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PREFACE

It is natural that many persons, more than can be mentioned
explicitly, should contribute, in various ways, to the process that
culminates in the production of a book. Eugene TeHennepe
introduced me as an undergraduate to the Philosophical Investiga-
tions, and generously offered to direct my independent reading of
Wittgenstein. Morc recently a colleague at Tuskegee Institute,
Joseph P. DcMarco, has been a continuing source of encourage-
ment and stimulation. My greatest debt is to my teachers at The
Pennsylvania State University. Particular gratitude is due John
M. Anderson, who directed the doctoral dissertation which was
a recent predecessor of the present work, and whose thinking,
I belicve, was a major inspiration for my own.

I would also like to thank Wanda Lindsey for assistance in
proofreading and in the preparation of the index.

In addition, a helpful grant was provided by The Carver Research
Foundation, Tuskegee Institute, Alabama. J. M. W. Henderson,
director of the foundation, and W. Nelson should receive special
thanks in this matter.
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THE COMPLEXITY OF WITTGENSTEIN'S WRITING

A. INTRODUCTION TO THE PHILOSOPHICAL INVESTIGATIONS

Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations is a book about lan-
guage. It immediately must be added that by his own admission
it is not a “good book” (p. x),! if one takes an orderly treatise as
his standard. Wittgenstein’s preface (pp. ix-x) mentions that in the
course of his investigations he was led to abandon such a standard
for reasons arising from the subject matter itself. It was only after
much effort, he explains, that he realized the impossibility of
achieving his original goal. Wittgenstein’s method, then, is to
pursue one or another recognizable philosophical subject, such as
the concept “of meaning, or understanding, or a proposition”
(p. ix), and, when these subjects fail to form a whole, to present us
instead with the “precipitate” (p. ix) of the unsuccessful efforts,
i.c. with a collection of more or less disparate observations. It is
important to note, however, that he does find an order in the
apparent confusion. His next paragraph notes that the disparate
remarks always clustered around “the same or almost the same
points” (p. ix), which go unnamed. The aim of this book is to

1 All references in the text will be to the Philosophical Investigations, Third
Edition (New York, Macmillan, 1968). (The work was first published in 1953,
two years after Wittgenstein’s death.) The translations of G. E. M. Anscombe
will be followed, except for occasional correction. Reference to Part I will
be by section number (#) only, to Part II and the preface by page number,
and to Wittgenstein’s inserted notes by page number followed by a lower
case ‘n’. In no case has the present writer added his own marks of emphasis,

nor deleted those in the original.
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retrace Wittgenstein’s progress. In brief, it will review his investiga-
tion of traditional philosophical themes, assess the significance of
his failure to bring these into a coherent whole, and, finally, will
indicate the new sort of order that emerges.

The first sections of the Philosophical Investigations already
exhibit the complexity of concerns which frustrates Wittgenstein’s
initial intention. Section One opens with a quotation from St. Au-
gustine which proposes (in Wittgenstein’s interpretation) that the
meaning of a word is some object. Wittgenstein immediately
questions whether this theory is applicable to anything other than
a certain class of nouns. He develops this criticism not by a detailed
consideration of Augustine’s writings, but rather by the introduc-
tion of the first of the many curious examples which have come
to be known as characteristic of his later work. Augustine had
made unquestioning mention of “the proper places in various
sentences” (# 1) of words, and affirmed the correlation between
these words and human desires. Rather than directly refute
Augustine’s contentions, Wittgenstein wants to question the un-
questioned; we shall see, indeed, that he finds the relation of word
and object to be an extraordinary matter. The odd style of the
Philosophical Investigations is designed, in part, to prevent us from
taking for granted the particular structures of language and
experience.

In Wittgenstein’s first example a merchant is handed a slip
marked “five red apples” and responds by opening a drawer
marked “apples”, looking up “red” in a table of color samples,
and saying the first five cardinal numbers as he removes the appro-
priately colored fruit. “It is in this and similar ways that one
operates with words” (#1). One may well wish to question this
account in much the same way that Wittgenstein has questioned
Augustine, and, in fact, the author introduces an interlocutor who
asks how it is that the merchant responded in just those ways to
the words. Wittgenstein’s answer seems impatient: “Well, I assume
that he acts as I have described. Explanations come to an end
somewhere” (#1). He then ends the section by dismissing objec-
tions to the lack of a definitive formulation of the meaning of the



THE COMPLEXITY OF WITTGENSTEIN'S WRITING 13

word “five”. He seems to want us to focus upon a meaningful use
of language as somehow anterior to any theoretical explanation.

The reader may wonder why the Philosophical Investigations does
not end at this point, if it is true that the philosopher cannot add
anything to existing instances of speech. A moment’s reflection,
however, shows that there must be some sort of relation between a
meaningful instance of speech and the situation of speaking men.
Indeed, Wittgenstein’s criticism of Augustine (#’s 1,3) is based
upon an insistence that discourse about speech be directed toward
showing something about the speaking situation as such, not just
a part of it. Section #2 opens with a reference to the partiality of
his own example, saying that its philosophical concept of meaning
is at home “in a primitive idea of the way language functions. But
one can also say that it is the idea of a language more primitive
than ours” (#2). Calling the partiality of an example “primitive”,
a curious, undefined term made even less distinct by its double
introduction, indicates that Wittgenstein finds the description of
the whole of the speaking situation to be something of a special
problem. There are many possible speculations about the relation
of what is primitive to what is actual; the “primitive”, for example,
may be thought of as fundamental, or, on the other hand, it may
be thought of as naive. Later in the work Wittgenstein has this to
say about the language situations he contrives:

Our clear and simple language-games are not preparatory studies
for a future regularization of language.... The language games are
rather set up as objects of comparison which are meant to throw light
on the facts [“conditions” or “circumstances”, and possibly “means™
or “standards” might also translate “ Verhdltnisse” here] of our language
by way not only of similarities, but also of dissimilarities. (#130)

The absence of a textual exposition of the term “primitive”
indicates that the way Wittgenstein’s primitive examples are
similar to and dissimilar from our speech is still an open question,
and it is just this issue that is revived by Wittgenstein’s asking
(# s 2,6) that we imagine these examples as complete languages.
We should be immediately suspicious of a suggestion that the
example in Section #2 might be a complete language. This second
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situation describes an assistant who has learned to bring a block,
pillar, slab, or beam as a builder calls the appropriate word in the
order that he requires the material. The example is prefaced by
calling it one “for which the description given by Augustine is
right”” (#2), and this description is explicitly accused of being
partial (#°’s 1,3). There is much that is puzzling about this tribe
of builders: Do the women perform their work in silence? How
did one man become the builder and the other the assistant?
What is the origin and method of transmission of the presumably
complex order of construction? We can imagine the four words
to form a complete language, but only because of the tacit assump-
tions we make when we ordinarily think of the speech of builders,
Le. because we can think of builders’ work in abstraction from
its origins and preparations.

The next mention of the “primitive forms of language” (#5)
compares them to what a child says while he learns to talk. These
processes of simple naming and repetition are said only to resemble
(#7) our actual language.2 What could distinguish an expression
said by a child (or the builder in the example) from the same expres-
sion when said by an adult? When an expression is said by someone
who has mastered the language, there is always the tacit presence
of the fact that any number of other things might have been said
instead. The speakers in Wittgenstein’s primitive examples, and
children first being tutored by a teacher, have no choice of, or

2 Here we may point out an instance of how the Philosophical Investigations
develops. In these early sections the child’s language is said to be “primitiv”.
Later in the work (#244), when Wittgenstein has prepared the ground for
a positive introduction of origins, the language of the child is said to be tied
to something “urspriinglichen™. The English translation, incidentally, conceals
this development by rendering both words as “primitive”. Here we might
offer a few general remarks about Anscombe’s translation. It is one of the
most widely and highly praised works of its kind, and, for the most part,
deservedly so. The reader should note, however, that when she uses non-
literal renderings of the German, there is often a matter of philosophical
interpretation involved. For instance when she says that essence is expressed
“by grammar” (#371), rather than the more literal “in the grammar”, she
obscures the possibility that grammar and essence develop together in an

interacting process. The present writer has found more than a score of examples
of this sort.
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responsibility for, the content of their speech. With mastery comes
reproach or praise for the particular form of one’s language,
indicating that this form is relevant to the achievement or possi-
bilities of the speaker.

Thus Wittgenstein recognizes two requirements for the investi-
gation of speaking man. The first is that we take as our subject
matter cases of the functioning of language, that we not begin
with some theory which can be shown to apply to only a part or
aspect of language. The second requirement is that we come to
understand language in regard to its origins and possibilities, which
is to say that Wittgenstein believes the understanding of language
to give the sort of insights which have been traditionally sought by
philosophers.

Section Three indicates the difficulty of the task facing a phi-
losopher who would begin with the particular actualities of man’s
accomplished speech. In this early position Wittgenstein introduces
his celebrated analogy between language and games, to the effect
that no definition can comprehend all the particular usages of a
certain word. Because an orderly treatise would normally be
thought to depend upon accurate and comprehensive definitions,
we already may see the obstacles facing Wittgenstein's production
of a “good book”. Despite the lack of definitiveness, there ob-
viously is something to the word “game” just as there “is some-
thing” to language, and, indeed, Wittgenstein's interest in the
origins and possibilities of speaking man would seem to demand
a comprehensive description of the actual appearances of lan-
guage. These appearances, however, are soon (# 6) to be compared
with the superficiality of a brake lever, which can be operated
quite simply, but which cannot be understood without reference
to the ordinarily obscured “whole of the rest of the mechanism”
(#6). Wittgenstein’s investigation of the speaking situation may
be read as attempting to unearth the “whole of the rest” which
underlies particular instances of speech. This writer discerns four
moments of that investigation, and for purposes of clarity separates
them in a manner which exaggerates their distinctness in the text.
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B. PREVIEW OF THE PRESENT WORK

The Philosophical Investigations begins in skepticism and through-
out requires that one can doubt the possibility of a determinate
standard of knowledge. Wittgenstein’s method is to argue that any
such standard would utilize a mode of expression that has a founda-
tion in human custom, and which is thus characterized by a variety
and instability such as to compromise its alleged singular primacy
in our knowing. The objects of his skepticism include the structures
of logic, the explanation of meaning in terms of the following of
rules, pictorial representation as reflecting the basic content of
thought, and the alleged insights one can gather from the study of
“mental processes”. By exposing the conventional aspect of expres-
sion, and thus questioning the possibility of singular and stable
knowledge, Wittgenstein draws attention to the problem of the
origins and possibilities of our experience.

