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The Essential in a Proposition: Reading that which is Common to

Tractatus 3.341-3.344

Marco Ambra

Siena, Italy | marcoambra86@gmail.com

Abstract

In Tractatus 3.34 Wittgenstein asserted the difference between essential and accidental features possessed by a proposition.
He developed this difference on 3.341, 3.342, 3.343 and 3.344, a group of propositions characterized by a range of formal and
textual assonances. In this article | show how we cannot understand the coherent and harmonic development of these sen-
tences if we will read proposition 3.34 and succeeding by asserting them as single pieces of evidence. This issue arises only if
we look at 3.341-3.344 not in the sequence showed by the published editions of the Tractatus, but as a level of detail in a hyper-
text, according to Luciano Bazzocchi’'s hermeneutical tree-like reading.

To the core of the Tractatus Logico-philosophicus (Witt-
genstein 1961), while he was probing in deeper identity
between logical picture of facts and thought, Wittgenstein
itemized the implications of the perceptible expression of
the thought trough propositional sign. Among these impli-
cations, proposition 3.3 shows an unequivocal semicolon
to convey different representational tasks performed by
proposition and name: only the first one has a sense, by
representing a manifold portion of the world, instead
names are involved within the proposition like links in a
chain and denote objects. In other words Wittgenstein
means proposition as a complex formed by sections denot-
ing something: it allowed to the proposition itself to project
its sense on the world. This relationship shows up from the
perceptible disguise, written or sound, by means the pro-
positional sign express its sense (3.32) and produce phi-
losophical misunderstandings and misapprehension
(3.324) due to the fact that different symbols - i.e. proposi-
tions representing distinct states of affairs - may share the
same propositional sign (3.321). As Wittgenstein lapidary
says in 3.322 “the sign is arbitrary” (willkirlich).

Nevertheless we could avoid or eventually reduce
chances of misunderstanding employing a relevant sym-
bolism, such as fregean Begriffsschrift, a symbolism which
obey to the rules of logical syntax (3.325). In order to get
this elucidating target we could be able to discern within
the proposition what is the accidental appearance from
what arise in its logical analysis and as result represents
its immanent essential features (McGinn 2006, 172). As
Brian McGuinness wrote, Wittgenstein “wants to bring out
in the Tractatus that philosophy and logic have to do not
with a special realm of objects but with the necessary fea-
tures of language — that is to say of any language whatso-
ever” (McGuinness 2002, 86).

We cannot understand this coherent development if we
will read proposition 3.34 and succeeding by asserting
single proposition as single pieces of evidence; this issue
arise only if we look at 3.341-3.344 as a level of detail in a
hypertext. On this way proposition 3.34 stand for the fourth
comment to the link 3.3, in turn linked with the cardinal
proposition 3. A hermeneutical approach hypertext-based
is claimed in Luciano Bazzocchi's tree-like edition of the
Tractatus (Wittgenstein 2014). On this hermeneutical way
Wittgensten’s masterpiece must be read following the
numbering system appointed by the lonely asterisked note
to proposition 1:

The decimal numbers assigned to the individual propo-
sitions indicate the logical importance [Gewicht] of the

propositions — the stress laid on them in my exposition.
The propositions n.1, n.2, n.3, etc. are comments on
propositions no. n; the propositions n.m1, n.m2, etc. are
comments on propositions no. n.m; and so on. (Witt-
genstein 1961, 7).

This reading order should reflect composition of previous
and manifold thoughts on logic, nature of language, world,
ethic and philosophy, that Wittgenstein remarked in his
notebooks since 1913 (Sullivan and Potter, 2013; Kang,
2005). Otherwise, Bazzocchi says that tree-like develop-
ment of the work is attested by the numerical progression
attendant Nachlass manuscript known as Ms104, partly
published as Prototractatus (Wittgenstein 1971), that was
the result, and the testimony, of an accurate work of refin-
ing and tuning, carried on from spring 1915 until summer
1918. This is to say that Tractatus is not a traditional se-
quential book but a hierarchical object composed following
a top-down strategy (Bazzocchi 2015). Starting from page
28 of Ms104 Wittgenstein collected many notes while he
was realising the perspicuous tree-like version of the Trac-
tatus manuscript in a “summary on scattered sheets”
(Wittgenstein 1974, 64; Bazzocchi 2006). Thereafter, the
reader must look at text following this logical-tree in order
to grasp its systematic model and its consistency, sliding
from the seven cardinal sentences to their limbs, recogniz-
ing their importance or as Wittgenstein says their “logical
importance” by means of the numbering system. As Peter
Hacker put the question:

The Tractatus is not the presentation of a logical sys-
tem, but of a logico-philosophical treatise (Abhandlung)
concerned above all with the essence of representation
in general and with the essential nature of the proposi-
tion in particular, with logic, its nature and its meta-
physical presuppositions and implications, and with the
limits of language (Hacker 2015).

Hence, the limb 3.341-3.344, concerning the essential fea-
tures in a proposition, must be situated within the frame of
the remarks on 3.3 - i.e. sentences 3.31-3.35 — whereby
which Wittgenstein probes the dissimilarity passing among
the representative task of the propositional sign and the
denoting one of the names. However, if we read the limb
3.341-3.344 in the sequential order of the published text,
we should break the limb by reading in its core two sen-
tences: 3.3411, concerning the “real name", as the name
that all symbols have in common to signify an object and
3.3421, a remark about how possibility is philosophically
important for a method of symbolizing. In one of the last
accounts about the philosophical frame of the Tractatus,
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Matthew Ostrow supports a sort of sequential reading of
that kind (Ostrow 2004, 72): sentences 3.341-3.3411 are
treated like “the culmination of the discussion of the 3s”.
From their sequential reading Ostrow elicits, in a very anti-
realist hermeneutical approach, that “the “essential” in a
symbol or expression is just another way of speaking of its
Bedeutung”, then names - linked each other within the
proposition — will not signify objects “in an ordinary sense
of the term but an internal feature of our own language”.
Reading 3.341-3.3411 as a sequence, Ostrow is led to link
“the essential” of the first sentence with the remark on the
“real name” in the second, misleading on this way what
Wittgenstein really means.

On the contrary we should read 3.341 as the first sen-
tence of a limb flowing in 3.344 that concerns a deeper
study about what Wittgenstein means with essential fea-
tures in a proposition. Only in this case we can appreciate
the overall harmonic impression:

3.341 The essential in a proposition is therefore that
which is common to all propositions which can express
the same sense.

And in the same way in general the essential in a sym-
bol is that which all symbols which can fulfil the same
purpose have in common.

3.342 In our notations there is indeed something arbi-
trary, but this is not arbitrary, namely that if we have de-
termined  anything  arbitrarily, then  something
else mustbe the case. (This results from
the essence of the notation.)

3.343 Definitions are rules for the translation of one
language into another. Every correct symbolism must
be translatable into every other according to such rules.
It is this which all have in common.

3.344 What signifies in the symbol is what is common
to all those symbols by which it can be replaced accord-
ing to the rules of logical syntax.

Reading 3.341-3.344 as an unitary limb disclose us a
range of formal correspondences which shows the co-
gency of an overall reading, in which the single elements
concur to model the sense and the shape of the whole se-
guence. On the upper limb, 3.31-3.35, Wittgenstein has
defined symbol or expression every element that identify
the sense of the proposition, this is to say proposition itself
in its entirety. Now, on lower limb 3.341-3.344, he opens
and closes itemizing “that which is in common to all propo-
sitions” (3.341) or “what is in common to all those symbols”
(3.344), as expression of “the essential” (das Wesentliche)
in a proposition. So, what is common to all propositions,
their essential, is something (this, that occurs in 3.342-
3.343) which allows to translate a proposition from a sym-
bolism to another. As the use of the italic emphasizes in
3.342-3.343, “this” denotes what within the symbolism is
not arbitrary: the rules of translation from a symbolism to
another, definitions by means we can recognize the sense
of a proposition independently from its accidental features,
in other words what is the essence of the symbolism.

Hence “what is in common to all those symbols” (3.344)
is what allows them to “fulfill the same purpose have in
common” (3.341), this is to say the rules of the logical
analysis. In a strictly argumentative sequence Wittgenstein
is going to identify the essential features of proposition
from what is in common to those all symbols which have
the same expressive purpose (3.3.41), to what in a sym-
bolism is not arbitrary (3.342). Therefore allows translate a
symbol from a kind of symbolism to another without dis-
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guising its sense (3.343). Finally concludes that the rules
of translation of all those symbols which have in common
the same sense independently from the symbolism by
means we are expressing their sense are the rules of the
logical syntax (3.344). In order to get completeness and an
organic model Wittgenstein opens and closes the limb dis-
cussing what is in common to all those symbols sharing
the same purpose, first checking this point on the level of
the internal relations between symbols within the same
kind of symbolism and then spreading this check to all
possible kind of symbolism. He gets this purpose trough a
textual formal game grounded on repeats (“which is in
common to all propositions/what is in common to all those
symbols”), mirroring (“rules of translation/rules of logical
syntax”), emphatic use of the italic (“this/this, essence”).

If we take back the sequential reading we should read
after proposition 3.342 3.3421, misleading the intentional
mirroring between the italic of “this” in 3.342 e that one in
3.343. On this way we should read the “thousandth” note
linked to the limb 3.341-3.344 not as a stoppage on the
devious route of the page, but as a deeper and inclusive
point of view about 3.341-3.344 themes. Accordingly to
this 3.3411 moves deeper its point of view on the essential
features in a proposition passing from the thematic level of
the proposition to that of the “real name”, instead 3.3421
spreads the sight again as it concerns the philosophical
significance of possibility for a method of symbolizing. By
breaking 3.341-3.344 limb with these two sentences, the
sequential reading enables us to catch the sophisticated
formal plot by means of which Wittgenstein shows “the
essential” in the proposition.

Moreover, the chronology and the location of the limb
3.341-3.344 in the proceeding of the Wittgenstein's com-
position work confirm the overall reading showed above
(Bazzocchi 2010, 91ff). 3.341 is wrote for the first time on
page 25 of the Ms104, previously that Wittgenstein had
started to arrange the sentences according to numbering
order. It was “broke” in two different sentences: the first
one from “The essential in a proposition” to “have in com-
mon” was marked with number 3.24, the second from “And
in the same way” to the end was instead marked with
3.241. Reading Ms104 over and over we can find at page
44 the sentence that on the Tractatus has the code 3.342
but here is recovered from a note dictated to Moore in April
1914 and has the code 3.242. At page 50 lies a sentence
marked with 3.25, that on Ms104 ends 3.2s limb: it will be-
come proposition 3.343. Finally, at page 55 we reach to
3.251, the last proposition on our limb, that is to say 3.344
of the Tractatus.

Therefore, all these remarks are elements of a system
that originally, maybe starting from spring 1915, was
marked in Ms104 with 3.2s codes. Distance and appar-
ently chaos by means of Wittgenstein noted these sen-
tences on Ms104 indicate the proceeding of a composition
in fieri and its great author's compositional work. Wittgen-
stein could not stray and at the same time get the overall
harmonic result arising from 3.341-3.344 only if arranging
its masterpiece had with him a tree-like text in which put-
ting its numbering marked remarks.
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schlechten Lebens.“— Ludwig Wittgensteins Suche nach dem Sinn
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Abstract

Ludwig Wittgenstein gezielt in den Kontext des grof3en Kriegs von 1914-1918 zu stellen, der sich seit dem letzten Jahr nun zum
hundertsten Male jahrt, ist &uRBerst reizvoll: Denn Wittgensteins Erleben dieses Kriegs, den wir heute den Ersten Weltkrieg nen-
nen, ist derart maf3geblich fir dessen Philosophie, dass insbesondere der Tractatus als Frihwerk kaum ohne das einschlagige

Ereignis denkbar ist.

Im Frihsommer 1914 lassen weder Wittgensteins
Tagebuch noch seine Briefe erahnen, dass er sich wenige
Wochen spéter als Soldat an der Front wiederfinden wird.
Von der aufkommenden Kriegsgefahr ist in den Eintradgen
ebenso wenig wie von einer Kriegseuphorie zu spiren. Im
Juni 1914 wohnt er auf der Hochreith, dem Landhaus der
groRbirgerlichen Familie in Niederdsterreich, wo er den
Frihsommer verbringen will. Erst im Spatsommer ist ein
Urlaub mit seinem Freund David Pinsent angedacht. Im
Herbst plant er nach Norwegen zu reisen, um das selbst
entworfene neu gebaute Holzhaus zu beziehen und seine
in Cambridge bei Bertrand Russell begonnenen Studien
fertig zu stellen. Selbst nach dem Attentat auf den
Osterreichischen Thronfolger und seine Gattin sowie nach
den ersten Truppenmobilisierungen beschéaftigen sich
Wittgenstein  und Pinsent in ihrer Korrespondenz
vornehmlich mit ihren Reiseplanen (vgl. Monk 1992, 123).
Nur beildufig erwéahnt Pinsent am 29.7.14 in einem Brief,
indem er den Treffpunkt am 24. August in London
bestatigt, dass sie Vvielleicht ,n Anbetracht des
européischen Sébelrasselns” nicht nach Andorra fahren
sollten, da die Ruckkehr Schwierigkeiten bereiten kénnte
(vgl. Pinsent 1994, 164f).

Der Einbruch des Weltkriegs in
Wittgensteins Alltag

Offensichtlich waren sowohl Ludwig Wittgenstein als auch
sein Umfeld bei Kriegsbeginn davon ausgegangen, dass
dieser in Uberschaubarer Zeit, einem Intermezzo gleich,
beendet ware. Dafir spricht die Unbekiimmertheit mit der
die Urlaubspléane forciert wurden. Die nachfolgenden Brie-
fe und Tagebucheintrage bestatigen dies ebenso. Die
GriiBe in den Schreiben sind anfanglich meist mit der
Hoffnung auf baldiges Wiedersehen verbunden, etwas,
was mit zunehmender Kriegsdauer zugunsten des abstrak-
teren Wunsches auf ein Wiedersehen verschwindet. En
passant teilt Wittgenstein Ludwig von Ficker seinen
Kriegseintritt am 14.8.14 in einem Nebensatz mit: ,Ich
mochte Ihnen nur mitteilen, daB ich freiwillig auf Kriegs-
dauer zum Militdr gegangen bin und dal? meine Adresse
fur eventuelle Mitteilungen jetzt ist: Festungsartillerie Re-
giment Nr. 2, 2. Kader, Krakau.“ (CLF 1969, 14)

Kritischere Toéne werden erst von Pinsent im Dezember
1914 angeschlagen: ,Ich finde es grofartig von Dir, daf
Du freiwillig eingeriickt bist — aber schrecklich tragisch,
daR so etwas uberhaupt nétig ist.“ (Pinsent 1994, 166) Im
Mérz 1915 wird letzterem langsam die verfahrene Lage
bewusst: ,Ich bete zu Gott, dal} diese schreckliche Trago-
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die bald zu Ende ist und sehne mich danach, Dich wieder-
zusehen.” (ebd., 169) Im Mai 1916 erreicht der Kriegshor-
ror endgultig den Briefwechsel der beiden Freunde, denn
Pinsents Bruder war gefallen. Auch Wittgenstein erlebte
die Grausamkeit des Kriegs hautnah, wie ein Kommentar
Pinsents verdeutlicht: ,[E]s tut mir so schrecklich leid fur
Dich, wenn ich von Dir vernehme, daf Du kirzlich schwe-
re Zeiten durchzumachen gehabt hast.“ (ebd., 174)
Zugleich sieht Pinsent sich bemiRigt, Wittgenstein zu ver-
sichern, dass der Krieg ihrer Vaterlander nicht ihre Bezie-
hung tangiere: ,Der Krieg kann unsere personlichen Ver-
bindungen nicht andern, eigentlich hat er gar nichts mit
personlichen Verbindungen zu tun.” (ebd., 174)

Die Wucht, mit der der Weltkrieg verspatet, aber dann
massiv und unmittelbar in das Leben Ludwig Wittgen-
steins, seiner Familie und Freunde eingriff, zeigt deren
Defizit an politischem Interesse im Vorfeld. Nach dem Tod
des Vaters war Politik im Hause Wittgenstein kein Thema
mehr. Wahrend der Geschéaftsmann Karl Wittgenstein ein
Sensorium fur Umwalzungen besaf3, wie der Transfer ei-
nes Grofiteils seines Vermdgens nach dem Rickzug aus
dem Geschéftsleben in die Vereinigten Staaten bewies,
wodurch er es vor den kriegsbedingten Vermdgensverlus-
ten sowie der Inflation rettete, wurde nach dessen Tod
1913 die kinstlerisch orientierte Familie unverhofft von
den politischen Ereignissen getroffen (vgl. Vossenkuhl
1995, 20).

Vom Vater, einem Eisen- und Stahlmagnat, erbte Ludwig
ein betrachtliches Vermégen. Am 14.7.14 schreibt der jun-
ge GroRRerbe an Ludwig von Ficker, Herausgeber der
Innsbrucker Zeitschrift Der Brenner, und bietet an, etwa
ein Drittel seines Erbes zur Verfugung zu stellen, wenn
dieser die Summe an unbemittelte Kiinstler nach seinem
Gutdunken verteile. (Wuchterl/HUbner 1998, 21; 51) An
dem Wochenende, als sich Wittgenstein mit von Ficker
Uber die Zuteilung der Spende beriet, entschied sich die
Zukunft Osterreich-Ungarns: Am 23. Juli wurde Serbien
ein Ultimatum bis zum 25. Juli gestellt. Am 28. Juli erklarte
Osterreich-Ungarn Serbien den Krieg. Bevor Wittgenstein
fur sein Vaterland einriickte, soll er versucht haben, dieses
— vermutlich in Richtung Norwegen oder England — zu ver-
lassen. Als ihm die Ausreise verwehrt wurde, meldete er
sich kurzerhand freiwillig zur Armee (vgl. Monk 1992, 124;
128f). Dies zeigt, dass Wittgenstein weder kriegsbegeistert
zur Landesverteidigung eilte, noch als Kriegsgegner sich
diesem entziehen wollte. Der Krieg war fur ihn wohl eine
Art schicksalhafte Vorsehung.
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Wittgenstein war am 7.8.14 als Soldat eingezogen und
einem Atrtillerieregiment nahe Krakau zugeteilt worden, wo
er bereits zwei Tage spater stationiert war (vgl. McGuin-
ness 1988, 210f; vgl. Iven 2002, 107). Im Verlauf des
Kriegs wurde er hoch dekoriert, erhielt diverse Tapfer-
keitsmedaillen und Uberstand diesen korperlich unver-
sehrt. 1916 wurde er zum Offizier ernannt. Zuerst an der
Ostfront eingesetzt, wurde er im Méarz 1918 an die italieni-
sche Front verlegt, wo er Anfang November in Kriegsge-
fangenschaft geriet. Wahrend des Kriegs schrieb er an
den Studien weiter, die er 1911/12 in Cambridge unter
Russell in Angriff genommen hatte und die als Tractatus
Weltruhm erlangen sollten. Noch an der Front beendete er
im August 1918 sein einziges zu Lebzeiten veroffentlichtes
Buch (vgl. Wright, 84; 97).

Die Suche nach Heilung durch den Krieg

Wittgensteins Credo im Krieg lasst sich seinem Tagebuch
vom 8.7.16 entnehmen: ,Wer glicklich ist, der darf keine
Furcht haben. Auch nicht vor dem Tode.” (TB 8.7.16.) Die
Todesangst ist der Indikator fir eine moralisch falsche Le-
bensfiihrung, denn ,[d]ie Furcht vor dem Tode ist das bes-
te Zeichen eines falschen, d.h. schlechten Lebens.” (ebd.)
Dieses falsch geflihrte Leben begriindet sich darin, dass
derjenige, der ,den Zweck des Daseins“ erfillt, ,keinen
Zweck auRer dem Leben mehr braucht.” (TB 6.7.16.) Hier-
in folgt Wittgenstein Dostojewski, der betont, ,dal} der,
welcher glicklich ist, den Zweck des Daseins erfillt.”
(ebd.)

Dieses Leitmotiv, welches Wittgenstein im Kriegsverlauf
zwischen Todessehnsucht und -verachtung oszillieren lief3,
war die Grundlage seines Kriegsvoluntarismus. Er war
weder kriegsbegeistert noch bewunderte er militérische
Herrlichkeit. Es war auch kein Hurra-Patriotismus, der ihn
zum Militardienst bewegte. Vielmehr war es der Wunsch
nach Selbstpriifung, ob er angesichts des Todes um sein
Leben furchten wirde und demnach ein ,falsches Leben*
fuhrte. Ihm ging es um Selbstreinigung im christlichen Sin-
ne der Bul3e, des Opfers und der reinigenden Vergebung.
Die Geheimen Tagebuicher belegen dies.

Hierin unterscheidet sich Wittgenstein von vielen intellek-
tuellen Zeitgenossen, die aufgrund des gefuhlten Nieder-
gangs von Zivilisation und Kultur den Krieg als ,reinigen-
des Gewitter* herbeisehnten, aus der eine neue Gesell-
schaft hervorgehen sollte, die die Uberkommenen gesell-
schaftlichen Zwénge und Normen beseitigen, neue gesell-
schaftliche Kréafte wecken und sozialen Ausgleich ermdgli-
chen sollte (vgl. Dogramaci/Weimar 2014). Er erhoffte sich
vom Krieg keine Verdnderung der bestehenden Verhalt-
nisse. Ihm ging es ausschlieBlich um ,eine Feuerprobe des
Charakters eben darum, weil so viel Kraft dazu gehort, die
gute Stimmung + die Energie nicht zu verlieren.” (GT
1992, 14)

Wittgenstein wollte moralischen Rigorismus in christli-
cher Tradition in sich vereinen, um den richtigen Weg im
Leben zu finden. Es waren persénliche Motive, die Witt-
genstein in den Krieg ziehen lieRen, nicht um Osterreich
zu dienen, sondern um ein gutes Leben zu filhren und sich
selbst zu lautern (vgl. GT 1992, 74). Gemein mit vielen
Intellektuellen ist ihm, dass sie auf den Schlachtfeldern
physische und psychische Grenzsituationen erleben woll-
ten, die sie als Erfahrung bereichern sowie neue Erkennt-
nisse stiften sollten.

Fir Wittgenstein war dem Sinn des Lebens weder mit ra-
tionalen noch mit kognitiven Mitteln beizukommen. Erst der
Krieg gab seiner Existenz die Intensitdt, die die Klarung

der Lebensfrage erforderte. Insofern betrachtete er diesen
als Chance: ,Jetzt ware mir Gelegenheit gegeben, ein an-
standiger Mensch zu sein, denn ich stehe vor dem Tod
Aug in Auge. Moge der Geist mich erleuchten.” (GT 1992,
22) Die Angst um das eigene Leben stand wie z.B. am
24.7.16 selten im Vordergrund: ,Werden beschossen. Und
bei jedem Schuss zuckt meine Seele zusammen. Ich
mochte so gerne noch weiter leben!* (GT 1992, 73) Noch
nachdrucklicher wenige Tage spater am 29.7.:

Wurde gestern beschossen. War verzagt. Ich hatte
Angst vor dem Tode. Solch einen Wunsch habe ich
jetzt, zu leben! Und es ist schwer, auf das Leben zu
verzichten, wenn man es / einmal gern hat. Das ist
eben ,Slnde", unverniinftiges Leben, falsche Lebens-
auffassung. (GT 1992, 74)

Todesangst wird hierbei mit Schuld gleichgesetzt, zugleich
wird das nackte Grauen und die Todesnéhe als existen-
zielle Grenzerfahrung niichtern emotionslos abgehandelt,
gewissermallen sublimiert: ,Wittgenstein hat sich dem
Krieg mit einer bis ins Autististische gesteigerten Emoti-
onslosigkeit gendhert, dem Primat des Abstrakten, der
strengen Objektivierung, des mathematisch-logischen Kal-
kiils folgend. Er schien somit die Tugenden und Fahigkei-
ten eines neuen intellektuellen’ Kampfers entwickelt zu
haben, so wie sie Wucht und Destruktionsgewalt des
technologiebestimmten, modernen, anonymisierten Ma-
schinenkrieges gleichsam aus sich heraus erforderten.”
(Maderthaner/Hochedlinger 2013, 21f)

Die von Wittgenstein bis zum Lebensende angestrebte
Selbstreinigung hatte geradezu pathologische Zige.
Selbst aus dem Gefangenenlager schreibt er seiner
Schwester Hermine am 25.6.19: ,Ich arbeite nicht und
denke immer daran, ob ich einmal ein anstandiger Mensch
sein werde und wie ich es anstellen soll.“ (McGuinness et
al. 1996, 61) Am 18.7.19 antwortet sie: ,Dass Du Dich ab-
argerst und abstrapazierst ein anstandiger Mensch zu
sein, freut und krénkt mich gleichzeitig; denn ich weiss,
dass das bei Dir zur fixen Idee wird, dass nur die Leute mit
fixen ldeen etwas aussergewdhnliches Zustande bringen,
dass aber so ein Mensch mit einer fixen Idee, der er natir-
lich nie gentigen kann, meistens unglucklich und fir seine
Umgebung — sofern sie nicht in seiner Richtung sich be-
wegt — verloren ist.” (ebd., 62)

Zweifelsohne war es Wittgensteins fixe Idee, ein bedeu-
tendes philosophisches Werk zu hinterlassen. Der Krieg
legte einerseits von auf3en einen von ihm begrifRten
Selbstdisziplinierungszwang auf, andererseits war es sein
eiserner Kampf um geistiges Arbeiten im Kriegsgesche-
hen, der ihm half, die volle Strecke des Weltkriegs zu
Uberstehen. Letztlich war die philosophische Arbeit die
grundlegende Bedingung fir ihn, um das Leben an den als
galizische Todesgruben bezeichneten Frontabschnitten
Uberhaupt ertragen zu kodnnen. Zugleich diente der Krieg
als ultimative Inspirationsquelle, um ,ein anderer Mensch
zu werden, eine religidse Erfahrung zu machen, die sein
Leben unwiderruflich verandern wirde.” (Monk 1992, 130)

Der Krieg als ,,Garungsstoff fir’'s Arbeiten®

Bereits in der ersten Kriegstagebucheintragung vom
9.8.14 heil3t es: ,Werde ich jetzt arbeiten kdénnen?? Bin
gespannt auf mein kommendes Leben.” (GT 1992, 14)
Geradezu besessen wird der Krieg Wittgenstein zum Mit-
tel, um zum Wesen der Welt vorzudringen. Anfanglich wird
jede freie Minute in die Arbeit am Manuskript gesteckt: ,Ich
kann in einer Stunde sterben, ich kann in zwei Stunden
sterben, ich kann in einem Monat sterben oder erst in ein
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paar Jahren. Ich kann es nicht wissen und nichts dafur
oder dagegen tun: So ist dieses Leben. Wie muf3 ich also
leben, um in jedem Augenblick zu bestehen?* (GT 1992,
28)

Trotz des Festhaltens an der Arbeit als Suche nach dem
Lebenssinn war Wittgenstein wahrend des Kriegs selbst-
mordgeféhrdet, wie die Geheimen Tagebucher dokumen-
tieren. Wie er Ficker am 24.7.15 verriet, rettete ihn Tolstois
Werk Kurze Erlauterung des Evangeliums, das er im ers-
ten Kriegsmonat in einem galizischen Buchladen entdeckt
hatte: ,Dieses Buch hat mich seinerzeit geradezu am Le-
ben erhalten.“ (CLF 1969, 28)

Wittgensteins Trieb standig ans AuRerste zu gehen, die
Gefahr des Abgleitens in Depressionen war seiner
Schwester Hermine bekannt, die am 1.3.17 besorgt fragt:
+Wie ist es denn mit Deiner Arbeit? Dass Du besser und
gescheiter sein willst deutet nur darauf hin dass Du mit Dir
nicht zufrieden bist, aber hoffentlich nicht bis zu einer wirk-
lichen Depression sondern nur so weit als es als Garungs-
stoff fur's Arbeiten nétig ist? (McGuinness et al. 1996, 32)
Genau hier, an der Frontlinie zwischen Arbeitswahn und
Absturz, zwischen Todessehnsucht und —verachtung, zwi-
schen Angst und Ubermut im Gefecht, zwischen Feuer-
probe des Charakters und ,guter Stimmung + Energie“
verlief der innere Kampf, den Wittgenstein mitten im Krieg
mit sich selbst fuhrte.

Seine Kriegserfahrungen verénderten sein als logische
Abhandlung intendiertes Werk dahingehend, dass ethi-
sche Aspekte hinzutraten: Uberlegungen zur Angst vor
dem Tod, zur Seele, zur Tragweite des menschlichen Wil-
lens, zum richtigen Weg im Leben und dessen Sinn gera-
ten ins Augenmerk. Auch der den Tractatus pragende
Mystizismus, der bekanntlich in einem ethischen Schwei-
gen endet, hat hier seinen Ursprung. Der beriihmte letzte
Satz ,Wovon man nicht sprechen kann, dariber muf3 man
schweigen“ (T 7) erfasst ,sowohl eine logisch-
philosophische Wahrheit als auch ein ethisches Gebot.”
(Monk 1992, 174) Nicht von ungefahr kann Wittgenstein
behaupten, ,daR selbst, wenn alle moglichen wissen-
schaftlichen Fragen beantwortet sind, unsere Lebensprob-
leme noch gar nicht berihrt sind.” (T 6.52)

Ein gluckliches Leben ist nur das gute und ethische Le-
ben, das den Zweck des Daseins erfillt. Der Kampf, die-
sem ethischen Anspruch gerecht zu werden, ist es, der
Wittgenstein in Phasen der Depression stlrzte, zu Gewis-
senskonflikten und verschriftlichten Selbstzweifeln fuhrte,
die man als eine Art Beichte verstehen kann (vgl. McGuin-
ness 1988, 216). Zugleich liegt dieser standigen ,Unruhe
und Ratlosigkeit* (Somavilla 2012, 206) eine ,Zerrissenheit
zwischen philosophischer Skepsis und Ringen um den
Glauben” (ebd.) zugrunde, die Wittgenstein ein Leben lang
umtrieb.

Der Krieg lahmte nicht Wittgensteins Schaffensdrang,
der sein logisch-philosophisches Problem ,belagerte”, als
ob er sich mit diesem auch im Krieg befande: ,Belagere
noch immer mein Problem, was schon viele Forts genom-
men.” (GT 1992, 36) Merkwirdigerweise war er in den
Phasen besonders produktiv, in denen er ,verzweifelt, un-
glicklich und enttauscht war* (Monk 1992, 146f). Russell
Ubertreibt allerdings in seiner Autobiographie mafilos: ,Er
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[Wittgenstein] war ein Mann, der nie etwas so Belangloses
wie explodierende Granaten bemerkt haben wiirde, wenn
er Uber Logik nachdachte.” (1970, 140) Richtig ist wohl,
dass der Krieg ihm ,die Intensitat [gab], die fir ihn nach
den ersten Kriegserlebnissen so typisch war.” (Ja-
nik/Methlagl 1994, 191) Dies unterstreichen Aussagen von
Wittgensteins Familie, die ,immer betonte, der radikalste
Wandel in Wittgensteins Personlichkeit habe wahrend des
Krieges stattgefunden” (ebd., 190).

Wittgenstein rang dem Krieg einen produktiven Impetus
ab. Fir die meisten Menschen durften Krieg und existen-
zielle Krisenerfahrungen fur ihre Produktivitat hinderlich
sein. FlUr Wittgensteins Werk, indem die Abgrinde des
Krieges, die in ihm erkannten mystischen, ethischen, reli-
gidsen wie logischen Einsichten manifest sind, galt dies
erstaunlicherweise nicht. Ihm gelang es, seinen spéateren
Tractatus durch die kriegsbedingte existentielle Zuspitzung
reifen zu lassen.
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Abstract

Here my aim is that of touching on possible connections between Hegel and Wittgenstein's philosophy. Accordingly to that, it
must be noticed that this comparison is just possible and that the content of this paper is not intended to be exhaustive: in order
to do that, it should be demonstrated that the relationship between Hegel and Wittgenstein's thought is not just possible, but
rather necessary. In other words, we need to prove that Wittgenstein, who lived in another century and as far as we know did
not read Hegel (we just possess a brief remark made to M. Drury), has been influenced by him. | will be taking into considera-
tion the connection between The Phenomenology of Spirit with the Science of Logic on one side and the Tractatus on the other
side, focusing on a few aspects: in particular, starting from the difference between the two, we will see how language and logic

emerge in Hegel and Wittgenstein's perspective.

1. The speculative proposition and the
logical propositions

The speculative proposition is mentioned only in the Pref-
ace of the Phenomenology of Spirit, as what destroys the
general form of judgement, which is understood as the dis-
tinction between subject and predicate, considered also as
the general structure of an ordinary sentence. It is worth
noticing that Hegel does not furnish examples about the
speculative proposition, because it is not an instance of
language, like an ordinary sentence can be determined,
but rather it can be seen as the final leg of the path of con-
sciousness, which one already places at a different level,
compared to that of the previous moments: although, on
one side, the term proposition keeps it in the contest of
language, on the other side, the term speculative intro-
duces us towards another dimension.

Logic has in common with the above mentioned proposi-
tion the word speculative: Their movement, [of the mo-
ments] which organizes itself in this element into a whole,
is Logic or speculative philosophy (Hegel 1977, 22).

The fact that Logic and proposition are both speculative
shows not only that there is a connection between the two,
but that Logic destroys the structure subject-predicate, i.e.
the form of the judgement, determining as in Logic every
difference vanishes into the whole and as Logic is not lan-
guage: this is important in understanding that language
cannot overcome that limit which it has reached with the
speculative proposition. Besides, since speculative also
has a link with movement and organization of the moments
into a unity, the proposition can be similarly considered as
what gathers into a unity the totality of the propositions,
demolishing the distinction between subject and predicate.

This demolition can also be seen as content of judge-
ment which has been completely externalised: in fact, the
content being completely expressed, the proposition has
nothing more to say and language has therefore come to
its limit. The above mentioned proposition can be consid-
ered as what is left from language, which give us no infor-
mation, but rather it functions as a hint to the reader of the
Phenomenology for the forthcoming Logic.

The limit of language and its connection with Logic are
elements that we find in Wittgenstein too: he begins to
consider this in the fourth section of the Tractatus, talking
about logical propositions, referring to tautologies and con-
tradictions.

The truth-conditions of proposition determine the space
in Logic that a proposition occupies, but they also deter-
mine the range which is left outside the proposition, that is
the range left open to the facts. Tautology leaves open to
them the whole — the infinite whole — of logical space: in
this sense it doesn't determine reality (TLP Prop. 4.463)
because nothing can be decided, inasmuch two facts are
just pulled together and neither of them is actually deter-
mined. In fact, being always true, its conditions are abso-
lute and in this respect the truth attributed to the tautology
looses its sense.

As a proposition, the tautology keeps the properties
which are peculiar to language; as something that is logi-
cal instead, it indicates and discloses the way to Logic.

Wittgenstein uses the term Grenze (instead of
Schranke), the idea behind which, is that this border can-
not be overcome; language, in fact, is not just like an as-
ymptote, because it doesn't have a tendency towards
Logic. As Wittgenstein will say later, Logic and language
are two separate dimensions connected by a law of projec-
tion.

Tautologies and contradictions are the limiting cases, -
the disintegration — of the combination of signs, (TLP Prop.
4.466) so that the structure of the ordinary proposition,
which is for Wittgenstein articulate, is not more given. They
have lost their conditions, in the important respect that
they are sinnlos and not unsinnig: the term los (loss) indi-
cates, indeed, a process of deprivation of the conditions of
the signs, which shows how tautologies and contradictions
are the end-points which language has reached.

They don't communicate anything except the fact itself
that they say nothing which, in other words means that the
content of these propositions can be directly elicited from
the form.

Furthermore, Tautology is the unsubstantial point at their
centre (5.143): through an internal path, propositions have
come to their limit. On one side, tautology is what all the
propositions have in common, on the other side, the con-
tradiction is the external limit that vanishes, regarded as
that nothing that all the propositions have in common.

Since the speculative and the logical propositions seem
to have the same function concerning the limit of lan-
guage, which it reaches from an internal point of view, we
might be tempted to assimilate the two; nevertheless it is
important to make some considerations about that.
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Indeed, an objection might be raised starting from the
fact that the dialectical process goes on through the con-
tradiction in the Phenomenology; therefore it has nothing
to do with logical propositions.

Yet, Wittgenstein defines the contradiction as the exter-
nal limit which vanishes in all propositions (TLP, Prop.
5.473): is not something similar happening in the Phe-
nomenology? In fact, the passage between two moments
is determined by the overcoming of the contradiction which
disappears in the next moment and it is important to under-
line that the verb that both philosophers use referring to
contradiction is verschwinden.

This brings us to some important consequences: if, on
one side, we can draw a similarity between the speculative
proposition and the logical propositions and, on the other,
a similarity between the Hegelian and Wittgensteinian con-
tradiction, this would put also in contact both Hegelian
speculative proposition and contradiction as well, which
would legitimate us to interpret the end of the path of con-
sciousness as the extreme and unsolved contradiction,
this being determined as the external limit of the last mo-
ment of consciousness. This topic cannot in any case be
considered here and this is why it must remain at the level
of interpretation.

Furthermore, it is also important to stress that neither
Hegel nor Wittgenstein give examples of speculative
proposition and logical propositions respectively: their fail-
ure to use examples is sufficient to not legitimate us to ap-
peal to them. In fact, using examples to explain the two
would mean encountering a reduction in the sense that we
would just use an instance for these propositions, which do
not belong to language in a certain sense, i.e. they are not
parts but limits of it.

Eventually, due to the destruction of the proposition what
is left to us is nothing we are left with.

2. The Logic
In Logic, possibilities coincide with facts:

(A logical entity cannot be merely possible. Logic treats
of every possibility, and all possibilities are its facts.)
[TLP, Prop.2.0121]

In this proposition, Wittgenstein explains that Logic is not
just the realm of possibilities or the model to which lan-
guage is directed, as something in which possibilities
have to become facts; rather, they are its facts, something
that happens (TLP, Prop.1) which nevertheless remain to
the level of the possibility.

The “experience” that we need in order to understand logic
is not that something or other is the state of things, but that
something is: that however is not an experience. Logic is
prior to every experience — that something is so. It is prior
to the question “How?”, not prior to the question “What?"[
TLP Prop. 5.552].

This sentence can be applied to Phenomenology where
consciousness answers the question How? through the
moments of its experience. On the other hand, since Logic
comes before the question how? annuls the experience
that consciousness has had: the end coincides with the
beginning in which we lack every determination of the ob-
ject so that it can be just said that it is.

We need an experience which at the same time is not an
experience: this paradoxical claim is made by Wittgenstein
to make the reader understand that Logic cannot be un-

18

derstood. Back to tautologies and contradictions, which
disclose the way to Logic, it is worth remembering that
their loss of sense does not prevent the reader to under-
stand the propositions. In fact, for Wittgenstein truth and
falsehood are not determining to understand the proposi-
tion, but it is the sufficient to comprehend the sense, with-
out that having been explained to us.

The logical propositions can be understood because
they still have a sense, although lost, but the same cannot
be said about Logic which is rather considered unsinnig,
absolutely senseless.

The fact that also Hegelian Logic can be considered as
autonomous from Phenomenology, shows that Logic can
annul the experience of consciousness. That something
simply is, and not that is so and so, is the first dimension
that Logic discloses to the reader, as we can infer from the
fact that there is not any determination (the formula so and
so indicates that something is determined).

Indeed, it is worth noticing that in the Introduction of the
Science of Logic, Hegel says that we do not know in which
world we are, when one speaks about the Concept, the
simplicity of which resides in the fact that the Concept can
be defined with itself. The fact that we do not know the
quality of this world, means that the only thing we can say
about it, is that it simply is.

It is also worth remembering that consciousness, which
is the subject of the Phenomenology, recognizes the ob-
ject before it as itself, so that the deepest difference van-
ishes and reveals itself rather as the deepest identity. This
identity corresponds to the Absolute Knowing that in the
Preface of PhG is defined as A=A.

Wittgenstein defines expressions like a=a, and those de-
rived from them are neither elementary propositions nor is
there any other way in which they have sense [TLP Prop.
4.243).

This proposition is one of the comments to the proposi-
tion 4.2 which, to summarize, says that the sense of a
proposition depends on the correspondence or not-
correspondence with the facts that it describes.

So Wittgenstein would define the Hegelian Absolute in
the same way, indicating no conditions — as the word itself
indicates — and inasmuch it doesn't have sense.

Therefore, the similarity with the logical propositions
seems to be valid for the Absolute too (even if this must
not us infer an identity between Absolute and speculative
proposition): in fact, as the logical propositions show that
they say nothing, that is the fact of saying anything at all,
the Hegelian Absolute shows that it has no reference to
anything else because it contains all the previous mo-
ments, permitting them to maintain their particularity and
overcoming them at the same time.

As we said before, the speculative proposition is like an
hint for Logic: since the Science of Logic begins where the
Phenomenology ends — the Absolute — this proposition can
be considered as the internal definition of the Absolute,
whereas the A=A is the positive definition of it.

This means that we are talking about Phenomenology or
Science of Logic, depending on which side of the equals
sign one switches. This shows that Phenomenology can-
not be reduced to an introduction to the whole Hegelian
system, but rather that it is an autonomous work.

Furthermore, it is important here to think about the na-
ture of this relationship: in accordance with what has just
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been said, it would be coherent to say that between Phe-
nomenology and Science of Logic there is an identity. The
problem arises when Hegel himself talks about a corre-
spondence: the relationship between elements of the for-
mer and elements of the latter are the same.

The quotation is as follows:

The moment does not appear as this movement of
passing back and forth, from consciousness or picture-
thinking into self-consciousness and conversely: on the
contrary, its pure shape, freed from its appearance in
consciousness, the pure Notion* and its onward move-
ment, depends solely on its pure determinateness.

Conversely, to each abstract moment of Science corre-
sponds a shape of manifest Spirit as such (Hegel 1977,
491).

Here the equals sign is unhinged and one has to pay at-
tention to the fact that the relationship between the two A's
is something posited and, therefore, differentiated, so that
Phenomenology and Science of Logic are equal and dif-
ferent at the same time with any problem of coherence.

The last quotation is also important compared again to
the Proposition 5.552, where we can see that for Hegel,
that experience is nothing else than the path of the con-
sciousness through her moments, which looses its deter-
minateness coming to the Concept.

This path can be considered as the passage from repre-
sentation which looses its determinateness to the Concept:
picture-thinking, in fact, is also a synonym for the con-
sciousness which is the subject of Phenomenology and is
put here in comparison with the Concept.

Conclusions

It is clear now that for both Hegel and Wittgenstein, Logic
is infinite and that language has its own limit which cannot
be overcome. What is interesting is that for both authors
this limit is in reality infinite.

Indeed, Phenomenology ends, so to speak, with the Ab-
solute Knowing which is said to be infinite, and since we
have said before that consciousness is the level of repre-
sentation which can be said the level of the language too,
we see how this limit is verschwonden in the infinite. It is
important to underline that Language and Logic stay sepa-
rate dimensions, differentiated by the equals sign which, at
the same time, posits an identity.

On Wittgenstein's side, the limits of the world, which is
not different from language, are the limits of Logic, which is
said to be infinite. Indeed, the logical propositions are the
external and internal limit of language, but they are also
absolute: they have lost sense, that is their condition. If
this is not sufficient, it is worth remembering that the tau-
tology and contradiction are those which disclose to the
totality of Logic, which is said to be infinite.

It is important to underline that for both Hegel and Witt-
genstein, language and Logic keep their own autonomy, in
comparison with each other: the first proceeds along the
line of the latter.

Saying that language has no end means also that who-
ever has this skill, that is, human kind, has no end as well.
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Abstract

Many works of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy have influenced the development of contemporary relativism. This paper focuses
on the notion of ‘form of life’, which is one of the essential notions in Wittgenstein’s later philosophy and has a close relationship
with relativism. This paper aims to find out whether this notion can be regarded as the source of incommensurability which is the
key notion in the discussion of cultural relativism. Four steps are taken to achieve this aim. Firstly, clarify Wittgenstein’s real in-
tention of putting forward the notion of ‘form of life’. Secondly, reveal two implications of this notion. Thirdly, introduce two forms
of incommensurability involved in cultural relativism which clarifies the scope of our discussion. Lastly, show that this notion is
the source of incommensurability both on semantic and epistemic level.

The later Wittgenstein's works are often viewed as the
contemporary source of relativism. A variety of notions in
his later philosophy, such as language-game, family re-
semblance, form of life, rule-following, etc., have influ-
enced many kinds of relativism.

Among these notions, it is worthwhile to point out here
that the notion of ‘form of life’ plays an important role in
debates about relativism. But such a relationship is far
from clear. In this paper, | want to elucidate the relation-
ship between the this notion and an interesting topic in-
volved in cultural relativism, i.e. the incommensurability,
and argue that Wittgenstein's notion can be regarded as
the source of incommensurability both on semantic and
epistemic level. In order to achieve this aim, two questions
should be focused on. First: what is the real sense of the
notion of ‘form of life’ which equips itself with the right to be
related to relativism? Second: how can such a notion be
the source of incommensurability? | will deal with them
step by step.

