznjo,
With that seliected and placed in 2 proxinent place in her =xind
she is ready to ge tc where the hanjec is. When W. says in effszi,
. "We need an Interopretation,® he is ssayiag: There must be ecxnething
nilcden that Vekes place batween the hezring of the ordeyr and the
execntion of the order., When I say hidden 3¢ I meen hidden fronm
everyone? It io true unat I commet 1oc¥ into her mind whzn she
heers the order. Bul cunnct ghe dc ac eitner? Tne ides may te that
though she can she dces not suceeed in deinz so. 4And $his may be
because what takes place =akes place in %winklez and so too fsst
for sn ordinsry introsnsesive eye to make out. Flashes ey light up

®
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but they elso hide. Are they not blinding? 8o though we may not
went toc ssy that she carnot see, we wurct adxnit that the conditicans
are not fevorebdble.

We can now get the connection between W.'s discussicn involvingz
the word “iaterpretation™ anent "banjo" and the guestion on page 3
where the word "interpret® recurs towards the bottom of the page.
Cn page 3 the problem 1s stated in this way: "How 18 he to know
what flower tc bring as I have given him only & word?"™ The assumpe
tion is that & word, Jjust a word, will not be ecrough. We might adad
that not just any word will be encugh. The word we need must be a
treined word. But if we say, fcolishly, no doubt, that the word is
tralned, we must be clear es to what the word %e treined to deo.
And someone is sure to ask comcerning the tra‘ning of the wWOIG, ROW
is the word trained? We do knew that in some caoses et least the
word comes into one's vecabulary through 4ts association with
something one sees, the word "patunia® and e petunia. ©“Thisg is a
petunia.® If this were all there is to 1it, then we might ezplain
how it is taat when esomeone hesrd the word “petunia®™ he looked at
that petunia and wher he saw that potunia he mede the noige
“petunia®™ = and that is ell. This interpretatiion of esscciation
is too restricted. There s acsociation by siuilarity, by contiguity,
and by causs end effect. And oo the word "petinia® may bve associatad
with ever s2 many things beesides this petunie, any retunia, and
eny picture of a petinic a2nd &izo an image of & petunis. One does
after &ll have to explalin the workings of the rind in terms of
whaet one knowe abeut the mind. We know that human teings sasociate.
(By the way, though ve do aseociate the neme of a thing with that
thing, the agsgosizticn does net make the nace & neme.)

The que2etion was ag to how the word, toge“har with something
else, whatever that is, is to help the persoen who iz given only a
woerd to know whaet to bring. It ie es though the word opened s
drawer and revesled rhat he wae U bring. Imagine & pesrcon who is
given the crder askirg himself: Now how ar I ¢ know what to bring?
and a3 he a3aye this & pleture of a rod flower pops up ouf: of the
file. He sxziles and says: "Now I know what to bring.” 4nd he goes
cut aand getz the flover,

what nsw iekes this a plsuzible account?
Thet cac might carry such & picture 4n ocuets hand.

September 25, 1971

3o hew 40 we GO 2t? VWe earry an insya.
He ecorry a wicdurs.
Ws carry nething.

That we nay cawiy nothinz is shown br the fact that we can
cerry out the order: Imsgine & red flower. In the first case
stcve,. Lt 1ocks sg thoush the order rizht be clatorated in this
way: Firge lmagine s red flower and thzn Lring me e flower to
Eateh Che flower you are (o bring. It 43 surpesed that you would
ctherwise not knew wtat flower to bring. You imust heve the means.
But now the question srises: How zre you to know what fliower to
imagine? 4nd must you rot in that ease firzst have an image of the
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Piouwer to curry Lo whecrever you sre to imsgine the red flower?
Then you can cuarsre the first image with the sccond image te mske
surs you hare the »ignt image. But how are ycu to know that this
first imags is the right inage? 3You can never know. Henece there
must be soin: other way of knowing which or what sort of flower to
bring. We. suggests tnet you may bring the red flower without
carrying ainything end without compering anything with anything.

Hay there not, however, be something one uses, of whioch at the time
he 1s unaware, something in the unconscious?

I suggested earller, lest time, en anzlogy: As when you drop
e nickel in the slot of the coffee machine and the machine grumdles
end a second later dlspsnses youbt cup of coffee, so too wnen
I drop 2 nolise in your ear, the mind grumdbles or gurgles, end you
gs cut te zot me a cup of coffees. I put in this detail of the
rz2ehine’s ziunmbling endé your mind®s grumbling or gurgling, in order
to make it plain that something happens between the time I put in
the nickel and the diapensing of the coffee and 180 between the
time I put noisgez in your ear and yocur btringing me the flower.
In the case of the mashine we can remove the l1id and see the
goings on 1der the lid. The grumbling was the noige of the wheels
turning. In the case of the human being there is no such thing as
1ifting the 1lid., Every mind in this senge 4g s clesed mind. You
may notice that I said "every mind® which should nekxs it plain
that I am not here thinking cf the braim or the nervous systen,
The grumbling and gurgling take place in the mind. I guess that
ig elright. They are the nolses that accompany the "interpreting,”
the meening and understanding of the noises (words) I dropped in
your esrs. JYou cannct expect a mere noise to tend a rational
crcature €0 bring me either a cup of coffee or & red-flovwer. W.'s
language 4s3: "It e3enmg that there cre certain cefinite mental
proecssses bound up with the working of languzge. I mean the words
I speak and you understand the words you hear. So the question is:
What are me2anings -« What is the meaning of a word? end understanding
= What is the umnderstanding of a word?