The discussion of a hyperbolically private language is the most
sustained attempt to present the coming-to-be of meaningful
speech. By forcing one to try to comprehend a speech that no one
else can understand, and to experience the consequent evaporation
of meaning, Wittgenstein hopes to bring about the turning of
thought needed to glimpse the active and positive role that human
expression plays in the generation of what we know. Because
Wittgenstein sees language as contributing an interpersonal aspect
to experience, he can, while denying behaviorism, hold that sensa-
tions are public.

In his treatment of speaking man, Wittgenstein preserves
reference to the original moments of language. There is no attempt
to delineate a nature of man; investigation of the person instead
concludes that his very appearance is in his imaginative expression.
Language itself is then shown to be impossible to comprehend in
an ordinary account; the distinction between the use and recogni-
tion of a word, for instance, points to an indefinable source which
must somehow be included in any account of speaking man. What
becomes increasingly apparent is the difficulty of isolating or
holding apart this elusive source.
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Wittgenstein’s attempts to grasp and hold to an understanding
of language are continually led back to human custom, which was
the basis of his original skepticism of existing expressions of knowl-
edge. The crisis reached takes the following form: The original
nature of language can be expressed only indirectly, because the
account itself must proceed in speech that has already been ac-
complished. Transcendence of this ordinary speech is mentioned
as occurring in the act of negative expression.

As a result we can conclude that Wittgenstein's philosophy is,
in a singular sense, without content. The moments when language
has original significance are found to be as opaque as they are
crucial to the understanding of speaking man. The opacity is
reflected in Wittgenstein’s general refusal to recognize any apparent
basis, such as love, art, or politics, for speaking anew. Human life
is flattened out into a succession of essentially equal, if various,
usages, and may then plausibly be characterized as participation
in a series of games. This conventionality emphasizes by contrast
the compulsion upon Ludwig Wittgenstein as a writer of philoso-
phy, and leads finally to the recognition, beyond the frustration
of a descriptive whole, of a use of language he could call his alone.
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WITTGENSTEIN’S SKEPTICISM

A. INTRODUCTION

An obvious feature of the Philosophical Investigations is its ques-
tioning of certain standards of knowledge. Indeed, a listing of
these skeptical themes reads like a compilation of what have
traditionally been taken to be the aspects of Wittgenstein’s later
philosophy: the rejection of the notion of a logical kernel of
language; the investigation of, and disappointment with, rules of
usage or other second-order speech to ground its given instances;
a sustained criticism of the idea that a picture, mental or physical,
could be the primary correlate of meaning; and a similar doubting
that “mental processes” could offer a standard of knowledge.
Taken together, these themes constitute a skepticism that a basis
of speech is to be found either in nature or in the self.

Many of the specific doubts have been registered by writers
before Wittgenstein, and certainly much of the existing secondary
literature on the Philosophical Investigations develops, to various
degrees, these same themes. Their review has a place in this work,
we shall argue, because the very question of the origins and possi-
bilities of speech is ordinarily obscured by the assumption that
language has a constituted nature which can be formulated as a
standard of correctness. Wittgenstein’s strategy is to show that
each alleged standard is inadequate to the multiplicity of signi-
ficance of actual speech. The particular actual meanings have a
basis or unity only in human custom, his argument continues, and
thus raise questions of beginnings and possibilities for change.
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B. THE SKEPTICISM OF LOGIC

The appelation ‘later philosophy of Wittgenstein® has been taken
to refer to an important change from the doctrine of the Tracratus,!
a doctrine that was in some essential way ‘logical’. The fact that
the early work makes appeals that are quite unusual from a tradi-
tional standpoint of logic does not alter the significance of the
later change of thinking, and of course the most relevant announce-
ment of this change comes from Wittgenstein himself (e.g. #’s
23, 114). Nevertheless, there is no compelling reason to explicate
the thinking of the Philosophical Investigations in terms of its
divergence from the Tracratus, and certainly to treat the two
works as wholly or essentially opposed is open to serious enough
question to disqualify it as a mode of procedure. The reflections
in the Philosophical Investigations on the place of logical considera-
tions in philosophy do remain, however, the most conspicuous
aspect of his skepticism with the philosophical tradition. They
have been the source of keen disappointment in some of his early
admirers,2 as well as the inspiration of a school of writers who
have turned to an explicit commitment to what they take as the
comparatively informal structures of ordinary language. Wittgen-
stein himself does not attempt to demonstrate the general worthless-
ness of logic; he introduces, rather, various considerations which
would seem important to a logical standard of knowledge, and
subjects each of them to a developing proccss of doubt.

If logic is to provide a determinate standard of knowledge or
reasoning, it would seem to require a determinate relation between
name and that which is named (cf. #37). Accordingly, learning a
language would be a process of bestowing names upon objects
(cf. #26), accomplished through ostensive definition, or, more
precisely, ostensive teaching of words. The rigor of a logical
standard would require both a uniformity in the way a term would

1 Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus (London, Routledge
and Kegan Paul, 1961), translated by D. F. Pears and B. F. McGuinness.
The original German edition was published in 1921.

2 See, for instance, Bertrand Russell, My Philosophical Development (New
York, Simon and Schuster, 1959), 214, 216-17.
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refer to its object and the possible inclusion of all meaningful
speech in this structure. In opposition, Wittgenstein would here
have us “ ... think of exclamations alone, with their completely
different functions. Water! Away! Ow! Help! Fire! No!” (#27).
Pursuing the matter, we find that the difficulty is more serious than
that of a multiple status of terms; how, for instance, is the number
“two” defined ? By pointing to two nuts (cf. #28)? The ‘exactness’
of this act is open to question, for although there are exactly two
nuts, the pupil may “ ... suppose that ‘two’ is the name given to
this group of nuts” (#28). Similarly, the name of a person may be
taken as the name of a color, or of a race, and the facility with
which Wittgenstein can produce such imaginative misinterpreta-
tions leads him to suggest that an ostensive definition can be
variously interpreted in every case (#28). The definition may be
clarified by such a stipulation as “This number is called two” (# 29),
but then one is faced with the problem of the definition of
“number”, a question that Wittgenstein refrains from pursuing
immediately, in favor of mentioning that such verbal qualifications
do in fact often help avert misunderstandings. He emphasizes the
possibility of a completed accomplishment of meaning:

Do not say: “There isn’t a ‘last’ definition.” That is just as if you chose
to say: “There isn’t a last house in this road; one can always build
an additional one.” ( #29)

Wittgenstein then points out that whether or not the word
“number” is necessary in the definition of “two” depends upon
the circumstances under which, and the person to whom, the
definition is given; what is still unclarified is the status of ostensive
definition itself. More precisely, he has shown that ostensive
definition has certain presuppositions, such as “ ... the overall role
of the word” (#30) in the language being already clear, and thus
has questioned the primacy of this simple act in the account of
things and words. To compound our awareness of this inadequacy,
he asks us to try to differentiate the ostensive definition of a thing’s
color as opposed to its shape, or its number. To the suggestion
that each is distinguished by a particular form of attention, he
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would point out that there are a considerable variety of ways of
attending to a color (#33). So far, then, two strains may be
discerned in the criticisms of logic: (1) it seems difficult to find a
primacy in the act (naming) which supposedly translates things
into a logical form (e.g. * ... only someone who already knows how
to do something with it [der schon etwas mit ihr anzufangen weiss]
can significantly ask a name” [#31]), and (2) an alleged simplicity,
when examined, tends to leak out into a multiplicity ending in
concrete particulars (e.g. ostensive definition led to the com-
plexity of the relation between shape, color, and number, which
in turn led to considering various ways of attending to a color).
Wittgenstein then develops the notion that the simplicity one
imagines in logic is found nowhere else.
If T tell somcone without any further explanation: “What [ see before
mec now is composite,” he will have the right to ask: “What do you
mcan by ‘composite’ ?” ( #47)

Wittgenstein finds “composite”™ (and presumably by a similar
argument, “simple”), considered in itself, or absolutely, to refer

to all possibilities.

Multi-colouredness is one kind of complexity; another is, for example,
that of a broken outline composed of straight bits. And a curve can be
said to be composed of an ascending and a descending segment. (7#47)

Whichever of these, or, of course, many others, is appropriate at
the moment depends upon the particular speaking situation, so
the argument for the relevance of simple structures remains saddled
with the burden of demonstrating some sort of essential simplicity
within the apparent variety of language usages. The very possibility
of accomplishing such a demonstration has been questioned by
showing that the standard of such an enterprise, our notion of
simple and complex, itself contains a reference to the multiplicity
of usages.

Furthermore, it seems manifestly difficult to improve upon such
an ordinary variety of speech as “Bring me the broom” (# 60).
“Bring me the broomstick and the brush that is fitted onto it”
would not be so likely to fetch you the broom as a puzzled request
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for clarification (#60). It is a “seduction” to think that the com-
posite or “analyzed” form is necessarily the more “fundamental”
(#63), for such a belief appeals only to analysis itself, while the
ordinary “Bring me a broom” has behind it the accomplishment
of its order. Wittgenstein insists that one cannot appeal to a non-
linguistic standard in defense of the relevance to philosophical
discourse of analysis into parts. In a culminating set of sections
(#’s 65-67), he now admits that from the standpoint of this tradi-
tional task he has taken the easy way out by not searching for that
which is “common to all that we call language” (#65). Here he
revives the example of games to find “a complicated network of
similarities overlapping and crisscrossing: sometimes overall simi-
larities, sometimes similarities in detail” (#66). The next section
introduces his celebrated term “family resemblances” to charac-
terize this nonlogical sort of unity, and succeeding sections amplify
it through a more developed study of the heterogenous use of
such words as “game” and “number”.