1. Form of Life as the Foundation of Lan-
guage

In his later philosophy, Wittgenstein turns his views of lan-
guage and meaning from the idea expressed in Tractatus
that language has a unigue discoverable essence, a single
underlying logic, which can be explained by means of a
structure-revealing analysis of language and the world, as
well as the picturing relation between them, to the so-
called use theory of meaning which denies the ideas
above, and claims that the meaning of an expression in-
volves its use across the variety of language-games in
which it occurs, and knowing its use is having an ability to
follow the rules for its use in different language-games.
This kind of ability is not a mysterious inner process, but
an adaptive and learning act embedded in the customs
and agreements of a community.

Accordingly, Wittgenstein puts forward the notion of
‘form of life’. A ‘form of life’ is the underlying consensus of
linguistic and nonlinguistic behavior, assumptions, prac-
tices, traditions, and natural propensities which humans,
as social beings, share with one another, and which is
therefore presupposed in the language they use; language
is woven into that pattern of human activity and character,
and meaning is conferred on its expressions by the shared
outlook and nature of its users (cf. Wittgenstein 1967 |
819, 23, Il 241,174-226). Therefore, a form of life consists
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in the community’s concordance of natural and linguistic
responses, which issue in agreement in definitions, judg-
ments and thus behavior. Now, form of life becomes the
so-called foundation of the practices that language-use
consists in, which contrasts with the ‘old’ foundation (in
Tractatus) provided by ‘unanalysable’ sempiternal objects
whose essences- combinatorial possibilities- are supposes
to determine, in an ineffable way, the logical space of pos-
sible situations and thereby set unalterable limits to what it
makes sense to say (Glock 1996, 125).

With such a change of foundation of language, Wittgen-
stein claims that questions about the ultimate explanation
or justification of concepts embodied in our thought and
talk will very soon come to an end. It means that it is the
shared form of life underlying the usages of language that
justifies them. As Wittgenstein points out, “if | have ex-
hausted the justification | have reached bedrock, and my
spade is turned. Then | am inclined to say, ‘This is simply
what | do™(Wittgenstein 1967 | §217); “What has to be ac-
cepted, the given is —-so one could say, form of
life”(Wittgenstein 1967 11, 226).

In a word, form of life, as the ‘new’ foundation of lan-
guage, is the frame of reference and bedrock settled be-
hind the language someone handles, which makes us un-
derstand what other people say and communicate suc-
cessfully through training in the language of our commu-
nity. Learning that language is thus learning the outlook,
assumption and practices with which that language is in-
separably bound and from which its expression get their
meaning.

2. Two Implications of the Notion of “Form
of Life”

Based on the above discussion about the notion of ‘form of
life’ as the foundation of language, two implications of such
a notion can be derived. They are the rule-governed char-
acter of linguistic activities and the social character of
thought.

As Wittgenstein has claimed in his use theory of mean-
ing, knowing an expression’s use is having the ability to
follow the rules for its use in different language-games.
Rules indeed guide and provide standards of correct using
of the rules, but they do so only because they are based
on agreement. To follow a rule correctly is to conform to
the established practices of the community. We acquire
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the ability to use expressions and to follow the rules for
their use, from our training as members of that community.
In this sense, what Wittgenstein stresses here is that
speaking is a rule-governed activities and our language-
games are ‘interwoven’ with non-linguistic activities, and
must be understood within this context. Just as fictitious
language-games can only be properly assessed if one tells
a story about how they fit in with the overall practice of the
fictitious community. ‘To imagine a language means to
imagine a form of life’ (Wittgenstein 1967 | §7, 19). In Blue
and Brown Books 134, to imagine a language is equated
with imaging a ‘culture’. Accordingly, a form of life is a cul-
tural or social formation, the totality of communal activities
in which language-games are embedded.

Thus, the second implication is that our thoughts have
social character. In Wittgenstein's sense, it is the lan-
guage, which provides the building block for describing
reality and communication that determines what can be
thought. Additionally, as we have already mentioned
above, the foundation of the practices which language-use
consists in is the form of life into which that language is
woven. It is some commonly-shared customs and agree-
ments that give speakers involved in such a form of life the
allowance to make a legitimate sentence and understand
what other people mean correctly. So, if we accept ‘form of
life’ as the foundation of language, then there is a natural
implication that our language is inevitably related with so-
cial community and thus thought is not something private,
but has some shared social character.

3. Incommensurability in Cultural Relativ-
ism

Now, we turn to the second question: how can the notion
of ‘form of life’ be the source of incommensurability? This
guestion should be divided into two sub-questions. First:
which kind of incommensurability are we interested in?
Second: what is the reason for the ‘form of life’ notion to be
the source of incommensurability? In this section, we deal
with the first question.

Due to Kuhn (1970) and Feyerabend (1962), incom-
mensurability- the impossibility of comparison by a com-
mon measure- has become popular in current philosophi-
cal usage and has been linked with relativism. According
to the general distinction, there are two forms of incom-
mensurability, semantic and epistemic, in philosophy of
science (Baghramian 2004, 193). Semantic incom-
mensurability claims that two scientific theories are inc-
ommensurable if they are not inter-translatable due to a
lack of semantic continuity, while epistemic incom-
mensurability maintains that there is diversity between dif-
ferent styles of reasoning and methods of justification,
which prevents us from making a neutral judgment about
them.

Certainly, we have more forms of incommensurability
when our discussion is settled in another area. However,
for the sake of argumentation, | restrict my discussion to
semantic and epistemic incommensurability, and extend
them to cultural relativism. In this context, incommensura-
bility means that it is impossible to compare two different
cultures by a common measure. Precisely speaking, on
semantic level, incommensurability means that there exists
communication breakdown between two different cultures
because of the radical disparity of semantic structure em-
ployed by each culture. On epistemic level, incom-
mensurability means that there are different ways of per-
ceiving and thinking about the world among cultures, and
such ways are so different that members of one culture

cannot grasp what it is like to be a member of another cul-
ture.

4. Form of Life as the Source of Incom-
mensurability

As we have argued in section one, the notion of ‘form of
life’, when Wittgenstein endows it with the important role in
his later philosophy, serves as the foundation of language.
This notion is the background from which all concepts and
linguistic behaviors take their meaning and significance,
which determines what we can be said and thought. Based
on this interpretation, it is natural to link this notion to cul-
ture. And because there are different forms of life, just as
we have different culture, it is impossible for us to make a
comparison among these forms of life if they are alien to
us, which makes room for cultural relativism. Since the
connection between incommensurability and relativism is
usually simply assumed rather than argued for, in this sec-
tion, | intend to show that the notion can be taken further
as the source of incommensurability both on semantic and
epistemic level.

On semantic level, incommensurability is the phenome-
non that members belonging to different cultures encoun-
ter a communication breakdown because of the radical
disparity of semantic structure. This kind of disparity can
be shown as the impossibility for inter-translation (Kuhn
1970, 126f) between the languages employed by each
culture. But the question is how such a communication
breakdown takes place. Now, as far as the source is con-
cerned, the notion of ‘form of life’ can give an answer.
When two people belonging to two cultures intend to talk
together, the precondition needed to meet is that one can
understand what the other is talking about. According to
the so-called use theory of meaning, to understand a lan-
guage is to know its use which requires an ability to follow
the rule. It is the form of life that establishes the rules,
shapes the outlook of language and then determines its
use. So, if the form of life in which someone live is so alien
to the other, which means that the gap between these
forms of life cannot be bridged, then people belonging to
each culture could not have the ability to follow such rules
and will encounter a communication breakdown. At this
moment, semantic incommensurability occurs.

On epistemic level, incommensurability concerns differ-
ent ways employed by members in different cultures to
perceive and think about the world, which means that dif-
ferent paradigms and styles of reasoning could lead to in-
compatible claims about the world. In this sense, it is not
only the failure of translation that creates incommensura-
bility, but also a lack of congruity between epistemic appa-
ratus, such as beliefs and concepts. In addition, the con-
gruity will make our ability to interact limited. This is be-
cause what we grasp is not the world itself, but our epis-
temic scheme which is not established privately but takes
its form through social construction embedded in agree-
ment and tradition in a community, a culture, or in the
sense of our discussion, a form of life. Consider one situa-
tion provided by Wittgenstein, ‘if a lion could talk, we could
not understand him’ (Wittgenstein 1967 Il, 223). Here, the
gap between lion and us is more than the semantic in-
commensurability, but the epistemic one. What a lion may
say is not something we can understand in our language,
even we could never come to learn, because the form of
life in which lion engage is quite different from us, or even
inaccessible to us. It is possible for us to image one culture
that is alien to us as lion. Thus, members belonging to
these two cultures will not be able to recognize or under-
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stand what the other think and talk about. Then, epistemic
incommensurability occurs.

5. Conclusion

In this paper, | have shown that the notion of ‘form of life’ is
the foundation of language in Wittgenstein’s sense and
can be taken as the source of incommensurability, espe-
cially within the scope of cultural relativism. If such an ar-
gument could be tenable, then whether it is possible for
two different forms of life, to some extent, to have com-
mensurability either on semantic or epistemic level? It is
open to debate. The answer depends on how to depict the
disparity among different forms of life. Further research is
needed.
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Abstract

Fur eine Untersuchung zu der Frage ,Was wusste Wittgenstein Uber Hegels Philosophie?* zeigte sich die Schwierigkeit einer
relativ schwachen Datenlage verbunden mit dem Wunsch aus diesem Wenigen mdglichst viel historischen Sinn zu erzeugen.
Wo verlaufen hier die methodischen Grenzen? Wenn Wittgenstein anmerkt: ,Philosophie dirfte man eigentlich nur dichten“
(VB, 483), hort er im deutschen Wort dichten sicherlich neben dem Aspekt des Poetischen auch denjenigen des Kreativen. Die
Frage nach Wunsch und Wirklichkeit in der Wittgenstein-Forschung wird am konkreten Beispiel von Wittgensteins Russlandrei-
se gezeigt und ermdglicht zugleich einen Einblick in Wittgensteins Interesse fur russische Philosophie. Diese betont Polyphonie
und Dialogizitat bezogen auf die urspringliche mystische Einheit fir die Glaube und Wissen sich nur nachtraglich und formell
trennen lassen. Wittgenstein begegnet diesem Anspruch indem er die Philosophie als Projekt einer Synoptischen Ubersicht
kennzeichnet und ihre Tétigkeit als das Dringen auf eine Ubersichtliche Darstellung charakterisiert, die zugleich ihre methodi-

schen Grenzen zeigen muss.

Wenn man sich fur die Hegel und Wittgenstein interessiert
stolpert man irgendwann Uber eine Bemerkung
Wittgensteins gegen Rush Rhees. Dort erwahnt er, dass
ihm vor Jahren eine Philosophieprofessorin in
Sowijetrussland geraten habe: ,Sie sollten mehr Hegel
lesen Der Satz erzeugt Vorstellungen in denen
Wittgenstein und die russische Philosophin angeregt
diskutieren. Der Name Hegel kommt auf. Wittgenstein
kommentiert Hegels Philosophie — was er gelegentlich tat
— es zeigt sich eine Differenz in den Interpretationen, und
die russische Professorin empfiehlt mehr Hegel zu lesen.

Wenn man gerade ein Hegel-Wittgenstein Kapitel
schreibt, erscheint es naturlich wiinschenswert, wenn es
sich zeigen kdnnte, dass Wittgenstein Hegel wirklich selbst
gelesen hat, mit dem russischen Ratschlag: noch mehr
Hegel zu lesen. Das innere Auge malt sich aus, Wittgen-
stein am Schreibtisch in seiner Hiitte in Skjolden, oder auf
dem Liegestuhl in Cambridge wie er die Wissenschaft der
Logik liest, oder lieber die Phanomenologie des Geistes?
Auf jeden Fall macht es neugierig darauf, was da in Russ-
land geschehen sein mag. Bei einem ersten Anlauf erfahrt
man von den Biographen wie Wittgenstein im September
1935 in Moskau Sofia Janowskaja getroffen habe, mit der
Idee sich in Russland niederzulassen. Man liest, dass sie
ihm einen Lehrstuhl fur Philosophie anbietet. Also mehr
Hegel-Kenntnisse als Bedingung fiir eine Lehrtétigkeit in
Russland? Und wo Uberhaupt? Russland ist bekanntlich
grof3.

Ein erster Uberblick ergibt drei Lehrstuhlangebote eines
fur die Universitat Kasan, eines fir Moskau und eines fiir
Leningrad (St. Petersburg). Die Quellenlage stellt sich aber
als wenig belastbar heraus. Das Lehrstuhlangebot fir die
Universitat Kasan geht zuriick auf eine Erinnerung von
Fania Pascal — Wittgensteins Russischlehrerin in Cam-
bridge. Nach Jahren schreibt sie: Francis Skinner habe sie
nach der Russlandreise besucht, um im Auftrag Wittgen-
steins Bericht zu erstatten. (Nedo 2012, 329) Skinner wie-
derum habe von dem Lehrstuhlangebot fiir Kasan berich-
tet: als der Universitat Tolstois. Einige Interpreten haben
spater Kasan mit Kasachstan in Verbindung gebracht.
(Sebald, 2001, 58f) Allerdings ist Kasan die Hauptstadt
von Tartarstan mit einer alten Universitats-Tradition Auch
Lenin hat hier studiert.

Vielleicht handelt es sich in Bezug auf Kasan auch um
eine falsche Erinnerung von Pascal oder ein Missver-
standnis von Skinner. Zumindest l&sst sich aber Wittgen-
steins Wunsch vorstellen an der Universitat Tolstois zu
unterrichten. Er liest ihn seit dem Ersten Weltkrieg mit Be-
geisterung und Lew Tolstoi ist einer der Griinde Uberhaupt
nach Russland zu gehen. Einige Autoren haben sich
schon vorgestellt, wie Wittgenstein in Kasan die Universitat
inspiziert, so dass in der Forschung zumindest die Frage
nach der technischen Realisierbarkeit dieses Unterneh-
mens auftauchte. Kasan liegt etwas 800 km 6stlich von
Moskau, also etwa gleich entfernt wie Leningrad und ist
vergleichbar giinstig mit der Bahn zu erreichen. Trotz der
begrenzten Zeit scheint es rein rechnerisch keinesfalls
ausgeschlossen, dass Wittgenstein den Nachtzug besteigt
und fur eins zwei Tage Stadt und Universitét inspiziert. Die
meisten Forscher halten das aus verschiedenen Grinden
fur unwahrscheinlich, zumindest findet sich aber in Witt-
gensteins Taschenkalender eine Bleichstift-Skizze die den
Weg und die Tramverbindung zum Kasaner Bahnhof in
Moskau zeigt. (Nedo 2012, 328)

Hier stolRen wir schon auf das methodische Problem,
welches auch den historischen Teil des Wittgenstein-
Hegel-Projektes betrifft. Namlich, dass das an sich Un-
wahrscheinliche doch immer noch madglich bleibt. So viel-
faltige Griinde sich auch anfiihren lassen, die eine Kasan-
Reise unwahrscheinlich machen, an letzter Gewissheit
fehlt es jeweils. Besonders mit der damaligen Situation in
Russland vertraute Forscher, wie Tatjana Fedajewa halten
die Idee der Lehrstuhlangebote dann auch generell fur
wirklichkeitsfremd. (Fedajewa 2000, 414) Eingedenk der
kritischen Rezeption die Wittgenstein in russischen Publi-
kationen bis dahin erfahren hatte.

Pascals spate Erinnerung ist vorerst die einzige Quelle
fur das Kasaner Lehrstuhlangebot. Fir das zweite Mos-
kauer Angebot lasst sich wiederum auch nur eine Quelle
finden, auf die regelméflig Bezug genommen wird. Sie
entstammt dem Aufsatz Wittgenstein and Russia fiir den
John Moran 1972 alles Material zusammengetragen hat,
was er zu Wittgenstein und der politischen Linken hat fin-
den kodnnen. Der Aufsatz ist im Journal New Left Review
erschienen und bringt Wittgenstein in Verbindung mit Marx
und Lenin. Marx-Kenntnisse bei Wittgenstein wéaren natir-
lich auch fur eine Wittgenstein-Hegel Arbeit interessant
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und mindestens ein Autor vergleicht das philosophische
Projekt Wittgensteins mit dem Marxens insofern, als beide
beanspruchen die Philosophie Hegels ,vom Kopf auf die
FuRe" zu stellen. (Macha 2015, 5) Man spirt in Morans
Aufsatz sowohl das historische Interesse als auch den
Wunsch deutliche Verbindungen bei Wittgenstein zur poli-
tischen Linken und nach Sowijetrussland zu finden. Fir
das Moskauer Lehrstuhlangebot zitiert er Piero Sraffa der
sich erinnert, wie Wittenstein ihm gegeniber von einer
Lehranstellung an der Universitdt Moskau sprach. Sraffa
konnte sich aber an keinen Namen mehr erinnern.

Wittgensteins Wunsch in Moskau zu unterrichten dirfte
auch gering gewesen sein, da er in einem Brief an Keynes
vom 6. Juli 1935 eher sein Interesse fur ein Leben in den
neu kolonialisierten Teilen in der Peripherie der USSR
wiinscht. Uberhaupt suchte er wohl weniger das Russland
Lenins und Stalins zu finden als dasjenige was er von
Tolstoi und Dostojewski kennt. Falls Wittgenstein winsch-
te an der Universitat Tolstois zu unterrichten hatte er unter
Umstanden auch Leningrad wahlen kdnnen. Zumindest
Alexander Eliasberg berichtet, dass Tolstoi sein Examen
1848 in St. Petersburg abgelegt hatte (Elias-
berg 1964, Kap. 7) und die Leningrader Philosophen kénn-
ten ihn darauf hingewiesen haben.

Aber noch mehr spricht fir Leningrad: Fjodor Dosto-
jewski hat hier seit 1838 studiert und ist in den vierziger
Jahren mit einer Reihe Prosaarbeiten bekannt geworden.
Und ein dritter Grund wird in Wittgensteins enger Bezie-
hung zu dem charismatischen und in Cambridge lehren-
den Nicolas Bachtin bestehen. Bachtin war der Bruder,
des bekannten russischen Literaturwissenschaftlers Mi-
chail Bachtin. Wittgenstein lernte ihn Anfang der dreiRiger
Jahre kennen und pflegte einen regen Austausch Uber
russische Literatur, Philosophie und Religion. Wahrschein-
lich auf seinen Einfluss hin lernt Wittgenstein Russisch. Mit
Bachtin liest Wittgenstein in Russisch Dostojewski. Pascal
erwahnt, dass Wittgenstein in seiner Handausgabe von
Schuld und Suhne alle Akzente gesetzt hatte, was nur mit
Hilfe eines Muttersprachlers moglich sei. Und mit ihm liest
er auch seine eigenen Arbeiten. Auf Bachtin geht unter
anderem Wittgensteins Wunsch zurick, die Philosophi-
schen Untersuchungen in einem Band zusammen mit der
Logisch Philosophischen Abhandlung zu verdffentlichen.
Tatjana Fedajewa arbeitete die intensive philosophische
N&he und die produktive Zusammenarbeit der beiden in
Bezug auf russische Philosophie und Religion heraus und
untersuchte deren Einfluss auf die Philosophischen Unter-
suchungen.

Die Bruder Bachtin hatten sich nach der Oktoberrevolu-
tion nicht mehr gesehen und konnten nur auf geheimem
Wege Kontakt halten. Die geistige Ubereinstimmung und
selbst die Chronologie ihrer Werke legt nahe, dass das
gelungen ist. Dieser Kontakt war auch ein Grund der Mi-
chail Bachtin in die Verbannung nach Kostanai in Ka-
sachstan fuhrte. Da die Bruder sich nicht direkt schreiben
konnten wird verschiedentlich angenommen, dass der
Kontakt Uber die in Leningrad lebende Mutter aufrecht er-
halten wurde. Fedajewa vermutete nun Wittgenstein mit
seiner Russlandreise auch in der Rolle des geheimen In-
formanten zwischen den getrennten Briidern.

Fir Fedajewas Forschungsprojekt ware sicherlich das
Ergebnis eines starken historisch ideengeschichtlichen
Bezuges Wittgensteins zum Russland Tolstois, Dosto-
jewskis und Bachtins besonders wiinschenswert. Wie weit
man damit gehen konnte, zeigt Fedajewa andeutungswei-
se indem sie eine hypothetische Indizienkette bis nach
Kasachstan legt, und Wittgenstein im Jahre 1937 dort Mi-
chael Bachtin besuchen lasst. Ein Brief an Engelmann
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vom 21. Juni 1937 und ein Hinweis von Sofia Jankowskaja
sprechen dafur und alle noch fehlenden Indizien lassen
sich in der offensichtlichen Notwendigkeit absoluter Ge-
heimhaltung der Operation aufheben. Wenn Wittgenstein
gegen Keynes sein Interesse an den neuen Randgebieten
von Russland bekundet, dann ist zumindest Kasachstan
eine der ersten Adressen und Uberraschenderweise erhélt
so selbst die urspriingliche Kasachstan-These in der Lite-
ratur eine gewisse Rehabilitation.

Aber zuriick nach Leningrad, wo auf eine besondere
Weise alle drei genannten Grinde sich in Russland nie-
derzulassen — Tolstoi, Dostojewski und Bachtin — fur Witt-
genstein zusammenlaufen. Wie verhdlt es sich also mit
dem dritten Angebot an einer russischen Universitat zu
unterrichten. Ungeféahr am 12. September 1935 besuchte
Wittgenstein die Philosophin Tatjana Gornstein in ihrer
Privatwohnung im Zentrum Leningrads. lhre Adresse mag
der russischen Botschafter in London lwan Maiski ihm
deshalb gegeben haben, weil sie Wittgenstein 1935 in ei-
nem Buch heftig kritisiert hatte. Sie bezeichnet ihn darin
neben Rudolf Carnap, Hans Reichenbach und Moritz
Schlick als einen Hauptvertreter des Machismus
(Gornstein 1935, 158) und wirft ihm ,Solipsismus und Mys-
tik* (ebd., 163) vor. Da sie in diesem Buch auch Wittgen-
steins idealistischen Charakter herausstellt, wére sie als
Ratgeberin ,mehr Hegel zu lesen® eigentlich absolut préa-
destiniert. Auch ist sie hier besonders interessant, als ein-
zige russische Quelle bei der die Mdglichkeit einer philo-
sophischen Lehrtatigkeit Wittgensteins zumindest zur
Sprache kommt. Ludmila Gornstein, Tatjana Gornsteins
Tochter verdffentlicht 2001 in Moskau einen Bericht ihrer
Mutter Uber das Zusammentreffen mit Wittgenstein und
geht auch auf die weiteren Umstande ein. (Gornstein
2001, 191f)

Tatjana Gornstein berichtet also ihre Uberraschung als
Wittgenstein sie kurze Zeit vor seinem Eintreffen in Lenin-
grad anrief. lhr war bewusst in welche Verlegenheiten sie
der Kontakt bringen konnte — Philosophen aus dem Be-
kanntenkreis waren schon wegen geringerem verhaftet
worden — aber den grolRen Wittgenstein wollte sie unbe-
dingt sehen. Sie unterhielt zu der Zeit eine philosophische
Vortragsreihe die einen Bildungsauftrag fur werktatige Par-
teimitglieder verfolgte. Von Wittgensteins Erscheinung war
sie sehr eingenommen. Sie erzahlt wie sich eine leiden-
schaftliche Debatte zwischen den beiden entspann, Uber
ihre eigene Néahe zu den naturwissenschaftlichen Fachern,
und wie Wittgenstein jede seiner Positionen verteidigte.
Wahrend der Diskussion kam Wittgenstein die Idee: ,Wa-
rum sollten wir nicht einen Kursus von parallelen Vorle-
sungen organisieren in welchen dann jeder seine eigenen
Vorstellungen vortragen kann.“ (Ebd., Nedo 2012, 325)
Diese Stelle dokumentiert immerhin den ausdriicklichen
Wunsch Wittgensteins in Leningrad philosophisch zu leh-
ren. Ein Lehrstuhlangebot oder &hnliches geht damit aus
dem Bericht allerdings nicht hervor. Im weiteren Gesprach
in ihrem Apartment interessiert sich Gornstein fur Wittgen-
steins Texte und er verspricht ihr eine Abschrift des Gel-
ben Buches zu senden. Auch weil dieser Bericht meines
Wissens noch nicht auRerhalb Russlands publiziert wurde,
lohnt es sich noch auf die weiteren Umstande einzugehen.

Kurz nach Erhalt des Buches wurde Tatjana verhaftet
und ihr Eigentum beschlagnahmt. Sie kam in die Verban-
nung nach Magadan (am Ochotskischen Meer), doch die
Abschrift des Gelben Buches konnte von der Familie ge-
rettet werden. Als sie 1948 zuriickkehren durfte, nahm sie
die Abschrift mit nach Vladimir, wo sie im Archiv des Zent-
ralkrankenhauses Arbeit fand. Sie begann das Buch zu
Ubersetzen. Ungefahr die Halfte hatte sie bereits fertigge-
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stellt, als eine erneute Verhaftungswelle begann. Vor ihrer
eigenen Festnahme gelang es aber noch das Buch mit der
Ubersetzung im Krankenhausarchiv zu verstecken. Nach
einem Hungerstreik — aus Protest gegen die Verschlep-
pung ihrer dreijahrigen Tochter ins Waisenhaus — wurde
sie bis zum Tode Stalins (1953) nach Krasnojarsk ver-
bannt. Zuriick in Leningrad gelangte sie an eine Lehrstelle
fur Geschichte der Wissenschaft und Technik. Einige ihrer
Studenten machten sich spater in Vladimir auf die Suche
nach dem Gelben Buch aber leider vergebens.

Nach der Ruckkehr in Cambridge scheint Wittgenstein
seine Chancen in Russland nicht unrichtig beurteilt zu ha-
ben. Er vergleicht die Flucht nach Russland in gewissen
Punkten mit seiner freiwilligen Teilnahme am ersten Welt-
krieg. Praktisch beschreibt er es als ein Gefangnis in dem
es neben gewissen Entlastungen schwer ist sich als den-
kender Mensch zurecht zu finden.

Die Geschichte der Russlandreise illustriert das metho-
dische Problem der historischen Wittgenstein-Forschung:
Was wirklich passiert ist muss nicht wahrscheinlich sein.
LieRRe sich also auch fur die hier zugrunde liegende Frage
nach der historischen Verbindung von Hegel zu Wittgen-
stein ,wider den Methodenzwang" ein sportliches ,anything
goes" (Feyerabend 1970, 17f) ausrufen? Die russische
Philosophie so wie Wittgenstein sie schatzt geht den Weg
nicht eine Entscheidung zwischen Glauben und Wissen,
Wunsch und Wirklichkeit zu fordern. (Bachtin, Nico-
las, 1991, 133) Sondern sie betont die urspriingliche Ein-
heit dieser Momente indem sie darauf dringt die Polypho-
nie und Dialogizitdt der Lebenszusammenhénge in ihrer
Gesamtheit herauszustellen. (Bachtin, Michail, 1971) Witt-
genstein begegnet diesem Anspruch indem er die Philo-
sophie auf das Projekt einer Synoptischen Ubersicht ver-
weist und ihre Tatigkeit als das Dringen auf eine tGbersicht-
liche Darstellung (BTS, §89) charakterisiert.

Dass die Werke der russischen Autoren wie Dostojewski
und Tolstoi als philosophisch gelten, liegt daran, dass die
russische Philosophie versucht methodisch eine Darstel-
lungsweise zu entwickeln in der sich zeigt, was sich nicht
sagen lasst. Fir die Suche nach der Wahrheit wéahlt Dosto-
jewski mit den Briidern Karamasow die Form einer epi-
schen Kriminalgeschichte. Polyphonie und Dialogizitat der
Wirklichkeit werden herausgestellt in einer Zusammen-
schau der relevanten Ebenen. Vergleichbar dem Interesse
des Wittgensteinforschers gilt dasjenige des Lesers einer
Kriminalgeschichte der Ebene des wirklich Geschehenen:
Die Ermordung des Vaters Fjodor Karamasow. Die wirkli-
che Russlandreise Wittgensteins.

Fir ein angemessenes Verstandnis sind aber auch die
weiteren Ebenen von grundlegender Bedeutung. Die Ebe-
ne der Indizien: Zeugen berichten wie Dmitri Karamasow

den Vater tatlich angriff. Quellen dokumentieren verschie-
dene Stationen in Wittgensteins Russlandreise. Es gibt die
Ebene der widerspriichlichen Motive, bei den Karamasows
z. B. Eifersucht, Liebe usf. Bei Wittgenstein der Wunsch
nach einem Neubeginn, einem einfachen Leben. Es gibt
die Ebene der vielfaltigen Rollen und Verstrickungen der
Akteure. Fjodor als Vater, Rivale, Geliebter. Wittgenstein
als Philosoph, Privatperson, Informant. Es gibt den weite-
ren Zusammenhang verborgener Wunsche die sich mate-
rialisieren. Es gibt das Schoffengericht der Bauern. Es gibt
die Ebene des Justizirrtums. Es gibt die Anerkennung von
Schuld und Suhne und die Flucht vor der Strafe.

In dieser Ebenenvielfalt, geht die historische Wahrheit
nicht verloren sondern wird als ein Moment rekontextuali-
siert in seiner wirklichen Spannung zwischen Mdglichkeit
und Wirklichkeit. Fir die historische Wittgensteinforschung
zeigt sich dabei, dass sie nicht umhin kommt ihre eigene
methodische Entzogenheit und Unabschiel3barkeit in ihren
Analysen mitzufiihren und zu reflektieren.
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Abstract

The term “entanglement” in the title of this paper doesn't refer to the “quantum entanglement” used to enunciate the
Schrodinger's cat paradox in “Die gegenwartige Situation in der Quantenmechanik”, Naturwissenschaften, Heft 48 , 1935, nor
with the "Zen koan" used by Feynman when doing considerations about Heisenberg's uncertainty principle saying: "if a tree falls
in a forest and there is nobody there to hear it, does it make noise?”. Here, “entanglement” refers to the concepts shared by
Tractatus and Quantum Mechanics, resulting of the effort developed by scientific community along the century XIX and through
of the first three decades of the century XX. The aim of this paper is to discuss those concepts.

1. Introduction

Two terms, Tatsache and Sachverhalte, used in Tractatus
were interpreted differently by several authors, this forced
us to choose one of the existing definitions for the use in
this paper and the option was based in what Wittgenstein
wrote in a letter to Russell:

"Sachverhalt is, what corresponds to an Elementarsatz
if it is true. Tatsache is what corresponds to the logical
product of elementary propositions when this product is
true”. (Notebook, 129 Letter to Russell, Cassino
19.8.19.)

It is also important to see that the interpretation of these
terms indicates the way the reader will construct his own
image of the Tractatus. (See Bezerra, Wittgenstein Note-
book, and Iglesias-Rozas.) To call for attention about the
divergences among translations, sometimes in a crucial
form, we exemplify:

“2.01 Der Sachverhalt ist eine Verbindung von Gegens-
ténden. (Sachen, Dingen.)”

“2.01 An atomic fact is a combination of objects (enti-
ties, things).“ (German to English) Ogden, 1922.

“2.01 A state of affairs (a state of things) is a combina-
tion of objects (things). (German to English)
Pears/McGuinness, 1961.

“2.01 L'état de choses est une conexion d'objets (enti-
tés, choses).” (German to French) Editions Gallimard,
Gilles Gaston Grager, 1992.

In this case Pears and Grager followed an etymological
line for their translations and Ogden joined the Russell's
atomism.

Russell's atomistic point of view is advocated in “Phi-
losophy of Logical Atomism”, saying, “When | say that my
logic is atomistic, | mean that | share the common-sense
belief that there are many separate things; | do not regard
the apparent multiplicity of the world as consisting merely
in phases and unreal divisions of a single indivisible Real-
ity”, and in his “Introduction” to Tractatus: “A proposition
(true or false) asserting an atomic fact is called an atomic
proposition. All atomic propositions are logically independ-
ent of each other”.
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2. The last century before Quantum Me-
chanics

Each one who deals with science and technology know
that they walk “hand in hand” in a constant feedback cir-
cuit, feeding changes in the human being lifestyle and, if
we pick a piece of the History in any instant of the past, we
will find the things going on like that.

Let's take a look in the early nineteenth century when a
new epoch was being opened for physicists, especially for
those who were studying electrical and optical phenom-
ena. It was flourishing the "wave theory of light" and "elec-
tromagnetism"”.

The first time that a wave theory of light was enunciated
occurred in 1690 with the publication of the “Traité de la
lumiere” by Christian Huygens, proposing that light moves
in constant speed and in waves, like waves moving in a
fluid. However, the scientific community did not absorbed
this idea because few years later, in 1704, Sir. Isaac New-
ton published his "Opticks: or a Treatise of the Reflections,
Refractions, Inflections and Colours of Light", the so called
"Newton's corpuscular theory of light". It took one century
until Thomas Young publishes in 1804 his "Bakerian Lec-
ture: Experiments and calculations relative to physical op-
tics" in the “Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Soci-
ety” 94, 1-16, a new wave theory of light. Young's theory
was outdated in 1864, when James Clerk Maxwell pub-
lished his “A Dynamical Theory of the Electromagnetic
Field” in which he showed that light is an electromagnetic
phenomenon. Look at this snippet of text of the paper:

There is always, however, enough of matter left to re-
ceive and transmit the undulations of light and heat,
and it is because the transmission of these radiations is
not greatly altered when transparent bodies of measur-
able density are substituted for the so-called vacuum...

In 1887: Heinrich Hertz observes the photoelectric ef-
fect which was later explained by Einstein in 1905, that
also used the results of Planck’s experiment with a “black
body” in thermal equilibrium. Planck considered that elec-
tromagnetic energy propagates in energy packets called
“‘quanta”, Eq = hv where h is a constant and v is the fre-
quency of the electromagnetic wave that carries the en-

ergy Eq.
October 1911: By the first time,Wittgenstein met Ber-

trand Russell at Trinity College, Cambridge University. See
“http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ludwig_Wittgenstein”.

Also in 1911: “Niels Bohr travelled to England. At the
time, it was where most of the theoretical work on the
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structure of atoms and molecules was being done. He
met J. J. Thomson of the Cavendish Laboratory and Trinity
College, Cambridge”, see “http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Niels_Bohr”.

July 1913: Niels Bohr publishes his model of the atom
“On the Constitution of Atoms and Molecules” in “Philoso-
phical Magazine” divided in three parts, where in the first is
introduced “the theory of the stationary state of the non
radiant electron". The text below is a piece of the first part
where Bohr briefly explains the contribution of this new
concept, “stationary state”.

The preliminary and hypothetical character of the above
considerations needs not to be emphasized. The intention,
however, has been to show that the sketched generaliza-
tion of the theory of the stationary states possibly may af-
ford a simple basis of representing a number of experi-
mental facts which cannot be explained by help of the or-
dinary electrodynamics, and that assumptions used do not
seem to be inconsistent with experiments on phenomena
for which a satisfactory explanation has been given by the
classical dynamics and the wave theory of light.

In 1913, yet: “Wittgenstein came to feel that he could not
get to the heart of his most fundamental questions while
surrounded by other academics, and so in 1913 he re-
treated to the village of Skjolden in Norway, where he
rented the second floor of a house for the winter. He later
saw this as one of the most productive periods of his life,
writing Logik (Notes on Logic), the predecessor of much of
the Tractatus”.

(See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ludwig_Wittgenstein)

The atmosphere in Europe at that time was full of new
ideas moving through all sciences, generating knowledge
to be breathed by all. Something like... “Knowledge is in
the air; In the rising of the sun; Knowledge is in the air;
When the day is nearly done“. The entanglement started...

3. The entanglement

When it is read by the first time, it seems to be obvious
and almost unnecessary to think about it. But, when we
stop to analyze the message it carries, we find the pre-
cious concept of possibility that points to another concept,
probability. I'm talking about the aphorism below,

It is an hypothesis that the sun will rise tomorrow: and
this means that we do not know whether it will rise.
[TLP 6.36311]

The first concept, possibility, raises the doubt if the sun will
rise in the next day but, accepting that something will hap-
pen. The second concept, probability, comes as a tool to
assert a value true (one) or false (zero), for the doubt as-
sociated to possibility.

There is more, consider now a far tomorrow, two billion
years from today. Does it make sense to think “...that the
sun will rise tomorrow”, in that far tomorrow?

...we cannot think what we cannot think; so what we
cannot think we cannot say either. [TLP 6.36311]

This, opens space to the argument of P.A.M. Dirac in “The
Relation between Mathematics and Physics”, February 6,
1939: One further point in connection with the new cos-
mology is worthy of note. At the beginning of time the laws
of Nature were probably very different from what they are
now. Thus we should consider the laws of Nature as con-
tinually changing with the epoch, instead of as holding uni-
formly throughout space-time.

Using the same reasoning, Feynman says:

... we can only predict the odds! This would mean, if it
were true, that physics has given up on the problem of
trying to predict exactly what will happen in a definite
circumstance. Yes! Physics has given up. We do not
know how to predict what would happen in a given cir-
cumstance, and we believe now that it is impossible—
that the only thing that can be predicted is the probabil-
ity of different events. It must be recognized that this is
a retrenchment in our earlier ideal of understanding na-
ture. It may be a backward step, but no one has seen a
way to avoid it.

And Wittgenstein writes [TLP 5.156]:

“It is in this way that probability is a generalization; It in-
volves a general description of a propositional form. We
use probability only in default of certainty-if our knowl-
edge of a fact is not indeed complete, but we do know
something about its form.(A proposition may well be an
incomplete picture of a certain situation, but it is always
a complete picture of something.) A probability proposi-
tion is a sort of excerpt from other propositions.”

As a note: the Standard Dictionary of the English Lan-
guage, Funk & Wagnalls, explains possibility as
“The fact or state of being possible”.

It doesn’t seem to be a mere coincidence that Wittgen-
stein had written in Tractatus: “The world is the totality of
facts, not of things.” [TLP 1.1] and Niels Bohr, in his “The
Quantum Postulate and the Recent Development of
Atomic Theory”, said: “According to the quantum postulate
any observation regarding the behavior of the electron in
the atom will be accompanied by a change in the state of
the atom”.

The exclusion principle: This is an interesting point of
contact Tractatus - Quantum Mechanics because, while
Quantum Mechanics, uses Pauli's exclusion principle
(1925), “In a multielectron atom there can never be more
than one electron in the same quantum state”. Tractatus
uses arguments based on "Newton's corpuscular theory of
light" (1704), “...for example, the simultaneous presence of
two colours at the same place in the visual field is impossi-
ble, in fact logically impossible, since it is ruled out by the
logical structure of colour.” [TLP 6.3751]. But we must re-
member that the argument used in the Tractatus was theo-
retically invalidated only after Schrédinger to publish the
"principle of quantum superposition states" that gave rise
to the term "quantum entanglement", in “Die gegenwartige
Situation in der Quantenmechanik”, Naturwissenschaften,
Heft 50.

The uncertainty principle, Feynman: “This is the way
Heisenberg stated the uncertainty principle originally: If
you make the measurement on any object, and you can
determine the x-component of its momentum with an un-
certainty Ap, you cannot, at the same time, know its x-
position more accurately than Ax274/2Ap, where Zis a
definite fixed number given by nature. It is called the “re-
duced Planck constant”.

Equation (2.3) [AxAp=//2] refers to the predictability of a
situation, not remarks about the past. It does no good to
say “I knew what the momentum was before it went
through the slit, and now | know the position, because now
the momentum knowledge is lost.”

The uncertainty principle in [TLP 5.1361]: “We cannot in-
fer the events of the future from those of the present. Be-
lief in the causal nexus is superstition”.
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The structure of the “Quantum World”: Nothing happens
until some particle moves.

The structure of the “Tractatus World”: Nothing happens
until some “name” changes in an elementary proposition
because:

A logical picture of facts is a thought. [TLP 3]

What constitutes a propositional sign is that in it its
elements (the words) stand in a determinate relation to
one another. A propositional sign is a fact. [TLP 3.14]

A proposition is not a blend of words.—(Just as a
theme in music is not a blend of notes.) A proposition is
articulate. [TLP 3.141]

The simple signs employed in propositions are called
names. [TLP 3.202]

In a proposition a hame is the representative of an ob-
ject. [TLP 3.22]

The simplest kind of proposition, an elementary propo-
sition, asserts the existence of a state of affairs (a state
of things, Sachverhaltes). [TLP 4.21]

It is only in the nexus of an elementary proposition that
a name occurs in a proposition. [TLP 4.23]

The structure of a fact consists of the structures of
states of affairs (a state of things, Sachverhalte). [TLP
2.034]

States of affairs (a state of things, Sachverhalte) are in-
dependent of one another. [TLP 2.061]

The Schrodinger equation: If we consider what Wittgen-
stein explains in the letter to Russel, Cassino, 19.8.19; and
that Tractatus says “The propositions of logic are tautolo-
gies.” [TLP 6.1] and more, for example, the list of all possi-
ble logical products truth of five elementary propositions,
Lor= {parst ; grst, prst, pgst, part, pqrs ; rst, gst, qrt, grs, pst,
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prt, prs, pat, pgs, par; st, i, rs, qt, gs, gr, pt, ps, pr, pq ; t,
s, I, g, p}, see Bezerra, we conclude that all elements of Ly
are “possible facts”[Tatsachen]. It doesn’t means that they
will happen.

The probability of any fact of Ls happens, is a function of
properties of each application, determine these probabili-
ties is like to solve a “Schrddinger equation”.

Finally: What we cannot speak about we must pass over
in silence. [TLP 7]

Says Feynman: “Another thing that people have empha-
sized since quantum mechanics was developed is the idea
that we should not speak about those things which we
cannot measure. (Actually relativity theory also said this.)
Just because we cannot measure position and momentum
precisely does not a priori mean that we cannot talk about
them. It only means that we need not talk about them”.
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Abstract

This paper focuses on the origins of the later Ludwig Wittgenstein's emphasis on meaning as use, which at least partly can be
traced back to his reflections on what he called the “Eingreifen” (engaging, meshing) of words and beliefs. | argue that one of
the roots of this reflection is the pragmatist conception of truth as usefulness, which was most likely debated between Wittgen-
stein and Frank Ramsey in 1929. After introducing Wittgenstein’s (temporary) perspective of a phenomenological language, |
will show its shortcomings and the philosopher’s need to give account of the working of words in ordinary language. | will then
examine Wittgenstein’s remarks about the pragmatist conception of truth and more generally about usefulness, and conclude
that, although he usually expressed doubts about pragmatism, the “middle” Wittgenstein presented pragmatist tendencies which

were pivotal in the development of his thought.

1. Phenomenological language

In 1929, Wittgenstein begins to reflect on the perspective
and the limits of a language aimed at portraying immediate
experience as it is. Mirroring the world of sense data, phe-
nomenological language is not equivalent to ordinary lan-
guage. Nevertheless, the correlation between the two may
perhaps be studied. This seems to be the plan of some
thinkers working mainly in the philosophy of science,
among whom Frank Ramsey. Ramsey, as well as others,
uses the expression “primary world” or “primary system” to
refer to the object of phenomenological language (Ramsey
1990, 112ff; cf. Sahlin 1990, 125ff). Wittgenstein uses
these expressions too, and it is likely that he absorbed this
terminology through the “innumerable conversations” he
shared with Ramsey in 1929. In the four notebooks from
which the PR are taken, Wittgenstein often writes about
this subject, and is ambivalent about it (see PR 8§11c, 53,
69c, 147b, 216). According to Stern (1995, 137), he actu-
ally holds two different ideas of phenomenology, one of
which he refutes and the other he espouses, the latter be-
coming progressively equivalent to his concept of gram-
mar. What seems clear is that there is a development in
his thought, and that while at the beginning of this reflec-
tion he sometimes seeks a phenomenological language,
he eventually refuses this perspective, at least in the strict
sense (WVC 45-46).

Why does Wittgenstein change his mind?

He realizes that the description of the structure of imme-
diate experience cannot be achieved by means of any
primary language, as it would turn out to be artificial and
barely understandable. As Frank Ramsey put it: “The limits
of our language are the limits of our world. Our world is
therefore a vague one and the precise is a fiction or con-
struction. We cannot use Wittgenstein's notation like
*.3red.7blue’; what colour is that? | have no idea” (Ramsey
1991a, 55). Wittgenstein is aware of the problem. It is
within our language that understanding takes place, and it
is within our language that experience itself must be de-
scribed. The starting point of the PR makes this clear:

| do not now have phenomenological language, or “pri-
mary language” as | used to call it, in mind as my goal. |
no longer hold it to be necessary. All that is possible
and necessary is to separate what is essential from
what is inessential in our language.

[-]

A recognition of what is essential and what inessential
in our language if it is to represent, a recognition of
which parts of our language are wheels turning idly
[leerlaufende Ré&der], amounts to the construction of a
phenomenological language (PR 81; Nov. 1929).

The expression leerlaufende Rader was not “invented” by
Wittgenstein: as Marconi (1983) underlines, the very same
words occur in Hertz's introduction to the Prinzipien der
Mechanik, a text Wittgenstein knew very well and often
praised. Wittgenstein’s further reflection about what is im-
portant in language, maybe partially guided by this meta-
phor, would also lead him away from the idea of an “es-
sence” to be identified and studied.

2. On wheels not turning idly:
the Eingreifen of words

The opposite of an idle wheel is an engaged wheel: a gear
or a cogwheel which is in mesh, engaged, works. It is in
their effective use that words work. This “engagement” is
explained by Wittgenstein in remarks which often refer to
concepts familiar to the pragmatist tradition, like those of
belief, usefulness and consequences. The German ex-
pression for engaging is the verb eingreifen. Wittgenstein
uses this and similar words on a number of occasions.