I have already suggested that troudbles arise out of miscone
cepticnes concerning mecning end underetanding. One part of the
migconception ig coniiected with the idea that one can answer these
questions ccngsrning meaning and understending, as though the
reaning of & word were independent of the sentences in whiech it
oscurs end Che meaning of the sentence independent of the context
cf other s=n4snces in which 1t ocours, ond the episode of language
eongisting of sentences and words independent of the situnation
in which hauan beings are. In view of this one can see thet &
Tight conea2ntion requires thet cne keep in mind in dealing with eny
such prcblz=us 28 we ray xzeed, that a2 word, = sentence, an episode
of languags, has a place in someone®s l1ife. It is a det=4l 4in
someonse®e snesking oY wrlting. He is up to something. He is a
huwman beinz, of courze, and his sgpeaking, shouting., wnhispering,
esoling, soroaming, munbling, orating, chanting, muttering, murmuring,
snepping, 3:C. ere all expregsionsg of interasts we &ll wderstand.
To undersgtmnd o langvage 23 to understend the people who speak
that lasnguage. It it always a matter of people, peorle. people.
Now we mey see that the meaning of a word and the understanding of
a word are ¢ be understood in terms of this baskground. The word
18 finelly Zc be brought into the contexrt whore we can gee it play
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i1ts part, wlth the questicmns: What Lg the mar {oing? - there must
be scmecne who hes bzen speaking. And in speaking, doing sozelhing
else.

Septembder 26, 1971

How 48 it possitble to understznd a word?

Bow is it possitle to spell a word?

"Cpen your nouth.” He dces it. Whatl a vondert Ee dld 1it,
I nade & nolse; = hox does one 40 that? almosl anyone ean do that =3
the noise wast "Open your mouth,® and he did [ust that, oprened his
zouth. What & coinsiderncei Coincidence? Is it aléo strauge, and a
eoineidenes that wher I said "Cpen your mouth® I expseted him to do
so? My expseting hir tc do that end his underztanding me when I
e2id thet 236 ny mearing that he chould de tact ~ chese we may say
are ell mentel., ‘ihe gquestion is: Are they mental processes?
How ebout tiese: listening, looking, observing, novieing, remarking,
attending t3, readlna, relishing your foed, eiica Is thinking a
rrecesa? A proocess has a beglpning end, if aot & middle, at least
an en@, This suggests that whateover There is at the beginning is
g2ing semewhers, hae an end, a geal. Frecessus may bs «implete
aend iacemplete. Telling a stery, learning hoir to boke 2 caka,
singing 2 song, repes;ting e sembtonce, ueking candelion wine,

Yesterday I askzd: Where sre all the lmages or any lnage
befora you oaell 4t up? It is almost as thoagh you ceuld
¢all 1% by naze. 4nd then it conmes, It cculd not come up
unless, like Szzuel, 4t had beern thers to coxe up. But not
cne of us §8 2 witeh.

Soptembar 28,1971

¥hy 18 1t thaet vhat ¥. says about the workings ef lenguage
agr abtout cuz working of lencusge should mset with sge much
registanca? We uee languags. Here 1% is saidl that cur use of an
order, for iastance, recuires thece mental proceszes. We work
the lenguegs, sdjusting 1t ¢ oty necds, whet we want €9 8o with 1t
znd the gituation ir which and in relation te which ocur reed
arisos. 80 we Togzrd it as an excesdingly elcborate tosl., Out of
the mouth esms words, end what I have referrec to as the adjustmants
have already bser mate. I de not have to plete the wordes togother
to make sentencesz. I scldonr plan 2z sentenss. U cones, like Che
baby, &1l mde, copplete. It is e conmon miracle. Certelinly
gush things as sentensesn do net ceme avosubl by sccident, 8o for
every mouth out of whioh sentencesz issue thero nust e a maker of
centences and for every sentence a8 meking. The makings ¢f a
sentence, all the words, ail the punctuztion narke are previded.
Now you ¢sa msie your owa. In his discussion, W. asks: EHow can
ono make uez of the crder ~ a ssntence somecnu elge has mode?
BEere 00 there nust te & way of adifusting thette words to the slt-
veticn. It looka 28 though he must do smemething. It is alao
obvicug that he dees not do something with his fingers., One Goes
not menipulate the wrrds. Sc what ome doas one does out of sight,
clmost out of rind, cubcensoizsuvsly. Bubt This is Dow it is with
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the making ¢f the aentence too. We open our mouths, the sentences
rall cut, ready made. Theze must be a maker and the making of
gentences. We (or it) have to adjust the sentences to the meanigg.
Then $8 the maker of sentences edapted to meaning something, to
ordering socrething. I am supposing that all the words, like mae
terials, arc there and that out of these, sentences are made. But
we might surpose that all the sentences are there already. Then

we should not need a 1:3ker of sentences. Therz meed be no maker
of vhat i8 £ade aslreaidy. But there must be & chooser of the
seatence for the partilouler need. And, of course, sentences go
together or are brought fogether to compose conversations and
poregravha,  Eere is ancther miracle. That we should be able to
carTy on a conversation, a maker in me in comntinusl rapid-Tire
adjustment to encther meker in you in reciprocal and rapid-fire
adjustment to the meker in me. A8 quick as lightning the sentences

ere there ‘i my moubth, in your mouth, at least as quiock as tongue
ené lips puimit.

I hsve en 1dez that in hitting vpon the making of sentences =
every c¢hild a uaker? « I have come close to whnat Chomsky was
trying to wrderstsnd. Bow doez the maker do it? What does the
child have to work wish? Universel grammar. The child a meker
c¢f sentencet. In wna: sense does the ohild do this? 1k, the maker,
rakes senterces. 1Lt alsc reins. And the sentences are heard at
the child®c moubth. Tile child coculd not say how they got there.