Can we say that logic is an ideal language which we construct
(#81), to which our language can only approximate? Is logic
“something sublime?” (#89). Where in our experience is the
exactness that logic wants to express? Is “Stand roughly here”
(#88) exact or inexact ? Certainly it can completcly accomplish its
purpose.

And let us consider what we call an “exact” explanation in contrast
with this one. Perhaps something like drawing a chalk line round
an area? Here it strikes us at once that the line has breadth. So a colour-
edge would be more exact. But has this exactness still got a function
here: isn’t the engine idling? And remember too that we have not yet
defined what is to count as overstepping this exact boundary; how,
with what instruments, it is to be established. And so on. (#88)

If one is reminded to come to dinner punctually at one o’clock,
there really is a question of exactness involved, notwithstanding
the comparatively more minute measurement of time in a labora-
tory or observatory (#88). “Inexact”, Wittgenstein continues, is
a reproach for something which “attains its goal less perfectly than
what is more exact” (#88). So the exactness which is one way to
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characterize the alleged sublimity, or that which is profound, in
ordinary speaking situations, is itself a concept that explication
forces back to the multiplicity of those particular goals. An
attempt to explain what is exact in our language stops short at the
varieties of our experience, making it seem as if logic had its
“universal significance™ only at a “peculiar depth” (#89). But this
is a turn of thought that is generated by and not evidence for the
notion that logic is in fact sublime. Wittgenstein would caution
us (#91) that the ensuing search for the hidden essence of lan-
guage might severely predetermine the sort of discovery possible.
The purpose of the Philosophical Investigations is not so much to
pursue such a search, or review such work of others to give a com-
parative criticism of the results, as it is to raise doubts about the
very undertaking of such a procedure, to erode the plausibility of
some of its presuppositions, and generally to try to hold the
situation open for a new way of seeing, to remove the glasses
through which we have so far seen everything (cf. # 103).

The return from a logical ideal that is purportedly found in our
linguistic experience, back into the multiplicity of those expe-
riences, is illustrated by the logicians’ search for a general form of
sentences. “Such and such is the way things are” (# 134) has been
put forward as cvoking what is common to all sentences to be
considered according to a logical standard. Wittgenstein would
first have us notice that this alleged schema for all sentences is
itself a sentence in the language. This immediately moves him to
consider “such and such is the case” or “such and such is the situa-
tion” or etc. (# 134), which are slightly different but seemingly
equally plausible schemata. The *“general form” looked for is not
literally a particular sequence of words or a particularly constituted
sentence. Might one ask whether the “general form™ is something
unexpressible which “such and such is how things are” comes
closest to expressing? But this is what is thrown into question by
the plausibility of the various alternative formulations. For that
matter, why does not the “p” of symbolic logic serve equally well
to attempt to express this inexpressible standard ? Wittgenstein is
not objecting to taking a schema from ordinary language, but
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rather to the failure to consider its status there. “He explained his
position to me, said that such and such was how things were, and
that therefore he needed an advance” (# 134). Here is an example
of a meaningful use of this “general form”. Do we still want it
as a standard of all sentences?

Wittgenstein’s criticism of logic, then, rests on the impossibility
of reducing the variety of ordinary speeches. Ostensive teaching
of names, the act whereby our experience allegedly can be put into
a form commensurate with logic, is inexplicable apart from a prior
grasp of the overall functioning of language. Furthermore, the
definition of the very qualities which seem to give logic its sublimity,
such as simplicity and exactness, itself makes appeal to the variety
of ordinary usage. The conclusion, to be amplified throughout
the work, is that our mastery of a natural language contributes
to our understanding of determinate structures in such a way as
to preclude taking the latter as fundamental.

C. THE SKEPTICISM OF RULES OF USAGE

It is not only in his explicit criticism of a logically oriented phi-
losophy that Wittgenstein finds it impossible to hold the deter-
minate standard, which is supposed to serve as a basis of language,
apart from the language itself. A recurring theme in the Philo-
sophical Investigations is a questioning of certain methods of
grounding speech in other speech. This skepticism is developed
through an elaborate (and intermittent) investigation of what is
involved in the attempt to formulate rules for the correct usage of
language. Wittgenstein introduces (# ’s 48,53) as a simple example
of such a rule a table of color samples and their corresponding
words in the language. He immediately claims that even such a
simple table finds various applications by language users, e.g.
such uses as teaching the language or mixing a particular shade
(#53). What seems common, at least in this example, to the various
sorts of rule-using is a fixed standard to which the language may
be oriented. The next section (# 54) begins with similar considera-
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tions about a less clear and simple sort of rule following, i.e.,
the playing of games, where the rule can be, for instance, an aid
in teaching or a “tool of the game”, an expression that combines
his two previous analogies to the complexity and internal heter-
ogeneity of language. Certainly the rule is no longer the explicit
standard to which appeal is made to guide particular actions;
Wittgenstein points out (#54) that games are often learned by
imitation and played without benefit of any formulated guide of
conduct. An observer can nevertheless know that there are mistakes
and correct play in the situation, by noticing “signs of it in the
players’ behavior”, much as we can recognize someone correcting
a slip of the tongue even without knowing his language (# 54).
Explicit rules are not necessarily present in a situation that shows
some sort of order.

I say “Therc is a chair.” What if I go up to it, meaning to fetch it,
and it suddenly disappcars from sight? - “So it wasn’t a chair, but
some kind of illusion.” — But in a few moments we see it again and arc
able to touch it and so on. — “So the chair was there after all and its
disappearance was some kind of illusion.” — But suppose that after
a time it disappears again — or seems to disappear. (#80)

Wittgenstein remarks that no one has worked out the rules to
govern the details of this sort of usage, and the word nevertheless
has a meaning. Is it possible to produce a rule governing every
conceivable use of an expression, including the borderline cases?
If the answer is negative, then the importance of the rules for the
meaning seems to diminish. Further, can one definitely decidc

whether the rule is

The hypothesis that satisfactorily describes his use of words, which
we observe; or the rule which he looks up when he uses signs; or the
one which he gives us in reply if we ask him what his rule is? (#82)

In any casc, when the speaker is unable to give the rule which he
is following, or gives one but is prepared to withdraw it under
questioning, is there any meaning left to the expression “the rule
by which he proceeds?” (#82). Certainly we scarcely need a
reminder that when normally speaking we are not consciously
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orienting what we say to some rule of correctness. The question is
rather, since we do not literally follow rules, what is their distinctive
place in speech? Wittgenstein here (#83) renews the analogy to
games, and proceeds to describe a certain aimless (to us) activity
involving a group of people and a ball, an activity in which a
foreign observer (he claims) could discern definite rules at every
throw. What is the point? Wittgenstein would have us distinguish
the order one may find in any particular sequence of actions from
the order of a customary or habitual set of actions. Does this
latter sort involve following rules? Instead of here pursuing the
connection of word and custom, Wittgenstein immediately men-
tions the kind of game where we make up rules, or alter them, as
We go along (#83). This would be a case where it is in order to
foster disorder, and yet we can recognize it as a game.

Is some irreducible order present in any situation? He has us
consider the language game of Section #2, with the four words
connected each with its appropriate building material, played witJ,
the aid of a written table (#86). The builder shows the assistant
a written word; the assistant, according to his training, passes his
finger horizontally to a picture of a certain sort of building
material. “So the table is a rule which he follows in executing
orders” (#86). But now consider various ways of recading a table;
in addition to:

\/V\/J

there might be:

Fig. 1. Taken from Wittgenstein’s Example in Section #86.
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In the game described above, the first schema of arrows can be
taken as the rule by which we follow the rule constituted by the
table. But an endless sequence of such rules seems possible. How
do we know that:

A 1
B 2
C 3

Fig. 2. An Elaboration of Wittgenstein’s Example.

might not mean ‘A is the correlate of 2, B of 3, and so on’?

Can we not now imagine further rules to explain this one? And, on the
other hand, was that first table incomplete without the schema of
arrows? And are other tables incomplete without their schemata?

(#386)

If rules are supposed to explain the order of an action, they seem
instead to lead to a regress of qualifications that elude our com-
plete comprehension. Thus, the order present in Section Two
depends upon the particular custom of reading tables, without
which the rule could not be applied.

If rules are tied to human custom, and thus participate in its
mutability, then their ultimacy as standards of knowledge is
seriously undermined. In a culminating section Wittgenstein then
gives this emphasis to the liability of rules to change:

The fundamental fact here is that we lay down rules, a technique, for

a game, and that then when we follow the rules, things do not turn out
as we had assumed. That we are thercfore as it were entangled in our

own rules. (#125)

Rules, as reflecting a certain order, form a beginning in speech,
but they lead to confusion when taken to account for the accom-
plishments of speaking.

This entanglement in our rules is what we want to understand (i.e.,
get a clear view of).
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It throws light on our concept of meaning something. For in those
cases things turn out otherwise than we had meant, forescen. (#125)
[*Survey” or “comprehend” might have translated “iiberschen™ better
than “get a clear view of”.]

In both speech and games, then, rules may change; any attempt
t‘? define by means of rules is thus in danger of being led to contra-
dlct.ion. The comprehension of such a contradiction, or of speech
beginning in order but coming to confuse that order, Wittgenstein
calls “the philosophical problem” (# 125).