If we say “A word only has meaning in the context of a
proposition”, then that means that it's only in a proposi-
tion that it functions as a word, and this is no more
something that can be said than that an armchair only
serves its purpose when it is in space. Or perhaps bet-
ter: that a cogwheel only functions as such when en-
gaged with other cogs (PR §12).

If someone says “The nothing noths”, then we can say
to this, in the style of our way of considering things:
Very well, what are we to do with this proposition? [...] |
have nothing against your attaching an idle wheel to the
mechanism of our language, but | do want to know
whether it is idling or with what other wheels it is en-
gaged (VW 73).

Other related concepts Wittgenstein mentions are those of
“commitment”, of language as a “system” and of “being
guided” by the system of language.

One point on which he insisted several times [...] was
that if a word which | use is to have meaning, | must
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“commit myself” by its use [...]. Similarly he said a little
later [...], “There is no use in correlating noises to facts,
unless we commit ourselves to using the noise in a par-
ticular way again — unless the correlation has conse-
quences”, and going on to say that it must be possible
to be “led by a language”. And when he expressively
raised, a little later, the question “What is there in this
talk of a ‘system’ to which a symbol must belong”, he
answered that we are concerned with the phenomenon
of “being guided by” (WLM, 52-53).

What we are committed to, when we commit ourselves in
this sense, derives from the belonging of a word, expres-
sion or proposition, to a system which is governed by rules
and which leads somewhere. Once we are inside this sys-
tem, we follow rules. Wittgenstein’s fundamental concept
of following a rule seems to be rooted in this quite early
reflection on the Eingreifen of belief, and this is actually
something which Wittgenstein will always acknowledge, at
least in his constant warning against the misleading effects
of the idle wheels of language (see PI, | 8101, OC, §117).

As | hinted, the concept of Eingreifen and the reflection
stemming from it share something with pragmatism. The
examination of a remark dated January 1930 confirms this
hypothesis.

3. Truth as usefulness

In the context of the abandonment of phenomenological
language, while reflecting on meaning, belief and expecta-
tion, Wittgenstein points out:

When | say “There is a chair over there”, this sentence
refers to a series of expectations. | believe | could go
there, perceive the chair and sit on it, | believe it is
made of wood and | expect it to have a certain hard-
ness, inflammability etc. If some of these expectations
are mistaken, | will see it as proof for retaining that
there was no chair there.

Here one sees the access [Zugang] to the pragmatist
[pragmatistichen] conception of true and false. A sen-
tence is true as long as it proves to be useful. (BEE, MS
107, 247, my emphasis; see Boncompagni (forthcom-
ing) for a wider analysis).

The pragmatist conception of truth, in its Jamesian version
equating truth to usefulness which seems envisioned here
(for obvious limits of space, | will not linger over the more
complex Peircean account), was object to debate in Cam-
bridge during the first decades of the century. G.E. Maore,
B. Russell and others criticized it quite harshly. James’
approach to truth, although objectionable when expressed
as a slogan and out of context, was rooted in a philosophi-
cal vision hinging on the need to bring back to the centre
of the reflection the concreteness of life and the effective
role that any concept, including truth, plays in the individ-
ual's dealings with the world. The very concept of corre-
spondence as the matching of ideas and reality is not de-
nied by James, but is reinterpreted in the light of the pri-
macy of action, practices and needs.

To “agree” in the widest sense with a reality, can only
mean to be guided either straight up to it or into its sur-
roundings, or to be put into such working touch with it
as to handle either it or something connected with it
better than if we disagreed.

(-]

Agreement thus turns out to be essentially an affair of
leading — leading that is useful because it is into quar-
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ters that contain objects that are important. True ideas
lead us into useful verbal and conceptual quarters as
well as up to useful sensible termini. They lead to con-
sistency, stability and flowing human intercourse.
(James 1975, 102f).

The connection between the pragmatist concept of useful-
ness and the image of Eingreifen is suggested by Wittgen-
stein himself.

“I mean something by the proposition” is similar in form
to “This proposition is useful”, or “This proposition en-
gages with my life” (BT, 5).

Although it is uncertain whether Wittgenstein was ac-
quainted with other writings by James except the Princi-
ples of Psychology and the Varieties of Religious Experi-
ence, his friend Ramsey clearly was. The notes he wrote in
1929, in preparation for a book on truth, as well as other
writings, show both his knowledge of the pragmatist litera-
ture (James and Peirce in particular) and vicinity to the
almost contemporary reflections being developed by Witt-
genstein.

The belief [in a fact] is a disposition to act in any way
which is advantageous if such a fact exists and in par-
ticular to reassert the sentence or assert other sen-
tences with the same meaning on suitable occasions
(Ramsey 1991a, 40).

The essence of pragmatism | take to be this, that the
meaning of a sentence is to be defined by reference to
the actions to which asserting it would lead [...] (Ram-
sey 1990, 51; see also ivi: 40 and Ramsey 1991b, 45,
91-92, 98-102).

Partly thanks to Ramsey, Wittgenstein probably realized
that the notion of usefulness provided him with relevant
insights into something that was missing both in his Trac-
tatus and in the perspective of phenomenological lan-
guage: the idea that it is in its instrumental aspect that the
effective value and meaning of a true proposition is to be
found.

4. Meaning as use

Usefulness gives one important feature of true proposi-
tions, which the pragmatist approach helps to clarify,
namely, the practical value of everyday language, its pur-
posiveness. When Wittgenstein accepts this idea, appar-
ently, this feature amounts for him to “the essence” of lan-
guage.

It makes no sense to speak of sentences [Séatzen]
which have no value as instruments.

The sense of a sentence is its purpose (BEE, MS 107,
249).

In the following months and years, usefulness continues to
play a crucial role in characterizing language in Wittgen-
stein, but some doubts emerge. Usefulness — Wittgenstein
comes to think — cannot account for meaning and truth in
every context, it cannot explain the sense of language as a
whole, nor the sense of human actions and ways of behav-
ing in general.

Why do humans think? Because it has proved its
worth?

Does one think because one thinks that it is advanta-
geous to think?

Do humans raise their children because that has
proved its worth?

[.]
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[...S]Jometimes one does think because it has proved its
worth (BT, 179-180).

Moreover, even when purpose and usefulness are deci-
sive for understanding the sense of a sentence, Wittgen-
stein is clear in saying that the philosopher’s interest must
be addressed to their logical role, not to their empirical na-
ture.

As a part of a mechanism, one can say, language has a
purpose. But grammar isn’t concerned with the purpose
of language and whether it fulfils it [...] (BT 146; but see
the whole section 44).

As Schulte (1999) underlines, Wittgenstein does not share
the naturalistic and evolutionary framework of the pragma-
tists. Although there are similarities between the two ap-
proaches, when Wittgenstein invites us to look at the use
of words and sentences, his aim — roughly — is not an in-
quiry into what makes words and beliefs useful to adapt
the organism to new exigencies; rather, it is an investiga-
tion into the features of our grammar. In other words, it is
use, and not usefulness, that interests him, and the crite-
rion of Eingreifen is now applied to the analysis of how
words are effectively used in linguistic practices.

5. Concluding remarks

One might say that the crucial difference between the
pragmatist approach and Wittgenstein lies in the fact that
while the former connects truth and usefulness, the latter
connects meaning and use. Yet, Wittgenstein's 1929 ac-
knowledgement that a pragmatist approach to truth is pos-
sible and even natural when a sentence is considered in
its hypothetical and practical aspect was one of the key
factors that, through his reflection on the Eingreifen of
words, would lead towards his more mature understanding
of the bond between use and meaning.
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Abstract

This paper proposes a disjunctivist interpretation of the relation between Tractarian “symbols” and Tractarian “signs” and sug-
gests that, if such an interpretation is correct, the Tractarian conception of language is neither realist nor constructivist.

My goal, in this paper, is to propose a disjunctivist interpre-
tation of the relation between Tractarian “symbols” and
Tractarian “signs” and to suggest that, if such an interpre-
tation is correct, the Tractarian conception of language is
neither realist nor constructivist. | will begin, in this section,
by pointing out six aspects of the Tractarian distinction be-
tween symbols (or “expressions,” 3.31) and signs.

First, a definition of symbol:

1) “[Symbols] are everything—essential for the sense of
the proposition—that propositions can have in common
with one another.” (3.31)

A proposition, for the Tractatus, is a sensibly perceptible
item (3.1) which represents a possible situation and says,
truly or falsely, that such situation obtains (4.021-4.022).
Propositions can share with one another parts and fea-
tures that contribute to determine their sense—namely,
parts and features that contribute to determine which pos-
sible situations the propositions represent (4.031). These
parts and features are symbols, and so are complete
propositions (3.31, 3.313).

Second, a definition of sign:

2) “The sign is what is sensibly perceptible in the sym-
bol.” (3.32)

A symbol is a sensibly perceptible item (e.g. written or
spoken, 3.321), and a sign is what is sensibly perceptible
in it (das sinnlich Wahrnehmbare am Symbol).

Third, a constraint governing the relation between signs
and symbols:

3) “Two different symbols can...have the sign...in
common...” (3.321)

The same sign can belong, on different occurrences, to
different symbols. One of the examples given by the Trac-
tatus is the English word “is,” which symbolizes sometimes
as the copula, other times as the sign of identity, and yet
other times as the sign of existence (3.323).

Fourth, a characterization of the relation between signs,
symbols, and use:

4) A symbol is a sign in use.

In order to identify the occurrence of a symbol, it is not
enough to identify the occurrence of a sign: we must iden-
tify, in addition, how the sign is used on that occasion for
characterizing the sense of a complete proposition. “In or-
der to recognize the symbol in the sign we must consider
the significant use” (3.326; cf. also 3.11, 3.12, 3.5, 4).
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Fifth, an idea that, while not explicitly stated in the Trac-
tatus, can be plausibly inferred from (3) and (4):

5) A sign, on some of its occurrences, may not belong
to any symbol.

Just as a sign can be put, on different occasions, to a dif-
ferent significant use, and belong therefore to different
symbols, so a sign can be put, on some occasions, to no
significant use, and belong therefore to no symbol,
amounting to nothing more than a mere sign.

Finally, the order of presentation and definition followed
by the Tractatus:

6) Signs are defined after and in terms of symbols.

The sign/symbol distinction is discussed systematically in
the 3.3s. The Tractatus defines the symbol in the 3.31s
and then goes on to define the sign, in 3.32, as what is
sensibly perceptible in the symbol. The same order of
presentation and definition appears in an earlier part of the
book, the 3.1s, where signs are first mentioned. The Trac-
tatus begins by defining the proposition as the sensibly
perceptible expression of a thought (3.1) and then goes on
to mention “the sensibly perceptible sign (sound of written
sign, etc.) of the proposition” (3.11). From the very begin-
ning, the sign is characterized as what belongs to a mean-
ingful proposition.

I am now going to contrast three accounts of the Tractarian
construal of the sign/symbol relation.

First, the Extra-Feature Account. This holds that the
Tractatus analyzes the notion of symbol into two inde-
pendently intelligible conceptual ingredients: the notion of
sign and a relevant notion of use. Symbols form a species
of the genus comprising all signs, where both the genus
and the differentia that singles out the species (i.e. the
property of being-in-use) can be specified without any ref-
erence to the species to be singled out.* Given the set of
all sign-occurrences, we can ask which ones are occur-
rences of symbols, and the answer is given by indicating
the extra feature that the occurrence of a sign must pos-
sess in order to be the occurrence of a symbol—namely,
the property of being put to significant use. Sign-
occurrences that lack this extra feature are mere signs.
Among all the occurrences of a particular sign, those that
receive the same significant use are occurrences of the
same symbol, and those that receive a different significant

* Here and elsewhere in this section, | am indebted to Anton Ford's discussion
of different forms of genus/species relation (Ford 2011).
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use are occurrences of different symbols. This account is
consistent with (1)-(5) above, but attributes no philosophi-
cal significance to (6).

What would it be to attribute philosophical significance to
(6)? One option is to adopt the No-Distance Account. This
holds that a sign, for the Tractatus, is a conceptually in-
separable aspect of a symbol: we have a sign only on
those occasions in which we have a symbol, and we have
the same sign only on those occasions in which we have
the same symbol. Such a reading fits well with the Trac-
tarian characterization of a sign as “what is sensibly per-
ceptible in the symbol.” But it is incompatible with (3) and
(5): it rules out the possibility of mere signs, and does not
allow for the same sign to be common to different symbols.

The No-Distance Account is not the only way of accord-
ing philosophical significance to the order of presentation
and definition followed by the Tractatus. It is possible to
hold that signs are conceptually dependent on symbols,
but in a manner that allows signs to be common to differ-
ent symbols and leaves room for occurrences of signs that
are not occurrences of any symbol. This takes us to the
account | want to recommend, which is consistent with (1)-
(5) and attributes philosophical significance to (6). | shall
refer to it—for reasons that will become evident in a mo-
ment—as the Disjunctivist Account.

The account runs as follows. The notion of symbol is
primitive and irreducible. It can be elucidated: a symbol
can be described as a sign in use or as a sensibly percep-
tible mark of the sense of propositions; but it cannot be
reconstructed from independent conceptual ingredients. In
particular, it cannot be reconstructed in terms of a prior
and independent notion of sign and a prior and independ-
ent notion of use, as maintained by the Extra-Feature Ac-
count. Given the notion of symbol, a mere sign is defined
as what merely appears to be a symbol, and a sign sim-
pliciter is defined disjunctively as what is either a symbol
(i.e. a sign in use) or a mere sign. Symbols and mere signs
are species of the genus comprising all signs; but such
species are not defined in terms of the genus and an inde-
pendently intelligible differentia. Rather, the genus is de-
fined as the disjunction of the species, and the species of
mere signs is conceptually dependent on the species of
symbols, since nothing could merely look like a symbol if
nothing could actually be a symbol. The notion of a sign
that is common to different symbols is also defined disjunc-
tively in terms of its species. We begin with the conceptu-
ally primitive notion of a plurality of symbols which mislead-
ingly appear to be the same symbol; we then define the
notion of a mere sign which looks like each of those sym-
bols without being any of them; and finally, we define the
notion of a sign which is either one of those symbols or the
correspondent mere sign.

According to the Disjunctivist Account, different occur-
rences of the same sign may be occurrences of different
symbols or of no symbol. In this sense, a sign may “be
common” or “belong” to different symbols, as well as to
mere signs. But this does not mean that a sign may belong
to different symbols and to mere signs as an independ-
ently intelligible, conceptually separable common factor.
The occurrences of different same-looking symbols and of
the correspondent mere sign are not occurrences of the
same sign because they possess some independently
specifiable property, such as geometrical shape or acous-
tic structure. Rather, the sign that is common to different
symbols and to mere signs is defined disjunctively in terms
of what it is common to. Thus, to use a Tractarian exam-
ple, the word or sign “is” is common to at least three differ-
ent symbols: the copula, the sign of identity, and the sign

of existence. But the sign that is common to these different
symbols is what, on each of its occurrences, is either an
occurrence of one of those misleadingly same-looking
symbols, or an item that merely appears to be an occur-
rence of each of those symbols.

The Disjunctivist Account does not deny that each occur-
rence of a sign may be described by means of a concep-
tual apparatus that makes no reference to symbols—say,
in terms of purely geometrical or acoustic properties. And it
does not deny that, for some or any given sign, there might
be properties specifiable independently of any symbols
(such as the property of exemplifying a certain geometrical
shape or sound pattern) which belong to all and only the
occurrences of the sign. But the existence of such proper-
ties, for the Disjunctivist Account, does not follow a priori
from the existence of signs. All the occurrences of a sign
have the property of appearing (either misleadingly or non-
misleadingly) to be occurrences of each of the symbols to
which the sign belongs; but this does not entail that there
is a set of symbol-independent properties which single out
all the occurrences of the same sign.

The Disjunctivist Account, unlike the No-Distance Ac-
count, provides a viable alternative to the Extra-Feature
Account. It is compatible with (1)-(5), and has the advan-
tage of explaining the order of presentation and definition
followed by the Tractatus. Moreover, it is supported by the
fact that the Tractatus never refers to signs as shapes or
sounds, or otherwise in terms that can be uncontroversially
taken to be intelligible independently of symbols. | do not
claim that these are decisive considerations for preferring
the Disjunctivist Account to the Extra-Feature Account. |
believe that the strongest reason for preferring the Disjunc-
tivist Account is that it ascribes to the Tractatus a more
promising philosophical view. This is not, however, a claim
that | will try to substantiate on this occasion. It is enough,
for my present purposes, if | have established that the Dis-
junctivist Account is a plausible exegetical option. In what
follows, | am going to discuss how the Disjunctivist Ac-
count bears on the question of whether the Tractarian
conception of language should be associated with a form
of realism or a form of constructivism.

The terms “realism” and “constructivism” have several dif-
ferent uses in philosophy. Here | shall call an interpretation
of the Tractarian conception of language “realist” if it con-
strues Tractarian signs as items fully intelligible without
any reference to meaningful signs—say, as geometrical
shapes or acoustic patterns—and holds that simple signs
acquire a meaning, for the Tractatus, when they are corre-
lated, through some sort of ostensive definition or psycho-
logical act, to independently specifiable features of reality.
By contrast, | shall call an interpretation of the Tractarian
conception of language “constructivist” if it adopts the
same characterization of Tractarian signs, but holds that
simple signs acquire a meaning, for the Tractatus, when
they are used in accordance with appropriate linguistic
rules, where these rules can be fully specified without any
invocation of meaningful signs and any appeal to semantic
notions such as reference and truth.

Realist readings of the Tractatus, in the sense just speci-
fied, have in fact been proposed by several influential
commentators (such as Peter Hacker, Norman Malcolm,
and David Pears). This exegetical tradition has been chal-
lenged by so-called “anti-metaphysical’ readers of the
Tractatus (such as Hidé Ishiguro, Warren Goldfarb, Peter
Winch, and Brian McGuinness), and the interpretations
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proposed by these other commentators, or some of them,
may perhaps be taken to be constructivist in the sense |
have described. (Whether this is a fair representation of
anti-metaphysical readings, or the product of the mistaken
assumption that we must choose between realist and con-
structivist readings, is a question that | will leave open on
this occasion.)

My claim here is that, if the Disjunctivist Account of the
sign/symbol relation is correct, the Tractarian conception of
language is neither realist nor constructivist. Realist and
constructivist readings have an important feature in com-
mon: they are both committed to the Extra-Feature Ac-
count of the relation between signs and symbols, even
though they construe very differently the extra feature that
must be added to a sign in order to give it a meaning and
thus turn it into a symbol. Such readings are therefore
equally incompatible with the Disjunctivist Account of the
sign/symbol relation, which treats the notion of meaningful
sign as fundamental.

The Disjunctivist Account does not entail that a sign, for
the Tractatus, cannot acquire a meaning (and thus be-
come a symbol) by being correlated with a feature of real-
ity. But the sign, the relevant procedure of correlation, and
the relevant feature of reality must be intelligible only in
light of the unitary notion of meaningful sign. Similarly, the
Disjunctivist Account does not entail that a sign, for the
Tractatus, cannot acquire a meaning by being used in ac-
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cordance with the rules of the language. But the sign, the
relevant sort of use, and the relevant linguistic rules must
once again be intelligible only in light of the unitary notion
of meaningful sign.

By adopting the Disjunctivist Account of the sign/symbol
relation, we deny that the Tractatus is concerned to ex-
plain how language can get on its feet by reconstructing
the notion of meaningful sign in terms of a prior and inde-
pendent notion of sign and some prior and independent
extra features, however exactly these extra features are to
be construed. We can maintain that the Tractatus seeks to
elucidate the notion of meaningful sign by appealing to a
number of other notions—such as the notion of what is
sensibly perceptible in the sign, of significant use, of sign-
referent correlation, and of linguistic rule. But each of
these other notions must be taken to presuppose the no-
tion that they serve to elucidate.
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Abstract

Wittgenstein steers clear of relativism, a philosophical thesis he holds to be nonsensical. But conceptual relativity is one major
concern of his. A related question is how to assess to what extent conceptual differences subsist. For his ‘ethnological ap-
proach’, which shows the alleged necessity to be contingent, alternative possibilities are mere objects of comparison in order to

better understand familiar cultural phenomena.

1. ‘How do they believe it?’

“If one says that there are various systems of ethics, one is
not saying that they are all equally right. That would have
no meaning. Just as it would have no meaning to say each
was right from its own standpoint. That could only mean
that each judges as he does.” (Wittgenstein 2015, 30) “To
say: |in the end| we can only adduce such grounds as we
hold to be grounds, is to say nothing at all.” (MS 176, 70v-
71r) Not only moral relativism is empty. Wittgenstein
steers clear of relativism in general, a philosophical thesis
he holds to be nonsensical.

But conceptual relativity is one major concern in his fre-
guent dealing with the customs of real or imaginary ‘tribes’.
As a late remark shows, it is not always easy to assess if
and to what extent conceptual differences subsist:

We are told that primitive tribes believe they are de-
scended from an animal (e. g. from a snake). We won-
der, How can they believe that? — We ought to ask:
‘How do they believe it?™ (MS 116, 283)

Wittgenstein questions the assumption that “the most
manifold customs and laws” are “based on this belief’ (MS
116, 283; Brusotti 2014, 363ss.). In 1931, when he criti-
cized Frazer's version of this intellectualistic approach, he
often seemed to assume that nobody really believes in
such bizarre things as ‘magic’ and that all concord in the
evidences and techniques of everyday life; hence, the
question of the relativity of worldviews did not even arise.
The late Wittgenstein has overcome the principled and
unwarranted anti-cognitivism, that even in 1931 was only a
strong temptation, but still doesn't adopt a relativistic
stance. He leaves it open if and how ‘they’ may ‘believe’
something we hold as unbelievable and sees, more clearly
than in 1931, that such questions simply cannot be an-
swered from the philosopher's armchair.

Wittgenstein reformulates the initial question: "How can
they believe that?" is a mere expression of astonishment,
even if it suggests the need for a causal explanation, and
instead should be replaced by a real question, how are
things like that actually believed?. Wittgenstein is not alone
when he thinks that ‘how do they believe...?’ is the right
guestion. His suggestion comes close to a classic meth-
odological reflection of the time: “I have always asked my-
self ,How?’ rather than ,Why?’ Azande do certain things
and believe certain notions” (Evans-Pritchard 1937, 5).
Wittgenstein’s concern that the intellectualistic search for
explanations and causes might keep the researcher from
looking at the facts was not entirely foreign to post-
Frazerian ethnology.

Wittgenstein sees two relevant issues: “Totemism. It is
said that some people believe their fathers are wolves. But
how do we know? And in what way?” (PPO, 405;
22/2/1947) “[H]ow do we know” what they believe, how do
we ascribe such beliefs to them; “in what way”, in which
sense, do they believe such things?

Laws and customs are not the ‘effects’ of the belief, but
rather the criteria for ascribing it to a given community:
they ‘show in which measure, in which sense’, a belief
subsists. These criteria decide the sense we give to their
sentence as well as to our verb ,believe’. The problem is
not only that their grammar is unknown to us. We are con-
fused by ours; our way of expression does not really seem
to do justice to their way of thinking and acting.

How one of the ‘tribes’ Wittgenstein has ‘heard of’ really
uses the sentence that we translate as ,we descend from a
snake, ‘ is an empirical question only a field researcher
could answer. The philosopher only wants to show that the
verb ‘believe’ does not necessarily imply something like a
theory. Thinking of possible alternative uses, he intends to
reduce the apparently necessary and unique to one of
many alternatives, an approach Wittgenstein calls "the
ethnological way of looking" at things.

2. Between Spengler and Sraffa

1940 Wittgenstein intends to use this ethnological view
(Betrachtungsweise), but without "declaring philosophy to
be ethnology" (MS 162b, 67v). To which extent are his re-
marks on Frazer's Golden Bough of June-July 1931 al-
ready an early ‘exercise’ in this ‘ethnological approach’? |
have dealt with this subject thoroughly in my book Witt-
genstein, Frazer und die “ethnologische Betrach-
tungsweise” [Wittgenstein, Frazer and the *“ethnological
view"] (Brusotti 2014, cf. 2007). Here | will only briefly re-
call that these early remarks were not Wittgenstein's last
word neither on Frazer nor about the theoretical problems
at issue.

In 1931 Wittgenstein listed the thinkers who successively
Jinfluenced” him, the last two being Spengler and Sraffa. In
June-July, as he had written his first remarks about the
Golden Bough, he had already “taken up” (MS 154, 16r)
Spengler's “movement of thought”, but Sraffa’s was still
foreign to him.

By 1930 Wittgenstein had gained a new insight in the
plurality of cultures from The Decline of the West (Brusotti
2001; 2014, 24ss.). But strangely enough, one major limit
of his early Frazer-remarks is that the idea of a plurality of
cultures is quite absent. Rather than cultural and other par-
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ticularities he stresses what human beings universally
share. He simply refers to them in general, or following
Frazer's parlance to ‘savages’, without really feeling the
need to deal with specific cases. Thus he does not really
face historical and cultural variability and the related inter-
pretation problems. Even if he rebukes Frazer for being
unable “to conceive of a life different from that of the Eng-
land of his time” (MS 110, 184), everybody who isn't
blinded by today’s ‘civilization’ seems able to understand
‘primitive’ rituals beyond cultural differences. Hence Witt-
genstein’'s early critique of the Golden Bough does not
show any relativistic tendencies. “Our Standards and
Theirs” do not play any role and the antithesis of universal-
ism and relativism, that will dominate the ‘rationality de-
bate’, isn't at issue.

In 1931 Wittgenstein proposes a morphological synopsis
of the ‘choir’ of customs described in Frazer's Golden
Bough and mentions “Spengler” as a model for this “world-
view". This Goethean/Spenglerian morphology is not yet
an ‘anthropological method’ in the sense of “imagining ‘a
tribe among whom it is carried on in this way: ...”” (Rhees
1965, 25) Only later did Wittgenstein learn this “,anthropo-
logical’ way of looking at philosophical problems” “from
talking to Sraffa” (Monk 1990, 261).

But in 1932 Wittgenstein still opposed a fierce resistance
raising against Sraffa the same objections he had already
formulated against Frazer (cf. Brusotti 2014, 343ss.).
Sraffa pressed Wittgenstein to adopt an empirical, causal
stance and identified the status of norms with the role they
play in our life. Wittgenstein, who still simply conceived this
role as utility, held our peculiar ‘way of viewing’ norms for
decisive and insisted that we do not look at them as merely
useful. He did not yet know how to take account of the role
of language in our life without transforming philosophy into
an empirical discipline (Engelmann 2013b). Wittgenstein
had to learn this against Sraffa before he could pick up the
importance of the role of norms and institutions in our life
from him.

3. The ethnological way of looking

Wittgenstein's philosophy adopts "the ethnological way of
looking" at things when he resists the temptation of the
‘causal’ view and thereby eschews making philosophy into
an empirical investigation.

“What is insidious about the causal approach is that it
leads one to say: ‘Of course that's how it has to hap-
pen’. Whereas one ought to say: It may have happened
like that, & in many other ways.

If we use the ethnological approach does that mean we
are saying philosophy is ethnology? No, it only means
we are taking up our position far outside, in order to see
the things more objectively.” (MS 162b, 67r-67v; 1940)

Wittgenstein’s ,ethnological view' is the very antithesis of
Frazer's evolutionary approach, that clearly instantiates the
causal view: Whereas Frazer's (and Renan’s) speculative
genetic hypotheses lay claim to be without alternative
(“that’'s how it has to happen”), Wittgenstein's ,ethnological
view' reduces what seemed to be necessary to something
that could have happened otherwise.

Wittgenstein's metaphor could suggest an unconcerned
spectator who impartially records data; but this ideal of
external objectivity would not do justice to post-Frazerian
ethnology; an ethnologist like Malinowski may start from a
“position far outside”, but aims at leaving it behind as soon
as possible, and even if he never becomes an insider, the
method of his investigation is participant observation. But
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Wittgenstein doesn’t intend to declare philosophy for eth-
nology; his concept of objectivity isn’t that of the empirical
sciences.

In 1931 he marks himself off from Ramsey: this “bour-
geois thinker” exclusively takes into account his own soci-
ety and is solely concerned about the way the given state
should be ordered and governed. On the contrary a genu-
inely philosophical reflection aims at showing that this state
is not the only possible one and thereby strives to get at
the universal ‘essence’ of the state (Ms 112, 70v-71r;
1.11.1931). Whereas, for the western scientist, clarity is
merely a means for constructing a more and more complex
structure (MS 109, 211), for the philosopher ‘clarity, trans-
parency’, is a goal in itself; then she wants to make ‘the
foundation of the possible buildings’ ‘transparent’ (MS 109,
207) and intends to understand the world not ‘in its multi-
plicity’, but in its ‘centre’, in ‘its essence’.

Here, looking at alternative possibilities should allow one
to understand an ‘essence’ that Wittgenstein still con-
ceives in a rather traditional way; but even after introduc-
ing the concept of ‘family resemblance’ he keeps contrast-
ing two worldviews. In a late discussion he still pleads for a
‘contemplative’ stance peculiar to philosophy and “foreign”
to the modern scientist.

“Compare someone running a bus company in a city.
How bus companies look in the universe — that does
not interest him. He is interested in the way this bus
company should be run here and now. That on the
other side of the earth there are — or that at other times
there have been — societies in which there were no
buses at all, where they lived quite differently, con-
ducted their lives in a different way (that there are other
and different ways of social existence) — this is not
something that he wants to know.” (Wittgenstein 2015,
36; 8/4/1947)

Unlike the scientist, the philosopher stresses that there are
and have been “other and different ways of social exis-
tence” (Wittgenstein 2015, 36). But why should philosophy
“compare” a cultural phenomenon like modern science
“with other sorts of activity, other ways of doing things, and
so on?” (Wittgenstein 2015, 37) And why should philoso-
phy be “concerned with pointing out other possibilities;
other ways in which it might be done?” Comparing a given
institution with alternative possibilities, the philosopher
calls its supposed necessity into question; but thinking of
alternative activities, of remote ages and cultures, is simply
a tool that enables ‘contemplation’ to find out the nature of
a familiar institution, e. g. to understand “what sort of thing,
what sort of activity science is.” (Wittgenstein 2015, 36)
The aim of the comparison is understanding, not relativ-
ism.

Wittgenstein explicitly refers to “Spengler's suggestion
that philosophy now is on the threshold of something like
Goethe’'s Methode der Naturforschung” (Wittgenstein
2015, 37) in which “causality and measurement” are not
“predominant* (Wittgenstein 2015, 38). Wittgenstein denies
that “all investigation ‘tries to become’ causal investigation
or is a fumbling attempt in that direction” (Wittgenstein
2015, 39). Here he implicitly contradicts authors like Frazer
and Jeans: they maintain that explaining and mastering
nature are universal human pursuits, and in Frazer's evolu-
tionary ladder (magic, religion, science) only modern sci-
ence finally fulfills what already prehistoric magic vainly
aspired to (for a similar criticism of Jeans cf. Brusotti 2001,
2014, 57ff). Wittgenstein on the contrary excludes “that
science is the fruition of which any other view is an inade-
quate anticipation (Vorstufe)” (Wittgenstein 2015, 38).
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Philosophers imagine circumstances and surroundings
in which a familiar institution or activity may lose its point.
“Considering different possibilities” and thus showing the
purported necessity to be contingent may (but needn't)
help the philosopher to see how it really is: “No, it does not
have to be like this. But this is how it is.” (Wittgenstein
2015, 39) Playing imaginary possibilities against an al-
leged necessity, philosophy may get at reality. The dis-
tance from which the given looks real, but lacks necessity,
is the ‘standpoint far afield’” Wittgenstein wants to take up.
This “ethnological view” is not a ‘view from nowhere’. We
can perhaps see “things more objectively” (MS 162b, 67v),
but not simply: objectively. The philosopher can take a
“Martian point of view” only if this doesn't really mean to
look at things “without any preconceived idea”, but, “per-
haps more correctly”, at most to “upset the normal precon-
ceived idea” or rather to “run athwart it” (TS 211, 498) For
the philosopher, alternative possibilities are mere objects
of comparison in order to better understand a familiar cul-
tural phenomenon. Even when it seems to be necessary
and unique the ethnological eye looks at it as something
that could have been otherwise.
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Abstract

The objective of this paper is to show that the structure of the international system, usually described as anarchy, is a process
independent cause of states’ behavior. The anarchical structure of the international system causes changes in the behavior of
states according to its "inner logic," independent of any past or present social interaction. Anarchy is not just an empty vessel
filled with social constructs - as Alexander Wendt claims. Due to the very existence of two or more agents in the system, anar-
chy has its own inherent logic that is independent of friendly or hostile interactions between agents/states.

1. Friend or foe? It matters not.

Let us imagine the following scenario. Three friends are
put into a windowless room. They have been neighbors
their whole lives. In all that time, they never had a serious
fight among themselves. In fact, they had a trusting rela-
tionship for years, holding each other’s spare keys, water-
ing each other’s plants during vacations etc. But now, they
find themselves in a completely new situation. First of all,
they do not know why and how they got into this room. In
addition, in the middle of the windowless room, there is a
knife.

Now, let us try to imagine how they would react in this
situation. What would they think? What would they do?
According to Wendt, none of them would reach for the
knife because the others are not perceived as a threat, but
as friends. A long social interaction made them friends and
they internalized rules of friendly behavior - they do not
know how to behave differently because "being a friend to
their neighbors" is a part of their identity. On the other
hand, they can perceive the situation as such as a threat
(including the existence of the knife in this room) - it is
completely new for them and they are not sure what is go-
ing on. Although they have a lot of information about each
other, they do not know much about their current circum-
stances. Would this new situation, and their lack of knowl-
edge about it, change their thoughts about each other?
Would they start to think more intensively about their secu-
rity? Even among friends? Does this new situation make
them less amiable, even where their identities largely re-
maining the same?

In order to protect himself in this new situation (for ex-
ample, from a serial killer or imaginary enemy who put
them in this room), or even to protect them all from that
imaginary enemy, one of them reaches for the knife. How
would the other two friends perceive that action? As a
threat or as a friendly act of collective protection? Ulti-
mately, what stops any of them from believing that one or
both of the neighbors is in fact their diabolical captor?

This is an example where the transition from being a
friend to being an enemy can happen very fast due to the
circumstances in which the agents have found themselves,
even if there is nobody (such as the serial killer in the hor-
ror film "Saw") to tell them what to do in order to survive.

With this story, we are suggesting that where the agents
are unable to know each other’s intentions, and the rules
of the game are unknown, the situation itself is perceived
as a threat; this is enough to ignite the security dilemma.
What is enough to make us fear others? The fact that an
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agent (the state) has enough power to harm us and that
we can never tell what the agent’s intentions really are or
what they will be in the future, is enough to make us fear
others. No past friendly social interaction can fully alleviate
the threatening aspect of the situation itself. In addition,
one is never really sure whether or not the other agent is
trying to deceive him. If that is the case, then we could say
that anarchy (absence of centralized authority), even
among friends, can change the friendly behavior, due to
uncertainty about the intentions of other agents. Friendship
is something that can be created. It is a process depend-
ent variable. Anarchy is not. Its basic features cannot be
changed by an intensive process that creates friendship. In
anarchy, every friend is a potential foe. Hence, security, or
how to survive in this (or a future) situation with these po-
tential adversaries, becomes an agent’s primary concern in
anarchy. This security competition among friends will hap-
pen not because they are not good people or because
they do not have a tradition of friendship - it will happen
because of the new anarchical situation in which they have
found themselves.

If this is correct, then the identities of agents involved in
this story do not shape all of their interests and concerns,
because interest and concern about security are always
present. However, these concerns are not always visible -
they only surface in particular kinds of situations. If the shift
from a known hierarchical system to an unknown anarchi-
cal system is enough to make security issues more press-
ing, than it is not important whether the agents are friends
or enemies. A friend among friends in anarchy necessarily
thinks about his own survival - even if he does not say it
out loud. Anarchy is not chaotic. But if there is no guaran-
tee that one will survive, even among friends, and if there
are "knives" in the hands of the others (a metaphor for
states’ military capabilities or potential to do harm), and if
they do not know what is going on in their minds (their pre-
sent and future intentions), then the situation of interna-
tional anarchy is similar enough to the situation in this win-
dowless room.

No matter how intensive past social interactions, or how
the identities of agents are shaped, the very fact that there
are active agents (states) with guns and unknowable inten-
tions is enough for friendly agents (states) to worry about
their security issues. If this is true, then anarchy has a kind
of "inner" logic that compels agents/states to behave in
certain way, regardless of their being status quo or revi-
sionist states, friends or foes. Anarchy is here to stay even
among friends, and there is nothing they can do about it.
However, we do not argue that the security dilemma in
which the agents find themselves will be resolved in this or
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that particular way; there is no need to subscribe to any
particular rationalist theory of IR. We are merely saying
that, in anarchy, agents/states find themselves in this di-
lemma, and that is the inner logic of anarchy -- non-
reducible to state behavior or identities.

2. What makes an anarchy?

What are minimal conditions for an anarchy to emerge?
Anarchy is a kind of system with at least two agents who
are related to one other in a non-specified way. Namely, in
anarchy the relationship between agents is not regulated
“from above" by any kind of rule. There is no ruler respon-
sible for making and enforcing the rules of agents’ behav-
ior. In other words, there is no centralized political authority
within an anarchical system. That is the most common
definition of anarchy in international relations: it is a state
system without centralized political authority.

Wendt accepts this definition of anarchy and uses it
throughout his work. He also accepts that the main agents
in international relations are states. But he claims that an-
archy is a social construct and that there is no "inner logic"
or that there are no rules inherent to anarchy: “Anarchy is
what states make of it" (Wendt 1992). He argues that "[...]
self-help and power politics do not follow either logically or
causally from anarchy and that if today we find ourselves
in a self-help world, this is due to process, not structure"
(Wendt 1992, 394). So, according to Wendt, anarchies are
not necessarily "self-help” systems.

Structural realists like Waltz (1979) describe anarchy as
a "self-help" system in which the elements (states) of the
system have to follow the logic of self-help or they endan-
ger their survival. States have to adapt to the system (by
learning or by behavioral adaptation) in order to survive in
it. Contrary to that, Wendt claims: "Self help and power
politics are institutions, not essential features of anarchy"
(1992, 395). So, Wendt claims that anarchy does not dic-
tate the behavior of states. States behave as they do in
anarchy because they have learned (through the process
of social interaction) to behave that way, because they be-
lieve that this is the proper way to behave, and because
they have internalized certain norms and beliefs that have
become a part of their identities. These beliefs, including
the belief in anarchy, can be changed through the process
of interaction between states. An anarchy is not a given - it
is a social construct.

We disagree with Wendt's “process dependent” concept
of anarchy. We believe that there is only one concept of
anarchy with its own inner logic. States in an anarchical
environment inevitably conform their behavior to the inner
logic of anarchy. We believe that agents cannot be certain
of other agents’ intentions, thus enabling them to perceive
everyone else as a potential foe. This in itself is enough to
start a power competition.

States behave as they do in anarchy because there are
agents in the interaction -- not because they are status quo
or revisionist states. The only fundamental aspect of states
is their ability to actively participate in the process of
changing their identity and interests. It is important that
states are agents. If this is true (and we believe that Wendt
agrees with this fundamental feature of the state), then no
state can be sure about the future interests of other states.
No state can ever be sure of other states’ intentions. A
state’s identity is not only the result of social interaction
among states, but also the result of social interactions
within the state. So, changes in state identity and state

interests cannot only be a result of social interaction
among states.

Even if the concept of anarchy (lack of centralized au-
thority) does not include a "self-help" system (one can find
some friends there, at least when their interests are in
harmony), if states are agents who can choose their wants
and actions, then it is difficult to see how security issues
would not also be an essential part of any relationship be-
tween two states. Without rules, the only limitation to a
state’s will is the power of others. "Power structures - the
relative distribution of material resources - are not gener-
ated by social practices", but "by the mere presence of the
other, and its potential to do harm in the future" (Copeland
2000, 206). Anarchy is based on the very existence of
agents and it correctly describes the necessary kind of re-
lationship between them. It takes two to tango.

In addition to this argument from uncertainty, we believe
that anarchies are also inevitably "self-help" systems. Not
only because there are agents in the system, but because
it is very hard to understand the idea of anarchy without
the idea of "self-help". An anarchical system is a system
without centralized authority. It is the opposite of a hierar-
chical system with centralized authority. Inherent in the
concept of "centralized authority" is the idea of legitimate
authority which can help people to overcome their differ-
ences and disputes in a non-violent way. Central to the
belief in a centralized authority is the belief that there is a
right way for human beings to get help from an impartial
judge. Otherwise, there would be no difference between
power and authority, coercion and consent. And if we say
that anarchy lacks a central authority, then we are actually
saying that there is no such help in solving states' disputes
in anarchy. And if there is no such help, then we have to
rely on ourselves, our own strength and power; we have to
help ourselves. We see no way to properly understand
anarchy without referring to the self-help system.

Hence, anarchy is a self-help system in which an exist-
ing distribution of power and lack of centralized authority
compels states to compete for power and see each other
as potential enemies.

3. States as agents: Limits of agency

Wendt believes that states are agents and that “structure
exists, has effects, and evolves only because of agents
and their practices” (Wendt 1999, 185). Unlike structural
realists, Wendt does not believe that anarchy (structure)
has any causal powers -- though he believes in the causal
powers of process. He does not believe in given and fixed
state identities and interests. He does not believe that we
can change the behavior of the agents (states) without
changing their identities and interests -- even their rational-
ity and self-centered thinking.

Contrary to Wendt's belief about changing state identi-
ties and interests, we believe that security interests are
basic interests that are a necessary part of states’ exis-
tence. Security is a given, unavoidable interest of agents -
even to creative agents like states. Why? Because states
are agents. Anarchy emerges as a result of agents’ inter-
action, but this interaction has an unintended result: it cre-
ates a structure with its own “process independent” inner
logic. There are necessarily at least two agents in anarchy,
and by the very fact that there are two different and sepa-
rated agents, an anarchical structure is formed. Because
they are different and separate agents in interaction, they
have no guarantee of survival. Agents have to adapt their
behavior to each other and try to control this risky situation
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as much as they can. It is this anarchical logic that com-
pels states to take care of themselves and care for their
relative power, not their identities.

If states are agents, through acts of social will they can
change their identity and interests. But if we want to create
our identity, we have to survive first. Without agents’ exis-
tence, there is no need to ask "Who is the agent?" We
cannot give up our security in order to allow other interests
created by agents’ social interaction. Even if an agent is
unselfish.
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Abstract

The discussion on rule following in Pl (Philosophical Investigation) stretches from §134 to §242. Wittgenstein lists a diverse
range of examples, from the most familiar ones to those we have seldom thought about. All these examples, however, seem
unlikely to be connected with each other in a specific sequence. Nevertheless, this paper believes that Wittgenstein’s discussion
does have a system. The underlying structure can be clarified by analyzing each case and the logical relationship among them.
What's more, Wittgenstein’s motivation in writing this part is to offer a method for philosophical research (cf. McGinn, 2007, 15),

but not to solve any specific philosophical problem.

1. Introduction

Wittgenstein’'s discussion on rule following consists of
many specific cases, which outwardly jump from one to
another without a logical sequence (cf. Baker, Hacker,
2005, 7 ff). However, as Grayling says in his book Witt-
genstein, it is Wittgenstein’s writing style that does not
have a clear structure, but it does not mean that the con-
tent or his idea is not systematic structured (cf. Grayling,
1988, v-vi).

In the discussion on rule following, Wittgenstein
stretches his exposition from the meaning of proposition, to
rule following, to understanding and to reading, then finally
back to the topic rule following. The whole discussion con-
tinues Wittgenstein’s style of therapy and is fulfilled with a
series of cases from the usual ones to the queer ones. In
this way, he has firstly resolved several philosophical
guestions. Secondly, and more importantly, he offers us a
method to do philosophical research. As a Chinese prov-
erb goes, give a man a fish and you feed him for a day.
Teach a man to fish and you feed him for a lifetime. Witt-
genstein tries to show us a way to resolve all the philoso-
phical problems (cf. Stern, 2004, 4). So, the philosophers
are not only cured in the problem of rule following, but also
in other philosophical confusions.

2. The philosophical problem to be resolved

Before we cast light on the structure of this discussion, we
need to get a clear picture of the content, which could not
be discussed in detail in this paper because of length limi-
tations. Even though we should, first of all, clarify the phi-
losophical problem, which is dealt with in this part, namely
what is rule following.

Why does Wittgenstein make such a thorough exposition
on this topic? The reasons could be as follows: Firstly, this
pattern of question is quite typical for philosophers. They
always raise philosophical problems in “what is ...?” And
try to summarize it into a simple pattern of answers like A
is B (cf. McDowell, 1984, 327). Wittgenstein takes it as a
misuse of language, as the meaning of something is re-
lated to certain circumstances. Therefore, the meaning
cannot be defined in such a general way. Secondly, Witt-
genstein considers that in order to resolve philosophical
problems which start from the inappropriate use of lan-
guage, we need to figure out the proper way to do it.
Hence, there should be a rule indicating the right trace and
we need to follow the rule in the language game. The use
of language is regarded as grammar in the field of Witt-
genstein’s philosophy. Obviously, this grammar is different

from the grammar that we learned in the class. The mean-
ing of Wittgenstein’s grammar is broader and is embedded
in every single case when we use a word, or we can say,
when dealing with every single philosophical problem.