I wae diverted zbove from what I intended to do. The use of
langunge shculd present no mere a provlem than the use of any
othar teol. Eow do you know which flower to pilok? How do you
¥now which tutton to press? How do you know, juet looking at the
music on the stand, which keys on the Zey-board to strike? How
de you lmew what to 60 with a shovel, s nirmaster? In these cases
cne cennot rake a pronlem of any of this: what mental processes
intervone beiween seeng where the hole is to te dug and getting
the shovel to dig 1t7 In the came cof the order gund obsying the
order. there gsems ko be g wide azp. 1t 1s 1llsc sction at 2 dis-
trncc, ZNTOLEA B VeowWin, &3 it were. Gravitziicual ferse. The
foree of a cpolca word in your car. The msntal progscsses £11)
the plenuz just as the ether onec ¢il, Hew does light travel?
Bow Gces o'F travel? As the suri-borald dees. IC rides the waves.

Egy then &o3s 1t hadpen that ve hzve thisc preblem in connecw
tien wizh lenguage end 4o not heve it in eonncotion with our use
c? other tesls? languags a tocl? An order a tocl? IR at the
cubzet w2 think of languags &8 a teel « used o2 human belugs? -
then the came seort of prollexs ore might expoct to erise in connedc-
tion Tith othor toals., Te wndersiend s word, an ordsr, &n €xe
elanation L0 eithor o Imow hovw o0 use it or how to rezet to 1t,
how te take The part of the tsottle te the cork, cthe bolt to Che
nut, ctc. To Imow the mesning of & weré, elo. io tc kmow wnat
to de with %. Longutage takes Swe « a gpealker =nd a hearer, &
writer on? e meader. Ruk why Stnem deozz not the use ef tools
eccacicn the scme praodvlems? Is it the pasoivity of what the teol
operates on? - a plece of wood ¢ metal, for inctonce? I wae
going %¢ say beoause such words es “neaning” aznd "understanding®
oo geidoxm cnter into the operation (“opsrating with words®), after



all, the wosde are slwaye at hent in apeaking end writing.

Is the idsa of langusge ag a ¢ocl designed to help uvs o be
free of thiiing of laenguage in a meore mislieading way or is this
intended to be more thar that? V¥Why do I =ay that langusge is a
tool? It must be in elatorating the idea of meaning as uee.
*Phink of the varliety of tools in a tool-box.”

What ocorresponds tc the order: "Bring the cows home®7?7 It
ic a part ol asn episcde, porhaps & daily episcde, in the life of
pecple on the farm. IT ig five-o0%clock in the sfternoon; time for
"T%m going aw-nilking, s8ir, che g£zid.® SO0 the cows are brought
home, into the stedles, washed, fed, ané milked, After milking,
the cows are lecd or drivea out into the barn-yard to gpend the night.
It 18 now evening, gotiing daxrk. The ovder gliven to the Loy of
tywelvs by hils father bepins the episcde. Shail we say that the
words start She boy ruar.ing ag turning on the $gnition key on the
starter-bution sterts the motor? The bBoy is like a motor Lo be
turned cn? If thet i3 0 the b5y has to be prepared for this -
a8 the metor nmust be built tc respond te the switch.

De youv understand vhat he g2id, the order?

Do 7ou know how the caneopensr works?

Do yeu know what hsppeng whan you press this button?

I guess “"Do you understznd?™ and “"Do you lmow?® give rize to
the ssme rr3blem. But the quezcticns may not. Let?s see: Do you
understand vhat he =22id does not zean: Did you hear what he said?
Now to exprlain what he said one cannot mske use 9f a can-=cpener
or & butten. The order is words. Words may e ezplsined with
other words, S0 the quastion srisest If you were doing soxm2thing
%*ith the wozdz you explained; snd ycu were doing with those words
what you can also 40 with the words ©oFf the explsnation, whaet were
you doing with those izat words? It ig not s easy to show this.
What can you 4o with e cane-opener? I will ghow you. Gilve me a
¢tan. Eere is a2 demonsdration, telore your ver'y eyes. If yeu
could open o con with words, cutting vords (7 will spesk daggersn
to her.®), then everything would be cut in the open. So that is
what you esa de with words. Werds work invisibly, without touching.
Words are unseved mevers. "4 word in your ear.¥ So we nust think
of words es soting through spoee, Tiding an invisitle sen, waves
cf that sea. ete. In the ocase of oole, other tocls, the tool makes
gorme scet of ccatecte VI am & towol. I push, I pull, I nmove.®
Even a magnat pulls. It stbrzotu. Perhaps this i part of te
Human beings ere 1like magnete, eltrscting wordas Whet nonsenset

September 2%, 1971

I az terying %o rTesapiburc the iupasase of lienday morning. It
vezan witkh: It sceng that therc ore aertalin nental proosszEes -
pesning eng tnderotarding - tound up with the workings of languzgs.®
I pay: "Petch me & ved {lower™ end he gtese He doss s80. If we
ellow that that®s 4t, there irn't anything meore, then what nseds
to be explained ig thet prople think that beglides gpeaking there
18 scmething else one dcee wher he ppealks, nenely, sttach msaning
to the words he spesks. And the person whe whdsretsonds what I saF,
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hears what I say and also does something else, namely understands
what I say. Now, there is no doubt about his meaning something

by what he says nor about his understanding what I say. The
question is as to whether hils meaning something is something he
does and whether his understanding what I say is his doing some=
thing with what I say over and above his hearing what I say.