Wittgenstein continues to question the ultimacy of rules by
f:losely examining the performance of an orderly action. He
introduces (at #143) an extended consideration of what occurs
When a person learns a mathematical seties. The mark of having
mz.istefed the series is, he insists, the ability to continue it, and
E::gism §uch mastery we may expect any of innumer.ablc p.ossiblc
the de’s'elther systematic or randor:n. The teacher mlghF r‘emforce
then blred response with em.phatlc gestun:es or underlining, and
tion de Serve the pugil’s reaction, upon which the further explana‘-
Must cgends (cf. # 145). Wittgenstein now asks how far the pupil

Irectly continue the series before we can say correctly that

e *t‘:mmast?ry. .“Clearly you cannot §tate a limit hf.re”‘( #145).
of know]l:tsltlon 1s to expres§ the pupil’s un'derstandmg in terms
Which pe ge Qf the algebraic formula, cc?nSIdered as tl}c rule by
then pe mco"tlnues. The actual elaboration of t.he series would
a state o il‘ely the application of the understanding, regarded as
What r, o“c,mfhtmn from which comes the correct usage ( # 146).
of ho] ding aS IS a prolonged attempt to demons?ratc thc.dlfﬁ(‘:l!lty
to knOWIed part, on the one ha.nd, a state of mind or disposition

nd, op thie, according to which ?orrecF answers are produced,
( # 149). unt I?ther hand, the manifestations .of that knowledge
ot haye oce €rmore, the formula or algebralc rule may o'r may
PErfect]y inlll(rred to the master of a s.encs (#151), and it is also
still does not able that the‘ formulg m!ght occur to someone who
Temaing , var.querstand its application (#152). Because tl.lere
plausibly’ aftelety of ways to ta.ke a formula (e.g. a pupil might

T a certain point in a “plus two” series, begin ad-
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vancing by four or another multiple of two — cf. # 185), Wittgen-
stein suggests that a “new decision™ (# 186) is required at every
step. The formula may stand in an essential relationship to the
series considered as a constituted infinite, indeed we can give
expression to the totality of the series only through a formula; in
the learning to master a number series, however, there is no sure
grasp short of the elaboration itself, and there is no precise amount
of independent elaboration that we can set as the ciiterion for a
pupil’s having learned or failed to learn. So we see even in such
a field as the simple relations among the cardinal numbers, the
rule which expresses the definiteness of the relation is something
else again from what is involved in coming to comprehend the
manifestation of the related numbers.

Later mention of rules attempts to develop the analogy between
language and games, and to turn more attention to the role played
by rules insofar as they express a certain discernable order in the
act of speaking. There does remain in these later sections an
occasional objection to taking the rules as the meaning or essential
aspect of speech, but the emphasis is now on their positive contri-
bution. Wittgenstein has us consider the relation between the rules
of chess and the game of chess I intend presently to play (# 197).
The example is raised in the development of the important theme
(to be developed in Chapter 4 of this work) of the relation between
what I “grasp in a flash” (#197) of a word and the indefinite
number of meaningful uses of that word. Wittgenstein insists that
surely the game I intend to play “is the game it is in virtue of all
its rules (and so on)” (#197), but wonders about the status of
these (usually unspoken) conditions. How are these elaborations
of what help constitute chess present in the game yet to be played ?
“Well, in the list of rules of the game, in the teaching of it, in the
day-to-day practice of playing” (# 197). Wittgenstein tries to show
that when we attend to the rules of an activity, with the aim of
finding an explanation of what is important in that activity, our
conception of the rules spreads out into all the manifestations of
the game itself. Wittgenstein goes on to mention (# 198) the im-
portance of a regular use of customary sign-posts or rules. He finds
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that any particular interpretation or elaboration of a rule “hangs
in the air” (#198) with that which it interprets, and cannot alone
give it any support because any number of other interpretations
would theoretically be equally possible. The grounding of the
activity is effected in this way: “I have been trained to react to
this sign in a particular way” (#198). Wittgenstein, however,
does not find this sort of explanation satisfying. We may note that
the exposition began in trying to account for the rules or order
of an activity, and has ended by appealing to custom, which is
just that order itself. Wittgenstein complains that what has not yet
been spoken of is “what this going-by-the-sign really consists in»
(#198), or how one uses the determinate order to perform an
activity that has characteristics rather different from that of the
order itself.

The next few sections underline the importance of this order
which is brought about by custom, and at the same time allude to
the odd position in which it puts one who would try to understang
language. Wittgenstein questions (#205) whether two people in
a world where no games existed could begin to play a game of
chess. Furthermore, although we in our present situation can inven¢
any number of purely theoretical games, it is a matter of some
doubt whether someone in a gameless world could invent a game
that no one played (#204). If what Wittgenstein implies is true,
then our understanding has been given an odd turn, for the claim
is for the impossibility of an obvious empirical event. The position
of someone who in principle could not invent a game no one
happened to play is from our standpoint unthinkable. If this jg
to emphasize the importance of custom in what we can literally
think, it raises anew the difficulty of orienting an investigation
around the discernable order in a use of language, for our attentiop
is eventually brought to the problem of the source or beginning
of a particular order. If we cannot rightly think of two people
beginning to play chess in a gameless world, it remains true, of
covrse, that every game we know has begun. We may see in Witt-
genstein’s treatment of rules a movement typical of the Philosophical
Investigations, What catches his eye is something that seems to
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stand in a position of definite importance to language. Wittgenstein
finds the very plausibility of its importance especial reason to
question whether it enables us to understand language with any
sort of finality, and the development of the theme proceeds through
cxposing it to a variety of doubts. Just at the point where we think
he might deny all importance to the notion, however, he refocuses
his attention upon what made it seem plausible in the first place,
and begins to recognize its positive contribution. This exposition
can develop only so far, however, before Wittgenstein finds it
necessary to indicate that by itself it leads to an unthinkable or
paradoxical situation.

Thus, consideration of rules leads Wittgenstein, along a variety
of paths, to find a more basic orderliness in human custom,
without which the rule “hangs in the air” (#198). This is an
introduction to, rather than a solution of, the philosophical
problem, because human participation in customary order causes
it to be transformed (cf. #125). He will later mention that one
understands rule-following not by noting the order in question,
but rather as a “Praxis” (#202), an undefined term apparently
included to make reference to the open possibilities of human
activity. What is at question, of course, is not merely the change
which is inexplicable in terms of the existing custom, but also the
status of the order itself, as a basis for the transformations. His
skepticism of rules can be seen to be preparatory to the approach
to this problem, in that it determines the central point at issue to be
linguistic. For instance, he finds the concept of rule following to be
“interwoven” with the use of the word ‘“same” (#225). Later
chapters of the present work will attempt to demonstrate Wittgen-
stein’s unique linguistic understanding of the problem of the origins
and possibilities of our experience. For the present, we may wonder
in what way a meaning in speech could possibly be fixed, and
Wittgenstein has, interspersed throughout the Philosophical In-
vestigations, proposed, questioned, and developed a separate
notion of apparent access to that which allows a meaning to be
grasped and held, the notion that meaning somehow corresponds
to a picture.
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D. THE SKEPTICISM OF PICTURES

In his first sentence Wittgenstein says that the Augustinian account
gives us “a particular picture of the essence of human language”
(#1). The claim that something can provide us with a picture, or
be accurately represented by a picture, is that of a certain definite-
ness that can be captured and held. This grasp of what is pictured
would be the foundation for cognitive comprehension. It is against
this general notion that Wittgenstein mounts an elaborate ques-
tioning, and although he undeniably means this to be a revision
of the picture theory of the Tractatus, it applies equally well to
any definite, graspable standard of knowledge.

A note inserted early in the work has us think of a boxer in a
Pparticular stance.

Now, this picture can be used to tell someone how he should stand,
should hold himself; or how he should not hold himself; or how 4
particular man did stand in such-and-such a place; and so on. One
might (using the language of chemistry) call this picture a proposition-
radical. (p. 11n)

Corresponding to the seeming definiteness of the picture is no
obvious manner in which the picture should be taken. What is
fixed by the picture does not extend to the delineation of the relation
of the picture to any particular thought or sentence.

The next mention of pictures occurs in a discussion of the
relation of a name to the thing named, where it is pointed out that
one such relation may be the name calling “before our mind the
picture of what is named” (#37). Similarly plausible are the name
moving the assistant to bring the builder the appropriate stone, or,
“among other things, in the name’s being written on the thing
hamed or being pronounced when the thing is pointed at” (#37).
When our speech makes reference to something it is not necessarily
through a picture. The question then is whether a picture was
possible, and whether that which made a picture possible, and is
best cognized through the picture, is what gives significance to our
speech,

Ten sections later, pictures are mentioned again, this time in the
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investigation into simplicity. Wittgenstein asks if the visual picture
of a tree is composite, and what its component parts are (#47).
Can we examine a picture to discover something of it that holds
“outside a particular language game?” (#47). Not in the case of
“simplicity”, Wittgenstein would object, for first we need an
account of what sort of composition is meant in each particular
instance. Wittgenstein then finds a picture open to a variety of
ways of being taken, a variety similar to that which precluded
finality in any attempt to name something’s simple components.

If a picture of something does not itself reveal the simple
elements, Wittgenstein would also say that the construing of
reality as composed of simples is itself a *“particular picture which
we want to use” (#59). He then sketches some of the reasons
(e.g. the possibility of destroying something whole without thus
destroying its parts) for “constructing” that picture of reality. Thus,
Wittgenstein’s criticism is not merely that we attach a false im-
portance to certain pictures we discover, but also that the source
of the confusion lies in an inclination to pictorial thought about
certain fundamental matters. Later (e.g. #’s 115, 144, 191) he
will say that a picture can hold us captive, that pictures can
erroneously cross themselves with each other, and that we must
work to erode our fascination by them, and change our way of
looking at things.

The next mention of pictures presents a more positive sense. The
interlocutor asks how “game” could be a concept at all, given the
impossibility of sharply defining it (# 71). Wittgenstein replies by
analogy, pointing out that it is perfectly possible to have an
indistinct picture of a person, and indeed this is often “exactly
what we need” (#71). But if Wittgenstein is here appealing to a
picture to explain something about cognition, we must remember
that he uses one which is blurred; i.e. whatever is definite in the
situation must come from another source.