3. The way to resolve the problem

Wittgenstein regards the process of resolving problems as
a therapy to “cure” the philosophers. So, the “cure” has to
go through a long and progressive process, in which the
patient obtains the “antibody” gradually and is totally cured
unconsciously.

It is clear that, from 8134 to §242, Wittgenstein illustrates
with a great amount of examples, but barely comes up with
a conclusion directly by himself. These examples are or-
ganized in a logical sequence, from the familiar ones,
which are usual in our daily life to those we have seldom
thought about. Those examples are listed and analyzed
with a therapeutic purpose. Through this therapeutic pro-
cedure, he aims at diagnosing the philosopher’s errors,
curing the philosophical “illness” and at last resolving phi-
losophical problems.

It is worth noting that some examples are given as anal-
ogy. Analogical argumentation makes people grasping the
point easier. And it enables the philosophers to be cured,
to be enlightened by themselves, instead of explaining di-
rectly in an explicit way.

Structure of the discussion

According to Wittgenstein, philosophical problems arise
out of misuse of language. In order to resolve them, we
need to use the grammar properly, which corresponds to
the rule of our language game. In this way, we come to the
first question: what is rule following. To answer this ques-
tion, Wittgenstein begins with some normal cases and
leads the discussion to go deeper and deeper by transfer-
ring the topic from rule following to understanding, and to
reading. As the discussion goes down to reading, it reveals
more and more grammatical facts that philosophers used
to overlook.

It is worth noting that the discussion on rule following
and understanding before the reading part seems touched
in passing. They are only analyzed with several normal
cases. Then, the topic changes to the next one, which is
related to them. However, the course of treatment seems
unfinished, because Wittgenstein's way to resolve the
problem starts from the simple cases and gradually moves
to the peculiar ones. Here, we just stop shortly after the
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brief discussion on these two topics and have barely han-
dled the queer cases. After that, we come to the reading
part. In this part, Wittgenstein has finished a thorough ex-
position on reading with a great amount of typical-
Wittgenstein cases. Then, the discussion goes back to
case 8151 on understanding, and then back to §143 on
rule following again. So from a macro-standpoint, we can
clearly grasp the structure of this whole exposition. Read-
ing is interpolated into the part of understanding, and un-
derstanding stays in the middle of rule following. This
structure indicates as follows: Firstly, this could be evi-
dence that Wittgenstein writes the reading part with a con-
vincing purpose. The discussion on reading is not isolated
from other parts in the book PI, but closely connected with
them. The discussion on reading even plays a significant
role in the part of rule following and on the way to resolve
philosophical problems. Secondly, some people insist that
Wittgenstein just writes down whatever comes to his mind
and finishes the book PI with a state of mess. However,
these people probably get lost in the diverse range of
cases themselves, which seem like a maze, while Wittgen-
stein actually stands up high there, enjoying the panoramic
view. When you put yourself in a higher place, you will fig-
ure out the structure as well as the motive Wittgenstein
writes in this way. Because it is the way Wittgenstein does
his therapy. The following graphic illustrates the process of
going through the muddle.

], [

Rule following Understanding Reading Understanding Rule following
(section1) (section1) (section2) (section2)

Content of the discussion

And each part of the exposition is fulfilled with different
examples, as Wittgenstein resolves philosophical problems
by listing grammatical facts that are acceptable for all. In
the first section of the discussion, he always makes use of
those common cases. Gradually, the discussion will lean to
some unusual ones, like in section 2. The more peculiar
the case is, the easier philosophers will overlook them.
And that would lead to philosophical problems. On the ba-
sis of section 1, the understanding on section 2 will be
easier and the effect would be strengthened. Thus we
come to the conclusion that Wittgenstein's exposition is
actually arranged systematically.

4. Whether the problem is solved or not?

We know that the meaning of rule following is determined
by the application under different circumstances. When we
search for something essential hidden behind the expres-
sion of a rule and try to poke the various application so as
to get the essence, finally, we will get nothing. The only
thing that can link all these applications together under an
expression is the family resemblance. Any application will
share something in common with some other applications,
but not with all others. That means, we cannot find out the
same thing among all of them, but a prototype.

Two conditions ensure that rule following does make
sense: regularity and agreement in definition as well as in
judgments. As he writes in 8§18, “Our language can be
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seen as an ancient city: a maze of little streets and
squares, of old and new houses, and of houses with addi-
tions from various periods; and this surrounded by a multi-
tude of new boroughs with straight regular streets and uni-
form houses (Wittgenstein, 1958, 8, §18).” The use of the
language contains its regularity. Only when everybody in a
certain circle reaches an agreement, the rule will make
sense. Those two conditions correspond to the straight
regular streets and uniform houses, while the maze of little
streets and squares reflects the varying application under
different circumstances and the additions from various pe-
riods imply the evolution of language during the develop-
ment of history.

However, that is not the core motive of Wittgenstein's
discussion on rule following. From the selection of the topic
to the way Wittgenstein carries out his exposition, he tries
to show us a way to resolve the philosophical problems.
His motivation in writing this is not only to illustrate the
specific case of rule following. His way of discussion works
like the procedure of gaining the antibody. At the end of
the therapy, philosophers will be “cured” not only in the
understanding of rule following, understanding and reading
that he has mentioned in his discussion, but also in that of
other concepts. He says in §224, “If | teach anyone the
use of the one word, he learns the use of the other with it.”
(Wittgenstein, 1958, 86, §224).

5. Conclusion

Wittgenstein tries to resolve the problem of rule following.
After the opening discussion on the topic, he guides the
discussion to the concept of understanding, but only with a
few usual cases. Then he transits the focus from under-
standing to reading. The complete exposition of reading
works as a foundation for the further discussion on under-
standing and ultimately for that on rule following. The
whole process goes gradually from analyzing the normal
cases to dealing with the peculiar ones, which can be eas-
ily overlooked by philosophers.

This overlooking of those grammatical facts leads to the
confusion that there must be an essence hidden behind. In
his discussion on rule following, Wittgenstein makes it
clear that the meaning of a rule is determined by certain
application under different circumstances. To judge
whether an application is appropriate or not, we appeal to
the regularity and agreement in definition and judgments.
So, according to Wittgenstein, if we get a complete picture
of the use of language, it is like an ancient city, with its
maze of little houses and squares sharing similarities with
various applications under different circumstances and its
straight streets as the regularity and agreement we reach.

Wittgenstein’s exposition on rule following offers us a
way to do philosophy, to resolve philosophical problems.
That is much more important than the conclusion we get in
the single case of rule following. The therapy’s aim is not
only to be cured for one occasion, but also to acquire “im-
munity” for other situations.
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Abstract

The aim of this talk is to explore a connection between moral reasoning and moral context — the resources available for talking
and thinking about moral matters — and argue that the relation to context explains the interaction between the realistic and rela-
tivistic element in moral reasoning. Special attention will be given to the question of whether moral context can distort or even

make impossible certain moral insights.

The aim of this talk is to explore the connections between
moral reasoning and moral context, that is, the resources
available in talking and thinking about ethical matters in a
particular context. In the first section we aim to develop the
idea that context influences reason. In the following sec-
tion, we will investigate how moral context can distort cer-
tain moral insights, arguing that it may constrain, but does
not make certain thoughts impossible.

Moral Reasoning and Moral Context

In arguing for a connection between moral reasoning and
moral context, we can draw on an insight, prominent in
virtue ethics, that moral development — the process
through which we come to be competent moral individuals,
our moral education and the resulting moral virtues — is
heavily influenced and shaped by the practices and the
culture into which such moral development is meant to ini-
tiate us. We find a striking example of this in a story that
George Orwell recollects from the time when he was send
to boarding school at the age of 8. As often happens to
children in such situations, Orwell starts wetting his bed.
He thinks that this is indeed wrong of him, but he has no
control over whether it happens or not. First, he is warned
by a teacher to stop, but when he does not stop and is
completely unable to stop, he is given a severe beating by
the headmaster. The question is what the boy Orwell
learns from this. He does not learn the lesson about the
terrible things that adults do to children, which the man
Orwell wants us, his readers, to learn. Quite the contrary.
The boy Orwell learns that he cannot trust his initial
judgement that he is in some sense excused for wetting
his bed because in fact he cannot do anything about it.
“[T]his was the great, abiding lesson of my boyhood: that |
was in a world where it was not possible for me to be
good. [...] Life was more terrible, and | was more wicked,
than | had imagined” (Orwell 1953, 16). The boy Orwell
learns that the world is such that it is impossible for him to
be good. Our focus here is, however, not on the develop-
ment of moral reasoning, but on mature exercises of moral
reasoning. Here, there the connection between moral rea-
soning and context would show itself if we imagine seeing
Orwell’s situation from the perspective of a young teacher
loyal to the school and its prevailing wisdom. Such a
teacher could also find it hard to think the right thought,
namely that wetting one’s bed cannot be a moral fault,
when one cannot help it; his thoughts could be constrained
in this way.

We can find support for this idea that our social or moral
context can have a fundamental and possibly damaging
influence on moral reasoning in a point central to both
Wittgensteinian and virtue ethical thinking. This is that
moral reasoning takes the form of competent participation
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in a normative practice — or rather, a number of normative
practices — that offers a framework of inter-subjectively
shared ways of relating to, looking at and acting in the
world." In order to reason morally, we are initiated into
practices that allow us to trace patterns of interest, pur-
poses and even judgements that we come to share and
normally do not question. And, accordingly, our exercise of
moral reasoning can be distorted or constrained in a moral
context shaped by narrow or inflexible norms and possibili-
ties of moral thinking and acting. Some argue that this
makes both virtue ethics and Wittgensteinian moral phi-
losophy inherently relativistic.> However, proponents of
such claims fail to see that moral reasoning is indeed rea-
soning, about our experience of the world. This means that
even if practices can make certain features easily available
for us, while distorting or even hiding others, they cannot
invent such features. Moreover, normative practices are
not singular units, closed off from one another, they over-
lap in ways that make it possible to use the resources from
one practice to scrutinise another, just as it is possible to
establish and cultivate practices of radical critique. We will
therefore see moral reasoning as unfolding in a territory
between relativism and moral realism. This means that
moral reasoning is seen both as obligated towards our ex-
perience of reality and as dependent on a moral context
shaped by more or less flexible moral norms and possibili-
ties. The suggestion pursued here is that the context can
distort our moral reasoning in different ways. Here we will
first look at how external constraints can be imposed on
and distort our reasoning, and second, whether this means
that thoughts or judgements can become inaccessible for
us — a question that will be answered in the negative.

Restricted and Distorted Thoughts

One way to see how moral context influences moral rea-
soning is to look at changes in this context; for example
cases where particular considerations come to be consid-
ered unattractive, illegitimate or even dangerous. We may
imagine a case where an authority in a society attempts to
change how people think, morally, about reality by trying to
change their moral vocabulary, by ruling out certain moral
concepts. However, such interferences with the way we
talk and reason about moral matters — ranging from ma-
nipulation and propaganda to juridical sanctions — do not,
at least not initially, seem to shape or change the possibili-
ties available to us in reasoning, because we may still be
able to reflect and criticise such changes.

* cf. fundamental insights in the writings of Julia Annas, John McDowell,
Stanley Cavell and of course the connection between linguistic practice and
agreement in judgements, famously emphasised by Wittgenstein, Pl §240-2.

2 see e.g. readings of Wittgenstein's philosophy presented by (Gellner 1992)
and (Nyiri 1981). | argue against such readings in (Christensen 2011).
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However, such critical abilities may be challenged, if the
changes in the moral vocabulary are small, gradual and
persistent. A prominent and well-described example of this
is the Nazi party’s massive influence on the Germans’ way
of talking and thinking before and during the Second World
War. One of the great problems facing the Nazis at the
time of the decision to implement the Endlésung — a con-
cept that is in itself an effective tool when trying to make
thinkable the attempt to extinguish a whole people — was
the very consciousness and pity of the Germans, the in-
tended perpetrators. According to Hannah Arendt’s reflec-
tions in Eichmann in Jerusalem, one, very effective way in
which the Third Reich dealt with such ‘problems of con-
science’ was slogans introducing a new meaning to well-
established words or forging new connections in language,
such as ‘My Honor is my Loyalty’ (Arendt 1964, 105).
Other ways in which the Nazis manipulated moral reason-
ing were, first, by inverting common and accepted moral
ideas, for example by insisting that an exceptional charac-
ter was required, not in order to do good, but in order to do
horrible deeds, or that excellence was required in order to
do the very worst, to be able to become ‘superhuman in-
human’ (Arendt 1964, 105). Second, by language changes
such as replacing of the concept of ‘murder’, with its con-
notations of moral wickedness and violence, with the
phrase “to grant a mercy death’ (Arendt 1964, 108). And
finally, by reversing basic moral feelings to concern not the
victims, but the perpetrators, that is, the Germans them-
selves (Arendt 1964, 106). This pressure and manipulation
in effect meant, Arendt goes on to say, that Nazi Germany
became a society, where all fundamental moral concepts
and principles were turned upside down, bestowing an ap-
pearance of necessity on the moral evil done there.

The German-Jewish philologist Victor Klemperer noted
some of these gradual changes of the German language
during the Nazi rule. The lesson he draws is that the
strongest form of propaganda that the Nazis had at their
disposal was indeed this, the successful transformation of
the German language to fit to the Nazi ideology.

[Dler Nazismus glitt in Fleisch und Blut der Menge uber
durch die Einzelworte, die Redewendungen, die Satz-
formen, die er ihr in millionenfachen Wiederholungen
aufzwang und die mechanisch und unbewusst uber-
nommen wurden. [...] Aber Sprache dichtet und denkt
nicht nur fur mich, sie lenkt auch mein Gefihl, sie steu-
ert mein ganzes seelisches Wesen, je selbstverstandli-
cher, je unbewusster ich mich ihr tGberlasse. Und wenn
nun die gebildete Sprache aus giftigen Elementen ge-
bildet oder zur Tragerin von Giftstoffen gemacht worden
ist? Worte konnen sein wie winzige Arsendosen: sie
werden unbemerkt verschluckt, sie scheinen keinen
Wirkung zu tun, und nach einiger Zeit ist die Giftwirkung
doch da.(Klemperer 1991, 21)

The disquieting claim made by Klemperer is that such
changes, even if small and insignificant, can come to
penetrate the whole of our language and through that our
way of thinking and reasoning. That is, alternative ways of
thinking come to recede into the background or become
almost unavailable for us.

Unthinkable Thoughts?

We have seen how external influences on language may
lead to effective changes in the resources available to us
in moral reasoning. Such changes may however also hap-
pen spontaneous, because language users develop new
concepts or practices or cease to find others relevant for
their moral thinking, such as many in Western countries

will now insist — contrary to bourgeois culture of the 19"
century — that considerations of honour are more or less
irrelevant when considering one’s family relations. Either
way, in these cases there has been a real change in our
moral resources; a process of transformation that we may
or may not be aware of. The question is how far such
changes, and thus moral context, may distort or constrain
moral reasoning.

One idea that may suggest itself is that given our particu-
lar circumstances and practices there may indeed be
judgements we cannot make and thoughts we cannot
think. We find something similar to this idea in the writings
of Raimond Gaita. In Good and Evil, Gaita points out that
in slave cultures, the slaves are treated as replaceable, in
a way that we now think that they are not. Gaita’'s main
aim is to argue that the slaves are treated in this way, not
because the slave owners do not understand that the
slaves have specific characters in the sense of desires and
projects with which they identify, but rather because the
slave owners deny that these characters are such as to
make the slaves irreplaceable. The concern here is Gaita’s
insistence that the slave owners’ treatment of the slaves as
replaceable means that there are indeed thoughts about
the slaves that the slave owners cannot think.

If a slave killed himself because he could no longer
bear his affliction, his owner could not think of the
slave’s suicide in the same way as he can think of the
suicide of a friend who also killed himself in despair. In
the case of the friend, thoughts about the terribleness of
suicide, perhaps of a Christian kind, makes sense to
the slave owner, but this is not so with the slave. The
slave is seen as ‘putting himself out of his misery’ and
this is more or less the end of it. (Gaita 2005, 152f, my
emphasis)

According to Gaita, because the slave owner acts towards
the slave as replaceable, and because he lives in a soci-
ety, where this way of acting is considered perfectly intelli-
gible, there is indeed something that the slave owner can-
not think. The moral context, in which the relation between
the slave and the slave owner is embedded, constrains the
thoughts of the slave owner making it impossible for him to
think the thought that the slave is a human being in the
sense that brings with it a claim to dignity and equal re-
spect.

However, Gaita's claim seems rather radical. We can
imagine all sorts of things happening here. If the suicide of
the slave is followed by that of the slave owner’s friend, it
may spur him to compare the two and through this become
able to see that the suicide of the slave is, in fact, also ter-
rible. Moreover, we can imagine a parallel development
with regard to another of Gaita’'s examples, that of a slave
owner raping one of his slaves. In this case, Gaita insists,
the slave owner would not be able to understand the harm
done to the slave because of his inability to see her as “an
intelligible object of anyone’s love” (Gaita 2005, 161).
However, even if we accept this description, we can still go
on to imagine that the slave owner takes the slave woman
as his mistress. Then again, many things may happen.
Maybe she will come to mean something to him that
makes her irreplaceable. Or maybe his wife will come to be
jealous of the slave mistress in a way that will open the
slave owner’s eyes to how the slave is indeed an intelligi-
ble object of love and thus an intelligible object of jealousy.
Arguably, there are ways in which the slave owner can
come to think the unthinkable thought, and this means that
it is not — at least not in any strict sense — unthinkable after
all.
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Realism and Relativity, Possibility and
Relevance

We thus find something right as well as something mis-
guided in Gaita’s idea of the unthinkable thought. It seems
right to point out that our moral context — as well as the
ways we act in and relate to this context — may pose seri-
ous constraints on our ethical thinking. However, it seems
rather more problematic to claim that such constraints are
clear and absolute — setting up limits that make certain
thoughts and judgements impossible. Instead, apparently
‘inaccessible thoughts’ may often be revived if we draw on
other resources available to us — even if, in contexts with
very few moral resources, such ways of by-passing inhibi-
tions in moral reasoning may be hard to find.

In general, moral context does not make certain moral
thoughts completely impossible. This is the realistic ele-
ment in the view of moral reasoning presented here. The
lesson we should draw is indeed a different one. That even
if we principally can think any thought in any context, the
context greatly influences what thoughts we have reason
to think and what thoughts are easily accessible to us.?
The main problem with inadequate or outright corrupted
moral contexts is not that they make certain thoughts un-
thinkable. It is rather that they may establish a situation
where we have no reasons to think certain thoughts — as
the slave owner in a great majority of cases has no reason
to think that a slave has a claim to dignity and equal re-
spect. This is the challenge inherent in the relativistic ele-
ment in moral reasoning. That is, moral context cannot
make a moral thought unthinkable, but it may hide or mar-
ginalise it, make it appear irrelevant or almost unintelligi-
ble, and in many cases, this may be almost just as bad.

3 Annas argues that it was indeed impossible for the stoics to think the thought
that slavery was wrong because they lived in a society that was completely
dependent on slavery (Annas 2011, 60).
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Abstract

There is a notorious debate between philosophers about essentialism and nominalism. Classic essentialism dates back to Aris-
totle and Plato who believed in universals. Nominalists such as Hume, on the other hand, do not believe in universals and in-
stead focus on particulars. This historical debate, regardless of the different opinions, is all about the natural world. This paper,
however, tries to shed more light on this discussion by distinguishing between two forms of nominalism: ontological and concep-
tual nominalism. Conceptual (semantical) nominalists, contrary to ontological nominalist, such as Wittgenstein alter the discus-
sion from natural world to linguistic world. They focus on the concepts with which we use in our daily life. Conceptual nominal-

ists believe that concepts do not have necessarily one essence.

Introduction

The founders of Analytic philosophical school of thought—
who mainly hailed from Cambridge and Oxford—consist of
Moore, Russell, Frege and Wittgenstein. They were of the
view that the problem that philosophers have to grapple
with is that lack of clarity and precision in the use of lan-
guage, which is the most important tool for communicating
meaning and exchanging philosophical teachings. For this
group of philosophers, the language of the conventional
sciences (i.e., the language that scientists in various em-
pirical fields such as biology, physics, chemistry, etc. use
to formulate their data) is an exemplary tool for communi-
cating knowledge, because it is free of ambiguity and can
convey meaning with the utmost precision. In the same
way, they strove to present a philosophical language that
was clear and unequivocal and could be used to express
unambiguous philosophical propositions. The distinction
Russell drew between propositions’ logical form and
grammatical form, Wittgenstein'’s picture theory of meaning
and his effort to purge language of ambiguity, and the Vi-
enna Circle’s verifiability principle all have to be under-
stood in this light."

However, why did scholars adopt the scientific-empirical
view of being? Epistemologically speaking, what are the
necessary elements and presuppositions that underpin this
view of being? As Kant would put it, what are the neces-
sary conditions for such a view to become possible? What
fundamental assumptions may have to change in order for
the scientific view of being to become a possibility?

In response to the above-mentioned questions, we can
say, with utmost brevity, that the crux of the non-scientific
and non-empirical view of being and nature is essential-
ism, and that the crux of the scientific and empirical view of
the world is nominalism and the rejection of essentialism.
Hence, it may be useful to begin by noting a few points
about these two viewpoints.

Wittgensteinian Conceptual Nominalism

Essentialism, as a philosophical viewpoint, can be dis-
cussed from two perspectives. One perspective relates to
conceptual essentialism and, the other, to ontological es-
sentialism. Ontological essentialism means that we can
assume that universals exist in the world. But conceptual

! This article is not devoted to a detailed explanation of the claims made by
analytic philosophers. In order to understand analytic philosophy's claim about
modern science (whether empirical or non-empirical) and its relationship to
philosophy, see Gillies 1993, Carnap 1934, Dummett 1993.

essentialism means that words such as “water” or “tree”,
which are used in everyday language, denote numerous
individual instances in the external word and refer to them.
What we are concerned with in this article is ontological
essentialism, which was originally advanced by thinkers
such as Plato and Aristotle, albeit with different readings.
This theory claims that every entity that exists in this world
is made up of unchanging attributes and inviolable proper-
ties, which can be grasped and enumerated. For example,
when a language-user uses the term “human being” and,
in so doing, intends to convey a meaning, according to the
classic essentialist viewpoint, he is referring to a character-
istic or characteristics that all human beings share. It is by
bearing in mind these inviolable properties and attributes
that the language-user's words convey a meaning. This
way of specifying a meaning can be called, definition using
genus and species (in the sense that, according to the Ar-
istotelian logic, the human being is defined as a speaking
animal, whereby animal is the genus and speaking is its
species or distinguishing feature). This point holds true
both for natural concepts, such as tree, mountain, forest,
water, etc. and for concepts that are social constructs,
such as state, war and democracy.

An essentialist philosopher, in the context of ontology,
believes that all entities have an essence, with definable
components. In the context of epistemology, the essential-
ist philosopher believes that this essence and inviolable
properties are knowable. In other words, essentialist phi-
losophers are of the view that speaking of an entity’s es-
sence and properties does not hinge on experience. In
effect, referring to the external world and experience is not
involved in discovering the properties and characteristics
of an entity’s essence. Instead, an entity’s essence can be
defined in an a priori way and prior to any experience. Its
properties can be grasped (from the ontological perspec-
tive) and it can become known (from the epistemological
perspective).

Bearing in mind the above-mentioned explanation, it
must also be recalled that, in the second half of the twenti-
eth century, thinkers like Kripke sought to revive essential-
ism. In Naming and Necessity, Kripke speaks of a kind of
essentialism, which is, in the first instance and essentially,
conceptual. In other words, adhering to conceptual essen-
tialism, as expounded by Kripke, does not entail an accep-
tance of ontological essentialism. Moreover, at present,
there are analytic philosophers, such as Armstrong, who
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subscribe to the existence of universals in the ontological
2
sense.

Having reviewed the characteristics of the essentialist
viewpoint, let us turn to the nominalist viewpoint. There are
at least two kinds of nominalism: One is directed at reject-
ing abstract entities and the other is directed at rejecting
universals. The point worth highlighting here is that both
these kinds of nominalism are considered to be anti-realist
viewpoints, in the sense that nominalism is considered to
be the opposite of the Platonic realist perspective.

In much the same way as the essentialist philosophical
viewpoint, the nominalist viewpoint has two branches: con-
ceptual nominalism and ontological nominalism. Ontologi-
cal nominalism conveys the sense that universals do not
exist in the external world. In conceptual nominalism, the
idea is that the words that we use in language are no more
than names. In this way, conceptual nominalism stands
opposed to conceptual essentialism, which subscribes to
the view that the words that we use in language are uni-
versal concepts that denote their instances in the external
world.

Ontological nominalism uses different ontological and
epistemological tenets and underpinnings from the essen-
tialist viewpoint. An ontological nominalist like Hume or
Berkley® does not subscribe to the idea of essence in the
Aristotelian sense and to an essentialist view of being,
which was described above; an essence, which has prop-
erties that can be defined and determined prior to experi-
ence (ontological), and which can, on principle, be the ob-
ject of our knowledge (epistemological). In fact, instead of
assuming an inviolable, Aristotelian essence as an onto-
logical presupposition, nominalism speaks of violable, em-
pirical attributes.

In effect, if, in the context of ontology, someone speaks
of an essence that can be defined a priori and prior to ex-
perience, he has no need to refer to the external world and
to experience in order learn about the assumed essence;
he can speak about the essence’s properties and know
about it prior to any experience. But, if, instead of essence,
someone takes as his ontological presupposition a list of
the properties and attributes of a concept, which, in princi-
ple, can increase or decrease, he has, in fact, acknowl-
edged that the list is tentative and that enumerating the
properties and attributes must be left to an open-ended
empirical process. In other words, assuming such a list of
attributes amounts to adopting a minimalist ontological as-
sumption, which forms the basis of efforts towards the ac-
quisition of knowledge. A nominalist takes the view that the
concept “tree”, for example, can comprise a variety of at-
tributes, which can be discovered gradually in the course
of studies that demand recourse to the external world and
experience.

Alternatively, a conceptual nominalist like Ludwig Witt-
genstein, in his Philosophical Investigations, explained the
concept of “game” by speaking of the idea of family re-
semblances. He was of the view that different games ref-
erence different characteristics in the external world. This
means that, in conceptual terms, “game” has no essence.
In fact, there are resemblances between different games
which are like the resemblances between the members of
a family (resemblances between the eyes, eyelashes,
eyebrows or mouth of a mother and father with those of

2 Thinkers who subscribe to ontological essentialism do not seem to be in the
majority among analytic philosophers. For more on conceptual essentialism,
see Kripke 1980 and Armstrong 1991, 77-85.

3 For example, in order to substantiate his rejection of material quiddity, Berke-
ley used the theory of nominalism, see Berkeley 1710.
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their children) which can only be discovered by referring to
the external world. For example, consider games such as
football, snooker, chess, basketball, volleyball, tennis and
boxing. A characteristic such as a ball can be seen in foot-
ball, volleyball, basketball and tennis, whereas no ball is
involved in boxing and chess. Or, take the presence of a
net as a characteristic. Tennis and volleyball require a net,
whereas no net is involved in snooker, cricket and Ameri-
can football. As we can see, there is no attribute that is
presented in all the above-mentioned games. Be that as it
may, our linguistic intuitions decree that using the word
“game” for all the mentioned instances and conveying a
meaning in so doing is entirely acceptable. In other words,
no language-user would harbour any doubt in applying the
word “game” to badminton, snooker, etc.

Someone may say, by way of an objection, that winning
and losing is a common characteristic of the above-
mentioned games. But imagine the case of a little boy who
is swaying back and forth on a playground swing. Our lin-
guistic intuitions view this phenomenon as a kind of game.
This is in circumstances in which no ball is involved in this
game; nor is there any winning or losing. So, if we want to
speak of a common characteristic that exists in all the
above-mentioned games, it would appear that there is
none. Hence, for Wittgenstein, in his capacity as a concep-
tual nominalist, seeing the similarities plays an irreplace-
able role in explaining the genesis of the meaning of con-
cepts (Fogeline 1996, Luntley 2003, ch. 3-4). In fact, since
the genesis of the meaning of concepts cannot be formu-
lated in an a priori, non-empirical way, it is imperative to
seek the aid of experience by looking at similarities and
dissimilarities in order to arrive at the meaning of terms
such as “game”.*

In short, we can say that ontological nominalism entails a
rejection of the assumption that objects and phenomena
have essences. Instead, it adopts an empirical-a posteriori
approach to discover, bit by bit, the different characteristics
of a phenomenon, without ever claiming full knowledge of
it (epistemologically-speaking).

Concluding Remarks

In the West, with the emergence of the Renaissance and
the scientific revolution, the nominalist-empirical approach
replaced the essentialist-non-empirical approach(see
Cassierer 2009 and Dunn 1998). This non-empirical pre-
supposition became the central pillar of the scientific and
empiricist view of the world. In a possible world in which
the essentialist-non-empirical viewpoint is scholars’ meta-
physical presupposition, empirical science, in the form that
it emerged in the West, cannot come into being. In the
West, first, scholars adopted nominalist-empirical presup-
positions and, then, they set about uncovering being and
producing empirical science.

The essentialist-non-empirical way of thinking considers
everything to be determined in advance. So, in this way of
viewing being, the assumption that every phenomenon has
an essence and a nature has the upper hand. In order to
know a phenomenon, it is enough for us to grasp its es-
sence and nature. But in the nominalist-empirical way of
thinking, there is no nature and essence. In the realm of
knowledge, the constant humble assumption is that, in our
investigations, we only acquire some knowledge about a

“ It may be said that the critique of essentialism by someone like Wittgenstein
is first and foremost directed at conceptual essentialism. At the same time,
accepting conceptual nominalism will lead to a critique of ontological essential-
ism.
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phenomenon; not full knowledge. And this process of ac-
quiring knowledge is always open-ended.

Having examined different kinds of nominalism, i.e. con-
ceptual and ontological nominalism, we are inclined to
conclude that Wittgenstein should be read as a key figure
in advocating conceptual nominalism. Wittgensteinian
conceptual nominalism holds that concepts do not have
necessarily one and only one essence. Rather, concepts
can have plural and constant changing essences (features
and components) which have evolved and changed his-
torically.
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Abstract

My paper is concerned with occurrences of inside-outside metaphors of language in the later Wittgenstein and Richard Rorty.
Although there are differences in the ways in which the two authors use this inside-outside image, it is not in line with their over-
all thought in either case. It implies that at the mysterious “outside” of language we can conceivably find something which
makes the contrast between an inside and an outside of language interesting. Regardless of this, there must be some value in
the metaphorics for Rorty and Wittgenstein. | try to identify this value and then suggest a less misleading picture that secures

these positive aspects.

The image of boundaries that delineate the space in which
human reason can sensibly move has been present in phi-
losophy at least since Kant. My aim is to criticize two lin-
guistified versions of this picture in places where we would
not expect them: in the later Wittgenstein and in Richard
Rorty. | argue that although they use it in obviously differ-
ent ways, it serves neither of the two authors well. Never-
theless, the image of language boundaries must have
some positive attractive core for them. | will try to bring out
this core and suggest that we either settle for a less mis-
leading metaphor or stop understanding language by cap-
tivating pictures altogether.

The notion of limits of language is pre-eminent in Witt-
genstein’s Tractatus (prominently in TLP 5.6). In the later
Wittgenstein, on the other hand, the image of language as
a bounded whole is replaced by an image of loosely joined
linguistic practices. There is, however, a place where the
limit picture still makes its way:

The results of philosophy are the discovery of some
piece of plain nonsense and the bumps that the under-
standing has got by running up against the limits of lan-
guage. They — these bumps — make us see the value of
that discovery. (PI, 119)

Whereas, in general, the later Wittgenstein seems to have
broken free of the Kantian picture of a bounded sphere of
understanding, here we find a strong reminiscence of it (for
comparison see e.g., CPR A727/B755). Kant and Wittgen-
stein also share the motive of beneficial harm induced by
attempts to transgress those boundaries: in Wittgenstein
bumps exposing nonsense, in Kant a mind drifting through
a domain without fixed points in order to finally recognize
the reasons for its disorientation. In both, we equally find
the idea of aiming for the freedom to stop in these bound-
ary-transgressing endeavors (Pl 133 and CPR
A339/B397).

Richard Rorty takes the later Wittgenstein, and himself,
to be part of a neo-pragmatist current characterized by a
decline of interest in metaphysical and epistemological
guestions (see, e.g, Rorty 1991, 64). The idea of language
being bounded should be alien to this sort of neo-
pragmatist approach. Rorty himself, though, adopts a
rhetoric drawing on some such picture, though with differ-
ences to the picture we encountered in Wittgenstein. In the
latter, we found the notion of a domain of nonsense out-
side what language games grounded in our form of life
allow us to meaningfully say. This nonsense prima facie
looks to be meaningful because it appears in linguistic
guise but has to be unmasked. For Rorty, on the other
hand, “anything has a sense if you give it one” (see M.
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Williams in his Introduction to Rorty 2009). In fact, he is
very dismissive of the notion of limits of language as we
encountered it in the quotation from PI (see, e.g., Rorty
1991). In his own use of the inside-outside imagery, Rorty
claims that we cannot appeal to anything non-linguistic in
justifying claims. As he writes in Philosophy and the Mirror
of Nature “[...] nothing counts as justification unless by
reference to what we already accept, and that there is no
way to get outside our beliefs and our language so as to
find some test other than coherence” (Rorty 1979, 178).

This emphasis on the impossibility to step outside our
language, our practices, “our skins” (Rorty 1982, xix) is
also present in his essays from early to late.

Whatever the differences between Rorty’s and Wittgen-
stein’s use of the inside-outside imagery are, their use of it
seems to be unhelpful in both cases as both of them reject
the picture of a bounded language which it is based on.
Thus, | do not want to ascribe this picture to either of them,
but rather say that their use of inside-outside metaphorics
with respect to language is at odds with what they actually
hold or at least seem to hold.

In order to put our finger on what is so misleading about
these metaphors, we can start by asking what it could
mean to be “inside” language or to be “outside” language
(for aesthetic reasons only, | will stop using quotation
marks around “inside” and “outside”). How could we pos-
sibly recognize on what side of the boundary we find our-
selves? In terms of Wittgenstein, | could find myself at-
tempting to get outside language the moment | recognize
myself to be talking some kind of nonsense. The para-
graph quoted above suggests that there actually is no get-
ting outside of language, but just an unconscious running
up against its boundaries. In recognizing myself as having
talked nonsense, | will always find myself inside language,
for it is only on the ground of my form of life that | can ex-
pose a piece of nonsense. But if we take this seriously,
then being inside language amounts to nothing more than
the simple notion of speaking a language.

For Rorty, there is no stepping outside language in order
to find justification for our claims. Such justification, he
suggests, can itself only be found inside language. But
what then does it mean for me to be inside language ac-
cording to Rorty? As in Wittgenstein, this notion seems
either devoid of sense or unexciting, as it cannot mean
more than pursuing our habitual practices of speaking a
language.

Where is our metaphor possibly misleading? Of course,
it elicits unfavorable associations of language being a kind
of prison. But that is not the crucial point. Rather, the dra-
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matic ring of Wittgenstein's and Rorty’s contrast between
the inside and the outside of language evokes the idea
that this contrast is something important or thrilling. How-
ever, as we have seen, in Rorty as well as in Wittgenstein
the notion of being “inside language” either is empty or
means, quite soberly, speaking a language. Thus, it seems
that what gives the distinction its purported interesting
character has to be found at the outside-half of our image.
If we then claim, moreover, that there is no getting to the
outside, we create the feeling that at the outside there is
something mysterious, inaccessible, something falling out
of the ordinary, but still important. Thus, inside-outside
metaphors are apt to support the longing to search for
“something more” which both Rorty and Wittgenstein ac-
tually want to dissolve.

In addition, asserting that it is impossible to step outside
language presupposes that we understand what it would
mean if we could do so (as if | said that it is impossible to
fly to the moon without a spacecraft). Kant addresses the
need for at least this “feeling-as-if-we-could” when he in-
troduces the notion of negative concepts. Rorty and Witt-
genstein evoke the idea that we have a conception of what
it would mean to get to such an outside, but that we have
seen these attempts to be doomed (Putnam has criticized
this with respect to Rorty, see Putnam 1993, 299).

This, however, suggests ideas about language that Witt-
genstein as well as Rorty actually want to dispel. Despite
his falling back on inside-outside imagery, Rorty rejects
talk about language having boundaries or limits. Thus he
says, approvingly, of the later Wittgenstein, that he
“dropped the notion of "seeing to the edge of language”.
He also dropped the whole idea of "language" as a
bounded whole which had conditions at its outer edges”
(Rorty 1991, 55-56).

This is also underwritten by Rorty’s adoption of Donald
Davidson’s approach to language, which dissolves the
whole notion of “a language” into countless encounters
between speakers successfully communicating with each
other (see Davidson 1986). This approach, epitomized in
the slogan that “there is no such thing as a language”, re-
jects any picture based on language’s being something
that could have limits, or an inside and an outside.

As we have seen in the quotation by Rorty, the idea of
intrinsic limits of language — be they static or dynamic —
seems alien to the later Wittgenstein's approach. It is clear
that the picture of language bounded per se is not in har-
mony with what Wittgenstein says on language games,
family resemblance and the like. An interesting passage in
this respect is Pl 499, where Wittgenstein reiterates his
talk of language boundaries, but with a crucial qualifica-
tion:

To say “This combination of words has no sense” ex-
cludes it from the sphere of language, and thereby
bounds the domain of language. But when one draws a
boundary, it may be for various kinds of reason. [...]

This suggests that language may not have any intrinsic
limits, but that we establish such boundaries as long as
this is needed for a given purpose (say, codification or lin-
guistic inquiry).

But why do we find this repeated use of inside-outside-
imagery in Rorty as well as in Wittgenstein? Surely, there
must be something that makes it attractive even to authors
that we would actually expect to reject it. Both these au-
thors are sensitive to the power that often unconscious
background pictures have on the way we think about cer-
tain problems. In this respect, it is surprising that they han-

dle the potentially inconvenient picture of languages hav-
ing insides and outsides in such a careless way.

Thus, the inside-outside imagery supposedly captures
some aspects which are dear to the two authors. To Rorty,
it offers a forceful way of saying that our specifically human
way of knowing the world, i.e., our reflective, critical knowl-
edge, presupposes language. We cannot eliminate this
critical and thus potentially uncertain character by appeal-
ing to knowledge not expressible in language for justifica-
tion, because nothing that is not a sentence could be used
to justify another sentence.

Inside-outside imagery about language may be a means
of expressing this, but at the same time this picture is not
needed in order to do so. We are faced here by a case of
some social practices and abilities, call them knowledge
practices, being dependent on other, wider practices and
abilities, i.e., those of speaking a language. Thus, the
practice of playing soccer is dependent on less specific
practices and abilities such as dribbling, passing, practices
establishing what we call teamwork etc. We could express
this by saying that soccer is not possible outside these
practices, or that soccer cannot be grounded in something
outside these wider practices, but the inside-outside pic-
ture seems a lot less attractive here than in the case of
language.

The same considerations might be helpful in Wittgen-
stein’s picture of the outside of language being just non-
sense. What this picture can express on the positive side
is that linguistic practices are social practices and as such
need to be grounded in something shared. At least, these
practices cannot be globally in flux so as to be completely
unpredictable. It makes sense to say that, for us, someone
whose linguistic behavior does not correspond to our ex-
pectations speaks nonsense in the sense that he plays a
different game from ours and that we cannot make much
of his behavior in the framework of our own game.

Again, using an inside-outside picture of language offers
one, but not necessarily the only way of expressing this. In
the framework of soccer, exhibiting “baseball behavior”
could be understood as nonsensical. But that does not
mean that soccer-players could not learn to play baseball
or that one could not design a game incorporating baseball
as well as soccer behavior. So once more, we have some
analogy, but to say that outside soccer there is only non-
sense (even if we qualify this by “for soccer players”)
would strike us as misplaced. What makes this inside-
outside talk more attractive in the case of language may
be the inherited picture of the mind being a bounded entity
which was then passed over to language.

On the basis of our soccer analogy, we cannot say that
the inside-outside picture of language is itself wrong in a
strong sense, rather it is inconvenient. As Wittgenstein
says in the passage quoted above, we erect boundaries
for a certain purpose and in the right situations they can be
useful. But the situation in this case just does not seem to
be right. Talk of boundaries, or an inside and outside of
language is inconvenient given the purposes that the Rorty
and Wittgenstein actually pursue.

Is there an alternative picture of language that might be
more suitable than inside-outside metaphors, a picture
which captures what these metaphors probably should
have expressed in Rorty and Wittgenstein? Davidson
seems to have come up with one: In Seeing through Lan-
guage (Davidson 1997) he proposes to conceive of lan-
guage as a certain kind of organ, in analogy to eyes, ears
etc. The analogy preserves what probably made the in-
side-outside imagery attractive for Rorty and Wittgenstein.
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There is no sensible way of wanting to “step outside” our
eyes or ears. In fact, we would not even say that it is im-
possible to step outside our eyes or ears, but that we do
not understand what is meant by this phrase (which is
what Rorty’s awkward use of the metaphor of “stepping
outside” probably should have meant). At the same time,
there is a sense in which these organs give us access to
socially shared (auditory, visual, etc.) spaces. Thus, the
organ-metaphor offers us a sober way of expressing what
the limit-metaphor expressed in a too dramatic manner. It
dispels the temptation to think of a limit behind which there
is something to which we cannot penetrate, or of an out-
side that we cannot reach.
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Abstract

In this paper, | argue that Wittgenstein's rule-following considerations reveal an important, yet unexplored, option in contempo-
rary ethics, namely they can help us to identify the main elements of what | call “Practical Cognitivism,” a philosophical approach
to morality as based on knowing-how. If this approach is cogent, it will show that some present day metaethical debates are
misconceived. Thus, | will first examine the kind of knowledge that is necessarily presupposed in following rules, namely know-
ing-how and, afterwards, | will identify a criterion for distinguishing moral from non-moral rules. Then, | will explore some ethical
implications of considering moral knowledge in terms of knowing-how. Finally, | will point out some further developments Practi-
cal Cognitivism is subject to, especially the kind of normative ethics that best fits within it.

1. Kinds of knowledge

Rule-following considerations play a central role in Witt-
genstein’s Philosophical Investigations (cf. Pl §185-243;
for an exegetical analysis of the mentioned paragraphs,
see: Baker & Hacker 2014.) These remarks have been
deeply discussed, especially after Kripkestein's sceptic
paradox and, particularly in ethics, after McDowell’s paper,
which supports some sort of Cognitivism. Kripke's interpre-
tation of Wittgenstein was proved wrong by Baker &
Hacker and by McDowell, but it not clear whether McDow-
ell avoids Platonism since values are, supposedly, “out
there” (1981). | will not engage in these debates here, but |
will instead focus on the kind of knowledge that is presup-
posed in the ascription to a person of rule-governed be-
haviour. Since culture, and morality as part of it, is rule-
constituted, there are all sorts of rules: rules of games, le-
gal rules, etc. There are indeed moral rules, and morality
itself may be seen as a rule-governed practice.

Let me, first of all, point out the scope of this work. | will
explore some implications of Wittgenstein's rule-following
remarks for ethics, but | will not commit myself to the view
that moral life is exclusively composed of rules. A moral
system may indeed also include sentiments, traits of char-
acter, values etc. Not all these elements need be ex-
plained by reference to rules or reduced to them. But moral
rules do play a fundamental role in guiding a person’s be-
haviour, in discriminating right from wrong, in justifying or
in giving reasons for actions and so on. Thus, they may
be a condition for making persons accountable.

Some initial remarks on the concept of ‘rule’ are also
necessary when considering rule-governed practices such
as playing chess, punishing wrong-doings etc. Wittgen-
stein himself was mainly concerned with rules for using
words and sentences with the philosophical purpose of
distinguishing sense from senselessness (especially in
metaphysical statements), but some of his remarks can be
brought into morality hopefully without criss-crossing lan-
guage-games, for instance, without generating categorical
mistakes. By forbidding criss-crossing language-games,
Wittgenstein remains a non-naturalist in ethics showing
that his later work has ethical sense too. Thus, first, it is
important to distinguish moral from non-moral rules. Sec-
ond, rules perform different roles. As Baker and Hacker
pointed out (2014, 50f), rules have different aspects in
normative activities: institutional, definitory, explanatory,
predicative, justificative and evaluative. Some of these
functions are clearly performed by moral rules, for instance
the justificatory role: a reason for action can be given by
reference to the established relevant moral norms, espe-

cially principles (for an explanation of ‘reasons’ see: Crisp,
2006, chap.2). An example can be found in Bioethics
where the principle of non-maleficence (first, do no harm)
justifies particular rules such as “do not kill”, “do not cause
pain or suffering”, “do not cause offence” ... (cf.
Beauchamp & Childress 2013, 154). Now, all these as-
pects are worth investigating, but the question | will focus
on is this: what cognitive (if any) aspect of rule-following
must be presupposed in order to say that a person follows
(or violates) a well-constructed moral rule?

I will start to answer this question in a negative way, that
is, by describing when a person is not following a rule.
According to Wittgenstein, we must distinguish between
following a rule and either (i) merely acting in accordance
with it or (ii) just believing one is doing what is prescribed.
The second point seems straightforward, as the famous
example given by Wittgenstein illustrates: if a teacher is
training a pupil and orders her to add “+2” and she does
well up to 1000, but beyond that answers 1004, 1008, ...,
she may believe she is following the rule, but she is not.
Without worrying much about rule-scepticism here, it is
possible for a person, if she understands the rule well, to
recognise whether she has made mistakes by herself,
since the relationship between a norm and its application
is internal. Wittgenstein argues against both rule-Platonism
(rules are invisible rails out there guiding mechanically our
actions) and rule-scepticism (there is no right interpreta-
tion/application) showing that following a rule is a practice.
That is why to follow a rule is not just to believe: one needs
to understand what is prescribed, so that one will recog-
nise that there are objective ways of following or going
against it. As it becomes clear, the ability to understand is
a necessary condition in following a rule.