I speak meaning what I say « I am not Just making these noises =
Just as I speak, enunciating oclearly - I speak emphasizing certain
words -« in these cases too I do not speak and also enunciate
clearly, I speak, enunciating, and I 4o not speak and also do
something else while speaking, namely emphasize, I speak, emphasizing,
If I say this I do not mean to deny that I enunclate and emphasize.
They are ways of speaking. I could also say:s I spoke with meaning
or with understaending as distinguished from speaking without
meaning or understanding: words in a forelgn language, for instance.
*I spoke without knowing what the words meant.®

Speaking and writing - with or without understanding.

This 18 what I hit upon: What makes this issue seem so
important is that 1f we do not think of meaning and understanding
as "activities,"™ there seems to be no mind left. It looks as
though the conception of the dignity of man depended upon a
misconception of understanding. Another way of putting it is that
i1f that 1s what understanding, etc., 18 then man is a machlne,

How to lose your mind. Just say that understanding is not an
activity. Ah, but you s8till have thinking and that is an activity.
You can, for instance, think your way through a fog. Thinking is
sometimes a way of fighting against adversities.

September 30, 1971

Here 18 a distinction we can use: meaning and understanding
and knowing are not activities. If you understand or 1f you know
then you can do certsin things. They are forms of being strong.
They are like intellectual muscle, stored-up strength, your
batterles. Learning, on the other hand, and thinking, figuring out
something, proving something, gathering evidence, listening,
examing something, observing - these are activities, Being of a
certain opinion, believing so-and-so - these are not activitiles.
Stating your opinion, saying what you belleve, expressing your
attitude on a certaln matter, reminiscing, recollecting, reflecting,
thinking back to the old days - these are activities. Hawing a
good memory is like owning property. You have resources. You can
collect., It 43 like having money in the bank, Write a check on
your memory. EHaving imagination is like having a memory. You
can imagine, you can get images. You can write a check on your
imagination. Imagine yourself as a little boy of five in your
gsoldier sult with a plume in your helmet hat. But only you can
cash that check, It must be as you imagine it. You must draw on
your imagination. You cannot cash it by drawing on my imagination.

Understanding & language is like having money in the bank. The
words are all there ready for your use. Your vocabulary is ready



money. Learning the meaning of another word i1s to make another
deposit. Now you can spend. To spend 1s to use. How spend?

By speaking and writing. There are soc many things to do with
moBey. S0 too there are so many things to do with words. “Words
are wise man's counters& they do but reckon with them, but they
are the money of fools.® (Hobbes)

("imagination, therefore, is nothing but decaying sense?)

My immediate concern here has been to get olear about what
has been troudbling us - namely such expressions as "I mean by this
word..." and "I understand...” I hit thea upon one source of
confusion, These are not activities. Thinking is an activity,
Was the "mental process”™ concelved as an activity? (Not clear).
But this only postpones the reckoning. For now we must face the
sirilar problem concerning thinking, for it seems that certain
definite mental processes are bound up with thinking (speaking).

I think, speaking. I speak, thinking. Better consider it this
way. I speak and someone asks: "are you thinking?” I say: "Can't
you hear me thinking?® He says, "No, no one can hear another man
thinking.” And so if speaking, I am thinking, I must be doing

two things at once. And might I not be doing them? I might be
speaking, thinking, snd thinking, speaking, I am a triple artist.
If I Jjuggle with three balls am I nct doing three things, keeping
each one of these balls in the air? This is not at all the same.
Can you carry on two conversations going at the same time? 1Is
speaking, thinking, speaking and thinking? Is mpenking speeding

up the?egg-beater,beattng an egg, speeding the beater and beating
an ogg

*What I meant iz not what I thought I meant.® Flip Wilson.
The words do not mean what I thought they meant.
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; . October 13, 1971

I tried on Nonday to make the point that we use language.
This came up in coanection with W.'s phrase: “the activity of
operating with signs.” We know what it is to cperate with othrer
things. In the advertisements for help-wanted, there are requests
for machine-operators of various kinds. There are operators ¢t
printing-presses, of lathes, of switchboards. In these conteits
the use of the word "speration” gives us no trouble. In nearly
sll these familiar cases a worker, operator, works with his
hends. He pulls a lever or he pushes & handle or he pushes
vuttons. The machine is commenly made of metal and what is dcne
5g visible. You can gee the press fall, you can see the blade
turn, you may even see the finighed product, the newspaper or
the dowele Tne cperation of the switehboard is more mysteriovs.
Strange things happen behind the board, things that make it
possible for you to talk to a friend in San Francisco. So if
scmeone were to ask, What is programming? the answer might be:
it is the sctivity of operating with words Or numrbers On & COl-
puter to get information. One operates with something, on soiie-
thing, to produce s certoin result. That formuiate seems to oe
elirizht for the examples we have provided.

Wow let me try this: Asking e question is operating with
words On _SOMEonE, (mede or fashioned for the purpose) to Prodice
8n _znswer. L 6ay: What tiwe 18 it? and Tonm leccks at his watc:
sna responds, alse with words: I is 10:30. I ask with words
and Tom answers with words. I want now to add that were I to
gay these words to a chair I would get no answer. What I operate
on must be adapted to the purpose of providing the result. Tais
weg true eisc in the other ceses. Iou cannot by pulling & lever in
your cer, the stick, print & newspaper or turn a dowel.s It is3n®t,
of course, simply that I must operate on & human being and not on
e cheire Tor must as surely be feehioned to respoand to my werds
42 the machire must be desigred for its purpose. You ceannot
precs steel wilth cream puifs . The humen being, Tom, must undere
atand my worde end muet be sbie to respond with answers which
are enswers. He nust realize that "Peanuts are cheaper® is no
gnswer. If, sccordingly, I am to ask & questicn and Tom i8 ©o
angwer, we must spesck the same ilenguage, in this case, Engliene.