Two sections later, “picture” appears again, this time in its
difficult relation to common nouns and adjectives. We may
properly use a picture in conjunction with the sentence “This is
called a ‘leaf’ ” (#73), but what picture shows “what is common
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to all shapes of leaf” or to “all shades of green?” (#74). “But
might there not be such ‘general’ samples? Say a schematic leaf,
or a sample of pure green!” (# 73), asks the interlocutor. “Certainly”
(#73), replies Wittgenstein, but this involves raking it as a sample
of (e.g.) green, and not as that of (say) a rectangle. What mitigates
against the primacy of a picture as pure sample, then, is its as yet
unexplained relationship to particulars (for as sample it cannot be
a picture of anything), and the necessity of specifying which aspect
of the picture is to be taken as exemplary.

Returning to the analogy between the concept of such a word as
“game” and an indistinct picture, Wittgenstein emphasizes that
there is no single resolution of the indeterminacy, that “several
sharply defined rectangles can be drawn to correspond to the
indefinite one” (#77), and that there exist cases where the inde-
terminacy is so great as to admit anything — and thus nothing —
as a correct determinate expression.

“What really comes before our mind when we wunderstand
word ? - Isn’t it something like a picture? Can’t it be a picture ?”
(#139 The original text adds a comma after “something”). Thig
opens Wittgenstein’s last lengthy attempt to establish (through
the interlocutor) a picture in the essential position of the knowing
process. The choice is the word “cube”, the meaning of which
seems to be clearly established by a picture, vis-2-vis that of| say,
a triangular prism. But Wittgenstein here finds it easy to imagine
a method of projection by which the latter is seen in fact to re-
present a cube (# 139), and just as easily could the seeming cube
picture be viewed as a projection of some other figure.

What is essential is to see that the same thing can come before our
minds when we hear the word and the application still be different.
Has it the same meaning both times? I think we shall say not. (# 140)
If there appears to be a “collision” (#141) between a picture and a
particular way we apply it, it is because “in general people apply
this picture like this” (#141). Wittgenstein has found that the
investigation of a picture as meaning leads away from the picture
and back to the linguistic custom of what have become normal
cases. Wittgenstein underlines this with an inserted note calling
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our attention to a picture of “an old man walking up a steep path
leaning on a stick” (p. 54n). He asks if it would “not have looked
just the same if he had been sliding downhill in that position”
(p- 54n), although we certainly “do not describe it so” (p. 54n).
That custom plays such an important part in what a picture can
say is also shown by the ease with which we could imagine what
might be shown by someone’s painting of Beethoven writing the
ninth symphony.

But suppose someone wanted to represent what Goethe would have
looked like writing the ninth symphony ? Here I could imagine nothing
that would not be embarrassing and ridiculous. (p. 185)

Having made these criticisms of the role of pictures in knowing,
Wittgenstein begins to introduce more positive considerations. In
discussing the relation between a machine and its action, he claims
that the former, or a picture of a machine, symbolizes the latter,
its particular action (# 193). The machine thus considered is “the
first of a series of pictures” (#193). A picture is like a rule in
intimating which way I am to go, but as such it admits of possible
misinterpretation and must be followed responsibly (#222). The
“good sense” of a picture depends upon “ordinary circumstances”
where we are familiar with its application (# 349).

But if we suppose a case in which this application is absent we become
as it were conscious for the first time of the nakedness of the words
and the picture. (7#349)

Wittgenstein has found that there is something to grasp in a
picture, but that this is inseparable from the application we make
of it in various customary circumstances. What he would question
is the alleged finality of pictures, which we have seen eludes us
in a close examination. His critical development of this theme is
explicitly linked up with his treatment of logic; he points out
that the belief that there must be a picture to be grasped, if we are
to know, is an appeal to the law of excluded middle (#352). To
the interlocuter’s “In the decimal expansion of pi either the group
‘7777 occurs, or it does not — there is no third possibility” (# 352),
Wittgenstein replies “That is to say: ‘God sees — but we don’t



WITTGENSTEIN’S SKEPTICISM

know’ ” (#352). Pictorial thinking finally implies that which
we want to know “one person [God] sees the whole of, and another
not” (#352). Wittgenstein questions the value of such a picture
because it fails “to determine what we have to do, what to look for,
and how” (#352). He concludes that we have been fascinated by
a picture without an application.

The discussion has developed to this point: pictures occur in
knowing, but a picture must have an application to mean anything.
The only pictures that carry an application within themselves are
those which have been fixed with one by customary usage. But in
that case (especially in view of the fact that a picture is open to
various applications) the primary locus of meaning would seem to
reside in the customary usage, or language game. Another way
Wittgenstein characterizes the inadequacy of pictures is to point out
that by themselves they cannot “give an account of what is 0,
the case” (#520). When he begins to give a positive elaboration
of the role of pictures in knowing, he at some point moves away
from the term “picture” (“Bild”) to that of “image” (the trans-
lator’s usual rendering of “Vorstellung”). This latter term will be
treated at length in Chapter 4 of this work, but it may here be
briefly contrasted with “picture” in that it implies something
happening over a period of time with the active participation of
the knowing subject. The two terms are related; for instance 4
certain sort of picture emerges when someone describes what he
imagines (#367). As “image” replaces “picture” in Wittgenstein’s
discussion, however, the account of knowing leads away from
what is fixed and definitively graspable.

A final treatment of pictures occurs in the lengthy discussion of
such curious examples as that of the “duck-rabbit”.

Fig. 3. The Duck-Rabbit (p. 194).
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Wittgenstein would first have us “distinguish between the ‘con-
tinuous seeing’ of an aspect and the ‘dawning’ of an aspect”
(p. 194). It is perfectly possible that someone could be uninitiated
into the double nature of the drawing and say that he saw a picture
rabbit. Indeed, in that case it would be improper for him to say
“Now I am seeing it as a picture rabbit” (p. 195). He simply sees
a rabbit. The possibility of the equally plausible duck, however,
jolts our ordinary understanding. Wittgenstein now points out
that the two animal heads are entirely dissimilar, “although they
are congrucnt” (p. 195). What he has done is underline the highly
problematic character of the relationship between each of the
picture animals and the lines on the page. What is effected by the
change of aspect? “Can I say? I describe the alteration like a per-
ception; quite as if the object had altered before my eyes” (p. 195).
But what is the status of the change which I see? Wittgenstein
would insist that it is not something “of the samec category”

(p. 196) as a picture. Also,

The concept of the “inner picture™ is misleading, for this concept uses
the “outer picture” as a model; and yet the uses of the words for these
concepts are no more like one another than the uses of “numeral” and
“number.” (And if one chose to call numbers “ideal numerals,” one

might produce a similar confusion.) (p. 196)

Wittgenstein would consider the ‘“organization” (p. 196) of a
visual impression on a level different from that of colors and
shapes. He has chosen a drawing which was deliberately contrived
to admit to two (approximately) equal customary interpretations,
cach thus being seen as one of (at least) two equally possible
aspects. We are made aware of seeing as, realizing that that which
we see is in some way an interpretation. It is for this reason that
the picture, which is the paradigm of something definite visually
grasped, lacks a position of finality in our knowing. Wittgenstein
would “almost like to say” (p. 197) that what enters into visual
comprehension is “both seeing and thinking” (p. 197). He then
immediately (p. 197) questions whether it should be expressed
as such a combination; but the point here is the erosion of con-
fidence in pictures as such. By forcing us to try to focus upon the
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change of aspects, he brings us to realize that there is a coming
to be of the picture that cannot itself be comprehended pictorially,
and that the interest in including this source or originating in an
account of knowing or meaning precludes ending the investigation
in pictures, which are always already organized.

E. THE SKEPTICISM OF MENTAL PROCESSES

The difficulty of relating meaning to pictures stemmed from our
taking them as things that hang on the wall; Wittgenstein sees thejr
significance as being closer to that of blueprints for action (cf. %241 ,
P.- 204). The suggestion is that whatever is essential in securing
meaning must be adequate to the particular movement of knowing;
there is thus great plausibility for advancing one or another
“mental process” as being that which is most intimately connecteq
with this movement. Wittgenstein considers this possibility in 3
varicty of examples.

Toward the end of the sections investigating the understanding
of a number series, Wittgenstein mentions that the source of
confusion lies in conceiving of the appropriate mastery as g
“mental process” (# 154). He makes a plea to consider instead the
special circumstances under which the understanding was achieved
(#155). The introduction of the “mental” had occurred a few
sections earlier in the attempt to discover a ground for the pupil’s
continuing a series. The proposed account of a mental state or
disposition to act was brought into doubt, chiefly by the impos-
sibility of discovering any criterion for the alleged source o
disposition that was distinct from the manifestations themselves
(#149). One is tempted, nevertheless, to persist in a search for
something “hidden behind those coarser and therefore more
readily visible accompaniments” (#153), and to attempt to
characterize the “mental process of understanding” (# 153) which
seems to lie at the heart of the matter.

The next section (# 154) points out the difference between the
pupil’s description of his mastery as having come when he achieved
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understanding of the formula, and our need to disregard the
pupil’s claim in order to observe the circumstances of his actually
continuing the series. The subject of a flash of understanding must
defer to others (or to public manifestations) for justification of his
description of himself. It is not a matter of choosing between a
subjective insight and an objective standard; Wittgenstein is
suggesting, rather, that there are situations in which, despite
temptation, description of one’s feelings docs not tell us so much
as does the aspect of the activity which is obvious to anyone.
The need to make more clear this relation of the subject and his
activity leads now (#156) to another example, namely the word
“reading”.

Wittgenstein first remarks that the discussion of reading will
abstract from consideration of understanding of what is read, and
will deal only with the rendering of one form of language into
another, such as oral expression of something written, or writing
from dictation (# 156). Immediately there is difficulty character-
izing just what the reading is. Not only do we practice reading in
a number of different situations, but in any one such situation
(e.g. reading a newspaper) a variety of things may occur.