Let me now clarify the difference between merely acting
in accordance with a rule and following it. At the beginning
of 8217, Wittgenstein asks himself: “How am | able to fol-
low a rule? —If this is not a question about causes, then it is
about the justification for my acting in this way in comply-
ing with the rule.” Consider a child moving by chance a
chess piece into the right square. Obviously, she is not
playing chess because she is not acting intentionally. In
order to follow a rule one must not only understand it, but
also apply it correctly, that is, her actions must reveal the
desire to perform what is prescribed. In order to follow a
rule one must go on doing the same thing, that is, showing
some regularity in acting. This does not need to be a con-
scious process all the time, but a reason must always be
available to the subject to justify her behaviour. Thus, in-
tentionality of action (not mere reaction) is another neces-
sary condition to follow a rule.
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Taking now these two necessary conditions, it is possi-
ble to say that P follows a rule r, iff:

P understands ry;
r, prescribes X;
P does x.

Considered together, these conditions are sufficient to as-
cribe rule-following behaviour to a person.

We are now in a position to answer the question raised
above. Once we accept that following a rule requires
understanding and intentionality of action, we can recog-
nize that it presupposes a special kind of knowledge, that
is, ability. That this is Wittgenstein’'s own view can be
clearly observed in the following remark:

The grammar of the word “know” is evidently closely
related to the grammar of the words “can”, “is able to”.
But also closely related to that of the word “under-

stand”. (PI 8150)

What Wittgenstein is making clear is that some kinds of
knowledge are like abilities, that is, learned skills, talents
etc. For instance, if a person says “I know how to ride a
bike,” she is saying that she can do it, that she is capable
of following the constitutive rules for cycling. Thus, to dis-
tinguish this kind of knowledge from propositional knowl-
edge | will call it “practical knowledge” or knowing-how.
The distinction between knowing-how and knowing-that
was first introduced by Gilbert Ryle, probably under Witt-
genstein's influence, but it has many predecessors.
Nowadays, the distinction between procedural and
declarative knowledge is discussed in cognitive sciences
(cf. Bengson & Moffett 2012). Without forgetting the family-
resemblances between knowing-that and knowing-how,
one can stipulate this definition: knowing-howg =an ac-
quired ability of following rules.

Considering this definition, it seems clear that knowing-
how is not reducible to knowing-that, which was tradition-
ally understood in terms of justified true beliefs. They are
clearly not identical. This can also be realised in a Witt-
gensteinian manner by looking at the use of these expres-
sions: we do not say “P knows-that to ride a bike,” but
rather “P knows-how to ride a bike”. It is a misuse of
“know-that” to refer it to an ability. Moreover, if one says “I
know-how to ride a bike, but | cannot do it,” she commits a
mistake similar to Moore’s Paradox.

This is perhaps the best place to put forward an anti-
sceptical argument related to the existence of knowing-
how. It can be formulated in the following-way:

P1 — If there was no ability to follow rules, then one
could not doubt whether there is knowledge;

P2 — The sceptic doubts whether there is knowledge;

C - There is the ability to follow rules (knowing-how).

This argument seems valid and sound. The conclusion
reveals that there is knowing-how, that is, rule-following
behaviour.

| will present now a clear criterion to distinguish moral
rules. For this purpose, | will use the Tractatus, the only
book Wittgenstein published in his lifetime. He wrote:

When an ethical law of the form, “Thou shalt ...", is laid
down, one’s first thought is, ‘And what if | do not do it?’
... There must be indeed some kind of ethical reward
and ethical punishment, but they must reside in the ac-
tion itself (6.422).
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The distinctive feature of a moral law is, then, that it com-
mands an action as good in itself. In other words, a moral
rule is a categorical not a hypothetical norm.

In his Lecture of Ethics (4), Wittgenstein makes the dis-
tinction between a relative and an absolute use of moral
words. His example is this: suppose | had told one of you a
preposterous lie and he came up to me and said "You're
behaving like a beast" and then | were to say "I know | be-
have badly, but then | don't want to behave any better",
could he then say "Ah, then that's all right"? Certainly not;
he would say "Well, you ought to want to behave better".
(For evidence that this was Wittgenstein's personal atti-
tude to morality, see: Monk 1991.)

Given that Wittgenstein never refused this criterion in his
later philosophical work, let me implement it for distinguish-
ing moral rules from non-moral ones. Thus, a moral horm
expresses an intrinsic valuation, for instance, whether an
action is good in itself. Therefore, knowing-how to follow a
moral rule implies that one does the right thing for its own
sake.

2. Moral knowledge

| would now like to sketch a web of moral rules surround-
ing our very concept of ethics. Let me start by using the
distinction between empirical-moral-propositions and
grammatical-moral- propositions (see Arrington 2002). If
one says “It is wrong for Jack and Jill to have pre-marital
sex,” this proposition might be true or false depending on
particular circumstances. But if one says that “Lying is
wrong!” one is just sorting out the meaning of ‘lying,” that
is, expressing a grammatical proposition.

Let me introduce, recalling Wittgenstein’s famous river-
bed analogy (On Certainty 896-98), a further distinction:

hinge-grammatical-moral-propositions and
non-hinge-grammatical-moral-propositions.

The second kind sorts out the meaning of particular moral
concepts such as truth telling, but the former give us the
grammar of ethics itself.

If ethics is defined in a Moorean manner as an expanded
investigation into what is good (in the above explained
sense of intrinsic value), then a fundamental hinge-
grammatical-moral-proposition is “good is to be done and
evil avoided.” Thus, it is simply nonsensical to say that
one behaves morally by producing more harms than bene-
fits. The above principle coheres with a set of particular
true rules such as “do not cause suffering” etc.

Another hinge-grammatical-moral-proposition is “respect
persons” given that ‘person’ can be defined as a rule-
following animal. Empirical bioethical propositions such as
“respect the privacy of others”, “obtain consent for inter-
ventions with patients” etc. cohere with this principle.
Thus, to disrespect persons is annihilating morality itself; it
is simply unintelligible.

These two hinge-grammatical-moral-propositions are the
river-bed of our moral thoughts and the rules which follow
from them are the river-waters of our moral life. A similar
claim was made by Wisnewski (2007), who argues that
Wittgenstein’s clarificatory task of ethics can show that
Kant's categorical imperative and Mill's (rule)-utilitarianism
are not in principle incompatible. This web of norms
shows that there are clear limits to what one may call
“ethical”. If this is the case, then it urges us to reject most
post-modern readings of Wittgenstein’s moral philosophy
as representing some sort of relativism. Denying a hinge-
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grammatical-moral-proposition makes morality unintelligi-
ble for our human lifeform (Lebensform). No reasonable
person would do it, but they are no proof of moral realism
either.

If the kind of moral epistemology sketched here is sound,
then much contemporary metaethical debate seems mis-
placed. Wittgenstein’s Tractatus has played a role since it
tries to show that “there are no propositions in ethics”, giv-
ing rise to polarized debates between non-cognitivists
(Emotivism) and cognitivists (Intuitionism). Wittgenstein
himself had an intellectualist prejudice rightly cured by the
Philosophical Investigations’ therapeutic method. There-
fore, by denying the common assumption (moral knowl-
edge is propositional or there is not moral knowledge) we
can clearly envisage a new way of understanding the cog-
nitive elements in our moral life as is hopefully exhibited by
Practical Cognitivism.

3. Concluding remark

Nothing was said here on the kind of normative ethics that
best fits with Practical Cognitivism. One promising path is,
considering the two hinge-grammatical-moral-propositions,
to look at caring and respecting as expressing moral atti-
tudes which reveal the internalization of these fundamental
norms. That is to say, a person knows-how to care if she
benefits the cared for for their own sake; otherwise, she
does not know-how to follow the first fundamental moral
norm. A similar remark applies to respect for persons: one
does not know-how to follow this principle if one does not
defer to another person’s rights because they are their
rights. Thus, respectful care in Bioethics would, according
to a practical cognitivist, be a fundamental moral attitude.
Exploring further normative and practical implications,
however, is beyond the scope of this work.
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Abstract

Carnap’s value-non-cognitivism claims that values do not obtain truth values. While it might be true or false that a certain person
holds a certain value-statement, the value-statement in itself does not obtain a truth value at all, for Carnap. In spite of this, a
value-absolutist claims her value statements to be strongly true and any diverging value statement to be strongly false, while a
value-relativist claims every value statement whatsoever to be weakly true. Thus, absolutism wins against relativism, because
the absolutist’s truth-predicate logically overrules the relativist's one. However, absolutism is genuinely racist and therefore is
nothing that we should adopt (in my opinion, at least). Carnap’s conception provides a forceful alternative here; it allows us to
hold value statements (depending on our intuitions, strongly or weakly) without forcing us to choose between the pest of abso-

lutism and the cholera of relativism.

For Rudolf Carnap a value statement is non-cognitive be-
cause unlike “cognitive statements” it is neither based on
empirical facts nor on logical reasoning. (Schilpp 1963,
999f) There is no way to justify values, either on a factual
or a logical basis. Values are irrational, they are chosen for
entirely subjective (emotional, intuitive) reasons. This does
not mean though that values are identical with emotions
(or justified by emotions). Emotions only allow us to iden-
tify which values a certain person holds. Non-cognitivism is
distinct, in particular, from a pragmatist account which
takes values to be (emotional) facts. Cognitive statements,
in particular, have to obtain a truth value, they are true,
false, undecidable, likely, etc. By contrast, fundamental
value statements do not obtain truth values at all. They just
become stipulated (by a certain person or group). Truth
comes into play here at a secondary level only. We might
say “ is one of Xs values”; we might make claims about the
logical compatibility of certain values; and we might make
claims about the causal consequences of certain values; in
all these cases we will obtain truth values, of course. That
is, values (value statements) which do not obtain truth val-
ues in themselves might be embedded in several ways into
the world of science and therefore into the world of state-
ments that obtain truth values. This implies, in particular,
that the fact that is a value of X does not imply that is true
for X. Though it is true that is one of Xs values, as soon as
X himself is a non-cognitivist (we use the masculine form
because we assume X is Carnap) he will not hold to be
true in any way (as a value), neither for him nor for any
other person or group. Thus to take the value to be true,
in whatever form (as a subjective or relative truth, as an
absolute truth), is a clear sign of a cognitivist conception of
values.

The problem of value disagreement, understood as a
problem of diverging (and often entirely incompatible)
moral, political, and aesthetical intuitions, is something that
moved Carnap for the whole of his intellectual career. Car-
nap’'s very first philosophical contributions were circular
letters he sent to his friends in 1918, in order to find a con-
sensus on their attitude towards war (he did not succeed,
of course, since a good deal of his friends was not willing
to reject war like him) (see ,Politische Rundbriefe®, Rudolf
Carnap Papers, University of Pittsburgh, Hilman Library
(RC 081-14 to -22). “Deutschlands Niederlage: Sinnloses
Schicksal oder Schuld* ibid. (RC 089-72) and (Mormann
2010)). Next time where Carnap has been confronted bru-
tally with incompatible value systems was the upcoming of
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NS, where he had to realize that some of his close friends
and even parts of his family supported Hitler (see (Dahms
2015, section 2.2) as well as Carnap’s correspondence
with his first wife Elisabeth and his daughter Hanneliese
(RC 025-33, 025-47, 025-57, 025-59)). Again, after 1945
Carnap faced a similar dilemma, as most of his colleagues
committed themselves to the anti-communist hysteria of
the McCarthy era (and equally violently and unsuccessfully
tried to get him into their camp). (Reisch 2005, 271-281,
382-384) Though the problem of value disagreement
seems to have been absolutely crucial for Carnap, after
the (failed) project of the circular letters from 1918, he
hardly ever turned to it explicitly in his published work. This
does not imply, however, that this problem was not impor-
tant for Carnap’s philosophy at all. By contrast, it seems
that Carnap’s move to decision theory and to probability
“as a guide in life” (Carnap 1947) was mainly if not exclu-
sively motivated by that very problem.

Be that as it may. In the case of disagreement with re-
spect to (political, ethical, aesthetical) values Carnap pro-
poses the following solution. Other than our standards for
rationality (and apart from them), political, ethical and aes-
thetical values are significantly diverse. In particular, two
perfectly rational persons X and Y may adopt entirely in-
compatible value systems. X may defend social democ-
racy and Y an elitist policy or the sharia or fascism. Sup-
pose further that Carnap is X. What can he tell us about
how to deal with Ys value system? (Note that the whole
story may look quite different, if we describe it from the
standpoint of Y, taken to be a moral absolutist, and again
different, in the case of Ys being a moral relativist, cf. our
remarks at the end of this section.)

First of all, X certainly is an advocate of tolerance. (Car-
nap 1950; 2002, §17) But what exactly does this imply? As
long as Ys values do not harm anyone, they have to be
accepted unconditionally, for X. If Y, for example, likes
other kinds of music, this is a question of taste, for X, and
X may discuss heatedly with Y on these topics but there is
no reason for him not to accept Ys values (even if Y is un-
willing to accept Xs values), as long as Y does not start to
violently fill X with sounds he hates etc. Xs values imply
that we have to accept Ys preferences, even if we are en-
tirely unable to understand why Y thinks all that kitsch and
crap being art (at least as long as Ys enjoyment of her
preferences does not harm others). Even in case of Ys
political and ethical preferences, tolerance is demanded.
But here Xs tolerance is certainly more limited. As soon as
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Ys political and ethical values inforce her to act in a way
that becomes harmful for X or other people; as soon as Ys
values lead her to actions being insolvably incompatible
with Xs values, tolerance comes to an end. There are sev-
eral options to deal with situations of conflict that emerge
here. X can try to argue against Y and to convince her to
change her values; X can try to outvote her in the elections
(Y might stick to her incompatible values but X and Y may
still be able to coexist peacefully); in the extremity, X might
be forced to imprison Y, to fight back or even to start war
against her.

Although X accepts diversity (seeing himself not in a po-
sition to call everyone who does not share his political and
ethical values just crazy or blind), this does not imply that
the situation with respect to political and ethical values, for
X, is entirely different from the situation with respect to ra-
tional intuitions. (Carnap 1962, 1968) Rather, it is an em-
pirical fact that in the latter case we can build on a certain
consensus that seems to cover all human beings, while in
the former case such a consensus does not exist. How-
ever, it seems at least conceivable that even in the case of
standards of rationality the situation might be different.
There might be a world where a significant group of people
base their decisions on a certain form of reasoning, being
entirely incompatible with our standards, e.g., rejects mo-
dus ponens and inductive reasoning. Such a Graham
Priest-Karl Popper world might be conceivable, but as a
matter of fact it is not identical with the actual world (we
take it for granted that Graham Priest and Sir Karl, in par-
ticular, never have been inhabitants of such a world).

At any rate, with respect to political and ethical values
we face a situation that is much more of a mess than the
world of rational standards. Here, diversity and the exis-
tence of incompatible value systems being hold by signifi-
cant groups is an empirical fact. But for X and probably
also for Y this does not imply that intuitions become less
conclusive. Though it is certainly an aspect of Xs values
that Ys values have to be taken into consideration quite
seriously (even in case that Y is not willing to do same with
Xs values), and that we should do what we can in order to
find consensus with Y or at least to enable her to act ac-
cording to her values (pretty much in the same way as we
would be willing to accept the members of a Graham-Karl-
world of non-deductive and non-inductive reasoning to act
according to their intuitions, as far as we can) it is clearly
not a part of Xs value system that Ys values and her ac-
tions as indicated by these values have to be accepted
under all circumstances.

What we learn from these observations is that there ex-
ists a powerful way to deal with values and intuitions which
is neither an absolutism nor a relativism. Moreover, it
seems to me rather evident that both absolutism and rela-
tivism are devastatingly inferior to Carnap’s account.

Absolutism is the idea of having absolute values out
there, being accessible to intuition, logic, or scientific rea-
soning. This idea involves that we (we scientists, we Ys)
have access to these absolute values and that everyone
who disagrees with us fails to have such an access.
Roughly, there are two varieties of absolutism to be found,;
first, cultural absolutism in a more traditional and more
general sense, claiming the intuitions of a certain religious
or cultural tradition (or even the intuitions of a charismatic
leader) to be absolutely true; second, that specific form of
absolutism where the culture approaching the absolute

truth is science. While for the case of traditional scientific
questions (i.e., questions of truth of scientific theories in
the traditional sense) the latter seems to be a reasonable
(though disputable and probably not quite Carnapian) op-
tion (called scientific realism), in the case of ethical, politi-
cal, and aesthetical values it certainly appears to be one of
the most toxic and intolerant claims a philosopher can
hold. Value-absolutism is genuinely racist. (In spite of this
tension, a scientific absolutism that decidedly includes ab-
solutism with respect to moral values has been recently
defended by (Boghossian 2006).)

Relativism is the idea that all value systems are equally
acceptable. Roughly, the idea is that each culture has its
own values and a tolerant person has to accept them un-
conditionally. Though we frequently find this form of relativ-
ism to be apparently defended (during heatedly all night
discussions with particularly tolerant and gentle persons) it
seems doubtful to me whether anyone being aware of the
consequences it involves would ever be able to defend it.
While absolutism seems to be equally consistent and
widespread, relativism of the sort we specified here seems
to be possible as a product of “illogical reasoning” alone.
(Since philosophers usually try to be rational it seems to be
much more plausible to me that self-proclaimed “relativists”
such as Paul Feyerabend and Martin Kusch appear to be
defenders of positions more closely related to the Car-
napian view as defended in this paper than being relativ-
ists in the sense of the somewhat self-contradictory posi-
tion just described: we hardly may find any philosopher
who actually defends relativism in the sense described
here.)

The framework of absolutism and relativism necessarily
involves that the most intolerant value systems outdo the
tolerant ones. Logically insoluble contradictions may only
arise between two absolutists Y and Y* who (in a logically
consistent way) defend incompatible value systems. (In
that case, the fittest may survive.) However, if X’ defends a
value system that holds as a particular claim the relative
truth of all value systems and Y defends a value system
that holds as a particular claim the absolute falsity of all
deviant value systems then it follows that X's value system
is absolutely false (though relatively true) and Ys value
system is both absolutely and relatively true. Absolute truth
and falsity are certainly stronger than relative truth and
falsity. Therefore, as soon as absolutism appears to be
hold by a certain Y, relativism is being refuted.

But there is hope, after all. The very point of non-
cognitivism as being defended here is that it does not take
part in the battle between absolutism and relativism at all.
For a Carnapian non-cognitivist moral statements receive
neither a weak nor a strong truth value but no truth value
at all. Values have consequences and are logically related
in one or another way. Statements about theses conse-
quences and logical relations have truth values, of course.
However, the values in themselves or their stipulations do
not have truth values at all, for Carnap. They are not held
as a matter of truth but as a matter of intuition alone. Thus,
absolutism and relativism, for Carnap, are neither true nor
false but pointless.

If absolutism and relativism would be our only options,
we would be forced to choose between the pest of racism
and the cholera of cultural suicide. We should adopt the
Carnapian solution.
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Abstract

In this paper | shall characterize constructivism as compatible both with (ontological) realism and (epistemological) relativism.
As a consequence of distinguishing ontological and epistemological levels in the debate, a traditional opposition between real-
ism and relativism/constructivism can be dissolved. Weakening realism and relativism until they become compatible is perhaps
not too challenging. But even though the sort of constructivism introduced may seem to be a sort of middle ground between re-
alism and relativism, | shall formulate it as a way of radicalising constructivism, claiming constructions to play a causal role and

hence be ontologically real.

1. Realism, relativism, constructivism

First, let me define the views in question in the (perhaps)
most general form of their potential conflict. Realism (about
xs) is the view that xs exist independently of any D(x,y)
dependence-relations (where x depends on y typically,
though not necessarily, in some epistemological sense
that y observes x). Realism does not deny that xs (episte-
mologically) relate to ys; what it says is that even if they
did not relate, xs would still exist. In contrast, relativism
claims that xs can exist only in terms of their (epistemo-
logical) relations to certain ys; if no ys were (epistemically)
connected to xs, no xs would exist. l.e., for relativism, a
dependence-relation D(x,y) is constitutive of xs. Finally,
constructivism argues that the xs in question are (epis-
temic) constructions of certain ys. In other words, D(x,y)
constructs xs. Hence, both relativism and constructivism
deny the independence of xs from some ys. But whereas
relativism takes ys to be constitutive in xs, the former being
irreducible from an account of the latter, constructivism
takes ys to be constructive of xs, the former being relevant
to the origin of the latter only. In short, relativism claims
(epistemological) dependence to be a permanent condition
of existence, whereas constructivism claims it to be a sin-
gle condition of creation.

2. Two Debates: Ontological and Epistemo-
logical

All that has been said was about existence; i.e., ontologi-
cal forms of the views in question. But in order to relate
these views appropriately and find some possible ways of
harmonizing them, another level of conflict has to be dis-
tinguished, namely, an epistemological conflict between
realism on the one hand, and relativism and constructivism
on the other. The distinction is important because the onto-
logical difference is often formulated in epistemological
terms (and vice versa). Realism is often contrasted to an
ontological version of relativism, the view that the exis-
tence of any xs depends on some observers (0s) observ-
ing xs. Hence, the ontological claim that xs exist depend
on an epistemological presupposition that os observe xs in
a certain way that makes xs exist. Realism argues to the
contrary. | shall take this debate to be an ontological de-
bate, in contrast with a closely related but different episte-
mological one.

While ontological relativism starts with epistemological
claims in order to drive at an ontological conclusion, epis-
temological realism applies ontological claims to episte-

mology. From their ontological claim that xs exist inde-
pendently of any os, they conclude that the outcome of
observing xs is xs themselves, also independent of the
way of observation. Ontological realism is about facts (xs
exist); epistemological realism is about truths (o's knowl-
edge of xs represents the way how xs are). Epistemologi-
cal relativism is a denial of the latter (on the ground that o's
knowledge of xs is relative to 0s); ontological relativism is a
denial of the former (on the ground that insofar as xs can
be identified only in o's knowledge schemes, there is no
ground for claiming xs as such to exist independently of
that identification). Note that while epistemological realism
is a popular view, ontological relativism mentioned earlier
used to be rejected explicitly by (alleged) relativists as well
(see e.g. Rorty 1982).

Now that we have a list of different positions at both lev-
els, let us summarize dependence-relations for each ver-
sion. In the table below, r refers to objects of reality, o re-
fers to observers, k refers to knowledge items, and D(x,y)
refers to a (typically epistemic) dependence-relation that x
depends on y in some epistemic way.

Realism | Relativism/constructivism

Ontological -D(r, 0) D(r, 0)

Epistemological -D(k, 0) D(k, o)

It can be seen that ontological and epistemological forms
apply dependence-relations to different sorts of items. For
an ontological realism - relativism debate, the question is
whether items of reality are dependent. For an epistemo-
logical realism - relativism debate, the question is whether
items of knowledge are dependent. Insofar as items of re-
ality are defined as real (i.e., their existence is not sup-
posed to hang on epistemological considerations), realist
answers to the first question seem to enjoy a prima facie
advantage. It would be very hard for the relativist to argue
that objects defined as real are in fact unreal but depend-
ent on the way how an observer access them. A more
promising strategy for the relativist would be arguing that
no such entities as rs exist at all. But this could be done
only if the existence of items in question were taken out of
consideration; i.e., via shifting the emphasis from ontologi-
cal to epistemological questions and slipping to the second
debate.
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Nonetheless, that shift is really preferable for relativists.
Insofar as items of knowledge are defined as outcomes of
some sort of observation, for that question, relativist an-
swers seem to be favorable. In the epistemological sce-
nario, a realist should argue that the role of an observer is
reducible from the creation of knowledge items so that she
could deny that knowledge items depend on observers.
This does not seem to be as hopeless as the relativist's
position in the ontological debate supposing that the ob-
server can be taken as a passive receiver of the observa-
tion that has no effect on the outcome. But given that an
observation is normally done rather than received by ob-
servers, their active role is hard to eliminate. Hence, rela-
tivist perspectives are more promising in this debate.

Regarding constructivism, an ontological - epistemologi-
cal distinction can also be drawn between so-called ‘trivial
and 'radical' constructivism (von Glasersfeld 2005). Trivial
constructivism (‘trivial' because acceptable for some non-
constructivists as well - see Hacking 1999) is the episte-
mological claim that knowledge items are (at least partly)
actively constructed by the observer. l.e., the way of ob-
servation (at least partly) determines the creation of the
outcome of observation. Radical constructivism goes fur-
ther, making an ontological claim that the objects to be
observed themselves are also constructed by the ob-
server. While the first is compatible with an ontological (but
not an epistemological) realism, the second is certainly
harder to accept insofar as objects of knowledge seem to
be necessarily prior (both logically and temporally) to a
process of getting knowledge about them. | take this 'radi-
cal' conclusion to be an unnecessary slip from epistemo-
logical to ontological claims. It is fairly acceptable that
knowledge items are constructions of observers even
without claiming that items of reality are therefore also
constructions. Knowledge items come to existence via ob-
servation, whereas it is at least questionable (and for real-
ists unacceptable) if items of reality do the same.

Once the two debates are distinguished appropriately,
none of the opponents need to follow the harder routes. It
is possible to be an ontological realist and an epistemo-
logical relativist/constructivist at the same time, claiming
that items of reality are independent from any observers
and items of knowledge nonetheless depend at least partly
on observers. Knowledge can be taken to be about one
and the same reality, whereas also observer-dependent
differences can be allowed regarding the ways of getting
knowledge about that reality. Other than a temptation to
draw epistemological conclusions from ontological prem-
ises (and vice versa), there is no reason why one should
take the same position in two well-distinguished debates.

3. Realism about constructions

The main problem with harmonizing ontological realism
with epistemological relativism is, however, precisely that
once the two debates are distinguished, the views in ques-
tion refer to entirely different issues. Insofar as a distinction
has been made between items of reality and items of
knowledge, there is no conflict in claiming that the former
is independent but the latter is dependent. There is simply
no challenge in "harmonizing" two views that are in no con-
flict. There is some conflict, however, between ontological
realism and epistemological constructivism because for the
latter, knowledge items as items of reality (e.g. mental
states, series of neural firings, or notes in a notebook
about an observation) are constructed via observation.

Constructivism holds that prior to having a knowledge of
rs, there was no such thing as a knowledge item k about
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rs. Nonetheless, via getting knowledge of rs, a real thing
(namely, an item of knowledge k about xs) is constructed.
Hence, in order to set up a constructivist scenario, a dis-
tinction between items of reality that are not constructed
and items of knowledge that are constructed is to be
made. Ontological constructivism denies the existence of
the former but epistemological constructivism takes at
least some items of reality (namely, ks as items of reality)
to be constructed. If so, those items of reality depend on
observers that directly contradicts ontological realism. In
order to dissolve this conflict between ontological realism
and epistemological constructivism, a specific strategy of
explaining constructions is required that makes a realism-
compatible form of constructivism to be more radical than
the 'trivial', epistemological one.

The main problem for a realist with relativ-
ist/constructivist accounts of knowledge items is that taking
a substantive role of observers in having knowledge items
into consideration, no unique access of the observer to
observation-independent reality is warranted. A way to
avoid this problem is taking a reality-observer relation not
to be an epistemic one: i.e., claiming that a relation be-
tween reality and observers is not a(n epistemologically
relevant) dependence-relation. Observers and their obser-
vations (and hence items of knowledge) can be connected
to items of reality in non-epistemic ways; for example, a
connection between them can be seen as causal. Causal
explanations of knowledge construction are not alien to
constructivists following e.g. the Strong Programme of
Bloor (1976). Once causality is taken into picture, social
and physical causes of knowledge construction can be
managed in the same framework in a rather obvious way.

According to causal constructivism, a construction of
knowledge items (as ontological entities) can be under-
stood as a causal process in which an observer and some
items of reality cause a knowledge item to come into exis-
tence. For example, a mental state (of having some beliefs
about some item of reality r) is partly caused by an ob-
server o making an observation of r and partly by r itself.
On the supposition that causality is an ontological relation
among items of reality (including observers and knowledge
items), constructing knowledge items can therefore be
seen as a process explicable in ontological terms. At the
level of ontology, they do not differ from any other items of
reality; knowledge items as mental states fit into a causal
chain just as physical events do. Where they differ is an
epistemological level where knowledge items are sup-
posed to have an epistemic relation to observers and
items of reality that are objects of observation. Neverthe-
less, items of reality, in accordance with ontological real-
ism, do not depend on knowledge items but the other way
around. They also do not depend on observers; though
knowledge items as epistemological objects depend on
observers. But even their dependence can be explained
causally, involving that an independence of items of reality
from epistemological factors is warranted at an ontological
level.

Note that in this account, nothing has been said about
contents of knowledge items. They can be exact represen-
tations of reality as epistemological realists prefer, or they
can be different from observer to observer (or society to
society) as relativists do. Whichever the case is, their
causes are just as real ontologically as realists would like,
and they are just as constructions as constructivists would.
As argued above, constructivism, unlike relativism, claims
observations to be constructive rather than constitutive of
knowledge items. Hence, for constructivism, observations
are relevant for the origins of knowledge items rather than
the permanent existence of theirs, as in the case of relativ-
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ism. In a causal account of constructivism, a process of
observation causes knowledge items to come into exis-
tence. A causal explanation for relativism would imply that
a process of observation should cause knowledge items to
keep existing. That is why in the case of epistemological
relativism, there is no way of isolating knowledge items
from observation. But causal constructivism can do the job.
Isolating a knowledge item from an observer can be done
in the same way as any other causal effect can be isolated
from its causes.

4. Conclusion

| take a widely held opposition between realism and rela-
tivism to be a matter of confusing two levels of explaining
knowledge items: ontological on the one hand, and epis-
temological on the other hand. Realism seems preferable
ontologically, whereas relativism has more to offer in epis-
temology. Constructivism is an epistemologically loaded
view that has nonetheless something to say about onto-
logical matters: namely that items of knowledge con-
structed via observation, once constructed, do exist inde-
pendently of the observer.

While a causal version of epistemological constructivism
is a sort of middle ground between realism and relativism,
it offers a more radical account of knowledge items than
trivial constructivism or epistemological relativism (that
might be seen as the most moderate forms of the relativist
side). The former makes ontological claims, offering room
for a potential conflict with ontological realism. But it also
dissolves that conflict by adopting a causal story of con-
struction that reverses the dependence-relation supposed
by ontological relativism and constructivism between
knowledge items and items of reality. Adopting a causal
story is not an ad hoc solution: it was developed by some

mainstream forms of constructivism like the Strong Pro-
gramme in the sociology of knowledge on independent
grounds.

Causal constructivism allows both realism in ontology
and relativism in epistemology at the same time. It takes
items of reality to be constructed causally rather than epis-
temically. As a consequence, it has no commitments re-
garding contents of knowledge items and their epistemic
relation to items of reality. As an extreme, it can be imag-
ined that multiple ways of representations play the same
causal role at an ontological level. On these grounds, rela-
tivism at the level of knowledge contents does not involve
any problem for ontological realism because knowledge
items taken to be as ontological entities can well play their
causal role, regardless of the epistemic contents they bear.
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Abstract

The following text aims at showing the importance of both the notion of open concept — or with blurred edges — and the notion of
rule, in order to understand how the three vertices of the triangle, community, language and subjectivity can be linked. The rules
of the community shape subjectivity, but at the same time they suffocate it. Nevertheless, it's exactly thanks to the training re-
ceived and the abilities to find resemblances (abilities developed inside the system) that the individual can bring out its subjec-
tivity and claim itself as a master. The creation of a new metaphor is the clearest example of this process. It shows us how the
notion of family resemblance can become an operational tool that is able to describe our cognitive abilities.

That is the question made by Cavell when, in the first part
of his The Claim of Reason, he addresses Wittgenstein’s
linguistic conception.

The topic is certainly one of the most important and
complex within the works of the Austrian philosopher.

If one understands who is the authority in a society of
masters that claim the language in which they express
themselves as if it belonged to them, he will also under-
stand which the relationship between communities, lan-
guage and subjectivity is.

The following text aims at showing the importance of
both the notion of open concept — or with blurred edges —
and the notion of rule, in order to understand how the three
vertices of the triangle community, language and subjectiv-
ity can be linked.

In Philosophical Investigations 71, the notion of concept
with blurred edges appears for the first time.

Wittgenstein uses this notion as a tool to explain the
mode of operation of our language and, above all, the way
we use concepts.

We must not, and we cannot, look for something that is
common to the whole language. In this field, there is no
place for the pursuit of the essence. Instead, the best we
can do is to create benchmarks, such as language games,
in order to explain, in the most appropriate way, what we
mean when we talk.

Within this reasoning, Wittgenstein introduces an extra-
ordinary concept, family resemblances:

Consider for example the proceedings that we call
"games". | mean board-games, card-games, ball-
games, Olympic games, and so on. What is common to
them all?—Don't say: "There must be something com-
mon, or they would not be called 'games' "—but look
and see whether there is anything common to all.—For
if you look at them you will not see something that is
common to all, but similarities, relationships, and a
whole series of them at that. To repeat: don't think, but
look!—Look for example at board-games, with their
multifarious relationships. Now pass to card-games;
here you find many correspondences with the first
group, but many common features drop out, and others
appear. When we pass next to ballgames, much that is
common is retained, but much is lost—Are they all
‘amusing'? Compare chess with noughts and crosses.
Or is there always winning and losing, or competition
between players? Think of patience. In ball games
there is winning and losing; but when a child throws his
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ball at the wall and catches it again, this feature has
disappeared. Look at the parts played by skill and luck;
and at the difference between skill in chess and skill in
tennis. Think now of games like ring-a-ring-a-roses;
here is the element of amusement, but how many other
characteristic features have disappeared! And we can
go through the many, many other groups of games in
the same way; can see how similarities crop up and
disappear. And the result of this examination is: we see
a complicated network of similarities overlapping and
criss-crossing: sometimes overall similarities, some-
times similarities of detail.(Wittgenstein 1958, §66)

However, if at first the concept of similarity can be consid-
ered as something merely negative, useful to break with
the philosophical tradition centered on the research of the
essence of language, this concept seems to be perfectly in
sync with the way we operate within the language or, more
generally, with the way we map the world.

Resemblance is a way to comprehend the potentialities
of our perceptions, a way to understand how we recognize
things, a way — we might say — to see ‘differently’.

Similarity is a way of understanding the capabilities of
our perceptions, a way to understand how we recognize
something - a way, we could say, to see “otherwise”. “It is
in ‘seeing differently an object™ — clarifies Sandra Laugier
— “as in the popular example of the ‘duck-rabbit’, or others
Wittgenstein's examples, where suddenly something ap-
pears to me, that will emerge this view: | couldn't see then
what | had before my eyes” (Laugier 2009, 210; translation
mine).

Without thinking of something too complex, for example
to a community who does not have the concept of tomor-
row, we, as Cavell says, would have obvious difficulties to
relate to a culture that does not consider the way we feed
cats, lions or dogs alike.

The fact that we use the verb to feed also to indicate the
action of paying the parking meter would further increase
the gap between us and them (cf. Cavell 1979, 181ff).

What would really surprise us about this community, is
that they would find senseless our attempts to project the
meaning of a word to a context that is far from the one in
which they regularly use it, and therefore to someway bring
to light a sort of originality in our activities. We may add
that they would not give our subjectivity a chance to ex-
press itself at the height of its capabilities.
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Going forward, it has often been said that the problem of
the subject in the mature Wittgenstein is only the one of
the paragraph 244 of Philosophical Investigations:

How do words refer to sensations?—There doesn't
seem to be any problem here; don't we talk about sen-
sations every day, and give them names? But how is
the connection between the name and the thing named
set up? This question is the same as: how does a hu-
man being learn the meaning of the names of sensa-
tions?—of the word "pain" for example. Here is one
possibility: 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 new pain-
behaviour. "So you are saying that the word 'pain’ really
means crying?"— On the contrary: the verbal expres-
sion of pain replaces crying and does not describe it.

This passage is certainly crucial to understand how the
subject fades, as we might say; how it dissolves within our
community and within its rules.

The rules train us to speak, to act in a certain way and
basically to behave like the others do. Training, as such, is
not subject to criticism: we are told how to count, how to
call the colors, how to talk about our feelings, pains,
hopes, and there is no doubt about this training.

In order to become a fully-fledged member of the adult
community, a child must be able to show his knowledge of
the community rules, both linguistic and non-linguistic. He
must show that the way he carries out an order, the way
he deals with an exam at school, his reactions to particular
facts, are somehow in agreement with the community’s
customs. If he does not show these things, the person
would automatically become a problem, he should be re-
educated. If instead of crying and screaming, the child be-
gins to say that he is sick, or that he is in pain, we are in-
clined to say that he is following the natural process of
growth. This is the moment in which a person learns how
to map the world, to distinguish things from each other
and, above all, to join a system that gives the ability to find
the similarities that can be found in different concepts. So,
due to this ability, the person can bring out his own subjec-
tivity in the community.

When someone projects for the first time a word mean-
ing to a context that is different from its usual one, it is then
that his subjectivity emerges - though weakly. This is the
way the individual tries to detach himself from the training
received, by proposing something partially original to the
community. | use weakly and partially, because here the
individual is hampered by the rules according to which he
or she has been trained. As Cavell points out, not every
type of projection is well accepted by the community. The
projection, in fact, follows in any case the rules of the
speakers.

In the second part of his Philosophical Investigations,
Wittgenstein states that the secondary meaning of a word
is not a metaphorical meaning. To give an example, when
we say that Tuesday is “fat” or that the vowel ‘e’ is yellow,
we are not using a metaphor yet. The context in which we
are has to somehow induce us to the projection. As Cavell
would say projection should be a natural process, and in
this case natural means that it is part of the training that we
have been given.

But there is a moment in which everything fits together
and the relationship between subjectivity, language and
community becomes more explicit. This is the case of

metaphors. Metaphors, unlike of simple projections, break
completely the rules we normally use. Cavell defines this
process as unnatural, in that metaphor breaks the regular
modalities to project a word meaning. It is the moment in
which the individual acts arrogantly towards the other
speaker, obliging that to acquiesce to his way to speak, to
see a rabbit, whereby the other saw only a duck. It is the
moment in which subjectivity declares itself as an antago-
nist of the rule, therefore as an antagonist of the commu-
nity itself. With metaphors, subjectivity claims for itself the
right to be a master in a world of possible masters.

In ltalian, we use a particular expression to wish some-
one good luck. We also obviously say also buona fortuna,
that is literally good luck, but we often say in bocca al lupo,
something comparable to the English expression ‘break a
leg’. In bocca al lupo can be roughly literally translated in “I
wish you to end up in a wolf's mouth”. The reason for using
this expression is not important here; it could depend on
the popular belief that the wolf is the incarnation of evil,
because of its voracity. It might come from Esopo, from La
Fontaine or from Grimm brothers’ tale. Let's assume that it
derives from Grimm brothers’ tale, “Little Red Riding
Hood”. Saying in bocca al lupo, | am wishing someone
who is about to face a potentially difficult situation to end
up eaten by his or her executioner. It sounds crazy. And
this person replies to me crepi, which means, “l hope it
dies”. Think about the reaction of the first person who re-
ceived this wish. What effort should he or she have made
to understand what the other speaker has just said?

Nobody would be surprised if this wish would not have
been understood, because what the person who said that
for the first time did, was a leap into the unknown, a total
rupture with had been learnt from the training. This was a
voluntary detachment from his/her community, a detach-
ment that — as Cavell states — brings anguish. The individ-
ual changes the rules of the game, imposing as a new rule
a tale of Grimm brothers. Luckily for this individual, that
arrogance has been somehow understood, and subse-
quently rewarded, since now we — ltalians, of course — all
say in bocca al lupo. The reward has been to be absolved
from detaching from the community rules, and adopted as
a general rule-maker and reintegrated in the society in a
contributing role.

The opposition subjectivity-community is integrated in
our practices and in this case the individual is reabsorbed
within the community in this case. That would close the
circle... or would delineate the triangle starting from these
three vertices: community, language and subjectivity. A
bond of logical necessity then connects subjectivity and
community. We might think about them, in principle, as
logically cogenerated. The subjectivity of the individual is
shaped through the training that is provided by the com-
munity. On the other hand, subjectivity is also capable to
generate other rules, in its possible attempt to break with
the ones of the community. The new rules, together with
the previous ones, keep the community standing.

Back to the Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein
shows how the concept of game and that of language-
game include some elements that, though they are related,
might be totally different. We could think of that as an area-
related similarity — area A looks like B, B looks like C (be-
sides A) etc ... but it is very likely that there is no resem-
blance between A and D.

The community has the responsibility of mapping the
world and claims the right to decide which things are re-
lated one to another. The same right, as we have ex-
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plained, is claimed by the individual who creates a new
metaphor, who realizes the possibility of a new similarity.

By this process, the concept of family resemblance, from
being a negative concept, satisfies the requirements to
become an operative, practical concept. It becomes able
to describe in an optimal way our concepts, just in that
these are created also relying on a community, which op-
erates and organises consequentially to its ability to find
resemblances and differences among things, between
physical objects and sensations, between imaginary sto-
ries and real life moments; or simply between counting out
loud or silently. The concept of family resemblance could
hence become a very important tool to understand how
our cognitive skills work.
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Abstract

There are reasons to attribute conceptual relativism to Wittgenstein. They are related mainly to his notion of grammar, its pos-
ited arbitrariness, theory of language games and forms of life intertwined with them. In his famous article “On the Very Idea of a
Conceptual Scheme,” Donald Davidson rejected conceptual relativism, questioning the very idea that various conceptual
schemes exist. In my paper, | would like to consider how Davidson’s arguments could be responded to, drawing on some of

Wittgenstein’s findings.

There are reasons to attribute conceptual relativism to
Wittgenstein. They are related mainly to his notion of
grammar, its posited arbitrariness, theory of language
games and forms of life intertwined with them.

In his famous article “On the Very ldea of a Conceptual
Scheme,” Donald Davidson rejected conceptual relativism,
guestioning the very idea that various conceptual schemes
exist. Side by side with the analytical-synthetic division and
the reductionist principle, this dualism is the third dogma of
empiricism, which Davidson seeks to repudiate as Quine
repudiated the first two.

In this paper, | would like to consider how Davidson’s ar-
guments could be responded to, drawing on some of Witt-
genstein’s findings.

To start with, let us recall that for Davidson having a
conceptual scheme entails having a language, which
means that where conceptual schemes differ, languages
differ as well. Of course, it may well be that users of differ-
ent languages share the same conceptual scheme pro-
vided that these languages are mutually translatable. The
disparity between conceptual schemes is bound up with
their untranslatability; what is more, untranslatability is a
necessary condition for differentiation of conceptual
schemes. Davidson analyses two cases, namely, complete
and partial untranslatability, only to assert that both cases
are hopeless, which means that the dualism of scheme
and content is impossible, as is, consequently, the stance
of conceptual relativism. Complete untranslatability would
take place if no meaningful part of sentences in one lan-
guage could be translated into another; partial untranslat-
ability, in turn, would be the case if some sentences could
indeed be ftranslated. As for the former, according to
Davidson, if a form of activity cannot be interpreted in our
language, it follows that it cannot be a linguistic behaviour
altogether. (The defining criterion of languagehood is,
then, translatability into our language.) This, however, is
far from obvious. Wittgenstein consistently stressed the
interconnectedness of language and our actions, or forms
of life, viewing language as a part of human practice. Con-
sidering this, we can easily imagine, for example, that we
arrive among a tribe whose members produce sounds
which, given their tonality, we just cannot sort out into par-
ticular words. That notwithstanding, we can identify them
as a language because the community members respond
to them by taking or abandoning action, listening, answer-
ing, etc. Unlike Davidson, but in keeping with Wittgen-
stein’'s emphasis on the links between language and ac-
tion, | believe that translatability into the language we know
cannot be the only criterion of identity for language.

The dualism of scheme and content has been formulated
in many various ways and species, but its general point is
that

something is a language, and associated with a con-
ceptual scheme, whether we can translate it or not, if it
stands in a certain relation (predicting, organizing, fac-
ing, or fitting) to experience (nature, reality, sensory
promptings). The problem is to say what the relation is.
(Davidson 1984, 191)

Davidson divides all metaphors into two groups: schemes
either organise something or fit it, correspond to it. As for
entities which can be organised or which a scheme fits,
they may be either reality or experience. Organising one
object (the world, nature) is unclear to Davidson, as is or-
ganising experience, and it does not provide any other cri-
terion of languagehood but translatability. Thus, he has-
tens to proceed to the other metaphor, that is, to the idea
of fitting. This concerns whole sentences because sen-
tences deal with things and fit reality or our sensory
promptings and can be confronted with empirical evidence.
According to Davidson, the concept of fitting the totality of
experience or facts does not contribute anything compre-
hensible to the concept of being true, which leads to a
simple conclusion that a thing is an accepted scheme or
theory if it is true. Davidson claims, however, that the con-
cept of truth cannot be understood if dissociated from the
concept of translation. This is the key argument Davidson
advances against complete untranslatability, thereby draw-
ing on Tarski's definition of truth. Tarski's Convention T
holds that a viable truth theory for language L must entail
for every sentence in language L a sentence of the form “s
is true if, and only if, p,” where s is a name (a structural
description) of sentence s, and p is a translation of this
sentence into meta-language. If, according to Davidson,
Tarski’'s Convention T embodies our best intuitions about
the use of the concept of truth, then it is a futile venture to
look for criteria that differ fundamentally from our schemes
and assume dissociating the concept of truth from transla-
tion. It is, namely, difficult to imagine a language which
would be untranslatable into another one and yet true.
Concluding, translatability is, thus, the criterion of identity
for language.