We sre mutuelly adapted to cperate with words on one anothar ©oO
preduce yesults imnmumerable. I¢ Tom cun answer questions he can
glso ask questions. There are workmen, operators, who cen work
with & great assortument of tools and mzehines, pushing. pulling,
preasing, evc. to ageorplish many kinds of resulits. 1T & marn
kncws English and 1ives smeng people whe know English he can, 1ike
this malii-~veriabtle opsrator, de e thousand things. For knoving
. Englich is %o have on the tip of one’s tongue en infinitaly
carizble meend of adspting worde Lo ends. =nis beth ¢ld and commen,
ené ende now end uncominon. Tre guegtlion nay crise as to how 2 nan
vhe kmows Baglish and geis te have Lhis erizLiNg rescurte On the
vip of his tomgzgus oz the 1P of his pen gets to have it Therd.
faviss GO not heve it. Doge do not heve 1. Dubt bables groy up
gné then do heve it. In Germeny the resource iz s German TeLOUrcCe.
In France it is & French resource. Pecple in Germany and petple
iy, Prance can esk g German Toz end e French Tem, respectively,
the equivaleut of: What time is 1t? =nd get &n ansver.

<

o
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I think that I have now said nothing striking unless what
everyone knows may nevertheless be striking for the simple reason
that what everyone knows goes unnoticed., DBut there must be more
to it then that. There is something that concesls what in this
cege everyone knows. Remember then that what everyone knows is
that we use language. Could there lave been another thing pecple
have sald about language? Let us change this: What we know is
that we use language in many weys, &nd now we can suggest that
we have commonly assumed that we use language in only one way.
A1nd to g0 with that assumption is & victure of that way. We tse
language to communicsate fects, to glilve inforustion. This neecs to
be explained.

Werds hiave me2ning. Sentences haove neaning. The words end
gantences are uct the meanzuga 30 we have Ttwo things, words end
rmeanings. In speaking we bring the uesning snd the words tegether,
In thinking we work with meaniﬂaso But since what we say, woids
end meaning, may be falsc, nere are the facts.e S0 we have tlis

crder: Words, p”OgQ"itiGJ" facts; eccoréiingly when I speak tiere
are the words 1 vaah the meanings I think, namely , the proyo-
sitions; and the facts with which the prbpos'ticn eCrresponds.
When I say to yous "Viclets sre blue® yeu hear the words., Yo
vnderstand them and that iz te say that ins neaning dances in your
need. But the danve is not tl ¢int
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and in that cese the speaker must also serve as mechanic to keep
the language in ruwining order. A8 I have already indicated
gnyone wno is twenty years old not only can speak but he is

eble oo to malke these minor adjustments, varying the language
and meking explanations. Even small children can manage to make
thenselves understood. .

The question: “What do you think?" ig comparable to giving
the car a 11ttle push, to coaxing the motor with a little more ges.
Thne guestion elicits, coaxes, a Tesgponse,

Noxi:e cne thing further. Thess gquestions zrise in the

on. They are spexific
UU8bt10nue *Do you understand what I saidf? ®Well; what did you
eey?* 'I said that the Sovier Union was a wunicn of democratic,
reace=loving states.” And this: "What did you mean by "scurrilous”?®
A car brezks down when it ie in potion. S0 too with language.
in the nidst of a conversation communiesticon breagks down. It is
the cne word, the word Yscurrilous,” that must be replaced. 80 t00
it T esk: "wWhat dc you think?” I mean: "What do you think about
the Tatter we were digcuszelnz?®  "Whet matter?™ "The future ¢f
the United States. Are we on the vay GowrG-nill?® The poiant 1t
that these guestiong are specifiic gquzctions in the course of e
ncruel exchenge. NWersally we ha»v ne uttd to as¥ such questicns‘
I spsak and you understand. You spzek and I understand. We slso
know how fo adjust ocur language Lo ezch other. Gometines we
have $6 help each othzr to undersitend.

Now I want to call your sttenticon to the sorts of "questionsg®
: tnat give ug troubvle. Here they are: lhat i understanding?
Whet is mesning? Whet s thinking? First, nctice that these
guestions are gulte different Irom thg queqt ons we described
above se gnecific questionqo £i=20 Thew 60 not erise in the normal

Tiow of conversation. You a¢ not heve ts enzvier any of these
questions ;n crder ta get alcong =% hone 6 yhare you work. Hiw

tb en do they arise? T 2sid cn Monday that they arise when lar guage
e siancing atili. FPerhavz ryou sgisirs at & word, »erheps with a
torpede eye, and ycu ¥ill ite Toen wou icok for the 1ife im [t.
Jetv n o dds that word noen iny onliy ag it erters into
tne & T g in sentences and as it
LE : Interests wn e woerld spnoub ws. For rotlices
tlia He & gricng you ere not guking th@m in 1he
¥ay thet you may asi: Whst lg sours {7 heve purpocely rsked:
Wizt im sourtiloust and not: What : i of ths nc“d
frourrilous™? in order to sugResy T oo ception of the
meaning o’ a w:*a te shown in the [ st The N
vvgvfsu. L it
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and now asked: What is the meaning? es though it had meaning apart
from that environment. In that case the best advice might be:
"pPut the fish beock in the water, That is where it swims."

I have tried in this note to rprcvide an acsount of the
questions we have been snagged in by relating them first to
guestions which may be regarded as expansions of the snagging

questions, and second to the going lanzuage which occasions these
latter questions.