His eye passes — as we say — along the printed words, he says them out
loud — or only to himself; in particular he reads certain words by taking
in their printed shapes as wholes; others when his eye has taken in the
first syllables; others again he reads syllable by syllable, and an
occasional one perhaps letter by letter. — We should also say that he
had read a sentence if he spoke neither aloud nor to himself during
the reading but was afterwards able to repeat the sentence word for
word or nearly so — He may attend to what he reads, or again — as we
might put it — function as a mere reading machine. (#156)

So here again is a process that seems to have a single significance,
that nevertheless we describe in a variety of divergent forms. What
is evoked by the word which we can apply to all of them ? Wittgen-
stein turns here to compare this reading to that of someone just
learning to do so. It may seem as if the master’s facility, as compared
to the laboriousness of the beginner’s efforts, indicates a particular
“conscious activity of mind” (#156) central to the nature of
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reading. Such a mental process then could in principle be grasped
as the locus of significance in any meaningful reading situation,
and use of “reading” in general would constitute a reference to the
character of this process. Wittgenstein points out that since there
is no regular consciousness of this accompanying mental process
its existence is expressly hypothetical. The next section (#157)
questions our being able to distinguish a point where one can be
said to begin to read. Consider a pupil still in the rudimentary
stage of training, who only occasionally hits upon an approx-
imately correct sound for a word:

A third person hears this pupil on such an occasion and says: “He is
reading.” But the teacher says: “No, he isn’t reading; that was just an
accident.” — But let us suppose that this pupil continues to react
correctly to further words that are put before him. After a while the

teacher says: “Now he can recad!” — But what of that first word?
(#157)

Wittgenstein finds it “senseless” (# 157) to ask which was the first
word someone has read, unless for some particular purposc we
want to stipulate it as ¢ ... the first word of the first series of
150 words he reads correctly’ (or something of the sort)” (# 157),
Although the pupil may say when he first began to experience
the “transition from marks to spoken sounds” (#157), and can
claim this as a “feeling” (# 157) of reading, the actual accomplish-
ment of that process is an alteration of behavior, and Wittgenstein
finds “it makes no sense here to speak of ‘a first word in his new
state’ ” (#157). A feeling of confidence in mastery of the activity
leads one to seek a similar inward process to stand as ground
of the various manifestations of that activity. Wittgenstein has
found, however, that the first notice of the feeling still requires the
accomplished activity for justification, and in the activity itself
there is no distinguishing a definite first instance of mastery; the
result is that the pupil’s feelings shrink to the importance of an
accompaniment which may be noticed once mastery is achieved.

If the pupil must manifest an actual activity of reading before we
can justifiably credit him with mastery, are we to say that the
physical accompaniments are the central aspect of reading?
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Wittgenstein raises the example of the person who can artfully
pretend to read, while having “none of the sensations characteristic
of reading, and will perhaps have a set of sensations characteristic
of cheating™ (#159). Is there an inconsistency in Wittgenstein's
using in one context an outer (the performance) and in another
an inner (the sensation) criterion of reading? Wittgenstein com-
pounds the difficulty in his next example, that of someone (perhaps
drugged) who when reading a text for the first time has the feeling
of repeating something by heart (cf. # 160). Or consider someone
who reacts to a set of strange characters by uttering words as if
he were reading, giving each mark a consistent pronunciation
(cf. #160). The next section points out that there is a

continuous series of transitional cases between that in which a person
repeats from memory what he is supposed to be reading, and that in
which he spells out every word without being helped at all by guessing
from the context or knowing by heart. (#162)

The uncountable number of possible cases of reading, cach with a
different degree of involvement of a *mental process” (such as
memory, or feeling a connection between print and sound), makes
one wonder in what way anything specifically “mental” could be
essential to the nature of reading. One learns to read through a
training (essentially repetition) that is itself not yet reading. Once
mastery is achieved, it enables the practice to be expanded into
an indefinite number of particular modes, and may be accom-
panied by a feeling which, when we attempt to characterize it, can
only be said to be a feeling that in fact reading mastery is achieved,
and which can thus distinguish reading from different activities
accompanied by their own characteristic feelings. That which one
has said before (for example the training exercises of a pupil) can
enter anywhere in “a continuous series of transitional cases”
(# 161) to contribute an element that is itself not reading.

Try this experiment: say the numbers from 1 to 12. Now look at the
dial of your watch and read them. — What was it that you called
“reading” in the latter case? (#161)

In the activity of this example, the contribution of original reading
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is necessarily slight, and we may imagine instances at the opposite
extreme, where the unfamiliarity of the subject matter brings one
close to faltering. What is pointed out in all this is Wittgenstein’s
insistence upon the originality of the process of rcading, and any
other process, mental or otherwise, which secems essentially to
characterize it can be shown to bc at most one of the contributors
to it.

The following sections offer various attempts to describe the
process of reading. Is it a case of “deriving” the spoken from the
written (cf. #°’s 162-64), or do the words just “come” (#’s 165-
66) when Iread ?Is the connection that of a “cause”, or a “ground”
or “reason”, or do I just “feel the influence?” (#169). Perhaps the
written word “intimates” (#171) the sound to me, or there is an
“alloy” between letter and sound (# 171). Is it a case of “being
guided” by the text? (#174). Wittgenstein’s method is to show
that each of these reveals its own family of meanings, thus leading
away from the aspect of reading it first seemed to illuminate. This
diversity of factors which have an apparent connection to some
aspect of reading serves in the end to indicate the originality and
richness of possibility of the reading process itself.

Wittgenstein now calls a sudden feeling of mastery a “signal”
(#180 The discussion here is of the related case of mastery of a
number series). Notice that a signal has reference away from itself
to whatever it is that is signified, so it cannot stand alone as an
explanation. The result, then, of trying to apply this concept to a
feeling is to reveal that feeling as being generated by and finding its
definiteness in some more originally substantial process. Wittgen-
stein thus finds this feeling, as well as all other nameable aspects,
to be tangential in its contribution to reading.

The argument against the ultimacy of mental processes finds its
sharpest focus in the questioning of the role of thinking. What is at
stake is the claim that in thought we find a process that reflects
what is essential to knowing, and that the proper understanding
of thinking gives us the most direct possible access to what is
common, and of importance, to the various expressions of knowl-
edge. The most sustained development of this theme is preceded



WITTGENSTEIN'S SKEPTICISM 43

by investigation of specific forms of supposed mental activity,
such as memory and (as we have seen) reading, as well as by
cxamples bearing in onc way or another upon the place of thought
in various sorts of knowing. One such example is the mention
(#236) of calculating prodigies “who get the right answer but
cannot say how”. If we can say that such a person has followed the
rules of arithmetic, we must yet concede that he does not con-
sciously align the calculating with any process of thinking. We
might be tempted to say there is at work some sort of momentum
from his previous calculating experience. Whatever the correct
explanation of the prodigy, however, it remains true that the cal-
culating occurred without elaboration through a process of think-
ing. Can we even call this ‘calculating’? Wittgenstein answers that
there are a “family of cases” here (#236), suggesting that in
various instances the conscious mental activity enters into the
process to a greater or less degree. The conclusion concerning
thinking is that in calculating it has the aspect of being one of a
number of contributors to a process that it cannot itself
guarantee.

Wittgenstein cites the distinction of speech with thought from
speech without thinking as making plausible the notion that
meaningfulness resides in the mental process of thought. Thinking
would then seem to be “an accompaniment of speech. A process
which may accompany something else, or can go on by itself”
(#330). An attempt to isolate or definc meaning, however, leads
not to a thought that occurred, but rather to the character of the
particular situation. Wittgenstein has us try to say “ ‘Yes, this pen
is blunt. Oh well, it’ll do.” First, thinking it; then without thought;
then just think the thought without the words” (#330). How
could such distinctions be maintained? “Well, while doing some
writing I might test the point of my pen, make a face — and then
go on with a gesture of resignation” (# 330). This little situation
does not acquire its meaning through some process accessible
only in the thought of the performer. More generally, if thoughts
could serve as standards of knowledge, then they should be trans-

parently clear:
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Can’t you observe yourself and see what is going on?... You do not
have to wait for it as for astronomical event and then perhaps make
your observation in a hurry. (#327)

Trying to focus upon the mental process shows it to be more
strange than that which it was to elucidate, as evidenced by the
difficulty in imagining a mistake in onc’s supposing that he had
on some occasion been thinking.

There are still some situations, however, which suggest that
thought, in spite of its strange generality, is a process that can be
isolated to reveal what is essential in expression. He mentions the
examples of insisting to someone “ ‘So you really wanted tosay...” ”
(#334) or the groping for the correct expression of one’s own
thoughts (# 335). These cases would seem to show that there is in
thought some sort of standard, at times obscured, to which we
attempt to orient our speaking. Wittgenstein would rather limit
the description of “So you really wanted to say...” to its employ-
ment for leading “someone from one form of expression to another™
(#334). But what tempts us to say that “what he really ‘wanted
to say’ ” was “already present somewhere in his mind ?” (#334).
Wittgenstein opposes this temptation with an example designed
to erode our inclination to believe that searching thought must be
aiming toward an already constituted standard. Consider:

The concept “trisection of the angle with ruler and compass,” when
people are trying to do it, and on the other hand, when it has been
proved that there is no such thing. (#334)

B‘ecause in this case there is (presumably) no possibility of comple-
uop, the activity of searching cannot indicate the existence of its
object. Furthermore, the alleged “thought”, or whatever could

end the search for a word, might appear in any of a number of
different ways:

I surrender to a mood and the expression comes. Or a picture occurs
to me and I t'ry to describe it. Or an English expression occurs to me
and I try to hit on the corresponding German one. Or I make a gesture,

ancl3 3ass)k myself: What words correspond to this gesture? And so on.
(#
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This variety of occurrences also exposes the futility of believing
that the standard of accomplishment is in the process itself. The
following is perhaps the supreme example of the misapprehension
that mental activity of some sort serves as the determinate guide
to meaningful speech: “someone imagines that one could not
think a sentence with the remarkable word order of German or
Latin just as it stands” (#336). Mental processes evidently give
way to changes in language.