As already mentioned, Davidson associates a concep-
tual scheme with language and, upholding Quine’s refuta-
tion of the analytical-synthetic division, he rejects the no-
tion that theory and language could be separated. As a
result, he identifies language with theory, which does not
seem right. First of all, language is not a totality of sen-
tences, but a set of syntactic and semantic rules used to
produce sentences. Secondly, unlike theory, language
does not anticipate anything. Even if we agreed that lan-
guage, like theory, was a totality of sentences rather than
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rules, we would still need to observe that language as
such a totality of sentences would necessarily have to in-
clude also the negations of these sentences, which a co-
herent theory cannot possibly comprise (cf. Hacker 1996,
297f; Glock 2008, 31). This difficulty is removed if a con-
ceptual scheme is compared not so much to language
(theory) but to a grammar of a language. A language’s
grammar encompasses the use of expressions of that lan-
guage and not of non-natural (logical) propositions that
hide behind everyday word-use and provide a necessary
basis of all possible systems of representation. Grammar
rules determine sense and precede the truth or falsity of
sentences. At the same time, Wittgenstein stresses that
there are various autonomous grammars, and their rules
are as arbitrary as the choice of the units of measure. The
rules do not speak anything about facts; nor are they true
or false. Instead, they define the sense of that speaking. In
this context, Hacker aptly notices that it would be more
advisable to speak of conceptual schemes or grammars
for particular areas, as in fact Wittgenstein did, focusing
on, for example, the discourse of colours, space, size, time
or truth and falsehood. This is, however, what Davidson
refuses to do since he seeks to avoid all distinctions similar
to the difference Wittgenstein formulated between “gram-
matical propositions,” which determine sense or meaning,
and empirical propositions, which describe the way things
are in the world. As an argument against such divisions,
Davidson cites Quine’s critique of analyticity, which was,
however, originally targeted against Carnap first of all.

Let us now turn to partial untranslatability. In this case,
understanding the difference between conceptual
schemes is made possible by referring to their shared part.
Davidson made a prior assumption that a person’s speech
cannot be interpreted without a knowledge about that per-
son’s beliefs (and also desires and intentions) and that
identification of beliefs is impossible without understanding
the language. In case of “radical interpretation,” that is
translation from a language entirely unknown to us, we
must by necessity assume a basic agreement on beliefs.
“We get a first approximation to a finished theory,” writes
Davidson, “by assigning to sentences of a speaker condi-
tions of truth that actually obtain (in our own opinion) just
when the speaker holds those sentences true” (Davidson
1984, 196). Davidson refers to this as the “principle of
charity.” By attributing maximum sense to words and
thoughts of others, assuming that in most cases they are
indeed right, we optimise agreement and the area of
shared beliefs, thereby accommodating explicable errors
and differences of opinion. As a result, Davidson treats
differences in conceptual schemes the way he does differ-
ences of beliefs: we make those differences more compre-
hensible by enlarging the basis of shared, that is translat-
able, language or opinion. “But,” as Davidson writes,
“when others think differently from us, no general principle,
or appeal to evidence, can force us to decide that the dif-
ference lies in our beliefs rather than in our concepts”
(Davidson 1984, 197). Given this reasoning, we cannot
make sense when we assert that two schemes are differ-
ent as we are unable to assess whether concepts or be-
liefs radically differ from ours. By the same token, the
dogma of dualism of scheme and content collapses, and
with it conceptual relativism does as well.

We should also remember that maximization of agree-
ment postulated by the “principle of charity” probably can-
not be a theoretical act because if it were, it would be
purely declarative and the attribution to others of beliefs
resembling ours would not be underpinned by real prem-
ises. In 8241 of Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein
writes: “It is what human beings say that is true and false;
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and they agree in the language they use. That is not
agreement in opinions but in form of life.” It is not exclu-
sively, not even primarily, in utterances that shared beliefs
are manifested, but rather in action, in sensory and voli-
tional responses to certain stimuli from the environment
and in interpersonal relationships. Davidson says that in-
terpretation of an alien language must commence from
attributing to statements a person utters in this language
truth conditions which indeed obtain when the statement is
being uttered. But, as Hacker aptly notices, in what way
the observer should identify assertions and separate them
from imperatives or interrogations prior to understanding
words or sentences is, as a matter of fact, rather puzzling.
Davidson explicitly privileges truth over meaning.

However, in Davidson, the key problem as related to
conceptual relativism is the claim that there is nothing to
suggest that differences between us and natives in holding
sentences to be true lie in different beliefs or judgments
and not in the difference of concepts. In the language of
the Pirahd, there are no numbers, numerals or any forms
of counting altogether. They basically use two words de-
noting more or less “a little” and “a lot,” but their use
thereof is very peculiar. For example, they refer to two
small fish and one medium-sized fish alike as “a little” and
distinguish them from a tiger or a big fish. Given this, it is
really difficult to accept Davidson’s distinction between
“disagreement in beliefs” and “disagreement in concepts.”
In the case of the Piraha use of “a little” and “a lot”, we do
not deal with new words, but rather with an anticipation of
a different conceptual structure for a given bit of language.
It can serve as an example of a partial difference in con-
ceptual scheme, which is a difference between the corre-
sponding segments of the grammar of expressions, for
example the grammar of colour expressions or of numbers
and counting. And this is not a difference in truth, but a
difference in grammar. When the Piraha say that two small
fish means the same as one medium-sized fish — which in
our grammar would mean that two equals one — the dis-
agreement between us that is a disagreement about con-
cepts, does not produce a disagreement about truth. What
the Piraha say is true, but their truth is incommensurable
with our truth. It does not mean, either, that we are unable
to understand their conceptual schemes for colours or
numbers though, admittedly, we cannot translate them into
ours. Hacker aptly notices that when trying to master the
native language, an anthropologist not only engages in
translation, as Quine’'s and Davidson’s interpretations
would suggest, but also wants to speak that language, that
is, to understand the meanings of words. The anthropolo-
gist would then seek explanations, ostensive definitions,
examples, paraphrases, etc. in the native language.
Hacker compared differences in concepts to differences in
“measures” while the disagreement in beliefs or judgments
to a disagreement in “measurements.” Consequently, he
asks: “Is it intelligible to claim that we can never allocate
an apparent difference in judgment to a difference in the
measure used, as opposed to a disagreement in the
measurement executed?” (Hacker 1996, 303). Let us recall
the example of wood-sellers which Wittgenstein resorted to
in his Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics. The
wood-sellers pile up logs in heaps of varying heights and
then sell them at the price proportionate to the area the
heaps cover and not by the cubic meter. How could we
convince then that they make a mistake and that the big-
ger area that the pile covers does not entail “more wood"?
We could, Wittgenstein proposes, arrange the pile which is
small for them in such a way as to make it “big.” Perhaps
that would convince them, but we might as well get to hear
“Yes, it's a lot of wood and it costs more.” And “that would
be the end of the matter,” states Wittgenstein. “We should
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presumably say in this case: they simply do not mean the
same by ‘a lot of wood’ and ‘a little wood’ as we do; and
they have a quite different system of payment from us.”
(Wittgenstein 1998, 94) At closer inspection, the example
corresponds to the problem of partial translatability: the
wood-sellers measure, count and sell, that is, they perform
the same activities as we do, but they do it differently. “Dif-
ferently” means simply wrongly. Their mistake seems to lie
in the choice of the measure which determines the mean-
ing “more wood” for them. It seems that it would be easy to
convince them sooner or later that they are making a mis-
take, but it is in fact not the case, and Wittgenstein em-
phatically communicates that with the conclusive “That
would be the end of the matter.” Stating this, he meant, |
guess, that although their activities are similar to ours, we
do not understand them, in fact, and we do not know what
they refer to when they use such expressions as “a lot of
wood” and “a little wood.” Neither do we know whether
what they do is indeed measuring and selling because, as
a matter of fact, we know only very little about them: what
do they do with the wood, how do they distribute other
products, why do they pile wood into heaps? Their activity
of measurement and calculation cannot be correct or incor-
rect as we do not know for sure whether they indeed
measure and calculate, or at least we are not authorised to
identify such actions. We are seduced by a certain image,
perhaps by the unconsciously applied “principle of charity”,
which holds that there are beliefs and concepts whose
meanings are independent of practices in which these
concepts are applied. In such circumstances, we are prone
to think that the concepts of measuring, counting and sell-

ing are already present in the language of the wood-
sellers, but they are wrongly applied in practice. But the
practice of the wood-sellers, which focuses only to the
area covered by the piles and lacks the activities of meas-
uring and calculating the quantity of wood familiar to us, is
not a practice in which measurement takes place.

Concluding, we could assume, | believe, that relativism
is not unthinkable. Particularly when language is compre-
hended, the way it was by Wittgenstein, as a part of hu-
man forms of life, and the meaning of words as intertwined
with our actions. | think that responding to Davidson’s ar-
guments, Wittgenstein would emphasise this interconnec-
tion, teaching us in this way, to perceive differences rather
than to agree on shared truth conditions.
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Abstract

Arguments are often called ‘moral arguments’ because they deal with moral issues, such as the permissibility of killing in certain
circumstances. | call this the ‘thin’ sense of ‘moral argument’. Some arguments in moral philosophy are moral in this sense, but
fail to be moral in other respects. Inspired by Wittgenstein’s On Certainty, | argue that, if an argument about moral issues in-
volves or leads to the denial of a moral certainty, the argument is not moral in a ‘thick’ sense and does not qualify as a proper
response to a moral problem. We have good reason not to do whatever thin arguments involving the denial of moral certainties
claim we ought to do, even if we have no reason to question the truth of the premises or the logical validity of the argument.

Introduction

What is a moral argument? A straightforward answer is
that a moral argument is an argument dealing with moral
issues, such as the permissibility of killing in certain cir-
cumstances. Let us call this the ‘thin’ sense of ‘moral ar-
gument’. Arguments we find in normative and applied eth-
ics are almost invariably moral in this sense. However,
they often fail to be moral in other respects. | will focus on
one way in which morality can be absent in thin moral ar-
guments. Drawing on Wittgenstein’s On Certainty, | will
argue that, if an argument about moral issues involves or
leads to the denial of a moral certainty, the argument is not
moral in a ‘thick’ sense and does not qualify as a proper
response to a moral problem. That is, we have good rea-
son not to do whatever thin arguments involving the denial
of moral certainties claim we ought to do because they
conclude we ought to do it, even if we have no reason to
question the truth of the premises or the logical validity of
the argument.* Our reason to reject the argument, namely
that it involves the denial of a moral certainty, is a moral
rather than a logical reason, but that does not prevent it
from being a good reason. While logical reasons are avail-
able irrespective of one’s moral outlook, the availability of
moral reasons is tied to a specific moral outlook or concep-
tion of morality. | will indicate what kind of conception or
outlook is required in order for the moral reason ‘because it
involves the denial of a moral certainty’ to be available as
a reason to reject a thin moral argument.

An Example: Singer’s Practical Ethics

How can morality be absent in a thin moral argument? Let
us start from Hans-Johann Glock’s remark that ‘ever since
Plato, philosophers have shown an uncanny willingness to
follow the argument wherever it leads’ (Glock 2008, 194).
Glock uses Peter Singer’s Practical Ethics as an example.
According to Glock, Singer

[...] condones active non-voluntary euthanasia, the Kkill-
ing of innocent human beings that are incapable of un-
derstanding or making the choice between life and
death — such as severely defective infants or grown-ups
in a vegetative state. Moreover, he favours such a
course of action not just in cases in which it is in the in-

! The phrase ‘because they conclude we ought to do it' is meant to make clear
that there may be other reasons to do what the argument concludes we ought
to do. Suppose that an argument concludes that a man ought to leave his wife,
but that there is good reason to reject the argument. That does not mean that
there cannot be other good reasons to leave his wife or that it is not true that
he ought to leave his wife. In what follows, | will leave the ‘because’-phrase
out.
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terest of the patient, but also in cases in which it is best
for the patient’'s environment — the family or society.
This includes both infants with Down’s syndrome and
haemophiliacs. (Glock 2008, 197)

Glock does not see Singer's argument as logically invalid
or his conclusion as, logically speaking, inadequately sup-
ported. Rather, he thinks that the conclusion cannot be the
right one, he refuses thinking about it as something that
could possibly be right. Not only Singer's argument, but
any argument leading to such a conclusion must be dis-
missed, precisely because it leads to that conclusion. The
possibility of a sound argument for non-voluntary euthana-
sia is excluded a priori. Why?

Nobody will dispute that, whenever an argument the va-
lidity of which one has no reason to question leads to an
unexpected or controversial conclusion that goes against
received views or intuitions, there is good reason to ques-
tion its premises. However, its being unexpected or con-
troversial does not mean that the conclusion cannot be
right or that the argument cannot be sound. If it would
mean that, there would be no room for criticizing received
views. If we nevertheless want to hold on to the idea that
certain conclusions, such as Singer's, cannot be right,
there has to be something more to them than their just be-
ing unexpected or controversial. Glock thus invites us to
distinguish between, on the one hand, conclusions we are
willing to evaluate because they could possibly be right
and, on the other hand, conclusions we refuse to evaluate
because they cannot be right.

Empirical and Moral Certainties

It is helpful, in this regard, to have a look at Wittgenstein's
On Certainty. Wittgenstein discusses statements such as ‘I
have a brain’ (Wittgenstein 1975, 84), ‘My body has never
disappeared and reappeared after an interval’ (§101) and
‘The earth has existed long before my birth’ (§84). These
statements are more aptly characterized as certainties
than as beliefs. In contrast to beliefs, they cannot be
meaningfully doubted or challenged (8234). The truth of
these certainties ‘belongs to our frame of reference’ (§83),
and to doubt them would be to ‘knock from under my feet
the ground on which | stand on making any judgments at
all' (8492). Would we not ‘refuse to entertain any argu-
ment’ that tried to show that the earth has existed for only
a hundred years (8577)? And would such a refusal not be
reasonable? Here, ‘we are not ready to let anything count
as a disproof of this proposition’ (§245), and rightly so.
Wittgenstein asks:
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What if it seemed to turn out that what until now has
seemed immune to doubt was a false assumption?
Would | react as | do when a belief has proved to be
false? [...] Would | simply say ‘I should never have
thought it — or would | (have to) refuse to revise my
judgment — because such a ‘revision’ would amount to
annihilation of all yardsticks? (§492)

What Glock finds uncanny about the philosopher’s willing-
ness to follow the argument wherever it leads is, | pre-
sume, that this willingness testifies of an unwillingness to
consider Wittgenstein's question as a legitimate one. That
is, because of an “exaggerated confidence in the power of
philosophical judgment” (Glock 2008, 194), philosophers
often fail to see that there is an alternative to the ‘I should
never have thought it!’-option.

Wittgenstein discusses only empirical certainties, but
some commentators have argued that it is plausible to ex-
trapolate his account to the moral realm and to speak of
moral certainties as well (For a recent overview of the dis-
cussion and helpful references, see Pleasants 2015). Nigel
Pleasants, for instance, has convincingly argued that the
wrongness of killing is such a certainty (Glock 2008, 2015).
It should be remembered that Glock describes Singer's
argument as condoning ‘the killing of innocent human be-
ings’ (my italics). Using Wittgenstein’s conceptual tools, we
could say that one of Glock’s reasons for refusing to ac-
cept Singer’s conclusion is that it involves the denial of a
moral certainty. He understands ‘it is wrong to kill innocent
human beings’ as relevantly analogous to ‘the earth has
existed long before my birth’. According to Wittgenstein, it
is ‘absurd’ to doubt, justify or deny certainties (Wittgenstein
1975, 8460), and it is conspicuous that Glock uses the
very same term to characterize the conclusions of the phi-
losophers he challenges (Glock 2008, 194).

The Problem of Criticism

The problem of criticism re-emerges here. Although the
distinction between beliefs and certainties allows for a re-
action like ‘that conclusion cannot be right’ in certain cases
and at the same time saves the possibility of criticizing re-
ceived beliefs, it raises questions about the alleged impos-
sibility of doubting or criticizing certainties. Wittgenstein’s
point is not that all certainties have remained the same
throughout history and that they stand fast forever. It is not
impossible that, in certain circumstances, what was im-
mune to doubt becomes open to doubt, what was certainty
becomes belief and the other way round (Wittgenstein
1975, §97). One could think here, | suppose, of the way in
which Galilee made it possible to criticize what until then
had functioned as a certainty: the certainty that the sun
turns around the earth became a criticisable belief, the be-
lief was shown to be false and replaced by the belief that
the earth turns around the sun, a belief which has now be-
come a new certainty. It is important to note that, without
the certainty that the sun turns around the earth, the whole
of astronomy’s frame of reference changed. The ground
on which they stood was knocked from under the astrono-
mers’ feet and replaced by a new one.

Can we then regard Singer as someone who does for
morality what Galilee did for astronomy, that is, as some-
one who makes it possible to criticize what many regard as
immune to doubt? If the consequence of such criticism is
that the whole frame of reference changes, then why
should we bother about that? What matters is not whether
the frame of reference changes or not, but whether it is the
right frame of reference. If Galilee was right, so could
Singer be. Or not? Those who maintain, with Glock, that

Singer’s conclusion cannot be right, have resources to re-
spond to this challenge. They could argue that moral cer-
tainties are different from empirical certainties when it
comes to the possibility of radical change. After all, Witt-
genstein does not hold that all certainties are open to
change:

And the bank of that river consists partly of hard rock,
subject to no alteration or only to an imperceptible one,
partly of sand, which now in one place now in another
gets washed away, or deposited. (Wittgenstein 1975,
§99)

A (Line of) Response to the Problem of
Criticism

The question then is, of course, why moral certainties
would be ‘hard rock’. Sabina Lovibond suggests an answer
(or the direction for an answer) to that question when she
says that, in moral matters, we do not have the idea of
fresh evidence, an idea that “belongs to’ our concept of
the physical world, but not to our (possible) concept of the
moral world’ (Lovibond 1983, 79f). Fresh evidence justifies
scientific revolutions and revolutions in our conception of
the physical world. Such revolutionary changes in our con-
ception of the moral world are unjustifiable, because there
is no such thing as fresh evidence or new discoveries
here. A related point, not specifically about morality but
about philosophy in general, is made by Peter Hacker,
who holds that “the characteristic reaction to an advance in
scientific knowledge is ‘Goodness me, who would have
thought of that!", whereas the characteristic response to a
philosophical insight is ‘Of course, | should have thought of
that!” (Hacker 2009, 148). Hacker thus suggests that the ‘I
should never have thought it'-option in Wittgenstein's
question is not open to philosophers, making it necessary
for them to refuse to accept conclusions that conflict with
certainties. Put differently, while scientists seek new
knowledge, philosophers seek understanding of what we
already know (see also Wittgenstein 2009, §127). Hence,
the normative theorist's task would not be to revise or
revolutionize, but rather to make us understand. Moral ex-
emplars such as Gandhi and Nelson Mandela did not
come up with new evidence or revolutionize our concep-
tion of what is morally advisable or permissible, they rather
deepened or reminded us in a powerful way of what, in a
sense, we knew. As Raimond Gaita formulates it,

Ethical understanding is often coming to see sense
where we had not seen it before, or coming to see
depth where we had not seen it before. It is seldom
learning something completely new (there are no Nobel
Prize-winning discoveries in ethics) and it is seldom
seeing that there is, after all, a valid argument to sup-
port positions we had previously judged to be dubious.
It is often seeing what someone has made of something
that we had often heard before. (Gaita 2004, 281)

Conclusion

The line of response suggested by Lovibond, Hacker and
Gaita is not meant to prove that, in moral matters, no such
thing as a revolution is possible. Neither does it lead to a
conventionalist position. Rather, its aim is to show that
those who maintain that Singer’s conclusion, involving the
denial of a moral certainty, cannot be right, have resources
to respond to those who (claim to) see no crucial differ-
ence between criticizing empirical certainties and criticizing
moral ones. It is morally and philosophically defensible to
say that the conclusion of a moral argument cannot be
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right because it involves the denial of a moral certainty. By
‘philosophically defensible’, | mean that it does not suffice
to assert, dogmatically, that a certain conclusion denies a
moral certainty and should therefore be dismissed (as it
does not suffice to assert, dogmatically, that everything is
open to doubt). There are criteria for what counts as a cer-
tainty (see Rummens 2013), and those who defend that
something is a moral certainty have to show that it fulfills
these criteria. Moreover, they will be committed to defend
(or subscribe to) a specific conception of or specific views
about (moral) philosophy, such as those held by Lovibond,
Hacker, Wittgenstein and Gaita. We can conclude that, if
the conclusion of a thin moral argument involves the denial
of a moral certainty, and given a certain conception of
moral philosophy, there is good reason not to do what the
argument concludes we ought to do, even if we have no
(other) reason to doubt the validity or soundness of the
argument.
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“Ubersichtliche Darstellung” as Synoptic Presentation in

Philosophical Investigations, |, §122
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Abstract

As was pointed out by Gordon Baker, Philosophical Investigations, I, 8122 “(...) seems to condense into one short remark much
of Wittgenstein's distinctive conception of philosophy” (Baker, 2004, 22.), and it “is well known and often quoted” (ibid.). Despite
this latter circumstance, Baker proceeded to further elucidate the key notion in 8122 of a “perspicuous representation” [Uber-
sichtliche Darstellung]. Notwithstanding Baker’s reading, one further aspect might be important in trying to figure out what kind
of view is an Ubersichtliche Darstellung, specifically, its translation. In my paper | want to suggest ‘synoptic presentation’ as a
more befitting translation of Uibersichtliche Darstellung. In so doing | will draw a distinction between representation and presenta-
tion that might help us read PI, I, §122, and | will consider the reasons for translating Ubersicht as ‘synopsis’ (and tibersichtliche
as ,synoptic’). | conclude with a brief note on synoptic presentation and style.

1. A note on representation and
presentation

Vorstellung and Darstellung can be said to frequently have
overlapping uses. Still, bearing in mind that not only simi-
larities but also differences between language games (cf.
PI, I, 8130) and between cases of employments of words,
may help us to elucidate their use and clarify their mean-
ing, it can be beneficial to note the possibility of corre-
spondence between Vorstellung and the Latin representa-
tio, and Darstellung and the Latin presentatio. The Latin
words can assist us in drawing an important distinction.
Representation is often used to convey a full-blown idea,
sharply defined, or an image that stands for something
else or mediates our access to something. In other words,
representation has to do with how we usually see some-
thing by keeping hold of its more general characteristics —
often by subsuming different aspects in an idea. On the
other hand, presentation often has to do with bringing to
the fore some aspect that our representations have ob-
scured, whether by pointing out to us what we are failing to
see, or by offering a new perspective that suddenly brings
matters into a new, more comprehensive light (this is clear
in expressions such as ‘presenting in a new light’). From
this distinction, a further difference between the two words
becomes visible. While ‘representation’ has a somewhat
static character, like a fixed standpoint from where to look
at the world around us, ‘presentation’ appears to involve
the movement of seeing something from a new angle,
freed from pre-conceptions. Thus, if we understand Dar-
stellung as representation, we might be leaving out the
possibility of standing directly before what is in front of our
eyes (how we really use words in our language games),
failing to acknowledge it".

2. Philosophical Investigations, |, 8122 and
its earlier formulations
If we take a step back from the printed version of §122 in

the Philosophical Investigations, we find different, earlier
formulations of this remark, each time in a different con-

1| don't want to deny that our representations have an important role in our
way of seeing things. After all, they too are part of our form of life. However, in
what concerns philosophy, and specifically, the view of philosophy as an ac-
tivity, it seems to me that presentation is a word less burdened with the weight
of a theoretic understanding of philosophy, and more capable of agreeing with
a method that does not rest on any given set of doctrines.

text? (in a characteristically wittgensteinian way of seeing,
and showing us, the same thing from a different point of
view - cf. MS 109 204, 6.-7.11.1930, C&V, 9/9¢.). | have
chosen, in the following citations, to translate ‘Uber-
sichtliche Darstellung’ as ‘synoptic presentation’. If we un-
derstand ‘synopsis’ (etymologically referring to a con-
nected view of things) as a vision that allows us to bring
together and remember what we know, in a manner that
allows us to see things in relation and in a glance, its
closeness to Ubersicht is hardly deniable. However,
choosing ‘synoptic’ as a translation of ‘Ubersichtliche’ has
to do, also, with previous reflections on this matter - more
precisely, Pichler's and Venturinha’s. Pichler (cf. Pichler
2004, 180f) reminds us that although Wittgenstein didn’t
give us any hint on PI, |, 8122, as to what he meant by
‘Ubersichtliche Darstellung’, in other contexts - namely, in
his 1930-1935 lectures - he did use ‘synopsis’ and ‘synop-
tic view’, and not ‘clear view' (or ‘survey’), to emphasize
the great effort tied with the difficulty in philosophy of at-
taining a proper synopsis of trivialities, that is, a synopsis
of things that we already know as a way to remove the “in-
tellectual discomfort” of philosophizing (it is not the case of
abandoning one word such as ‘clear’ and replacing it with
another, but, concerning the way — the method - in which
“intell3ectua| discomfort” diminishes, synopsis is more befit-
ting).

Venturinha points out that we owe the first rendering of
‘Ubersichtliche Darstellung’ in English as ‘perspicuous rep-
resentation’ to Anscombe (see Venturinha 2010, 339),
considering, like Pichler, Wittgenstein’s students’ recollec-
tions of the years 1930-1935 as good reason to favour the

2t might be objected that this is like going after early passages in the
Nachlass with the single purpose of justifying a position. But, indeed, it is not
the case of trying to establish which is the earliest version of PI, I, §122, and
then concluding that what is at play in the last version, already existed in the
previous ones - without paying attention to what might have changed along the
way. | intend only to see the earlier formulations and to some extent the con-
text where they are placed, that is, to see each of them in its own surround-
ings. In fact, what will be stressed are not so much the continuities in the for-
mulations, but what changed and why that matters in understanding the more
golished final version.

Pichler writes: “The concept of synoptic presentation [Ubersichtliche
Darstellung] is multifaceted. It should not be denied that Wittgenstein used
‘synopsis’ as well as e.g., ‘survey’ or ‘clear view', or that these words don't
belong to the notion of synoptic presentation [Ubersichtliche Darstellung], it
should also not be claimed that ‘synoptic view' apprehends everything that
belongs to ‘Ubersichtliche Darstellung’. However, no other expression seems
better suited to capture the methodological role which Wittgenstein recognized
in the Investigations, in his philosophy and in the concept of ‘lbersichtliche
Darstellung’.” (Pichler 2004, 182, my translation)

71



Ubersichtliche Darstellung as Synoptic Presentation in Philosophical Investigations, |, §122 | Alexandra Dias Fortes

use of ‘synopsis’ instead of ‘perspicuous representation’
and other translations.* Venturinha goes on to add that

(...) the only way to present reality is to make our
thought let us see what we cannot see directly, thinking
how we think, in pieces of experience that involve eve-
rything. The Ubersicht that Wittgenstein aims for must
therefore coincide with the system, without being able
itself to systematize anything; it is no vision on things, it
is the intertwined vision of things which is important to
take, recognizing how we are, a true ‘synoptic view’ -
which is, incidentally, and symptomatically, a pleonasm,
given that synopsis already means a ‘concomitant vi-
sion'. (Venturinha 2010, 340, my translation)

Finally, the earlier formulations of PI, |, 8122, are the fol-
lowing:

The concept of a synoptic presentation is of fundamen-
tal significance for us. It designates our form of presen-
tation [Darstellungsform], the way we look at things. (A
kind of ‘Weltanschauung’ as it is apparently typical of
our time. Spengler.)

This synoptic presentation brings about the understand-
ing which consists precisely in the fact that we ‘see the
connections’ ['Zusammenhange sehen’]. Hence the im-
portance of finding connecting links.® (MS 110, 257 /
BFGB, 132/ TS 211, 281f/ TS 212, 1144 / TS 213, 417
| P, 174, my translation)

A main source of our misunderstanding is, that we do
not see the use of our words synoptically [nicht
Ubersehen]. — Our grammar lacks synopticality
[Ubersichtlichkeit].— The synoptic presentation brings
about the understanding that consists precisely (?) (?)
in ‘seeing the connections’. Hence the importance of
finding connecting links.

The concept of synoptic presentation is of fundamental
significance for us. It designates our form of presenta-
tion, the way we look at things. (Maybe this is a kind of
‘Weltanschauung’. Spengler.) (MS 142, 107, my trans-
lation.)

The later formulation, in TS 227 (the final version of Part |
of the Investigations (cf. von Wright 1993, 491)) is the fa-
miliar PI, I, §122:

A main source of our misunderstanding is, that we do
not see the use of our words synoptically [nicht
Ubersehen]. — Our grammar lacks synopticality
[Ubersichtlichkeit]. — The synoptic presentation brings
about the understanding, that consists precisely in ‘see-
ing the connections’. Hence the importance of finding
and of inventing connecting links.

The concept of synoptic presentation is of fundamental
significance for us. It designates our form of presenta-

“ Also pointing out that we can find ‘synoptising’ in Wittgenstein’s notes for
those lectures, namely in MS 153b; see (Venturinha 2010, 338). See also
(Pichler 2004, 182f). The note from MS 153b is the following: “Difficulty of our
investigations: great length of chain of thoughts. The difficulty is here essential
to the thought not as in the sciences due to its novelty. It is a difficulty which |
can't remove if | try to make you see the problems.
| can't give you a startling solution which suddenly will remove your difficulties.
| can’t find one key which will unlock the door of your safe. The unlocking must
be done in you by a difficult process of synoptising the facts.” MS 153b, 30r-
30v. This remark stresses the fact that philosophy, as it was understood by
Wittgenstein, does not consist in giving his readers a solution for their prob-
lems, a cure in the form of a theory. In fact, if we remember PI, |, §133, in
philosophy, therapies are methods — so, it is not possible to just adopt some-
one else’s solution, we must find the correct juxtaposition of the facts of lan-
guage that will remove our disquiet.

In P the ‘diplomatic version’ of this remark is maintained: ,Dieser
tbersichtliche Darstellung vermittelt das Verstehen // Verstandnis//, welches
eben darin besteht, dass wir die ,Zusammenhénge sehen’. Daher die Wichtig-
keitderZwischenglieder//desFindensvonZwischenglieder
N
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tion, the way we look at things. (Is this a ‘Weltan-
schauung'?) (TS 227, 88/ PI, I, 8122, 49, my transla-
tion)

What at first sight strikes one as puzzling when trying to
understand these passages, is the uncharacteristic use of
the pronoun ‘our’. To whom is Wittgenstein referring’?6 If
we take into consideration Wittgenstein's concern and
critic of his time and his contemporaries, in whom he de-
tects a tendency which is contrary to his individual effort of
achieving transparency, it seems odd that he would iden-
tify his position with the prevalent Western inclination (see
e.g. MS 109 204, 6.-7.11.1930, C&V, 8/8e-11/11e.). None-
theless, he seems to mean by ‘our form of presentation’
something that is shared by himself and everyone.

The observation that immediately follows the first version
of the remark (part of BFGB), calls our attention to all that
a “hypothetical link” might do, and it might elucidate it:

“But an hypothetical link should in this case do nothing
but direct our attention to the similarity, the relatedness, of
the facts.” (BFGB, 132f)

So, what is essential is that we recognize the facts, their
connection - and what we may build up from a hypothesis
excludes us from seeing what there is: our language
games, the workings of our language. Furthermore, if we
look at the remark in a different setting, amidst the obser-
vations in Philosophy, we have to take into consideration
that the chapter where we find it is entitled:

“THE METHOD OF PHILOSOPHY: THE SYNOPTIC
PRESENTATION OF THE GRAMMATICAL //
LINGUISTIC // FACTS. THE GOAL: TRANSPARENCY
OF ARGUMENTS. JUSTICE.” (P, 170f, translation
modified)

Precisely, in order to do justice to the facts, we must not
represent them (i.e., build a theory out of them), but rather
try to present them as transparently as possible, safe-
guarding the connectedness of things. A synoptic presen-
tation must sharpen our eyes to the kinship between facts,
and this also means looking attentively so that we might
see where an affinity can no longer be observed. Thus,
finding the connecting links, allows for a synoptic presenta-
tion - a coalescing of all the aspects that we know about
something, that is, about the uses of words, or about a cer-
tain fact and its relation to another — helping us to find our
way about.”

The final version overcomes difficulties previously
pointed out in MS 142. The problem seemed to be that we
fail to bring connections together in a significant manner —
in other words, the problem was a lack of synopticality. In
the final formulation, besides finding the connecting links,
Wittgenstein speaks of the need of inventing them, thus
suggesting a method for overcoming difficulties that is not
wholly equivalent to our usual way of seeing things as it
was characterized in the previous versions of the remarks.
This very important addition helps us to better attain un-
derstanding by way of a synoptic presentation.

® For a discussion of this matter see (Sluga 2011, 102). See also (Venturinha
2010, 343f).

" Note that, in MS 142, the observation that immediately follows the quoted
passage, points out that philosophy cannot anticipate our use of language: if
we put forward a theory that serves as a representation of what language is,
we will loose our way about, for we will be blind to what we could not antici-
pate with our theory. No wonder that in TS 227, Wittgenstein follows §122 with
the observation that a philosophical problem always has the form “l don’t know
my way about” [§123. “Eine philosophisches Problem hat die Form: ‘Ich kenne
mich nicht aus’.”]
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Abstract

In this paper, | will consider a problem that affects Frege’s analysis of propositional attitude reports. Firstly, | will outline Frege’s
analysis. Then, | will show how it straightforwardly leads into a problem that seems to undermine that very analysis. After that, |
will consider an attempt to avoid the problem. Finally, | will point to potential metaphysical consequences of that problem that go
well beyond Frege’s framework and then connect Frege’s problem with some more recent discussion concerning propositional

attitude reports.

1

According to Frege (1960a, 1960b, 1960c), most of the
expressions of a natural language fall into one of the fol-
lowing two categories. On the one hand, there is the cate-
gory of proper names, on the other, the category of predi-
cates. To expressions of both categories there belongs a
sense as a mode of presentation of a referent and (possi-
bly) a referent itself. The sense of an expression deter-
mines its referent, and if two expressions share the sense,
they must share the referent as well (but not vice versa).
Senses that belong to constituents of a (declarative) sen-
tence build compositionally its sense — a thought — and the
thought a sentence expresses determines its truth-value,
the True or the False, that is sentence’s referent. In pro-
positional attitude reports, however, expressions — both
sentences and their constituents — refer to their customary
sense (sense that belong to them outside such reports),
and have indirect sense (a mode of presentation of the
customary sense to which they refer).

To the category of proper names, according to Frege,
belong not only expressions that one would typically clas-
sify as such — ordinary proper names, definite descriptions,
or indexicals — but also sentences and clauses. And treat-
ing clauses on the par with ordinary names or descriptions
brings a problem for Frege’'s analysis of propositional atti-
tude reports.* In what follows, | will firstly outline Frege's
analysis. Then, | will show how it straightforwardly leads
into a problem that seems to undermine that very analysis.
After that, | will consider an attempt to avoid the problem.
Finally, I will point to potential metaphysical consequences
of that problem that go well beyond Frege’s framework and
then connect Frege's problem with some more recent dis-
cussion concerning propositional attitude reports.

Having the above conception of sense and reference in
mind, here is how Frege (1960c) arrives at the analysis of
particular propositional attitude reports. We can start with a
declarative sentence

(1) Plato is smart

that consists of the name “Plato”, and predicates “is” and
“smart” (for simplicity sake, | ignore the matter of tense
here). To each of these expressions, there belongs a
sense, say, Sp., Sis, and Ssy. These senses determine
referents of “Plato”, “is”, and “smart”, respectively (namely,
an object, the fall-under relation, and a concept under

' | assume here that what Frege calls “thought” is a candidate entity for what
was later called “proposition”, given that most of the features Frege (1960c)
attributes to thoughts were afterward standardly attributed to propositions.
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which that object falls if (1) is true). Sp., Sis, and Ssw, build
compositionally the sense of (1) — the thought that (1) ex-
presses — that we might represent as the ordered triple

(2) (Sis (SpL, Ssm)?

The referent of (1) — its truth-value — will be the True iff the
object that Sp. determines as the referent of “Plato” falls (at
the relevant time) under the concept SMART (or if it has the
property of being smart.

Next we can assume that the following is true:
(3) Aristotle believes that Plato is smart

According to Frege, this attitude report consists of names
“Aristotle” and “that Plato is smart”, and the relational
predicate “believes”. Again, to these constituents there
belong senses that, on the one hand, determine their ref-
erents, and, on the other, build compositionally the thought
that (3) expresses. In turn, that thought determines the
truth-value of (3).

We may represent the thought that (3) expresses as the
ordered triple

(4) (See (Sar, Sth))

Sge belongs to the predicate (really, a verb) “believes”, Sar
to the name “Aristotle”, and Sty to the name (really, a
clause) “that Plato is smart”. Recall Frege’s thesis that in
belief and other attitude reports expressions refer to their
customary senses that thereby become their indirect refer-
ents, and have indirect senses. Now it follows that Sar de-
termines an object, Sge the belief relation, and Sty the
thought that (1) expresses, namely (2). Accordingly, “Aris-
totle” in (3) refers to a person, Aristotle, “believes” to the
belief relation, and the clause “that Plato is smart” to the
thought that Plato is smart.

2

Now we are in a position to show how (or why) Frege's
outlined analysis of propositional attitude reports faces a
problem.

It is relatively clear what would Sar be. It is less clear
what would Sge and in particular Sty be. As far as Sty
goes, it is only clear that it would be a sense that deter-
mines the thought that is also expressed by (1). Apart from
that, it is hard to specify it any further. For the present con-
siderations, however, that does not matter. We can just
grant that there are such senses (whatever they may be).
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What matters are Frege’'s additional remarks that shade
some light on them, namely (Frege 1960c 59): “In order to
speak of the sense of an expression “A” one may simply
use the phrase “the sense of the expression ‘A™.” And:

The case of an abstract noun clause, introduced by
“that”, includes the case of indirect quotation, in which
we have seen the words to have their indirect reference
coinciding with what is customarily their sense. In this
case, then, the subordinate clause has for its reference
a thought, not a truth value; as a sense not a thought,
but the sense of the words “the thought that ...”, which
is only a part of the thought in the entire complex sen-
tence. (Frege 1960c, 66)

So, although we do not know how to represent in detail a
sense that determines a thought that a clause has as its
referent, Frege tells us which expressions apart from such
clauses have the same senses. In the case of the clause
in (3), that would be “the sense of ‘Plato is smart™ and “the
thought that Plato is smart”. And if the clause “that Plato is
smart” and the description “the thought that Plato is smart”
have the same sense, they should, according to Frege,
share the referent as well. Furthermore, from Frege’s
compositionally thesis it follows that reports (3) and

(3*) Aristotle believes the thought that Plato is smart

express the same thought — namely, (4) — and so, accord-
ingly, must have the same referent (truth-value). (3*), one
may observe, from the theoretical standpoint, should
merely more explicitly indicate what thought (3) expresses,
because (3*) explicates the kind of entity the agent (Aris-
totle) is related to via the belief relation. One should ex-
pect, then, that such explication in no way affects at least
the truth-value of the corresponding reports. Is that the
case?

The report pair (3)/ (3*) perhaps supports this (although
intuitions about it may vary). Other attitudes that Frege
(Frege 1960c, 67) mentions are approving and inferring.
The analogous report pairs, e.g.

(5) Aristotle approved (inferred) that 2+2=4
(5*) Aristotle approved (inferred) the thought that 2+2=4

support Frege’s suggestion. If thoughts are attitude’s con-
tent, one does approve or infer a thought we one approves
or infers that p.

So assuming that Frege’s analysis is the correct one, if
(3) and (5) are true, (3*) and (5*) should be true as well.
But — and here comes the problem — Frege’s suggestion
should apply not only to belief, approval, or inference, re-
ports, but also to any other propositional attitude report.
Accordingly, the explication of the kind of attitude’s content
should be applicable in following reports as well:

(6) Aristotle regrets that he is Greek,
(7) Aristotle fears that he is wrong.

(Frege 1960c, 67 grouped regretting and fearing with be-
lieving, approving, and inferring.) As it turns out, it is not.
Reports corresponding to (6) and (7), namely

(6*) Aristotle regrets the thought that he is Greek
(7*) Aristotle fears the thought that he is wrong

although meaningful, are clearly not (necessarily) equiva-
lent to (6) and (7). The former ones might be true, and, in
the same circumstances, the latter ones false (or vice
versa). But how could that be if Frege is right in claiming
that expressions that share the sense must share the ref-
erent as well, that such expressions are universally substi-
tutable, and that “that p” and “the thought that p” designate

the same thing (given that they have the same sense).
That seems to be a problem for his analysis of attitude re-
ports. | will call it “the explication problem”.?

3

If the explication problem is a genuine one, it has meta-
physical consequences that oppose Frege’s view that pro-
positional attitudes relate agents and thoughts, as well as
his semantic analysis of such reports that presupposes it.>
One potential metaphysical consequence would be that at
least some propositional attitudes do not have thoughts as
their contents. A more radical consequence could be that
propositional attitudes do not have content in the way
Frege is assuming, or even that they should not be treated
relationally. All these consequences had their proponents,
and many of them were motivated by the explication prob-
lem. Before | mention some of them, let us consider
whether one could solve the explication problem in favour
of Frege.

A way to do it would be simply to discard Frege's thesis
that “that p” and “the thought that p” have the same sense
(that they are synonymous), but to preserve the rest of his
analysis. Indeed, denying the synonymy of these two ex-
pressions would preclude their substitution in attitude re-
ports, and not much of Frege’s original analysis would be
lost. Accordingly, we would look at “that p"/“the thought
that p” in the same way we are looking at “Cicero”/“Tully”
or “Clark Kent"/ “Superman”. By denying their synonymy,
however, we do not deny that “that p” and “the thought that
p” designate one and the same thought. But as long as we
keep that thesis, we still face the explication problem. | will
give two arguments to support this claim.

Firstly, | have made an analogy between “that p"/“the
thought that p” and “Cicero”/“Tully”. Let us follow it further.
We could substitute “Cicero”/“Tully” salva veritate in every
attitude report where the subject of the report knows that
Cicero is Tully. The same is not the case, however, with
“that p"/“the thought that p”. Even if e.g. Aristotle had a firm
belief that they are codesignative, we would still not be
able to substitute them salva veritate in fear, regret, and
many other attitude reports. Why is that? A natural re-
sponse would be that “that p” and “the thought that p” are
not codesignative after all.

The second argument: Let us start from Frege's two as-
sumptions. Firstly, two expressions can be substituted in
any context if they share the sense and the referent, i.e. if
they are both synonymous and codesignative. Secondly,
two expressions can be substituted in any extensional con-
text if they are codesignative. If “that p” and “the thought
that p” are codesignative but not synonymous, and if the
context in which we were previously substituting them is
not extensional, that would mean that the substitution was
illegitimate. So, on those terms, discarding the thesis that
“that p” and “the thought that p” are synonymous would
solve the explication problem. That, however, is not the
case.

Notice that one and the same sentence could be an ex-
tensional context in relation to the substitution of some of

2 For further discussion and references see (DoZudi¢ 2015). (Church 1956 8,
n. 20) considers a similar problem for Fregean analysis of other “oblique” con-
texts.

% Since here | am primarily concerned with Frege, | will keep Frege’s terminol-
ogy of “thoughts”, but it should be clear that the same problem would emerge
if | were to use “propositions” instead. Indeed, the solution of the problem
cannot simply be to deny that “that-clauses designate Fregean thoughts
rather than, say, Russellian (or whatever) propositions. So, in relation to the
explication problem, “thought” should be read with the qualification “whatever it
may be”.
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its constituents, and an intensional context in relation to
the substitution of its other constituents. Propositional atti-
tude reports would be a good example. So substituting
“the thought that p” for “that p” in such reports does not
automatically mean that substitution is carried out in an
intensional context. In fact, | will show that previous substi-
tutions of “the thought that p” for “that p” that generated the
explication problem were carried out in extensional con-
texts.

Let us return to (3) as a typical example of an intensional
context. (3), however, is an intensional context of substitu-
tion only for some of its constituents, most notably “Plato”.
So if we assume that Plato is identical to Aristocles, substi-
tuting “Aristocles” for “Plato” might intuitively turn (3) into
the false report “Aristotle believes that Aristocles is smart”
(given that Aristotle might well be unaware of the identity).
The same goes for substituting the sentence “Aristocles is
smart” for “Plato is smart”. On the other hand, assuming
that Aristotle is identical to the Stagirite, substituting “the
Stagirite” for “Aristotle” in (3) in no way affects its truth-
value. So in relation to that substitution, (3) would be an
extensional context.

Accordingly, if “the proposition that p” is substituted for
“that p” within an intensional context, that would enable us
to eliminate the explication problems as long as the two
expressions would be no more than codesignative. But
that is not the case. To wit, in (7) the context “Aristotle
fears ___ " unlike “Aristotle fears that ___ " is an extensional
one. So the expression filling the blank “___ " — in this
case, the clause “that he is wrong” — should be substitut-
able salva veritate for any codesignative expression. By
assumption, “the thought that he is wrong” would be one
such expression. But such substitution led us to (7*) and
confronted us with the explication problem.