I Tead: *That hath made him mad,

I gm sorzy That with better heed and judement

T had net guoted hime I fesred he did but trifle

£né mesnt to wrack thse; but beshrew my Jealousy.”
She: What does “guoted” nmean? snd "wrack"? and "beshrew"?
Shetz: Wnat dces "mean' mean? (%the meaning of meaning")

Shekeepeare®s languese provekes her questions. The answesrs
ere at the bottem of the nage. "Quoted" mezans “obeerved," a
surprise. “Beschrew" mezne= “ecurse." She asks reasonsble questionse.
No cne except an ervert could be expectel to understand those
words. Schovz's guesticn is something else, hes nothing to do
with understanding those few lineg. It lodoks sg though he did rot
understend her guection, nor the enswer. So what 1s he up to?
Does he understend "orser»ed" andcurse®™ but not "mean%? Here is
& puzzle.
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Wotes foy St udents

Ok, GOHW-"'W"*
" Touwsua ncte, Feb 5, 7, corz,

. ¥hat does "Ruth" mean? Ruth dcesn't mean anything, unless you
in mind does she mean well--as she follows the harvesteres with <
sleaners, keeping an eye on Bcaz.

What does "Ichabod” mean? Ichabod means: The glory of Israel hras
cerarted? But "Ichabod” fled the headless horseman and how could de-
rarted glory do that? What does Smith mean? A smith is & mzker of
horseshoes. and what does Mr. Smith mean? Ilir. Smith reans nothing
to me. I have never met him. Does Mr. Smith have no neaning or is
it “lr Smith" that has no meaning?

This word has & meaning--don't all words? Lo--and its meaning is
its use in the languzge. Ayo understands that alright. But this worc
nzs a meaning snd--what a surprice!--its meaning is rot its use. FHow
827 It has no use.

I propose to investigate the icez of usge first. What ic use? We
are Famillar with the idea of use in connection with tools. 4 thing'c
uge is what you can d¢ with it. Perheps we should distinguish its
cusiomary use, generally what it was made for, and other uses to whicr
it has been put. Vvhat is a spads good for? Well, if you want to plant
& tree, you have 10 have a hole in the grourd in which to place the
roots of the tree., If you are %o have such 2 hole you have to dig it.
4nd you wiil need something to dig it with. A spade is good to dig
vith. This is not %o ray you camnot dig with your hends but dish-
van hands are bad enough and hard-pan hands are terrible. Unfortu-
nately we do not asks What is Ihe meaning ¢f & spade? as we do ask
gbcut & word. We might asks What is the significance of the spade?
Or What is the significance of the herse-collar? These, however, zre
rot, Y guess, the ecuivalerti ofs What ig the neaning of the worg
"iwaiicious”? The eguivalent is rather: ¥int is a spade good for? or
vhat can you do with & spade? Curiously, nov cne would heve difficulty
it angwering such & questicn. Ho one asks: Is the menning of & spade
ihe same as the use of a spade? In any cage it seeme thet we need
someone to tell us thet just as there ie the use of & spade so toc
there is the uze of 2 woré. Dut that is not all he tells us. He
tells us that at least in a large class of cases the vse ig the mean-
ing. But why should he tell us that? Do we need %o be teld?

Everyone seems to agree that words have = use. And in some cascs
thie is clear. How does the highway depariment use the word STOP ¢on
a red or yellow backzround? Ferc is one word and it works. People
in their cars drive upr to %he sizn and gitep. They all do. It seens
lize magic. OFf course, those who drive cxzre have iesrned to roead and
they understand the complers of regulztions, including stop-signs,
which are requircd in order %o kszep the trzffic flowing. The bzck-
ground for thie is schools, government, bools, an alphebei, the Erglich

have
ne c

langusge, ctc. It is elaborate. What I want Yo emplasize ic, howeveco,
something simple. The word STOP is uwsed to bring cars to a stop &t
thig intevrcection. STOP is an order, like SLAB. Whern accordingly

it is s=id that werds zre used ar~d ve are given such examples as

the ides of use is clecr. We us: the word “STOP® <o erder pecople
stop, Jjust as we use a spade o ¢ig & hele. What malies this pessi
is by nc means simple. But is it algo clasy that wordr are used wh
Jou reat a report in the newspapzsr or o passage in a nevel? Ip =

cass like that who uses the words and to what end? Wnat corrooronds

to the cars coming to & stor or o planting 2 trese? Ir the cunpe of

the care or ths slzbs you cennect the word with goemething that hagpansg,

you see the cars and you see B corry a slab. But you read the new&;aper
at the breakfast table or the novel in your easy chair. Now nothi=e
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happens. Nothing stops; no one carries anything. It looks, at any

rate, as though we have come upon a quite different idea of use and

of success in use. aybe the language isg not working. In the case of
"STOP" and "SLAB* the words have an immedizte connection wviith the
environment. The cars stop ané you can see them. B brings the slad

&nd you can see him. The words ceem to work like buttons you press. They
are like automatic controls. No one thinks. A sees "STOP" and he stops,
® hears "STAB” and he brings a slab. In the cass of your reading the
newspaper or the novel scmeone might see you reading but whatever hae-
pens correcponding to stopping or bringing is out of sizht, out of
sight in the mind.