Still there is temptation to see speech originating in a thought
process in which we can discover the correct organization of the
utterance. The interlocuter asks:

But didn’t I already intend the whole construction of the sentence
(for example) at its beginning? So surely it already existed in my mind
before I said it out loud! (#337)

Wittgenstein finds this “a misleading picture of ‘intending’”
(#337), for he would rather have this word refer to a person’s
undertaking to renew an activity that he has already mastered:

If the technique of the game of chess did not exist, I could not intend
to play a game of chess. In so far as I do intend the construction of a
sentence in advance, that is made possible by the fact that I can speak

the language in question. ( #337)

We might add that nowhere in the intention to play would one
presume to find the particular game of chess which followed.
Especially when we consider the variety of forms that speech can
take, and realize that once such a form is spoken all intending
gives way to accomplishment, the confident intention to speak
can be seen as different from the organization of the speech itself.

The next section (#338) continues to emphasize the distance
between an intention and its fulfillment. Wittgenstein wonders why
we wish to call that which is present in addition to the accom-
plished speech (the “thought”) an “incorporeal process which lends
life and sense to speaking” (# 339). It is misleading to think that
we are “acquainted with incorporeal processes” (#2339) and can
then judge whether thinking is one of them. But Wittgenstein does
find plausibility in characterizing thinking as an incorporeal
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process if we were trying to distinguish it from, say, eating (cf.
#339). His only reservation is that this “makes the difference
between the meanings look too slight. (It is like saying: numerals
are actual, and numbers are non-actual objects.)” (#339). The
“thinking” present in the speaking situation refers to the pos-
sibility of a variety of determinate meanings; it is wrong to con-
sider this possibility to be another (but non-actual) accomplished
expression.

The search to isolate the meaningfulness found in a varicty of
language usages led Wittgenstein to investigate inner processes,
expressed most generally as thinking. Such processes seemed to be
more plausible standards of correct speech than were logic or
pictures, because they seemed closer to the movement of speaking
than did a fixed determination. Qur awareness of something in
addition to, or beyond, our actual statements (in such moments
as when we grope for a correct word), further suggested a pre-
existing mental standard. Wittgenstein finds, however, that great
difficulties arise when we try to isolate the meaning in this thinking.
When we turn to investigate our thought in retrospect it seems
“queer” (#428), as if the speaking had been “too quick” (#435)
for us to grasp the thought in it, and yet the meaning was clear;
there was “nothing hidden” (#435) in what was said. Wittgenstein
finds persistence in the belief that there must somewhere be a
hidden process in which the meaning resides to be a return to
allegiance to a picture (cf. p. 223) which enjoys no demonstrable
application. He does find that meaningful speech happens as a
process, in which something occurs to or strikes someone, and
there is an effort to take up and articulate this occurrence as
speech. Because there is no way of knowing usages of speech in
advance, because meaningful speech comes from a situation in
which speech is not the only element, Wittgenstein finds it plausible
to speak of meaning arising in a process. What he objects to is the
attempt to then identify the meaning with the process, and locate
this elusive occurrence in some obscure inner realm. “For no
process could have the consequences of meaning” (p. 218).
Meanings occur as determinate and graspable; processes are
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occurrences of which we can isolate aspects, but which no single
determinate characterization can comprehend. When we say that
an essential constituent of a speaking being is thought or mental
process, we are alluding to our awareness that no single speech or
collection of speeches ever exhausts what can be said; there is no
ground, however, for turning to this strange possibility of speech
for elucidation of particular speeches already uttered.

F. CONCLUSION

The treatment of thinking as a possible determinate standard of
meaning is a culmination of Wittgenstein’s skepticism in that it
reveals the temptation to explore beyond particular meanings for
some sort of ground, and then shows that when pursued this
alleged ground retreats into a vague and elusive realm where
determinate relevance to the original particulars is lost. Such
plausible standards as logic, rules of usage, or pictures were
rejected because their relation to the variety of particular meaning-
ful situations required explanation that was never self-evidently
complete. The formal structures of logic have relevance to only
the propositional aspect of speech, and, like pictures and rules,
always require an interpretation. Because interpretation and ex-
planation are activities which ordinarily find their significance
upon some sort of completion, Wittgenstein finds intolerable and
self-negating the unlimited regress that occurs when one undertakes
to interpret or explain any particular as a determinate standard
of all meanings. Arising with this insight is the realization that
the genuine variety of particulars, which can never be known in
advance, come to be in a process that includes more than the
patticular meanings themselves. Here there is temptation to isolate
what is unique in this process, and to wrongly believe that that
which such things as parrots and Gramophones (cf. #344) lack
is “mental processes” rather than the complex behavior of speaking
men. Wittgenstein reveals this temptation as a wish for yet another
determination, and calls this effort to determine the indeterminate
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aspect a chasing after the “yet uncomprehended process in the yet
unexplored medium” (# 308). Wittgenstein therefore would reject
any determinate general standard of meaning, either pictorial or
verbal, either found, or contrived, or glimpsed within the self, not
on'ly. because it fails to improve upon the existing clarity of the
original meanings, but also because its insistence upon a certain
sort of explanation precludes insight into the matter of the origin
and possibilities of the actually given. Wittgenstein’s skepticism,
fhen, is not a rejection of pictures or any other determination;
indeed, it is in the “change of aspects” of the pictures of the duck
and the rabbit in the curious line drawing that we get an inkling
of }vhat lies behind something we can grasp as particular. Wittgen-
stein’s doubting of the general significance of any particular
standard leads to a more positive approach which takes the
determinations in such a way as to reveal something other than
What is determinate.
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PRIVATE LANGUAGE

A. THE SKEPTICAL BACKGROUND

The central example of the Philosophical Investigations is the
sustained consideration of the possibility of a purely private
language. Beginning close to the literal middle of the book (at
#243), it follows the introduction of all the major skeptical
themes. The “private language problem”, as it has come to be
known, has been the focus of much of the recent discussion of
Wittgenstein. We shall see that this extraordinary topic provides
a transition from the largely negative doubting of fixed, general
standards to a more direct awareness of his central philosophical
insight.

The sections immediately preceding the first mention of private
language recapitulate the problem to be addressed. A lengthy
investigation, ending with Section # 238, tried in vain to discover
a determinate relation between rules and their consequences. It is
fairly obvious that the inconclusiveness, or, indeed, failure of this
effort is typical of the skeptical themes which dominate the first
half of the book. Not only rules, but also pictures and the structures
of logic, are there shown to be inadequate to serve as standards of
meaningful speech. Wittgenstein’s argument in each case depends,
finally, upon an appeal to what he takes as the self-evident variety
of actual examples of speech, a variety that requires that each rule
(or other standard) be accompanied by a specific interpretation
each time its relation to an actual usage of speech is alleged.
Because the number of necessary interpretations is countless,
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Wittgenstein believes that the procedure of beginning with a
determinate standard leads, in the end, to no conclusion.

Wittgenstein ends the discussion of the inadequacy of rules as
standards of speech by transferring the problem to the theme of
sensation words and their objects. A rule is said to be able to
explain all of its consequences only when these consequences are
“selbstverstindlich” (#238). But “selbstversténdlich” is elucidated
only by mentioning the relation of a color word to the color it
names, and this mention is admitted to be insufficient to explain
just what it is to indicate something through a word.

Wittgenstein then gives brief clues to his belief in the active and
self-establishing nature of language. He says the rule-following
belongs to the framework or scaffolding from which our language
works (cf. #240). It is not the rules, but a strange agreement in
“form of life” (#241) that then is said to provide the basic order-
liness of the speaking situation. Instead of explaining this “agrec-
ment”, Wittgenstein abruptly raises a point about what we call
“measuring”. This is the last item before the sections on privacy.

The meaning of “measuring”, Wittgenstein decides, “...is partly
determined by a certain constancy in results of measurement”
(#242). But as the expression itself reveals, there must have
a.lready been some disciplined observations and comparisons
(i.e. Measurements) for the constancy to have been made visible.
Which came first, the activity or the goal? Consider a very young
child being struck, in a vague way, by similarities in things. This
sharpens hjs attention to relative sizes, so he comes to notice
morc?, and finer, regularities. The mutually supporting process
continues, guided ip part by his growing interest in particular
Sor.ts of comparisons (e.g. between two portions of food). At some
point he will learp (probably from adults) that one size can be
taken- 35 a standard by which others may be counted. This under-
standing of counting the units in something’s size (or weight, etc.)
COmes. with a realization of what we call “measuring” and for the
ﬁrst time makes it possible to view an object’s particular “size”
In such a way that it can be authoritatively compared with other
$1zes not present. Now, as adults, we tend to forget the original
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process and think that “measuring” came about because we
needed a name for the natural procedure of counting units of size.
Actually there were no “units of size™ visible until we went through
an elaborate stage-setting which culminated in the meaningful use
of the word “measure”.

In these pre-privacy sections, certain themes emerge from the
apparent confusion: (1) there is a “working” or active character
of language, (2) language is tied to a human *“agreement” which
is more fundamental then usually suspected, and (3) beneath
(or prior to) our present awareness there occurred a process,
usually long forgotten, which Wittgenstein believes should be
uncovered if the deep aspect of meaning is to be revealed. He has
here suggested that language plays an active role in the formation
of what we understand, but that, once achieved, this understanding
loses sight of its origins. One mistake which results is the attempt
to discover an independent criterion or standard for the meaning
of language. At this point Wittgenstein introduces the notion

of a private language.