But is “Aristotle fears ___ " really an extensional context?
Here is an argument for that (DoZudi¢ 2015): Compare the
pair of reports

(8) Aristotle asserted [that Plato is smart]

(9) Aristotle asserted [the thought that Plato is smart]
(square brackets indicate substituted expressions) with
the pair

(8%) Theophrastus thinks that Aristotle asserted [that
Plato is smart]

(9%) Theophrastus thinks that Aristotle asserted [the
thought that Plato is smart]

(8) and (9) will be (necessarily) equivalent, no matter what
Aristotle knows or believes about thoughts as such. (8%)
and (9%) will not. Theophrastus may lack any knowledge
about thoughts as such, be unaware of their existence, or
refuse to grant their existence. Accordingly, he would think
one of the reported things without thinking the other; he
would assent to (8) but not to (9), etc.* Therefore, only the
context after “that”, not the attitude verb, should be quali-
fied as intensional.

“ Notice, by the way, that the pair (8*)/(9*) shows that Frege was wrong in
assuming that “that p” and “the thought that p” share the sense. If they did, (8)
and (9) would express the same thought, and, accordingly, (8*) and (9%)
should not only be necessary equivalent, but express the same thought as
well.
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All things considered, it is not Frege’s peculiar assumption
that “that p” and “the thought that p” share the sense (and
are thus synonymous) that leads into the explication prob-
lem. Rather, it is the assumption that they designate one
and the same thing. If that were the case, another way of
trying to solve the problem would be to deny that these two
expressions do designate the same thing. In the light of
the explication problem, some authors adopted such a
strategy. But it brings with it further worries. Most notably,
if “that p” does not designate the thought that p (whatever
that thought may be), what “that p” does then?

It seems that we have several available answers here.
One is that it does not designate a thought (in the way a
definite description would), but it is related to it in a differ-
ent way (e.g. Bach 2000). The other one is that the clause
does designate, but that it at least sometimes designates
something else rather than a thought (e.g. Harman 2003
and Parsons 1993). Another is that in propositional attitude
reports “that’-clauses are not related to thoughts or
thought-like entities (e.g. Russell 1998 and Moltmann
2013). Finally, it might be that propositional attitude should
not have been treated relationally in the first place (Prior
1971). All these alternatives are clear departures not only
from Frege’s analysis of propositional attitude reports, but
also its underlying metaphysical assumptions about the
nature of reported attitudes. What remains to be seen is
whether the explication problem provides grounds for
some such departure.
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Abstract

What these problems have in common are difficulties between levels of a system, whether that be an opacity which blocks
knowledge or information, or the creation of nhumbers or types which fall outside of the system and therefore cannot be de-
scribed or accounted for within the system of origin. Wittgenstein wrestled with such problems throughout his work, whether we
look at the type theoretic problems of the Tractatus, the heterological paradox and ‘uebersichlichkeit’ of the later 1930s, the
mathematically theoretical issues about recursion in the middle period, with a range of issues of differentiation and indiscernibil-
ity in the later years. Similarly, in mathematics and logic Goedel's Incompleteness Theorems and Cantor’'s Diagonal Proof on
the Incommensurability of the Reals and the Natural Numbers are all issues which Wittgenstein returned to repeatedly in his
MSS. | have argued elsewhere (2012, 2014, 2015) for a reappraisal of Wittgenstein as a significant philosopher of mathematics.
In the inaugural HAPP lectures and in a projected book for Cambridge University Press, | argue for a reappraisal of Wittgen-
stein’s philosophy of physics. In this short piece, | will draw together ideas of mathematics and physics, using a Wittgensteinian

constructivist approach.

1. Hawking and ‘t Hooft: realistic finitism
and constructivism

Generically, we could think of the Entscheidungsproblem
as that which arises when the encoding process of the as-
signing of names to elements of a system, for whatever
reason, needs to use the same code or name for more
than one element, thus, introducing opacity: the problem of
undecidability. For at some point, we, or a machine, that is,
some sort of ‘reader’ may have a sequence forced on us
that we simply cannot decode because there is no way of
decoding (within the system), no way of ‘deciding’ , which
element the sign ‘names’. There are, of course, many
manifestations and variations of this classic problem
across the academic disciplines.

The Bekenstein-Hawking Bound suggests that only a fi-
nite amount of information can be stored in a finite space-
time slice, and that a finite description can fully describe
this. In black-hole parlance, there is a limit to how entropic
a system can be and still exist at all. If we import the B-H
Bound into our thinking about the Entscheidungsproblem,
it is transformed into an interesting focus for the contempo-
rary meeting point of physics, pure mathematics and in-
formation theory.

Hawking conceived this level of entropy as proportional
to the logarithm of the number of ways the system could
be configured at micro-level while keeping the macro-level
description intact. Hawking's model is an equilibrium model
and one that paints the picture of individual bits of energy
(or information) being ‘absorbed’, used and then conglom-
erately emitted as radiation to maintain the balance of the
system, while never registered individually.

We can think of the Black Hole Information Paradox cre-
ated by Hawking as a variant of the Entscheidungsprob-
lem. As the interlocutor against Hawking, Gerard ‘t Hooft
did not accept the indiscernibility of the impact of particles
entering the system, and his calculations show them as
logarithmic ‘tent pole’ blips, discernible on the horizon.

Futhermore, and relatedly, the Gibbs formula for ther-
modynamic entropy using work by Boltzmann, and the von
Neumann (1927) formula for entropy, which formally regis-
ters a ‘trace’ within his conception of quantum physics,
support the thesis that microprocesses are discernible at
macroprocessural level. For example, the Boltzmann con-
stant relates energy at the individual particle level with the
discernible temperature at the macro level. The
Entscheidungsproblem purports that at the level of the
code there is simply no trace or any other feature which
could provide information for a decision, thus we reach
undecidability. The Hawking variant is more sophisticated
in that it allows the emission of radiation created by the
input into the system - there is a registered ‘difference’ -
but there remains an opacity concerning individual bits of
energy or information, much like our indecipherable sign.

The problem resurfaces, however, when we ask two, re-
lated, questions: from what point of view is the description
made, and from what point of view does a ‘reader’ oper-
ate? Gerard ‘t Hooft , constructs and embeds conservation
of information within his system. So, in an analogous sce-
nario, would our ‘reader’ overcome the Entscheidung-
sproblem? And perhaps the more serious philosophical
question we are beginning to form is: does constructive
conservation of information facilitate emergent forms of
information? These are the questions at the nano level.

Of interest is one contrast and conclusion: the Turing
Machine is conceived as having infinite storage capacity,
thus the indecision which his 1936 paper purports, cannot
be linked to a limitation of storage. Such a consideration
has analogous rehearsals in, e.g. Russell's point about a
construction of an infinite series being merely medically
impossible rather than impossible simpliciter. Thus one
conclusion we can make is that opacity and undecidedabil-
ity can be generated in both finite and infinite settings. This
would mean, then, that it is not how much can be stored
within in a system but how it is encoded that makes the
difference to the solution to the relevant Entscheidung-
sproblem.
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2. Turing and Wittgenstein: A similarity
through family resemblance

“Der mathematische Satz steht auf vier Fuessen, nicht auf
dreien; er ist ueberbestimmt.” [A mathematical problem
stands on four feet, not on three; it is overdetermined.]
(BGM, Ill, 7, 115; RFM, 1lI, 8, 115e).

One way that being over-determined can be thought of is
that some sort of opacity develops; something becomes,
and remains, unknown because of a systemic failing. This
opacity is further analysed in the literature often as a form
of ambiguity. Turing took this one step further in his formu-
lation of the Entscheidungsproblem. We can see exactly
how he does this by consideration of a couple points in his
“Some Theorems about Church’s System” (AMT/c/3).

When considering Church’s simple theory of types, Tur-
ing argues that the system is consistent if the axiom of
choice, descriptions and extensionality are omitted, but the
axioms of quantifiers and infinity are kept. Normally, it is
the case that when a series is infinite, there is no selection
rule available, and no distinguishing descriptive character-
istics, the axiom of choice must be used.

However, most constructivist mathematics do not use
the axiom of choice, and this fact in itself makes Turing’'s
work on type, computable numbers all the more interesting
and formidable in dismantling his formulation of the
Entscheidungsproblem. Put in another way, Turing’s
mathematics do not rely on a Cartesian product which
would guarantee a function which selects elements in
common to form the ‘new’ non-empty set. Thus, it could be
argued, that Turing’s position, in principle, leaves room for
a more Wittgensteinian family resemblance conception of
groups.

In addition, by omitting the axiom of extensionality, the
classical method of defining equality of groups by same-
ness of members is lost, and the axiom of infinity itself as a
guarantor of the existence of sets/groups is morphed into
something somewhat different. What Turing does in this
short article is, briefly, to set up a system which takes the
property of a group being a type (Po) as a starting point
and through minute analysis of what this would have to
entail to make any sense, e.g. that there would be more
than one group, that groups would have to have more than
one member, he shows how logical material implication
becomes a type of existential equivalence.

This observation of Turing’s method goes some way in
explaining the differences of opinion between Wittgenstein
and Turing voiced in the Lectures on the Foundations of
Mathematics. For Turing there is always something like an
empirical, experiment-aspect to the mathematics, which
Wittgenstein rejects. But there is absolutely no doubt,
however, that both men are trying through ‘uebersichlichen
Beweis’ to throw light on the variety of transformations that
are negotiated between the general and the particular.

However, Turing’s conclusion that these can be negoti-
ated consistently within a Church-type theory, produces
the very opacity that it at first looks to circumvent. Because
it is a matter of logical fact that if consistency is achieved
within a system in producing the next -member set without
recourse to sorting by choice on some prescribed basis, by
description of common property, or by sameness of mem-
bers — axiom of choice, description and extensionality —
that generation must come from some source.
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3. Systems and Language Games: “Spra-
che ist die Maschine, der Satz der Maschi-
nenteil” (MS 157a, the first section dated
4.6.1934)

However, we do not have the engine of logische Zwange
and unendlich Moeglichkeit in Turing’s machine. His ma-
chine is an actual machine; its running is an experiment,
and this real machine suffers from a very real halting prob-
lem because over-determination cannot be dealt with con-
sistently at an experimental level. One of the most telling
remarks is made by Wittgenstein in a 1945 entry
(TSS228/9), a wisecrack about Turing’s machine, that his
machine calculated like people, with the possible errors,
ect. - not a machine.

Yet while Wittgenstein’'s people can make calculating er-
rors, their understanding that there is a right and wrong
way to calculate is a logical fact about calculation. Relat-
edly, should their behaviour be, even in every case, iso-
morphic at some level with that of behaving according to a
rule, there remains a vital difference. From the mathemati-
cal constructivist point of view action is created, recreated
like a series of numbers with the construction method or
rule internal to the series so that the series is not merely
(either by ‘natural law’ or accidentally), extensionally cre-
ated. Moreover, it is not an intuition that is needed to know
how to go on: “Wenn zur Fortsetzung der Reihe (+1) eine
Intuition noetig ist, dann auch zur Fortsetzung der Reihe
(+0).” (TS, 221; MS 117, 20; MS 118, 67). Earlier in MS
142, TS 220, PU 186: For rather than it being “eine neue
Einsicht - Intution” , it would be more correct to say that “es
sei an jedem Punkt eine neue Entscheidung noetig.”

4. Each note of the Melody: internal rule of
a system as a constructivist universe

Drawing together the ideas of having an attitude to sur-
faces as internally related to mathematical aspect percep-
tion (Edwards-McKie 2012, 2014), two examples given by
Wittgenstein are relevant. The first is that of a Melodie, the
second that of a number series. On the first, let us think
and contrast the difference between tones as merely ran-
domly or causally created and notes created as a melody.
The important and overlooked point is that each note in a
melody is heard differently from the single tone scenario.
On the second, the first number would be thought of differ-
ently, if, e.g. one series is infinite and the other finite. At
MS 118: 96/ 97: “. . . ein wesenlicher Unterschied in unse-
rer Auffassung von dem hinge schriebenen Reihenstuck.”

What about over-determination, then? How can this
problem be approached? One way in, is to think of the fol-
lowing: Consider behaviour which produces the series
2,4,6,8 .. . firstly as by accident, and secondly, as by some
sort of physical or psychological causation, and thirdly, as
in accordance with an internal rule of a system. These
same sorts of considerations are explored at length by
Wittgenstein about reading. And we find these distinctions
at Tractatus 2.

We could consider the three productions of 2,4,6,8. . . a
type of over-determination, or at least analogous to cases
of over-determination, because at one level we cannot tell
which is done by accident, or by causation (law-like) or by
accordance with an internal rule.
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The difference among the cases, however, becomes ap-
parent when there is an ‘error’. It is in our description or
explanation of the error in each case which allows us to
break the deadlock of over-determination by surface simi-
larities. But the very important point must be made that it is
only through our having an attitude to surfaces, initially, at
the start, which produces Uebersichlichkeit.

As late at TS 228 we find him returning to related issues:
Wohur die Idee, es waere die angefangens Reihe ein
sichtbares Stueck unsichtbar bis ins unendliche gelegter
Geleise? Nun statt der [die written above nun statt] Regel
koennten wir [fuehrt written above koennten wir] uns wie
ein Geleise denken [denken marked through]. Und der
nicht begrenzten Ansendung der Regel entsprechen
unenlich(e) lange [lange marked through]Geleise.

5. The meeting of mathematics, physics
and information

However, in closing, | want to juxtapose another approach,
which is more overtly mathematical, this time taken from
BFM, Il: 54. At PU 189: “But then are the steps not deter-
mined by the mathematical formula” is asking and high-
lighting the difference between meaning the order, say, +n,
in a certain way (which has been rehearsed over many
passages) and the formula x,= . . .as a (symbolic) form. At
this point the decision was made to further explore the an-
swer through appeal to use - that the inexorability of
mathematics could be explained by custom and rule-
following. The bridge concepts of MS 119 are pushed
aside as he composes the first 19 pages of MS 117, which
becomes TS 221.

The cusp of the question had always been mathemati-
cally, does the variable have a property, or is it merely a
paradigm or pattern? Does the variable have the property
of being able to be infinitely unlimitedly replaced and
thereby represents infinite possibility? [See Ramsey Notes
on Time and Mathematics.] The answer is that by shifting
onto customs, non-isolated events of use, and language

games Wittgenstein makes the systemic point that even if
we no longer have elementary, independent atomic units
that can be bearers of symbolic properties and names, the
case can be made that we do have emergent systemic
symbolic properties —as- Unendliche Mdglichkeit in which
all symbols in some sense participate rather than merely
aggregate.
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Abstract

Analogous to Science and Technology Studies (STS), Social Studies of the Humanities (SSH) promise to illuminate everyday
working practices in the humanities as well as the humanities’ role in society. This paper summarizes results from a research
project on the History of Editing Wittgenstein’s Nachlass in order to show how this research may contribute to SSH’s objectives.
By showing that Wittgenstein’s literary executors’ distinct ways of editing were not merely informed, but formed by the practice
of philosophizing they had learned from Wittgenstein in personal acquaintance, it is highlighted that acquisition of skills and de-

meanor taught by a master is of prime importance in the humanities.

1. Social Studies of the Humanities (SSH) are not a disci-
pline yet, but they form a dynamically developing new field
of research. Analogous to Social Studies of Science and
Technology (STS), SSH promise to illuminate everyday
working practices in the humanities as well as the humani-
ties’ role in society. A recent review (Dayé 2014) predicts
three topoi that will be important in the formation of SSH in
the near future:

a: the role positivism
b: the impact of Cold War

c: adequate categories for describing techniques and
practices

This paper very briefly summarizes fresh research results
in order to show how the reconstruction of reasons and
motives in the History of Editing Wittgenstein's Nachlass
can contribute to fulfilling the promises of SSH and how
this may relate to the three topoi. The main source for re-
ported research has been the correspondence between
Wittgenstein’s literary executors kept at Von Wright and
Wittgenstein Archives at the University of Helsinki (WWA,
cf. Wallgren and Osterman 2014). This most valuable re-
source allows to “open the black box of editing Wittgen-
stein”.

2. The wider intellectual community has roughly this pic-
ture of an “early” and a “late” Wittgenstein: the early Witt-
genstein is associated with the Tractatus Logico-
philosophicus (TLP), a book that was inspired by and did
inspire the movement of logical positivism. The late Witt-
genstein is associated with the Philosophical Investiga-
tions (PI), a book in which the older Wittgenstein decon-
structed the theories put forward by the younger. — This is
a nice plot, and the story could indeed end here — if Witt-
genstein had published these two books as his early and
late work; but he didn't. When the TLP was published in
1922, Wittgenstein thought he had contributed to philoso-
phy what he could. However, seven years later, he re-
turned to philosophy. From then on, he worked — basically
without interruption — towards a second book. He consid-
ered publishing his new thoughts in various forms at vari-
ous times, but eventually did not finish a manuscript for
publication. Instead he entrusted three of his friends with
the task to publish from his writings what they thought fit.
And this is where the story of Wittgenstein’s Nachlass be-
gins.
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3. Wittgenstein's literary executors — Rush Rhees, Georg
Henrik von Wright and Elizabeth Anscombe — had been
students, colleagues and friends of Wittgenstein for many
years. Rhees had met Wittgenstein for the first time in
1933. Being a loyal friend and cherished colleague, he
witnessed the development of Wittgenstein’s work on the
PI from its first version onwards. Von Wright got to know
Wittgenstein as a doctoral student in 1939 and later be-
came his friend and successor as professor of philosophy
at Cambridge. Anscombe attended Wittgenstein's lectures
as a graduate student from 1944 onwards. At the latest in
1950, she agreed to translate the PI into English. She
travelled to Vienna in order to equip herself with Viennese
German and regularly met with Wittgenstein. Returning
from Vienna, Wittgenstein moved into Anscombe’s house
in Oxford, where she finished the main part of the transla-
tion while he was still alive.

4. Immediately after Wittgenstein's death, the literary ex-
ecutors began preparing a first publication (cf. Erbacher
and Krebs 2015). According to their insights into Wittgen-
stein’s work, there was no doubt that the Pl and its transla-
tion ought to be published as soon as possible. Anscombe
and Rhees prepared Wittgenstein's original typescript for
the printers. They added a “Part II” which they regarded as
Wittgenstein’s most finished remarks on the philosophy of
psychology. As Anscombe and Rhees mentioned just
briefly in their prefatory note that Wittgenstein would have
included the material of Part Il if he had further elaborated
the book, scholars criticized the inclusion in later years.
However, the correspondence kept in Finland shows that
Anscombe and Rhees included Part Il because they were
told by Wittgenstein, on separate occasions in December
1948, that his work on the philosophy of psychology ought
to go into his book (for this and some of the following in-
formation see: Erbacher 2015a).

5. The episode of Part Il of the Pl illustrates that the literary
executors understood themselves as being authorized by
Wittgenstein to prepare his writings for publications on the
basis of their special insight into Wittgenstein’s work which
they gained through their personal acquaintance. PI, in-
cluding Part Il, was in their judgment the book that Witt-
genstein would have wanted to publish. Thus, they may
have thought that, together with the Tractatus, the philoso-
phical message that Wittgenstein wanted to communicate
had been transmitted; what remained for those who
wished to receive it, was to read and understand it, to re-
spond to it and to draw conclusions from it. Indeed,
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Anscombe’s way of fulfilling her role as a literary executor
seems to match this idea to basically hold on to a canoni-
cal text and continue philosophizing from the plateau
reached through it: both in her writing and teaching she
made use of what she learned from Wittgenstein's phi-
losophizing for her and her students’ work on new philoso-
phical problems.

6. Rhees did not regard his task as literary executor as
finished, after the Pl was published. He would entertain the
greatest efforts to craft books from Wittgenstein’s writings
in order to present the reader with intermediate stages of
his philosophical development. He composed parts from
Wittgenstein’s manuscripts and typescripts to create books
that Wittgenstein himself may have wanted to publish at
different periods of his philosophical life. The development
of this editorial approach began with the Remarks on the
Foundation of Mathematics (RFM) and led to the editions
Philosophical Remarks (PR) and Philosophical Grammar
(PG) which were supposed to show a “middle Wittgen-
stein” that bridges the philosophy of the TLP and the PI.
The highpoint of Rhees’ ambition to create unified books
“last hand” was the PG: having traced Wittgenstein’s cor-
rections in the so called ‘Big-Typescript’, he aimed at cre-
ating the version that would have been resulted, if Witt-
genstein had carried out his revisions. However, it was a
scandal, when the translator published an article exposing
that Rhees had excluded a whole chapter from the ‘Big-
Typescript’, namely the chapter ‘Philosophy’. This chapter
corresponds to the so-called methodological remarks of
the PI (889-133) which are most popular today. The corre-
spondence in Finland shows, however, that Rhees thought
that one could only understand what philosophy was for
Wittgenstein after practicing it over a long time. All those
who would have done so, would see his way of treating
philosophical confusions in any of his writings. On the
other hand, those who had not practiced Wittgenstein’s
philosophizing wouldn’'t understand his “meta-remarks”
when reading them. Thus, there was no benefit in publish-
ing the chapter ‘Philosophy’, but the danger that scholars
would lightheartedly adopt slogans without understanding.
This was the kind of abuse that Wittgenstein had feared
most when considering publication, and Rhees tried to re-
spect this fear in his editorial work.

7. Just at the time when Rhees was editing his books to
present the middle Wittgenstein, Brian McGuinness was
editing Friedrich Waismann’s Nachlass in Oxford. Wais-
mann had been a member of the Vienna Circle and a great
admirer, first, of Moritz Schlick and, then, of Wittgenstein.
The three of them had met repeatedly between 1929 and
1932. In the early 1930's, Waismann had collaborated with
Wittgenstein on a book that ought to present systemati-
cally his new thoughts (cf. Waismann 1976). Thus, the ex-
change with the Vienna Circle had been taken place at the
period the writings of the middle Wittgenstein stemmed
from. McGuinness found in Waismann’s Nachlass notes of
his discussions with Wittgenstein. These notes (published
in Wittgenstein and the Vienna Circle, WWK) showed how
Wittgenstein contributed to the emergence of the verifica-
tion principle, not only through his TLP, but also through
philosophical discussions (cf. McGuinness 2006). In turn,
the link with the Vienna Circle shed also light on Wittgen-
stein’s thoughts of the early 1930’s and made it possible to
investigate how he was influenced by his discussion part-
ners. The editorial work around the middle Wittgenstein
contributed thus to understanding the origins of neopositiv-
ism and to its critical discussion.

8. In contrast to the agenda of the Vienna Circle, Wittgen-
stein had never considered philosophy a science. He op-
posed to deriving principles or theories from his thought.

This was very different from the early convictions of von
Wright, the third of Wittgenstein’s literary executors. Under
the guidance of Eino Kaila, a Finnish associate of the Vi-
enna Circle championing his own branch of logical empiri-
cism, von Wright became a convinced positivist and read
the TLP as a first expression of what ought to be expli-
cated by logistic philosophy. However, when he met Witt-
genstein in Cambridge, they did not talk about logic and
philosophy, but about Scandinavia and architecture. Also
in later years, von Wright regarded their friendship as be-
ing based on their common cultural background. This may
help to explain why von Wright was primarily concerned
with “external” (von Wright 1982) or historical aspects of
Wittgenstein's papers. In contrast to Rhees, von Wright
increasingly favored to publish Wittgenstein’s manuscripts
with little editorial intervention, trusting that they would
speak for themselves. Together with Norman Malcolm, he
convinced Rhees that the whole Nachlass ought to be mi-
crofilmed and safely stored. And when this had been done,
von Wright catalogued the corpus and devoted studies to
describing the historical origins of the TLP and the PI (cf.
von Wright 1982). Later on, he would investigate and pub-
lish the manuscripts sources that led to the typescript used
for printing Part Il of the PI, thus questioning the justifica-
tion of Anscombe and Rhees’ original inclusion.

9. Von Wright edited one volume that seemingly contra-
dicts his general historical approach to preserve and pub-
lish Wittgenstein's papers as they stood: Culture and
Value (CV). CV assembles Wittgenstein’s aphorisms on art
and culture that von Wright selected according to his own
taste. Von Wright saw in Wittgenstein a great writer and,
as soon as he read his manuscripts, he was struck by the
beauty and depth of some general notes. However, taking
philosophy to be distinct academic profession, he had
scruples to publish a selection of Wittgenstein's general
aphorisms. A justification for publishing them he saw only
when his view of the world and of philosophy changed, as
his life became more political in the late 1960s: As presi-
dent of the Academy of Finland, he had to struggle with
Finland's president and the political left, a consequence of
which was von Wright's stronger orientation towards the
USA,; there, however, he was appalled by the war policy
against Vietnam. These developments greatly influenced
von Wright's idea of the philosopher’s role: he could no
longer be regarded a specialized professional only, but
had to engage actively with the issues of his times. Having
acquired this attitude, von Wright recognized that Wittgen-
stein’s aphorisms on culture showed him responding to his
times. Further, von Wright was convinced that seeing the
historical man Wittgenstein responding to his cultural sur-
roundings is necessary for understanding his philosophiz-
ing as a fight against the deterioration of culture (cf. Erba-
cher 2015b).

10. Returning to the three topoi that may become impor-
tant in the formation of SSH, a study of the History Editing
Wittgenstein’s Nachlass:

a: leads to the origins of logical positivism and to the
critical discussion of its assumptions

b: shows how the Cold War led to a change in the pic-
ture of Wittgenstein and in von Wright's understanding
of the philosopher’s role to society

c: shows that the literary executors’ distinct ways of ed-
iting were not merely informed, but formed by the prac-
tice of philosophizing they had learned from Wittgen-
stein in personal acquaintance
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11. Preparing editions from Wittgenstein’'s papers was for
Anscombe, Rhees and von Wright not a matter of scholar-
ship, but a question of doing justice to the man they knew,
to his philosophy and his wishes for publication. Though
they developed different editorial approaches, each of
them emphasized Wittgenstein’s operative understanding
of philosophy: Anscombe continued, with her own topics,
the living philosophizing in Wittgenstein's spirit; Rhees
presented Wittgenstein's continuous work on his writings
towards a representation of his philosophizing; and von
Wright historically situated Wittgenstein by portraying him
as a man responding to his times. By highlighting — among
other things — philosophy as an activity in relation to one’s
surrounding, the History of Editing Wittgenstein turns thus
eventually into a study of the origins of SSH themselves
and indeed of their for-runners STS. However, as the His-
tory of Editing Wittgenstein continued, the rise of digital
technology would also change its course. But this is an-
other part of that story.
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Abstract

Inspired by the later work of Wittgenstein, this paper will discuss how to understand ethical rationality as potent and legitimate in
secular, democratic societies wedded to the belief that the ethical is a dynamic and pluralistic phenomenon. It will do so by ref-
erences to the philosophical theories moral realism, constructivism and relativism.

1. Moving Beyond Good and Evil: Chal-
lenges to Ethical Rationality

How are we to understand ethical rationality in the light of
moral dynamics and moral pluralism? An example of moral
change is Denmark, where it was once legal and consid-
ered the duty of a morally good husband to chastise his
children, servants and wife if they misbehaved. This prac-
tice - and the worldview supporting it - slowly changed over
centuries and by 1997 it became forbidden for parents to
hit their children. This example can be characterized as a
case of human beings who, for ethical reasons, change
the moral values of their culture and society — as these
values are expressed in their laws and practices. But what
happens normatively when our values, practises, societies,
and laws change ethically, and how are we philosophically
to understand the background for this ethical dynamics?

These questions present themselves as particularly chal-
lenging to answer in a secular, democratic society because
we often take for granted that we do not have the ability to
reach outside human culture and find unquestionable ethi-
cal measuring rods for our practices. So how can we, as
secular democrats, ethically legitimate, criticize and de-
velop our practices when all we have are the moral criteria
of those same fluid practices? This is a distinct problem for
contemporary philosophers. As Vattimo expresses the
concern:

It is easy to see how all this has a significant impact on
the way we conceive of ethics, law, and politics. Will it
still be possible, after the death of God, to speak of
moral imperatives, of laws that are not grounded in arbi-
trary acts of will, of an emancipatory horizon for poli-
tics? (Vattimo 2007, xxvif)

Or as Hoy puts it: “How can a body of thought that mis-
trusts universal principles explain the possibility of critical
resistance? Without appeals to abstract norms, how can
emancipatory resistance be distinguished from domina-
tion?” (cf. Hoy 2005). How can we describe the rationality
(or lack of rationality) in ethical dynamics and avoid both
the impotent position of moral relativism (the danger in
moral constructivism) and the violence of moral dogmatism
(the danger in moral realism)?

These questions are the starting point of this paper and
the aim is to use the later Wittgenstein to point to sources
for ethical rationality." This will hopefully address the worry
about the potency and legitimacy of ethical rationality in
secular, democratic societies.

! The paper does not aim to present Wittgenstein's thinking on the subject.
Thanks to Anne-Marie S. Christensen and Dennis Patterson for helpful com-
ments.

2. Sources of Ethical Rationality: Nature &
Concepts

In Wittgenstein’s later writings we find insights similar to
those found in realistic theories, here under forms of moral
realism. For instance that humans have to face up to a
world sometimes, if not outright often, beyond our control,
but which we can gain understanding and knowledge of.
Our ethical rationality can be fuelled by experience, and
nature is here seen as a source of both resistance and aid
in our thinking and living. One of the phenomena moral
realism points to is ‘human nature’ (e.g. Nussbaum and
Finnis). This idea of such a nature is implicit in Human
Rights. There is something common to all humans -
needs, capabilities, and vulnerabiliies — and we have
made laws and courts to protect people from harm to basic
needs and rights. According to moral realism a culture can
fail in moral matters if we do not take human nature into
account.

In Wittgenstein’s writings we encounter ideas of ‘Natur-
tatsachen’ and ‘Naturgeschichte’ (Wittgenstein 1995, 578):
“Das Essen und Trinken ist mit Gefahren verbunden, nicht
nur fur den Wilden, sondern auch fur uns” (Wittgenstein
1995b, 34). Human nature consists not only of biology, but
also common psychological, cultural and social experi-
ences: "[...] dass Menschen dem [...] Menschen geféahr-
lich werden kdnnen, ist jedem bekannt.” (ibid.). Nature thus
form a background that can provide us with legitimate rea-
sons for ethically criticising and improving our societies.

But Wittgenstein, as well as a growing group of moral
realists, not only points to our interaction with nature as a
source of ethical rationality. Our concepts also supply us
with ethical insights. For instance, we say it is ethically al-
ways better to behave just than unjust, create joy than suf-
fering. We can say, we don't care about being good at
running marathons, but we cannot not care about being
ethically good persons, at least not without being blame-
worthy, that is. As Wittgenstein puts it:

Suppose that | could play tennis and one of you saw
me playing and said ‘Well, you play pretty badly’, and
suppose | answered ‘I know, I'm playing badly, but |
don’'t want to play any better," all the other man could
say would be ‘Ah then that's all right'. But suppose |
had told one of you a preposterous lie and he came up
to me and said ‘You're behaving like a beast’ and then |
were to say ‘I know | behave badly, but then | don't
want to behave any better, * could he then say ‘Ah
that's all right'? Certainly not; he would say ‘Well, you
ought to want to behave better.” Here you have an ab-
solute judgment of value. (Wittgenstein 1993, 39)

These are remarks on the concepts ‘morally good and
bad’, and they display some of what being a human being
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and being morally good or bad amounts too. And this we
are taught by parents, friends, and teachers, by growing
up in a culture, learning a language and by living a life
(Wittgenstein 1995, §77). Wittgenstein is not giving us any
new information about the ethical but points to ‘the logic of
ethics’ and familiar facets of our everyday lives: It is en-
tirely up to us what we do. But it is not up to us, whether
what we cause is good or bad. And it is not up to us to de-
cide whether it is better to do good than to do bad (cf. Fink
2007, 52). Through conceptual investigations we can thus
get clearer on what being just, decent, courageous, and
kind amounts to — and this in turn can help us make better
ethical judgements.

To sum up the moral realistic traits in Wittgenstein's
thinking: Both nature and our concepts are potent and le-
gitimate sources for ethical rationality, which can supply us
with experience, ideals, measuring rods and reasons for
making ethical critiques or changes of our own or others
practices.

But do these reminders really answer the worries about
ethical rationality? The worry sprang from the fact that
what people understand by the words good and bad has in
fact changed throughout human history and at any point in
time it differs across different individuals, classes and cul-
tures. So how can we legitimately use our rationality to
judge in matters concerning such, perhaps very different,
values, and traditions? This is a serious question for de-
mocracies in a globalised world. It is a fact of human his-
tory that mathematicians do not fight with armies over
mathematical disagreements (Wittgenstein 1995, 286) —
but humans do fight like that over religious, economic and
political matters.

3. Ethical Dynamics

Unsere Zeit ist wirklich eine Zeit der Umwertung aller
Werte. (Die Prozession der Menschheit biegt um eine
Ecke & was friher die Richtung nach oben war ist jetzt
die Richnung nach unten etc.). (Wittgenstein 2003, 60)

Wittgenstein's thinking is not only realistic in its spirit — it is
also an elaboration of insights associated with the group of
theories labelled ‘constructivism’ and even ‘relativism’ that
concern an acceptance of human choice and freedom
(Wittgenstein 1991, |, 851, 113), of the groundlessness of
our life (Wittgenstein 1997, 8204, 232, 512, 559), of the
fluid character of rationality and practices, that human na-
ture is cultural, of deep differences between both individu-
als and lifeforms (ibid. §609-612). Both the world, human
nature and our concepts are dynamic phenomena:

Stellen wir uns die Tatsachen anders vor als sie sind,
so verlieren gewisse Sprachspiele an Wichtigkeit, ande-
re werden wichtig. Und so &ndert sich, und zwar all-
mahlich, der Gebrauch des Vokabulars der Sprache.

Wenn sich die Sprachspiele &ndern, @ndern sich die
Begriffe, und mit den Begriffen die Bedeutung der Wor-
ter.

[...] was Menschen vernunftig oder unvernlnftig er-
scheint, andert sich. Zu gewissen Zeiten scheint Men-
schen etwas verninftig, was zu andern Zeiten unver-
niinftig schien. U.u. (Wittgenstein 1997, 863, 65, 336)

But somehow, this acceptance of a fluid rationality and of
value disagreements does not discourage Wittgenstein, to
make him think his ethical rationality is impotent or illegiti-
mate. Why not?
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There are many ways to answer this question. | will sketch
a couple in the following. First of all, to be able to imagine
a legitimacy problem with our ethical rationality is not the
same as having that problem:

Kann ich nun prophezeien, dafl Menschen die heutigen
Rechensatze nie umstiirzen werden, nie sagen werden,
jetzt wlldten sie erst, wie es sich verhalte? Aber wirde
das einen Zweifel unserseits rechtfertigen? (Wittgen-
stein 1997, §652)

Aber das sagt nicht, da wir zweifeln, weil wir uns einen
Zweifel denken kénnen. (Wittgenstein 1995, §84)

The response here must be to investigate the matter fur-
ther. When a philosopher expresses an abstract worry we
must ask for examples, for more information. If we do in-
deed have good reasons to worry, it is a complex matter to
change our ethical rationality, and not a job for philoso-
phers alone.

Exactly how difficult it can be to transform moral values,
ideals, and patterns of reasoning, even when outer cir-
cumstances force a people to do so on pain of annihilation,
Lear’s story of the Crow’s transformation from a nomadic,
hunter-warrior-tribe to modern Native Americans can bear
witness to (Lear 2008). Fighting battles, defending one’s
territory, preparing to go to war or hunt — all of this perme-
ated the Crow way of life — it was the concern of the whole
population from cradle to grave (ibid., 11f). When people
from Europe slowly conquered America the tribe ended up
living in reservations, warfare was forbidden and hunting
became impossible, because all the beaver and buffalo
had been killed, and because the crow were forbidden to
peruse a nomadic life (ibid., 27). In this situation not only
the physical conditions of the Crow life radically changed
but in many ways their whole world view and world con-
cept broke down (ibid., 32ff). Nothing could now count as
‘counting coups’ or dancing the sun dance — these acts
had ceased to make sense — a form of life, a form of hu-
man telos had evaporated (ibid., 57).

How does a leader lead his people to new ethical values,
when his practical reason is deprived of important re-
sources, because the physical environment has changed
radically, life has lost its telos and his ethical concepts are
now empty? (ibid., 44f, 57). The Crow found resources in
their practice of vision-quests and dream interpretation, in
a trust in the good of the future — a good that transcended
their understanding of the good, and in an ability to em-
brace a new life despite huge pains and sorrows (ibid., 66-
90). In the old Crow culture there were an imaginative ex-
cellence when it came to ethical life (ibid., 117), and this
excellence was part of what allowed them to move beyond
the destruction of their life form. So even when our worries
about our ethical rationality are justified, and we face a call
to move beyond our good and bad, we have some sources
to ethical thinking and living left, even if that is something
as weak and as strong as a belief in a good one cannot yet
imagine or incarnate.

This leads to the third point. Even though we as a matter
of fact encounter deep cultural differences and witness
radical ethical changes, it is important not to make a mys-
tery out of this. For instance we can understand Plato’s
dialogues as dialogues about the nature of justice even
though the concept of justice has changed in many ways
since. And even the most radical changes, as the one the
Crow lived through, is never a case of absolute incom-
mensurability between now and then, between them and
us, because in that case we could not recognise it as an
ethical difference. Some values, ideals and relations re-
main (the importance of caring for children), while others
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completely disappear (the importance of going to war with
the Sioux), and some stay, but in a transformed form (the
nature of courage) (ibid., 55-157). So to think our ethical
rationality at any time is impotent or illegitimate, because it
has been and can be dynamic is to have a worry unneces-
sary to some extent. And to have a gobal worry about our
ethical rationality seems to be an empty, meaningless
worry. Even with those with whom we are in deep dis-
agreement we still have common ground, otherwise we
would not be having a moral disagreement, i.e. we would
not be able to recognize it as such. And to meet the
other(s) is what enables us to improve ethically.

4. Forget Your Perfect Offerings

The pluralistic and fluid nature of ethical rationality — and
the consequent possibility for self-doubt, mistakes, dis-
agreements, war — is not a sign of a disorder in our ethical
rationality. It is a sign of the ethical order of the world: a
consequence of human freedom and responsibility.

The philosophical pertinent griefs to which language
comes are not disorders, if that means they hinder its
working; but are essential to what we know as the
learning or sharing of language, to our attachment to
our language; they are functions of its order. (Cavell
1989, 54)

One of our challenges in our meeting with the other(s),
when it comes to understanding and practicing ethical ra-
tionality, is to strike a balance between moral relativism
and moral dogmatism, between despair and utopia, be-
tween giving up and using violence in the name of the
good. There lies a possibility for ethical improvement.
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Abstract

Radical cultural relativism poses a weighty threat on understanding between groups that are supposed to live in different worlds.
There are two main lines of argument for this claim: one radical form claiming that incommensurable conceptual schemes are
implemented in untranslatable languages. A weaker form, typically concerned with magical or religious beliefs, defends the view
that religious/magical beliefs and meanings of religious statements are inaccessible to non-believers, being only fully under-

standable to those sharing the religious/magical belief system.

| want to argue that the claim of incommensurability can be defeated. In its radical form it is strongly attacked by Donald David-
son. The weaker form can be met by a new interpretation of Wittgenstein's “Lectures on Religious Beliefs” offered by Martin
Kusch. He argues for a distinction between “ordinary” and “extraordinary” beliefs, thus giving a broader contextualisation of reli-
gious beliefs and allowing for understanding and dialogue between believers and non-believers.

Since Kuhn and Feyerabend, the talk of incommensurabil-
ity is often used to claim a total difference, not of scientific
theories, but of belief systems, languages or world views.
These varying applications of the term involve implications
beyond the realm of philosophy of science: Although both
Kuhn and Feyerabend used the metaphor of living in dif-
ferent worlds, they rejected a complete breakdown of
communication and understanding between the groups
divided by an alleged incommensurability. With a wider
concept of incommensurability, involving whole languages
and world views, it becomes possible to say that incom-
mensurability of systems of language or beliefs demar-
cates a limit to understanding: people on the different
sides of that line have insurmountable meaning differences
grounded in their respective scheme — be it language or
belief system — that cannot be brought into a rational form
of argumentative discourse. So the groups embodying
such systems are bound to their own system, unable to
understand each other. This picture of cultural incom-
mensurability - ascribed to positions of strong cul-
tural(/epistemic/conceptual) relativism -, a picture charac-
terizing “cultures as self-sealing monads impervious to
context-transcendent standards” (Healy 2013, 268), be-
came very influential and widely asserted in several areas
of social sciences."

Feyerabend’'s famous remarks capture this picture of in-
commensurability as living in different worlds:

“Not everybody lives in the same world. The events that
surround a forest ranger differ from events that sur-
round a city dweller lost in a wood. They are different
events, not just different appearances of the same
events. The differences become evident when we move
to an alien culture or a distant historical period.” (Fey-
erabend 1988, 157)

The arguments for this view of cultures as different worlds
are often spelled out along two main lines: Either as a mat-
ter of untranslatable languages, or in terms of certain inac-
cessible areas inside an otherwise understandable lan-
guage, e.g. religious or magic beliefs.

! Benhabib: “The premise of the absolute heterogeneity and incommensurabil-
ity of regimes and discourses is never argued for; it is simply asserted.” (Ben-
habib 2002, 29) Cf. also Bar-On’s description of the cultural relativist's posi-
tion: “[...] different cultures view the world through conceptual schemes that
cannot be reconciled. (Bar-On 1994)
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As to the first line, it is claimed that the possibility of un-
translatable languages, that means, languages that are not
translatable in principle and not out of contingent reasons
like a missing Rosetta stone, proves the truth of the possi-
bility of principled inaccessibility. Such arguments, put for-
ward by e.g. Hacker (1996), Glock (2007) and in Dancy’'s
(1983) “essentially different concepts”, are supposed to
show that the epistemological distinction between a con-
ceptual activity and the perception or understanding of the
world allows for quite radical differences between different
groups of speakers, irreconcilable differences of different
realities. These views are reactions to Davidson’s famous
attack on conceptual relativism (Davidson 1974), where he
argues against the intelligibility of the distinction between
scheme and content. This distinction, Davidson holds, is
the reason for the implausible assumption of such radical
incommensurability. Instead, he offers a picture of lan-
guage that relies on a) interpretation and b) communica-
tion with other speakers as well as c) interaction with the
world. Davidson’s defends the idea that interpretability is a
necessary criterion of languagehood, excluding totally un-
translatable languages. Radical interpretation shows that it
is through the attribution of rationality and shared assump-
tions about general things in the world with which we inter-
act, that we come to understand others in interpretation. If
this view of language is plausible, it excludes the idea of
inaccessibility. Although there was considerable criticism
of Davidson’s essay enduring till today, it seems at least
reasonable to consider his arguments against the most
radical view of incommensurability as convincing.

The other line of argument considers restricted areas of
discourse to be incommensurable, often discussed exam-
ples are religious or magical beliefs. They cannot, it is
claimed by the so-called “fideist” interpretation of Wittgen-
stein?, be translated or conveyed into non-religious talk.
There is no way to reconcile the believer and non-believer,
as they mean different things using the same words. They
have insurmountable meaning differences because the
meaning of religious/magical terms is only fully under-
stand3ab|e to the believer, hence also unattainable for criti-
cism.

2 This position is especially ascribed to Peter Winch, also to Norman Malcolm
and Stanley Cavell (cf. Nielsen 1967, 191).

3 Cf. the five theses attributed to Wittgenstein Fideism, especially the second
thesis "that religious beliefs can only be understood by religious believers.“
(Phillips 2001, 26f)
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There is something deeply worrying and uneasy about
characterizing a situation of differences in religious beliefs
or such between religious and non-religious beliefs as in-
surmountable in principle. It suggests that there is nothing
argumentative or discursive that could be done to ensure
communication or solve conflict, leaving only non-
discursive ways of living together. Further, this view is of-
ten connected to regarding someone holding reli-
gious/magical beliefs as rationally inferior to a scientifically
minded person. While there is little evidence for the exis-
tence of untranslatable languages, differing religious be-
liefs and radical differences in cultural norms and beliefs
are a phenomenon we need a way to deal with.

In the remaining part of the paper, | want to suggest —
pace the Fideism interpretation — a more optimistic reading
of Wittgenstein’s ideas on religious and magical beliefs;
one that actually could be connected to Davidson’s argu-
mentation as it relies on similar assumptions about inter-
pretation.

Here are some preliminary remarks. | will try to bypass
several questions of the exceedingly wide Wittgenstein
debate, e.g. the question whether Wittgenstein himself
should be categorized as a relativist and if, as which kind
of relativist, as well as detailed exegetical questions. In-
stead, | try to show how a certain understanding of Witt-
genstein’s remarks offered by Martin Kusch (Kusch 2010
and unpublished papers) could help to deal with the prob-
lem of radical diversity, offering a new perspective that
aims towards a reconciliation of concrete practices in their
varying contexts.