I want tc introduce 2 word intimately connected with what we have
been saying. It is the word "understand". Did the man who came up to
the stop-sign and stopped uvnderstand the sign? 0f course, why other-
wise would he have siopped? And whet about the man who did not stop?
Fe may not have seen the gign but he may very well have seen the sign
and said: "I won't stop”. So undcrstanding the sign does not consist
in stoppingy thouzh I am not going tu say that stopping tzkes longer.
Orne might taink of understanding as stcpping held in abeyance. Thes
won't help. I want to introduce 2 stumbling vlock. The sign is there
to get people to stop. It won't work if people cant read. They have
+0 understand. So there is always a step, namely, undersitanding, Le-
tween seeirg the sign and storping. The use of the sign is apparent
in the stopring. But the understanding is hidden. Should I now say
that understanding is getting the meaning of the sign? First I see
the sign. Then I understané the sign. Then I decide whether to stop
cr net to stop. It seewms that we now have distinctions we were look-
ing for. There is the sign or word we see or hrear, the meaning we
grasp, and ithe use we execute. The police use the word to get people
to stop. They use the word. This is effective only if the gign induces
understanding. And now to comply and be gafe or not to comply and be
in denger~~that follows.

And what about your reading Tom Jones, the novel, I mean? They are
Fieldings words and sc, 1 guess, he uses them, Obviously he does not
expect you to stop anywhere ncr 10 Carry & silab. So it locks as though
Fielding is not using these words if by using is meang getting socmeonc
to do sonmething. You read and do nothing. Ferhaps, you get & drink but
Fielding did not tell you to do that. So you read and understand; you
get the meaning, but that is all. 0f course yocu undersiand, you go
or: reading eagerly, to sce vhat Tom and Scphie are & going to 6o nex:.
411 the while ycu sit comfortably in your tig chair, You &re not cériv-
ing a car and you are not building & house. S¢ what are we to 4o with
the idea of use? Suppecse we say that Fielding wrote 2 stery to EMEEE
zmaze you, will that save the idea of use? It does not seem much like
stoppinz or carrying. Heschel, in that piece I read to you is quoted:
“The Grea2ke learned to comprehend. The Hebrews leazrned t¢ revers.

The rcéern man lezras to use.” Is ¥W. perhspe one of those modern men®
He would not have consented to that. But he hss sometimes been nig-
urndercstood. "You are & Pragmatist. You are a Iehaviorist.®

W. in 43 wrotes "For a large class of cages in which we employ the
word "meaning”. the meaning of a word is its use.® So W. is saying
T30 %4



something about wcrds and only about worde. 0f words some have a
meaning and some do not. Are we agreed about that? I remarked above
that "AYo" and "Miss Bartoletti" have no meaning. They may have
csomething else, but no meaning. Let us say that they have referentc.
They do, however, have & use Oor uses, no meaning but certainly use.
If 1 have this straight then W. is not saying anything about "4yo"
and "¥iss Bartoletti"--unless he thinks that these words do have a
meaning and also a use, but in these cases the meaning is not the
use. Perhaps we now have this straight. The meaning of "Ayo" is iden-
tifie¢ with a certain or certain definite descriptionss "Ayo is the
young lawyer with a smalll left ear." Here the meaning is what you
sayin answer to the questions:s "What dozs ‘Ayo* mean?” But its use

is not determined by this. I am afraid this won't do. There is oo
much of use bound up with this definite description. How about this:
I point to comething wraepped in a blanket and I says "This is Ayo."
In 40 W. writes: "It is important to note that the word "meaning®

is teing used illicitly if it is used to signify the thing that
*corresponds®” to the word. That is to confound the meaning of a name
with the bearer of a name." Does the name “Ayo” have a meaning?

It is interesting that in the sections before 43, W has been dis~
cussing names and ostensive definitions.

I am going to pass over these complications for now. "For a large
class of caseg"--cases of what? Is the answer "cases of words" or
veages in vhich we employ the word "meaning®? The latier class would
be larger than the former. This would involve that there are cases
{contexts) in which we employ the word "emaning“-~-scuvenirs, letters,
"the 01d BY¥ERELXBHZEZE ozken dbucket™, a lock of hair, memories, an
0ld watch, a gift, an acguaintance, etc. and in those cases the mean-
ing is ®X not the use. Such things are not used. They are kept in
silver bhoxes with other treasures, 1o be displayed with one's baby
pictures. Is this the distinction that W. has in mind? If it were
#. wouid be saying something like: "The meaning of the old letter
to me {"How dear 4o my heart®) is quite different from the meaning
of the word “chrysalis” as defined in the dictionary. There is very
likely nothing dear to my heart about that. And so the word "meanirg"
is used in one way in :"The meaning of that letter in my life has
been very great" and *The meaning of the word ‘cantankerous® ie
refractory {?)". Vould W. be interested in making that distinction?
Mot very likely. : ~

Ané so we are returned tos “For a large class of cases in which
Ve employ *the meaning of a word*®, the meaning of a werd is its usec
in the langugge.® Ayo asked, well enough acquainted with the large
class, What is that other class? Craft answered:s YThe meaning of
worde in poetry.™ The idea, apparently. is that words in a poem,
though certainly related to words as used in the language, have
meaning, but are not usad. I am not sure about the explanzticn. We
can trys Of a word in a BZEX poem you may ask: What ie the meaning
of this word? and you will get the answer., The answer ¥¥ will ke
‘the ordinary one. And it should help some. In the ordinsry use vwhat
makes sense and what does not make sense iz determined by the siruc-
ture of the language episodes, I am referring here to what W.
degcribes 28 the grammar of the word. The past uses, the past forms,
determine present fcrms. There are rules. Now should I say: But in



pdetry there are no rules? That might be misleading. If there are
rules they are poetry rules. To make this plainer we must remind
curselves of uses. The use of a werd is to be understood in terms
of the use of the language of which it is a part. What ¥ are you
doing with this language? I am asking the way to the police station.
But pceiry is language on a holiday. A poet isn't asking questions.
He isn'%t on the way %o a police-station. He isn't doing all sorts
of things. Fe isn°'t telling a joke. He isn’t scolding the cat. He
isn't ordering & new lawn-mower. He isn't giving orders to the car-~
penter. If we say that in these cases words are tools, we should
say that the poets words are toys, baubles. iz a young girl strings
beads or pearls so the poet strirngs together words. He does not do
this to hanz the wash on that string.