B. HYPERBOLIC PRIVACY AND SENSATIONS

The first thing to consider is the odd status of the privacy example.
Wittgenstein asks not whether a private language does or could
exist, but whether it would be even thinkable (“Wre aber auch
eine Sprache denkbar,...”) (#243). Furthermore:

“The individual words of this language are to refer to what can only

be known to the person speaking; to his immediate private sensations.
So another person cannot understand the language.” (#243)

This private language is a hyperbolic notion introduced to make
a particular point, but owing to the question of whether it is itself
even thinkable, it cannot be taken as a literal example for direct
consideration. How does one “take” such a hyperbole, if he cannot
presume to be able to think it? The answer can be found in the

next few sections.
Wittgenstein returns to the discussion of actual language, asking
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how words refer to sensations. He finds the problem to lie not in
the fact that such connections do exist, which is undisputed, but
rather in how the connection between the name and that which is
named is originally established. According to Wittgenstein: “This
question is the same as: how does a human being learn the meaning
of the names of sensations?” (#244). Because of the frequency
in the Philosophical Investigations of the word “similar” (“dihn-
liche”) it is of especial interest that he uses the stronger word
“same” (“gleiche”) in this important context. Thus, Wittgenstein
hopes to penetrate an opaque surface of language by turning his
attention to the process of its coming to be:
“Words are connected with the primitive, the natural, expressions of
the sensation and used in their place. A child has hurt himself and
he cries; and then adults talk to him and teach him exclamations and,
later, sentences. They teach the child a new pain-behaviour.” (#244)
To the interlocutor’s “So you are saying that the word ‘pain’
really means crying?” (#244), Wittgenstein replies, “On the
contrary: the verbal expression of pain replaces crying and does
not describe it” (#244). These remarks suggest that Wittgenstein
opposes the view that one may take the natural relationship
be.tween pre-verbal crying and its cause as the model for the relation-
ship between “pain” and pain. Otherwise, it would be as if learning
:Z ;Ii)::l:sc\};iniec:‘ nothing in the situation of pa‘in-beha\‘/ior, except
the concepti; S Tor its natural components. W{ttgensteln criticizes
componens. ‘r‘lFof language as a neutral bridge between such
to get betwe.en or how can I go so far as to try to use language
questioned o Pam and its expression? (#.245). Ea}’ller he had
propositional 4 ---tendency to as:ume a pure intermediary between
Section #242'"3 and the fact§ (#94). . .
“impure” rely cax? now elucidate Wittgenstein’s notion of the
onship of language and fact. A pre-verbal infant
may already acquire some power to suppress or conceal his pain
exaggerate his cpy: . . s pain,
} Tying, or otherwise begin to control his pain-
expression. As }?1'8 Powers of expression increase, more differentia-
tions can OCCUr in what yag once an unbroken natural conjunction
of crying and Certain congisions of the body. Once he has mastered
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specch, he can incorporate pain into a very large number of
situations; e.g. he can use it by suppressing it in order to be
thought brave, or he can virtually ignore it in favor of another
concern. Precisely speaking, the pre-verbal process is replaced
(cf. the “ersetzt” of #244) by one in which mastery of expression
is achieved. In what way can the prior, undifferentiated process
be said to be the ground of speech about pain, for the latter now
scems to be a distinction which arose only in speaking? Failure
to perceive such a ground leads to the remarkable suggestion that
pain, as distinct from crying, is something that arises from a process
of which expression is a necessary part, and accounts for the
difficulty in trying to state the place of language “between” pain
and expression. The implication of these sections is that what
we know as pain, i.e. something we can attend to, speak about,
or otherwise take a distance from, was generated when we learned
to express ourselves. That is, through language we have the power
to “gather up” a bodily disturbance into a locality and treat it as
something that is distinct, that can be counted; whereas in pre-
verbal experience the disturbance immediately disappears into
motion of the limbs, tears, etc. The gestures and squeals of a
growing infant can then be seen to be intermediate steps in the
process of mastering the disturbances. Each expressive refinement
does more to localize, delimit, clarify, and, indeed, characterize
them, until the process culminates in the actual identification
of a “hurt” or “pain”.

Because this generation cannot be accounted for by the pre-
verbal, non-differentiated situation which it replaces, and because
the object of expression and the expression arose in the same
movement, there results an odd relation between the word “pain”
and the sensation of pain. To an adult, word and object appear
separate, or only contingently related, because their original
togetherness has become obscured. Indeed, the hidden “deep
aspect” is the absolutely central original event, the event in which
there was a necessary connection between language and its object.
This odd necessity persists; for instance, it is evidenced by our
ability to identify a sensation by means of a word. However, due
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to the almost inevitable forgetting of these original moments, the
understanding encounters stubborn difficulties when it reflects
upon the question of meaning. One such difficulty, the problems
attending the belief that sensations are essentially private, is
investigated in the sections immediately following.

Wittgenstein’s remarks here are typical of what has become
known as the therapeutic aspect of his work; and, in fact, the claim
that the philosopher “treats” a question (#255), rather than
answering it, is found in this discussion. What (pathological ?)
notions could lead to the belief that sensations are private, he
asks, for “other people very often know when I am in pain”
(#246). The interlocuter points out that other people cannot know
with my certainty. Wittgenstein replies that there seems to be no
difference between saying that I know I have pain, and that I have
pain. Is “knowledge” a concept that is inapplicable to one’s
relation to his own pain? But if one does not know his own pain
and does not feel the pain of others, what is the basis of people’s
ability to understand, and speak about, their own and each other’s
experiences? Bringing the problem to this acute form is a way of
showing the importance of the origins of sensations, as implied
in section # 244,

These origins become prominent if we consider the reason why
the immediate relation a person has to his own pains is precisely
the basis for understanding the pains of others. That is to say that
something of having pain is to be included in knowing another’s
pain, in order to know it as pain. This requires that something in
his pain and my pain be the same. But what? Here we return to
§ect10n #244, where what we call pain was seen to be generated
In a process that required, in addition to a certain condition of
the quy, the.mastery of the use of language. Because this lan-
guage is publfc Or impersonal, to the extent that it participates
in ﬂ.le ge.neratlon of our awareness of pain, to the extent that the
bodily C?lStUIbaﬂce is gathered up and given form in the process
of lea.r ning to speak that word, a basis is provided for our under-
sta'ndmg the pains of others. 1t is “pain” that is common to your

pain and my pain. Because sensation is actually characterized by
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expression, those sharing the means of expression can know the
character of the pain of others as they know their own. And
because the condition of the body is also a factor in a pain-
situation, the awareness of others’ pain can never be identical
to the awarencss of one’s own.

The theme of the multiple origins of sensation is developed in
the next few sections. Wittgenstein finds the contribution of the
body to the generation of pain to be so obvious, and the usually
obscured contribution of language to be so important, that he is
quite impatient with solemn pronouncements to the effect that
sensations are private (cf. #248). There follows a brief reference
to the complex differentiation that the ability to speak can introduce
into our experience, in this case the ability to simulate sensation
or emotion (cf. # s 249-250). The next section opposes the conten-
tion that “I can’t imagine the opposite” (#251) supports the
thesis that pains are private. Wittgenstein replies that under
examination it very often turns out that one also cannot imagine
the thing itself (e.g. “every rod has a length”) (#251). Because
there arc at least two sources in the generation of sensation, it is
impossible to univocally characterize it as either external or in-
ternal, although we “can’t imagine” it not being private or not
being the meaningful object of a public language.

Wittgenstein goes on to explicate more fully the notion of the
“sameness” of various pains. We have seen that the impersonal,
linguistic contribution to the origin of sensations accounts for the
degree to which likeness holds true. “In so far as it makes sense
to say that my pain is the same as his, it is also possible for us both
to have the same pain” (#253). The next sentence parenthetically
reminds us that pain also has a bodily origin. The following
section (#254) then speaks morc generally about the confusion
arising from the multiple origin of sensations. Although their
source in a common language allows us to speak of two pains as
the same, the substitution of “identical” in this place is un-
warranted, because of the bodily contribution. Talk of “identical”
implies that in the end there is some single source of sensation,
the exact expression of which being the object of the philosopher’s
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search. Wittgenstein finds this adherence to the clarity of a single
aspect of a phenomenon to be typical of the sort of misunderstand-
ing the philosopher must work to undo. He does not deny the
existence of these aspects, which appear as facts; indeed he calls
them the “raw material” (#254) of philosophy. They stand in
need of a special treatment, however, to be seen anew each as a
contributor to something of which it does not comprise the
whole.

Following the aphoristic section (#255) relating philosophy to
therapy, Wittgenstein renews explicit consideration of privacy.
He insists that the sensation-words in a private language would
necessarily stand for things quite different from the objects of
such words in our actual language, for these latter are “...tied up
with my natural expressions of sensations” (#256), and therefore
not private. Because all sensations that we do know are not purely
Private, since they arose in a process that included the contribution
of expression, our private language will have to name sensations
that occur with no natural expression, to which I “simply asso-
ciate” (#256) names. But what would it mean to employ a name
that nobody else could understand ?

What is at stake here is Wittgenstein’s ability to make visible the
Ori.ginal moment when actual language and its object came into
being, and, by this interpretation, the connection between word
and meaning established. Failing such an insight, one would
continue to regard sensations (and everything else) as “natural”
objects, to which language gives neutral names and descriptions.
Here is where a hyperbolic privacy reenters the argument, to force
thfa reader to an unaccustomed vantage point from which he may
glimpse the connection of words and objects. The next section
(#258) thus revives the private language, in the form of a “certain
sensation” and its private name “E”. Wittgenstein “first of a]l”
(#258) would remark that a definition of this “E” admits of no
expression. He goes on to argue that the complete privacy of the
sensation entails the impossibility of distinguishing between a case
of it seeming that “g” has occurred and it actually occurring,.
He says that “...we can’t talk about ‘right’” (#258) in the identi-
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fication of “E” because there is no conceivable way it could prove
wrong. Further, this same absence of a criterion prevents us from
meaningfully incorporating “E” into another context, such as
being entered on a calendar (cf. #260) or correlated with mano-
meter indications of blood pressure (cf. #270). What is the basis
of Wittgenstein’s belief that in the face of such a thing as “E” we
must suspend our ordinary credibility? Why must our ability to
remember something, or knowledgeably recognize it, be connected
with our being able to speak of it in some way? Let us first get
clear about the precise character of the “E” example that seems
to lead to these unusual conclusions. But as we try to approach it,
it slips away; it cannot so much as admit of the determinacy to be
called a “sensation”, or even that I “have something” (#261),
for this already is public articulation. As we strive to find within
ourselves a pure example of the hyperbolic “E” we are forced
to a more and more vanishing occurrence; suddenly it is obvious
that there is nothing inside us with such an arbitrary relation to
language; finally there occurs a turning in thought to see the active
contribution of expression in the constitution of beings. Indeed,
in the case of a real sensation, one cannot speak of bestowing
a name in the manner of the “E” example; strangely enough, one
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