Zou can use all the tools in the tool~box. You can plow the fielg
with the plough: You can use the hammer in building your house. You
¢an use the saw, the plane, the rasp, evc. But one might also ag-
semble them to perfect an interesting design. The design might in-
corporate too some suggestion of the uses of those tools. In the
latter case it would be more like poetry. For the words are interest-
ing then only as they have absorbed the fragrance of their use.

Here tco the sounds of the words snd their looks are considered for
the design. In considering the idea of the meaning of a word iiss
Walsh szaid that everything about a werd is included in the meaning,
also the sound and the looks of the word. This may surprise you.
She may have been thinking of werds in poetry.

¥e nowhave a distinction between words in use whose neaning is
their use and words, usually the same words, not in ume, whose mean-
ing vhatever it is, is not their use. Here is a better explanation. It
You come upon a word in use which you do not understand you can ex-
plain themeaning in terms of its use in other contexts. You explain
#3Z one use in terms of similar uses. There is a pattern in the
language. But words in poetry canmot be understood in that way and
that is because the post is an innovator, who upsets the normal
routines of our langvage, But it isn't that he wants to leave a note
for the milkman in an original style. He doesn’t need 2 bottle of
milk. He needs 10 make = triple rhyme or he needs to mnake words sing,
tc make them dance. Io make poetry he has %o spoil proge. He takes
the slaves out for a frolic. You might recognize them. But now they
wear unusual clothes, sometimes gay but sometimes somber,

The poet is a predator. He BEXy preys upon prose. Prose is routine
languzge. We repeat the same forms Gay after day. Prose ig languaze,
the werk~hcrse. It gets the work done. Poetry doces no work, It is
language in finery, in gay featheir's, on parade.

I am going to turn now to what Jou may regard as a BEVYRE berverse
explanation of P.I, 43, I referred to this on lionday but I did not
state it. I'11 do that now. “For s iarge class of cases in whkich
WEDZ we employ the word "meaning”, the meaning of z word can be defined
thus, The meaning of a word is its use.” Why is W. concerned here
abvcut a definition? Is someone agking: What is the meaning of & word?

¢ could that be? When do children in school learn to use the dic-
ticnary? So generally we may be sure that by the time 2 chilg is in the
fifth grade he can, when he comes upon a word he does not understand,



.. donsult the dictionary. And he finds there the meaning of the word

ne did not understand. If anyone were to ask the eleven-year old:

shat is the meaning of & word? his reply might well bes What word

did you have in mind, ew'll look it up. I am trying to find out

for whom W's definition is intended. It is not intended for someone
who for the firet time in his 1ife has come upon the expression

“the meaning of a word® and does not understand it just as he might
not know the meaning of the word "scenery”. It mugt be for somecne who
hos been familiar with that expression and has been responding to it
and been using it ever since he was eleven years old. Grown men sk
this question, ponder over it, knit their brows. One can imagine

them going about mutterings What is the meaning of a word? The child
of eleven can tell him but what she tells him will seem to him beside
the point. By the time one has come to ask: What is the meaning of a
word?, some time after one has been familiar with strenge words of
which there are 380,000, and with a dictionary(”"a present help in
time of trouble®) one is in trouble. The interesting guestion is as
to how TH he comes to ask this question. There are gradations of trouvle.
He may ask the question and be 80 overwhelmed by the question that he
is silenced and discomforted by it. He does not know what to say. It
is a sturming questicn. There may be developments. Sonsone m2y say or
he may have read in a books “"The meaning of a word may be defined as
the object for whih the word # stands.” This may give him some relief.
He nay stop pacing the floor. If he stops thinking he will not neec
W. But the chances are that he will go on thinking. He will go on to
asks But what ie the object for which the word stands? and he may

not find rest in any answer. He nay look around about him, he may
100k within, and he may invent a world of objects especially designed
to be the objects wordscan stand for.

Por whom then is W's definition intended? For those who asks *VWhat
jg the meaning of a word?* To tham W. may come as a friend in need:
ind vhat about the larze class of cases in which the word “meaning™
is employed? this is the class, a large enough class if you consider
how cften people like us haveasked: Yhat is the meaning of a word?
and how often, under the same illusion, they have asiked such parti-
cular questions as sWhat is knowledge? What is time? What is mind?
etc., WHEX which translated come EHR tos What is the meaning of the
word “knowledge®, the word "time”, the word *mind®, etc. Each of

nese questions in the formd Vhat is lknowledge? expresces. the illu~
sion that the meaning of a word ig an object. And this, according to
W, is the source of so much of our intellectual distress.

T zu going to repeats What is that larger class? Cases in which
one employe the expression “the meaning of a word™ in relation to
which ¥. E now szys: "No, no, the meaning of a word is not the object
cr any object for which & word gtands. It is the use of the word.®
And now what about that other class that Ayo was interested in?

That ie the class of cases in which we employ the exprassion "the
meaning of a word” as XiXe What ie the meaning of the word “charaband®?
and whoever asks this is satisfied with what the dicticnary says. Ve
wust, accordingly, distinguish betweens ¥hat is the mearing of &

word? which is the expreesion cf philosohiical bewilderment and

sWhat is the meaning of the words: "chili-con-carne,” which is the ncr-
mal reastion to strange words. Tne first requires an exorcisns the
second a piece of informataon.
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