In “Lectures on Religious Beliefs” (Wittgenstein 1938),
“Bemerkungen Uber Frazers The Golden Bough” (Wittgen-
stein 1967) and passages in On Certainty (Wittgenstein
1994) Wittgenstein offers a broader characterisation of the
different roles religious and magical beliefs play in the life
of speakers. Martin Kusch offers an interpretation of LRB
that avoids the incommensurability of the fideist reading”
by differentiating between two kinds of propositional atti-
tudes. In ‘normal’, non-religious, contexts we have ‘ordi-
nary’ beliefs, which Wittgenstein characterises as varying
in degree of reasonableness and strength, supported by
(empirical) evidence, being describable as ‘opinions’ or
‘hypotheses’, and they do not really have life-changing
power (Kusch 2010, 4). ‘Extraordinary’ beliefs that are
characteristic for religious thinking function quite differently
from propositional knowledge as they are not apt for evi-
dence support (or falsification) and knowledge-status, but
are best understood as ‘dogma’ or ‘faith’, have extraordi-
nary firmness and emotional, life-guiding strength. They
are connected to pictures that are expressive for a reli-
gious form of life (ibid). The outcome of this distinction is
that the believer and the non-believer disagreeing on the
statement “There will be a Last Judgment” neither contra-
dict nor misunderstand each other but differ in their pro-
positional attitudes towards the sentence. The believer
makes a faith statement while the non-believer expresses
a hypothesis about future events, so they do not contradict
each other. It is even possible for the believer to utter both,
affirming it as a faith statement and denying it as a

4 Kusch's reading also removes the problem of purely expressive understand-
ing of religious or magical utterances that is sometimes read into Wittgen-
stein’s position. Seeing religious practices as a mere alleviating of strong emo-
tions is one-sided and would severely impair the understanding of their other
functions, and hence the understanding of those who engage in those prac-
tices (cf. List 1978).

hypothesis. Importantly, this reading does not prevent the
non-believer from learning the meaning of religious lan-
guage — through study of “religious narratives and rituals”
and investigation of “the various descriptions, intentions
and actions involved” in them (Kusch 2010, 15) — or criti-
cising the religious statements (cf. ibid, 5). It also avoids
characterising the believer as rationally inferior to a
scientifically minded non-believer.

Kusch'’s interpretation achieves three goals: First, it re-
moves the obstacle of semantic incommensurability be-
tween groups of speakers (believers and non-believers or
other-believers) that is claimed by the followers of Fideism.
Secondly, it offers a new reading of Wittgenstein’s analysis
of the supposed disagreement between the believer and
non-believer regarding religious statements. This reading
calls attention to the specific roles religious — extraordinary
— beliefs play in the lives of believers, thus providing them
with a broader context and deeper understanding than one
that is achieved by purely linguistic analysis. Thirdly, by
understanding religious beliefs as part of a form of life and
as accessible social practices with understandable and
learnable meanings, we can apply this knowledge to
achieve communication and discursive conflict solution.

The difference between extraordinary and ordinary be-
liefs does not mean that it is only the ordinary beliefs that
are accessible and changeable, but that we need to invoke
wholly different means when talking about extra-ordinary
beliefs. Hereby we are enabled to see the believer on
equal epistemic footing with a non-believer or a different-
believer, but engaged in a much more complicated form of
discourse. Interreligious dialogue as well as a discussion
between believers and non-believers could then be char-
acterized as a discussion between epistemic peers, and
not as a rationally questionable trade-off.

Combining the positions of Davidson and Kusch'’s inter-
pretation of Wittgenstein's ideas on religious beliefs yields
a refutation of the threat of cultural relativism. Incom-
mensurability as a principled limit of understanding can
then be blocked in its radical form of untranslatability of
languages by Davidson’s argumentation against concep-
tual relativism. In the weaker form, the incommensurability
thesis is presented by the claims of Wittgensteinian Fide-
ism, which see religious beliefs as a closed sphere only
understandable to believers. Against this view there are
strong reasons favouring the interpretation offered by
Kusch, that sets religious beliefs as “extraordinary” beliefs
in a wider context of the roles that they have in the lives of
the believers and puts them back in the area of discourse.
According to this interpretation of Wittgenstein’s thoughts,
understanding could be achieved by proper distinction be-
tween the areas of beliefs that are involved in each cases,
and a proper adjustment to the respective belief context.
Thus the non-believer and the believer can be reconciled.
Both, Davidson’s argumentation and Wittgenstein's view of
the believer as situated in another, but accessible context,
share the assumption that there is essential openness in
communication but also that it is a social practice. To un-
derstand it we need more than isolated sentences but a
broader approach to the respective contexts.

® Of course, a a lot more must be said about the relations between ordinary
and extraordinary beliefs, their identification etc. Here, the focus is on the
possibility to access those beliefs.
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Abstract

In the academic literature and elsewhere, specific relativisms are often a hotly debated topic. In this paper, | considerably up the
ante by proposing an across the board ‘universal relativism’ that is supported by four arguments: the inductive argument, the
argument from causality, the argument from elimination, and the counterargument against self-refutation.

1. Introduction

While various descriptive or normative versions of relativ-
ism (cf. e.g. Baghramian 2004, Krausz 2010, Baghramian
2014) may currently be (re)emerging in various disciplines,
| would be inclined to say that the fundamental relativistic
principle (FRP) of ‘Ys being relative to Xs’ (Swoyer 2014,
sect. 1.1) has always been around. The FRP’s likely omni-
presence in time would also appear to be accompanied by
its omnipresence in ontological or existential scope: Not
only does the FRP apply to constructed, subjective or
mind-dependent as well as to real, objective or mind-
independent existence, but it also seems that we cannot
seriously or sensibly conceive how non-relative existence
could be possible. Universal relativism thus contains the
descriptive and empirically confirmable hypothesis of ‘stuff
always somehow depending or having depended on other
stuff’ (I am using the term of “stuff” here since | want to use
the ontologically most general term possible and since
“stuff” is even more general than “things” or “events”).

Secondly and as a consequence of (a) our general ap-
preciation of and our normative demands about truth and
of (b) the above descriptive universal relativism (i.e. the
position that affirms universal relativity or the universality of
the FRP) being regarded as true, universal relativism also
contains of the thesis of normative universal relativism ac-
cording to which we should adopt a universally relativistic
worldview. Due to the inherent connectedness of these
two aspects of relativism and since | also have strong res-
ervations about the alleged “gap” between the descriptive
and the normative, | will mostly just talk about a unified
“universal relativism” here.

Needless to say, universal relativism is an exceptionally
far-reaching claim and one with which many of us may be
quick to disagree. In my opinion, however, closer inspec-
tion is likely to reveal that resistance to relativism often
turns out to be not much more than a fairly unreflected and
epistemically and otherwise unjustified ‘knee-jerk reaction’
that cannot seriously be maintained in the face of an ana-
lytic and non-superficial treatment of the topic. To back up
that claim, | would like to present four arguments in favor
of universal relativism.

2. The Inductive Argument

The first of these arguments is a classical inductive gener-
alization: One points to relativity here and relativity there,
and after a certain sample size that one believes to be rep-
resentative for the whole of existence and without having
encountered examples to the contrary one infers to the
conclusion “relativity everywhere!” In this respect and as
far as the latter ‘relative to X' aspect of many relativisms is
concerned (for an overview over popular X-components,

cf. Swoyer 2014, sect. 3), one could point to the
‘anthropocentric perspectival relativism’ that was described
in and affirmed by Protagoras’ famous saying that “man is
the measure of all things” and according to which Y-
components are relative to subjective perception, interpre-
tation or even construction of them. Among many other
sources, one can find more recent affirmation and varia-
tions of this generic X-type relativism in Nietzschean per-
spectivism or in Nagel's famous essay of 1974. Due to
limitations of space and time though, | will cut the discus-
sion of the latter ‘relative to X' part short and concentrate
more on the former 'Y is relative’ part of universal relativ-
ism.

In this respect, one could point to several somewhat
more specific ‘Y-type’ relativities and relativisms such as
central concept relativism, central belief relativism, percep-
tual relativism, epistemic relativism (cf. e.g. contextualism
as discussed by Cohen 1998 or DeRose 1999, 2009),
moral relativism (Gowans 2012), semantic relativism, ale-
thic relativism or even reality relativism (cf. Swoyer 2014,
sect. 2, for an overview over these Y-type relativisms).
Presumably, one could or should also point to the principle
of causality since that is also an inherently relativistic affair,
and if one is more scientifically inclined, one could also
point to something like Einstein’s general theory of relativ-
ity. Then, when one is beginning to feel dizzy or exhausted
after having gone into the specifics of these and many
other aspects of the FRP, one can and typically will make
the inductive jump from some to all.

3. The Argument From Causality

The second and in my estimation stronger argument in
favor of universal relativism is the deductive argument from
causality. As the first premise of the argument, | take the in
my opinion true belief that relativity and causality are at the
very least strongly overlapping concepts, given that cau-
sality is about effects and causes and that effects are ‘rela-
tive to’ their causes (cf. Swoyer 2014, sect. 3.1: “relativistic
claims ... are claims about causal influence”). More spe-
cifically, it seems as if everything that is causal is relative,
but that not everything that is relative is causal, meaning
that relativity is even more encompassing than causality.
Formalized, one could perhaps write that as “relativity
causality” or, since the following is sufficient and also more
fitting for our purposes, as “relativity = causality.” As the
argument’s second premise | take the in my opinion
equally evident and true belief that causality, including
various versions of probabilistic causality (cf. e.g. Eells &
Sober 1983, Eells 1987, Dupré 1990; for an overview cf.
Hitchcock 2012), is a universal phenomenon or principle.
The conclusion that follows from these two premises is
once again an affirmation of universal relativism, because
when “relativity = causality,” when causality is accepted as
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a fairly universal thing, and especially when relativity is
considered as even more encompassing than causality,
then we have no choice but to also accept relativity as uni-
versal, whether we like it or not.

4. The Argument From Elimination

The third argument in support of universal relativism is an-
other deductive argument, this time from elimination. Here
I now try to show that the non-relative cannot be sensibly
conceived to exist and that, due to the complete elimina-
tion of everything non-relative, universal relativity is the
only remaining possibility.

In regard to the argument itself, | start out from the
closely related set of first premises that (1a) “the non-
relative” is equal to “the absolute,” which are both defin-
able as “stuff that is and has been completely independent
from other stuff,” that (1b) “the non-absolute” is in turn
equal to “the relative,” which are both definable as “stuff
that is or has been somehow dependent on other stuff,”
and that (1c) the absolute and the relative are typically
contradictorily opposed to and mutually exclusive with
each other. The second premise is that (2) the absolute
and the relative mutually exhaust all ‘possible categorial
values’ of the ontological category that they inhabit. (This
once again assumes bivalence, and while | am generally
opposed to bivalent categorization and in favor of multiva-
lent categorization, | will leave considerations about multi-
valence aside here mainly because the conclusion would
not be noticeably different if we assumed a multivalent
framework). The third premise is that (3) the absolute does
not exist (except as a highly problematic concept). From
this it follows that (4a) everything must be relative, but also
that (4b) anyone who is opposed to 4a or to any claim to
the extent of “Y is relative” would be compelled to assume
that this Y is absolute or “completely independent from
other stuff.”

Yet what single thing or being has ever fulfilled the thusly
defined criterion of absoluteness? ‘Absolute’ monarchs, for
instance, may have declared and installed themselves as
the sole power in the state or as being legibus absolutus
(lat. for “absolved from the law,” “above the law”). That
state, however, was relative to their convictions or to the
power they had amassed, but by no means something that
was completely independent from other stuff. As such,
there was nothing genuinely absolute about ‘absolute’
monarchs. The same could also be said about allegedly
‘absolute’ values of measurement such as temperature
measured in kelvin: Its inventor Thomson thought that he
had discovered “an absolute scale, since its characteristic
is quite independent of the physical properties of any spe-
cific substance” (1848, 69). That independence, however,
is once again only a very limited independence that is
counterbalanced by a lot of other dependencies (note that
this is the fundamental standard flaw behind alleged abso-
lutes in science and one that also typically escapes recent
commentators on Thomson’s actually quite relative scale,
such as Chang & Yi 2005). Thomson'’s (aka Lord Kelvin's)
initial judgment that “we are left without any principle on
which to found an absolute thermometric scale” (1848, 67)
would therefore have been the far more fitting or correct
one.

Needless to say, one can also find plenty of other loose,
grandiose, pretentious and in the end inappropriate or su-
perfluous talk about the absolute in ordinary language, for
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instance in the expressions “the absolute best/worst” or
“She did absolutely everything/nothing”: In these and many
other cases, the main function of “absolute” simply is to
emphasize a superlative. Overall though, the term of abso-
lute is superfluous here since we would essentially be say-
ing the same with just “the best/worst” or “She did every-
thing/nothing.”

Besides this rather inappropriate or superfluous use of
“absolute,” there is also a more fitting and philosophically
interesting use of it that occurs when the wordform is as-
sociated with the meaning “stuff that is and has been com-
pletely independent from other stuff.” The reason why this
version of absolute is philosophically interesting is that it
would make possible the conception of a first cause or ori-
gin of it all: If everything were to be relative to something
else (in a linear and non-circular manner), the search for a
first cause would be lost in an infinite regress and, overall,
in obscurity. The absolute, on the other hand, would allow
us to bottom out at some point in our search, and this is
perhaps the main reason for the great appeal of the abso-
lute in and beyond philosophy.

The huge problem with that ‘strong’ and potentially use-
ful conception of the absolute, however, is that it is not at
all supported by experience. Given that our thinking is
shaped by experience, the philosophically interesting
strong version of the absolute consequently becomes
rather inconceivable and wide open to relativization on
closer inspection. Three examples by way of which this
can demonstrated are the religious concept of God, the
philosophical and Aristotelian concept of an unmoved
mover, and the scientific concept of the Big Bang: All three
of those concepts are, in their own way and among other
things, the result of attempting to come up with an un-
caused first cause and, overall, this is about as absolute
as it gets. My point, however, is that we can utterly demol-
ish and relativize these alleged absolutes by a) asking the
seemingly innocent question “And what was before that?”
or “And what has caused that?” and by b) pointing out that
this is a highly legitimate question, because as opposed to
the empirically empty claim of the absolute, the claim of
universal relativity that is implied in that question is empiri-
cally well-founded.

Absolutists have of course attempted to defend their the-
sis, perhaps most notably with the causa sui argument
about God or with some other mysterious non-relativistic
genesis of an allegedly absolute first cause. At the end of
the day, though, there is (as far as | am aware of) no em-
pirical backing for these or other absolutes, which is also
the primary reason for why the absolute cannot be sensi-
bly conceived or why it can always be relativized with the
legitimate question about its antecedent. Philosophically
relevant mention of the absolute would therefore only ap-
pear to make sense in the context of something like John
Duns Scotus’ nihil simpliciter or the Kyoto School’'s “abso-
lute nothingness” (Davis 2014, sect. 3), because with all
existence apparently being relativistic, the (me)ontological
realm that is left for the absolute can only be nothingness
or non-existence.

The argument from elimination would thus appear to
have been brought to a successful conclusion, because
when not even God or the Big Bang can sensibly be con-
ceived to be absolute, then all the ‘lesser candidates’ cer-
tainly will not turn out to be absolute either. Conclusion
(4a) that everything is relative thus once again wins the
day.
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5. The Counterargument Against Self-
Refutation

But wait: If everything is relative, would relativity itself then
not be absolute and thus not universal? There are several
arguments against relativism on the basis of its alleged
self-refutation (Swoyer 2014, sect. 5.9), with the above
being perhaps the strongest one. That objection, however,
can easily be defeated by pointing out that the truth of eve-
rything being relative is relative to everything being rela-
tive, i.e. that universal relativism is relative to the principle
of non-contradiction and thus not self-refuting or above the
FRP. As such, even the metalevel does not seem to be
problematic. So much, in any event, for my four arguments
for universal relativism.
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Abstract

Sgren Kierkegaard did not develop any systematic analyses of language and meaning, despite the fact that these themes are
omnipresent in his works. These questions have unfortunately often been neglected by scholars interested in Kierkegaard's in-
fluence on Ludwig Wittgenstein. In this paper, we will examine a short extract from Works of Love in which Kierkegaard gives a
rather concise presentation of his understanding of language and meaning. Our examination of this passage will show that
many of the points of convergence generally noted between Kierkegaard’s and Wittgenstein’s writings, especially those articu-
lated by James Conant, do not hold in light of Kierkegaard’s actual conception of language. A closer examination of Kierke-
gaard’s writing on language and meaning does however open up the possibility of more serious encounter with Wittgenstein's

philosophy.

While much work has been done in recent years on
Ludwig Wittgenstein's relationship to the Danish philoso-
pher Sgren Kierkegaard, many of these studies have fo-
cussed on the questions of philosophical method, non-
sense, and the ethico-religious. Our attempt in this paper
will be to demonstrate that Kierkegaard’s writings also offer
a solid, if not systematic, theory about the way in which
higher-order concepts are formed which remains through-
and-through realist, and which is generally overlooked by
analytic philosophers, which could be fruitfully drawn upon
in comparison with Wittgenstein’s writings on logic and
language. In this paper we will examine a short extract
from Works of Love, where Kierkegaard offers a clear and
concise analysis of language and meaning. In light of this
reading, we will then show why the five major points of
convergence between Wittgenstein’s Tractatus and
Kierkegaard's Concluding Unscientific Postscript, articu-
lated by James Conant (Conant 1998, 243f), do not hold in
light of Kierkegaard’s actual understanding of language.

The passage we will be examining is comprised of the
opening pages of the discourse “Love Builds Up,” in Works
of Love' (Kierkegaard 1995, 209-12). The discourse be-
gins with the idea that: “All human speech [...] about the
spiritual is essentially metaphorical [overfgrt, carried over]”
(Kierkegaard 1995, 209). If speech about the spiritual is
carried over, it is because what we know, or have access
to, about the spiritual realm (ourselves as thinking beings,
first and foremost) is not immediately given, but can only
be derived through reflexion (indirectly, through language).
Kierkegaard posits that the world to which language di-
rectly refers is that perceived through our “sensate-
physical” engagement (Kierkegaard 1995, 209). Words
describe the world accessible to empirical evidence;
speaking of that which is not immediately given or acces-
sible through the senses thus requires an extension of
language practices. Yet, “metaphorical words are of course
not brand-new words but are already given words”
(Kierkegaard 1995, 209). We do not invent a new lan-
guage when speaking about concepts not accessible to
immediate perception, neither do we invent the concepts
themselves; all we can do is transpose our former lan-

: Wittgenstein wrote to Norman Malcolm on 5 February 1948 that he had not
read Works of Love. As Glebe-Mgller has pointed out, this may however not
have been the case. Whether Wittgenstein actually read this text, however,
has little relevence for our analysis, since the arguments presented here can
be found in many other places in Kierkegaard’s writings.
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guage into another domain, give new meanings through
the ways in which words are used.

As concerns the ways in which these new meanings are
to be understood, Kierkegaard suggests that one ought to
start with a careful examination of what words “signiffy] in
ordinary speech” (Kierkegaard 1995, 210). And Kierke-
gaard offers a detailed example as to how the meaning of
this term ought to be analysed, with reference to the ex-
pression “to build up”. As he writes:

“To build up” is formed from “to build” and the adverb
“up,” which consequently must receive the accent. Eve-
ryone who builds up does build, but not everyone who
builds does build up. For example, when a man is build-
ing a wing on his house we do not say that he is build-
ing up a wing but that he is building on. Consequently,
this “up” seems to indicate the direction in height, the
upward direction. Yet this is not the case either. For ex-
ample, if a man builds a sixty-foot building twenty feet
higher, we still do not say that he built up the structure
twenty feet higher—we say that he built on. Here the
meaning of the word already becomes perceptible, for
we see that it does not depend on height. However, if a
man erects a house, be it ever so small and low, from
the ground up, we say that he built up a house. Thus to
build up is to erect something from the ground up. [...]
(Kierkegaard 1995, 201-11)

From this passage, we may conclude that Kierkegaard's
theory of language is one of “building up.” Language is not,
for Kierkegaard, a mere arbitrary construction. Like the
house, it must have solid foundations. And these founda-
tions reside in what language itself refers to: the empirical
world to which linguistic constructions immediately refer.
The signs we use to refer to worldly facts may be arbi-
trary—yet “what is essential: the thought content” (Kierke-
gaard 1997, 89) is not deemed by Kierkegaard to be arbi-
trary. The empirical world which is the object of sensate-
physical experience is the foundation through which lan-
guage acquires its meaning structures, a starting-point
upon which the construction of meaning becomes possible
as we move up to the more elevated spheres of the psy-
chological/subjective or the spiritual. Kierkegaard thus of-
fers an essentially realist view of language: all language
(and knowledge) begins with the world we know through
sensate-physical experience, yet since language is related
immediately to the physical world, and not to the spiritual
dimensions of subjective existence, it must be remodelled
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and reconstructed in order to say something meaningful
about non-physical entities.

The second conclusion which can be drawn from this
passage, is that that getting at the meaning of a word is
possible through the analysis of how the word is used in
ordinary language. When we reflect on correct and incor-
rect grammatical uses of a term, we get a sense as to the
more profound meaning of the expression itself. Hence,
understanding when and where an expression is properly
used indicates its meaning. Of course, “careless and incor-
rect use of language” (Kierkegaard 1995, 212) is always
possible—and is moreover the target of many of Kierke-
gaard’s critiques in other works, where he denounces the
“confusion of the categories” (Kierkegaard 1992, 31) pre-
dominant in much of modern speech, or the meaningless
chatter of modern society (see Kierkegaard 1978, 68-112).
Yet Kierkegaard indicates that examining how words are
used in ordinary language gives indication as to what they
really mean—in other words, what reality they refer to. Lin-
guist analysis gets us back to the foundations of language,
the conditions of meaningfulness, but also the facts to
which expressions refer (in this case: a particular type of
act).

Yet if language refers directly to reality (to the physical
world as it presents itself to the observer), its status be-
comes more problematic when we attempt to use lan-
guage to refer to non-physical realities, such as subjective
spiritual beings. When speaking about these realities, we
cannot, Kierkegaard affirms, simply invent new words—if
we did so, we would not be able to communicate at all. We
must therefore use the words of the language of the physi-
cal world, but make sense of them by analogy. Beyond
making sense of the words, however, Kierkegaard indi-
cates that with the change of context, the words them-
selves take on new meanings. There is an “infinite differ-
ence” (Kierkegaard 1995, 209) between the meaning of a
term applied to physical realities and the meaning when
applied to spiritual existence, which is constructed through
the change of context, the passage from one realm of exis-
tence to another. Yet despite this, there remains a connex-
ion: as Kierkegaard enigmatically remarks: “The person in
whom the spirit has awakened [...] continues to remain in
the visible world and to be visible to the senses—in the
same way he also remains in the language, except that his
language is the metaphorical language!” (Kierkegaard
1995, 209).

Remaining in the visible world, remaining in language...
Kierkegaard clearly indicates that all language starts with
what we can see, what is immediately accessible. All lan-
guage does not remain there, however, yet it is the foun-
dation upon which all other meaningful propositions can be
built. If we insist on this, it is because much of the literature
on Wittgenstein’s relation to Kierkegaard has overlooked
this point, essential to Kierkegaard’'s philosophy. James
Conant, notably, articulates a series of five similarities
found between Kierkegaard's Postscript and the Tractatus
Logico-Philosophicus:

(1) both were concerned to draw a distinction between
sense and nonsense (or between what can and cannot
be objectively comprehended) and to relegate matters
of importance (ethics, religion) to a realm beyond the
limits of sense; (2) both works draw a distinction be-
tween what can be said (or directly communicated) and
what can only be shown (or indirectly communicated);
(3) both works attempt to show what cannot be said (or
thought) by drawing limits to what can be said (or
thought); (4) both works consistently climax in a final
moment of self-destruction in which we are asked to

throw out the ladder [...]; (5) both works end with a
proclamation that silence is the only correct form that
an answer to their questions could take. (Conant 1989,
243-44)

While these conclusions seem appealing, we would argue
that all of these conclusions are inaccurate with regard to
Kierkegaard's theory of language itself, as can be seen in
this short passage from Works of Love.

(1) Firstly, it is clear that Kierkegaard here in no way ar-
ticulates a theory of nonsense, or the idea that there is a
“realm beyond the limits of sense” to which ethical or reli-
gious concepts should be relegated. If spiritual meaning is
metaphorical, it is not nonsensical; to the contrary, the
meaningfulness of any language use about the spiritual
relies on the “connection” with both the physical world and
the ordinary language uses related to that world. Kierke-
gaard does not suggest that the spiritual cannot be objec-
tively comprehended, he merely affirms that it cannot be
objectively comprehended in the same way that we might
understand the act of building or any other physical act.
We fail to understand the meaning of an expression when
we neglect to take into consideration the context in which it
is uttered, to what type of reality it is referring, but this does
not entail that these realities are in themselves incompre-
hensible.

(2) In light of Kierkegaard's analyses, it seems erroneous
to assimilate metaphorical speech with that which cannot
be said. To the contrary, the possibility of carrying over
expressions from one sphere of reality to another (from the
physical-sensate to the spiritual) does not imply the impos-
sibility of expression itself. Metaphorical language is still
meaningful language, precisely because it resides upon
the foundation of language rooted in sensate-physical real-
ity. We may not mean the same thing when we are using
expressions with regard to different contexts, but we are
certainly still saying something—and moreover, saying it
very directly.

(3) Kierkegaard’s analysis of language, in this passage
from Works of Love, certainly seeks to delimit meaningful
use of expressions from “incorrect” grammatical use which
leads to “false” propositions (Kierkegaard 1995, 212). Yet
the aim is not to show what cannot be said or thought; to
the contrary, Kierkegaard attempts to demonstrate that the
limits that appear to be inherent within the correct gram-
matical use of an expression can and must be extended if
we are to really understand the significance that an ordi-
nary expression such as “to build up” can take on when
used in reference to spiritual upbuilding. The appeal to
language’s capacity to carry meaning over from one con-
text to another testifies not to language’s limits, but rather
to its openness. It is through language that we come to
express different levels of reality; we are able to say and
think what goes beyond sensate-physical experience be-
cause language offers us the possibility of ascribing new
and different meanings to the same expressions. The limits
of language are quantitative (signs), not qualitative (mean-

ing).

(4) While Kierkegaard's pseudonym, Climacus, does in-
vite us to revoke the Postscript, it is nevertheless clear that
in this passage from Works of Love, Kierkegaard in no way
suggests that we ought to revoke earlier meaning struc-
tures. Throwing away the foundations upon which mean-
ingful discourse is to be built would amount to nothing
other than building castles in the air (Kierkegaard 1995,
212), and deprive us of the possibility of all meaningful ex-
pression. Yet that which is carried over is not forgotten or
discarded, it simply takes on new possibilities within a new
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context. “Throwing away the ladder” would lead to non-
sense—yet this is neither possible nor (if it were) desirable.
To the contrary, groundedness is the root of all faith and all
meaning, both pertaining to the worldly and to the spiritual.

(5) Finally, silence is certainly an important theme in
Kierkegaard's writings. However, for Kierkegaard, becom-
ing silent does not imply that language ceases to be mean-
ingful; it is to the contrary the condition upon which mean-
ing can be received from outside. Kierkegaard’s appeal to
silence is a warning against the chatter which prevents us
from listening (to the world, to others, to God). We are not
to become silent because nothing can be said; we are to
the contrary to become silent in order to learn that there is
so much more to be said than we had previously imagined
(see Kierkegaard 1997, 10-39). In other words, it is si-
lence, and not language, which is the ladder that finally
must be thrown away.

The aim of this paper has been to demonstrate that
Kierkegaard had a great deal more to say about language,
meaning and knowledge than is generally recognized in
Kierkegaard-Wittgenstein scholarship, which often dis-
misses Kierkegaard as an irrationalist or anti-realist. While
it goes beyond the scope of this paper to elaborate on
links with Wittgenstein’s philosophy, we would suggest that
despite their divergences, Wittgenstein's readings of
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Kierkegaard may have had a more serious impact on the
development of the Investigations than is generally ac-
knowledged, and that a more attentive look at Kierke-
gaard’s understanding of language in future research is
necessary.
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Abstract

Wittgenstein hat sich im Rahmen der Sprachspiele gefragt, was denn das Wesentliche eines Spieles ausmache und dabei Bei-
spiele fiir den ganz unterschiedlichen Sprachgebrauch des Wortes ,Spiel” diskutiert.

Inzwischen haben Linguisten zwei Beschreibungsmodelle entwickelt, um dieses Phanomen besser zu erfassen: die Polysemie,
d.h. ein gleichlautendes Wort bezeichnet Unterschiedliches, und die Prototypentheorie, wonach es fir Klassen von Dingen, die
mit einem Wort bezeichnet werden kénnen, bessere und schlechtere Beispiele gibt; schliesslich ist auch auf die in Kommunika-
tionssituationen wichtige Funktion des Kontextes, welcher die Bedeutung eines Wortes verandert, hingewiesen worden.

Vor diesem Hintergrund prasentieren wir einen neuen, analytischen Zugang zur Funktion des Kontextes, der auf quantenme-
chanischen Uberlegungen aufbaut, der aber mit Datenbank-Methoden beschreibbar und auch durchfiihrbar ist. Damit ergeben
sich praktikable Losungsansatze fur die von Wittgenstein aufgeworfenen Fragen.

1. Einleitung

Wittgenstein hat sich im Rahmen der Sprachspiele gefragt,
was denn das Wesentliche eines Spieles ausmache und
dabei auf so unterschiedliche Beispiele wie Schach, Kar-
tenspiele, Reigenspiele u.v.a. hingewiesen (Wittgenstein
1960). Die zuverlassige Erfassung der Bedeutungen eines
Wortes erfolgt Uber den jeweiligen Kontext, in dem es er-
scheint: der Kontext beschrankt die Interpretation eines
vieldeutigen Wortes, damit Kommunikation erfolgreich sein
kann. Wir verstehen hier Kontext als Funktion, die von ei-
nem Wort ausgehend dessen Interpretation bestimmt. Wie
Kontext, so definiert, wirkt, 1Bt sich formal beschreiben
und es lassen sich praktikable Algorithmen dazu angeben.

Im néchsten Abschnitt rekapitulieren wir kursorisch die
Annahmen, die der Frage Wittgensteins nach dem We-
sentlichen des Spiels zugrunde liegen, und stellen dar,
welche neueren Zugange sich in der Forschung seither
ertffnet haben; dabei werden besonders die Polysemie
und die Prototypentheorie fur die hier gestellte Frage als
wichtig erachtet. In Abschnitt drei wird die Funktion des
Kontexts beschrieben und ein von Aerts, Rosch und Gabo-
ra vorgeschlagener Zugang zur analytischen Behandlung
mittels quantenmechanischer Theorien vorgestellt. In Ab-
schnitt vier geben wir eine formal aquivalente, aber ver-
standlichere und leichter durchfiihrbare L&sung, deren
Anwendung auf den Begriff ,Spiel“ wir demonstrieren. Der
letzte Abschnitt fasst die Ergebnisse zusammen und zeigt
die Verbindung mit konstruktivistischen Uberlegungen auf.

2. Polysemie und Prototypentheorie

Die sprachanalytische Philosophie des friihen 20. Jahr-
hunderts versucht einen Briickenschlag zwischen formaler
Logik und naturlicher Sprache zu schaffen, beginnend mit
Whitehead und Russell Uber Frege bis hin zu Montague,
dessen Aufsatz ,English as a formal language” vermutlich
den Hohepunkt der Bemiihungen bildet (Frege 1964, Whi-
tehead/Russell 1910, Montague 1974). Das verbreitete
semantische Dreieck, urspringlich von (Ogden/Richards
1923), und noch bei (Eco 1977) belegt, zeigt eine direkte
Beziehung zwischen Gegenstand und Wort, zwischen
«Hundetier» und ,Hund".

Die Bedeutung eines Wortes wird, verkirzt gesagt, ex-
tensional als Beschreibung einer Menge von Dingen auf-
gefalt (oft als Kategorie oder Klasse bezeichnet); das
Wort meint die Essenz, die wesentlichen Eigenschaften

der Elemente der Menge (intensionale Bestimmung). Witt-
genstein weist, so etwa in den Philosophischen Untersu-
chungen (Wittgenstein 1960) direkt und an verschiedenen
Beispielen auf die Schwierigkeiten dieser Theorie hin,
nach der es nicht moglich ist, z.B. fur ,Spiel* eine ,notwen-
dige und ausreichende" Eigenschaft anzugeben.

2.1. Polysemie

Ein Wort kann sehr unterschiedliche Bedeutungen haben,
deren gemeinsame Eigenschaften nicht erkennbar sind;
als Beispiel dient immer wieder ,Bank“: das Gemeinsame
von (Garten-) bank und (Geld-)bank ist nicht ohne weiteres
erkennbar. Moderne systematische Untersuchungen zei-
gen fur das englische Substantiv ,bank” zehn verschiede-
ne Bedeutungen, fir die kaum eine gemeinsame Eigen-
schaften gefunden werden kann. Solche Worter werden
als polysem oder homonym bezeichnet, wobei die schwie-
rige Abgrenzung zwischen diesen beiden Effekten hier
nicht wesentlich ist; wir verwenden im folgenden Polyse-
mie als umfassenden Begriff.

Polysemie bezeichnet Erscheinungen, die bei der Uber-
setzung von einer Sprache in eine andere ins Auge sprin-
gen: die vereinfachende Annahme, dass Worter eine ein-
fache, bestimmte Bedeutung haben und darum als Einhei-
ten von einer Sprache in Worter einer anderen ubersetzt
werden konnen, ist offensichtlich falsch. Wordnet (Miller
1998) gibt unterschiedliche Bedeutungen fir englische
Worter an, z.B. fir das Substantiv ,game" elf unterscheid-
bare Bedeutungen, fur die jeweils andere Synonyme
(gleichbedeutende englische Worter) angegegeben wer-
den. Vergleichbare Projekte in anderen Sprachen (z.B.
GermaNet) und ein multi-linguales Worterbuch (Euro-
WordNet - http://www.illc.uva.nl/Euro WordNet/) bauen auf
der gleichen Idee von Mengen von Synonymen auf, die
minimale semantische Einheiten reprasentieren.

2.2. Prototyp-Theorie

Eleonor Rosch (Rosch 1973) hat darauf hingewiesen,
dass die Menge der durch ein Wort bezeichneten Dinge
eine interne Struktur von Zentrum zu Peripherie haben, die
in psychologischen Experimenten aufgedeckt werden
kann. Zum Wort ,Hund" stellen sich die meisten Menschen
einen mittelgrossen Schéaferhund vor; Bernhardiner und
Chihuahua sind schlechtere Beispiele. Zu Vogel stellen
sich Mitteleuropéer wohl einen Spatz vor, Amerikaner an-

95



Was sind ,Spiele” | Andrew U. Frank & Jiirgen Hahn

geblich einen ,Robin“ (Star); jedenfalls sind Pinguine und
Strauss schlechte Beispiele. Diese Struktur hat Auswir-
kungen auf kognitive Prozesse, die bei systematischen
Tests aufgedeckt werden kdnnen. Sie lasst sich auch in
den Regeln zur Sprachverwendung nachweisen (Lang-
acker 1987 and Lakoff 1987).

2.3. Ergebnis

Es ist zwischen den extern manifestierten Wortern (hier mit
.- markiert), die zwischen Menschen auf verschiedenen
Kanélen ausgetauscht werden, und den mentalen Konzep-
ten (hier mit «...» markiert) zu unterscheiden. Ein Wort
kann auf verschiedene mentale Konzepte hinweisen.

3. Die Funktion des Kontexts

In einer Kommunikationssituation werden Sé&tze ausge-
tauscht; der Empfanger soll den vom Sender erwiinschten
Zuwachs an Information erreichen; er kann anschliessend
zu Handlungen fiihren; eine Aufzahlung verschiedener
Situationen, in denen Sprache zur Kommunikation genutzt
wird, gibt Wittgenstein in den Philosophischen Untersu-
chungen an (Wittgenstein 1960).

Zur Kommunikation missen die Ubermittelten Worte in
mentale Konzepte Ubersetzt werden (hier Interpretation
genannt). Dazu ist zusétzliche Information notwendig; die-
se zur Interpretation der Worte benutzte Information nen-
nen wir Kontext der ausgetauschten Satze.

3.1. Die quantenmechanische Theorie von
Kontext

(Aerts/Gabora 2005a and 2005b) haben eine Theorie der
Wirkung von Kontext auf die Interpretation der Worte in
einem Satz unter Verwendung quantenmechanischer
Theorien vorgeschlagen. Vorangehende Theorien (von
(Gabora/Rosch/Aerts 2008) ausfuhrlich diskutiert) mit ein-
facheren Ansétzen (wahrscheinlichkeitstheoretisch, Fuzzy-
Set etc. ) erklaren beobachtbare Effekte des Einflusses
von Kontext nicht vollstandig. Besonders bekannt ist der
sogennante Guppy-Effekt (Osherson/Smith 1981): «Gup-
py» ist kein gutes Beispiel fur ein Haustier (gut wéren
«Hund» oder «Katze») und auch kein gutes Beispiel fiir
einen Fisch («Hai» oder «Forelle» waren typisch), hinge-
gen ist «Guppy» ein exzellentes Beispiel fur ,pet fish*
(Fisch fur einen Hobbyaquaristen), was die bisherigen Mo-
delle nicht erklaren kénnen.

Der theoretische Ansatz von Gabora et al. geht von einer
Menge an Zustanden, die ein Konzept (dort ,states of con-
cepts”) annehmen kann, aus. Durch Kontext wird die Inter-
pretation eines Wort als Konzept genauer bestimmt (oder
gleich belassen). Das Konzept «Tier» ist zum Beispiel gro-
ber als «Haustier» und dieses wiederum grober als «Gold-
fisch» usw. Hier eine Folge von Satzen, wie sie in einem
Dialog vorkommen kénnen:
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. verfeinernder :
Dialog Zustand Kontext Interpretation

Ich muss nach
Hause, Peter fiit- JPeter” futtern «Baby»

tern.

Pe;e;ulziig;em «Baby» Haustier | «(Haus)tier»
Er hitq(lejlgr%rr?qsses «Haustier» | Aquarium «Agil;acul:)m—
und mich freut sei- | » o\ 1o rium- |goldene Far-
ne goldene Farbe i\ h 9 b «Goldfisch»

jeden Tag! Fisch» €

Die Theorie postuliert:

- einem Wort entspricht ein Konzept mit minimaler Be-
stimmung (Zustand: Kontext_1);

- durch Kontext wird ein Konzept verfeinert (oder bleibt
gleich); Kontexte sind partiell geordnet und kdénnen in der
mathematischen Struktur, spezifisch einem Verband (engl.
lattice siehe (Birkhoff 1967) abgebildet werden; aus der
Kombination von Kontexten enstehen starkere Kontexte.
Wichtig sind die stéarksten Kontexte, die die Interpretation
der Konzepte maximal einschrénken; eine feinere Untertei-
lung ist fur diesen Sprecher nicht verfigbar. Nicht jede
Kombination von zwei Kontexten ergibt einen sinnvollen
neuen Kontext. Zum Beispiel gibt die Verbindung von Kon-
text a: «gehen» mit Kontext b: «fahren» keinen sinnvollen
Kontext.

- ein bereits angewandter Kontext verfeinert ein Konzept
nicht mehr (Kontexte sind idempotent); das Konzept, das
nach der Anwendung eines Kontextes entsteht, hat (in der
Terminologie von Aerts) die Eigenschaft eines Eigenwer-
tes (eigenstate);

- die Funktion u(p, e, q), beschreibt die Wahrscheinlichkeit
des Uberganges eines Zustandes p in einen feineren q
gegeben durch einen Kontext e.

- ein schwécherer Kontext als der zuvor angewandte ver-
feinert ein Konzept nicht mehr.

(Gabora/Rosch/Aerts 2008) gehen von einer Tabelle
aus, in der fur verschiedene Kontexte die Haufigkeiten der
zu einem Wort gemeinten Konzepte aufgelistet sind. Eine
solche Tabelle mit hypothetische Haufigkeiten fir Teile des
oben angefiihrten Dialoges ist die Tabelle 1.

Exemplare verfeinernde Kontexte
Haustier |Haustierim| kontext 1
Aquarium

Hund 8 0 9
Huhn 6 0 7
Katze 10 0 11

Spinne 0
Aquarium Fisch 4 4 4

Goldfisch 3
Schlange 1 0 1
SUMME 33 7 37

(Tabellel Haufigkeiten fir das Konzept «Tier», verfeinert
mit verschiedenen Kontexten)
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Die Theorie fasst die Zustdnde p eines Konzeptes in der
Menge X~ zusammen, Kontexte e in dem Verbund M. Ein
Zustand eines Konzeptes wird mittels der Abbildung A(e) =
{p|p ist ein Eigenwert von e} an einen Kontext e gebunden.
Die Abbildung A bildet die Schnittmenge aus Konzepten fiir
verfeinernde Kontexte im Gegensatz zu erweiternden Kon-
texten, fur die Untermengen aus Konzepten verwendet
werden. Diese Eigenschaft spiegelt laut (Aerts/Gabora
2005a) den quantenmechanischen Charakter dieses Mo-
dells wieder.

Die Implementierung der Theorie mittels HilbertrAume
(siehe Aerts/Gabora 2005b) beschreibt ein Konzept durch
orthonormale Vektoren [u> [A] [A] Wir verwenden ebenfalls
die von Aerts et al. gebrauchte Dirac Schreibweise (Dirac
1939): |x) bezeichnet einen (Spalten-) Vektor.. Somit kann
das Konzept «Tier» in minimaler Bestimmung (Kontext 1)
laut Ausgangstabelle 1 wie folgt dargestellt werden:

Ixep) = (D/NEBTNZ ).

Die Ubergangswahrscheinlichkeit fiir die Verfeinerung mit-
tels den Kontext e (repréasentiert durch die Matrix Pe) wird
durch die Funktion

MR, €, d) = (Xup|Pe[Xnp)

abgebildet. Die tatséchliche Verfeinerung wird durch die
Funktion

[Xpe) = (Pe|x"p))/(\/((x"p|Pelx"p)))

berechnet und muss den Regeln der Wahrscheinlichkeits-
rechnung gentigen (was sich in einem Hilbertraum als Or-
thonormalitat ausdricken lasst; der Term im Nenner ent-
spricht einer Normalisierung). Diese Funktion kann als Fil-
ter interpretiert werden, wobei das Ergebnis |xpe) nur mehr
Konzepte enthalt, die dem verfeinerten Kontext e entspre-
chen.

Mit diesen Formeln kann der Einfluss eines Kontextes
wie oben dargestellt und analytisch nachvollzogen werden.
Der ,Guppy-Effekt* wird dabei als verschrénkter Zustand
(im Sinne der Quantenmechanik) formalisiert.

Diese Theorie ist theoretisch gut abgestitzt und mit Er-
fahrungen Ubereinstimmend; die Verwendung der Metho-
den der Quantenmechanik erschwert den Zugang, erleich-
tert aber die Umsetzung in Programme, die quantenme-
chanischen Formeln lassen sich direkt in eine Program-
miersprache Ubersetzen. Leider sind die resultierenden
Programme ineffizient; auch fur einfache Beispiele wird mit
Matritzen mit Milliarden von Elementen operiert.

4. Kontext als Sammlung von Erfahrung

Die detaillierte Analyse der quantenmechanischen For-
meln fihren zu einer formal aquivalenten Beschreibung,
diese zu einer effizienten Realisierung als Program und zu
einer kognitiv-adaquaten Interpretation.

Die Theorie von (Gabora/Rosch/Aerts 2008) kann kogni-
tiv interpretiert werden als systematische Sammlung von
Erlebnissen (Kontexte), bei denen Konzepte mit Wortern
verbunden wurden. Ein Mensch, der Worter interpretiert,
tut dies im Licht seiner bisherigen Erfahrung, indem ver-
gleichbare Kontexte aus fruherem Erleben herangezogen
werden, um die Wahrscheinlichkeit verschiedener Interpre-
tationen zu beurteilen und zum Beispiel das am haufigsten
bisher verwendete Konzept zu wahlen. Missverstandnisse
werden durch nachfolgende Séatze in der Kommunikation
aufgeldst, allenfalls signalisiert der Empféanger auch dem

Sprechenden, dass eine zusétzliche Information notwen-
dig ist (Weiser/Frank 2013).
Beispiel:

verfeinernder

Kommunikation Zustand
Kontext

Interpretation

Gestern habe ich
einen Fisch nach Fisch
Hause gebracht

nach Hause | «Forelle»

es soll unser neues
Haustier werden
(Korrektur)

«Fisch im

Haustier | «Goldfisch»
Hause»

«Goldfisch» ist daher die wahrscheinlichste Interpretation,
was aber in nachfolgenden Satzen zu tropischem Aquari-
umfisch korrigiert werden kann, bis das Exemplar selber
als maximale Verfeinerung vorgezeigt wird.

Eine Interpretation ist nur immer soweit notwendig, als
es die dialogische Situation erfordert und Missverstandnis-
se, die fur die Situation nicht stérend sind, werden meist
nicht einmal wahrgenommen.

Bei Wittgenstein findet sich ein Dialog in einem Gedan-
kenexperiment:

Person A sagt zu Person B : ,Zeige den Kindern ein
Spiel!™

Antwort von B: Ich lehre sie, um Geld zu wiirfeln.
daraufhin A zu B: ,Ich habe nicht so ein Spiel gemeint".
(Wittgenstein 1960, §71)

Die Differenz zwischen der Interpretation von A («Reigen-
spiel») und B («Wurfelspiel um Geld», was fur B nicht eine
Verfeinerung des Konzeptes «Kinderspiel» ist) beruht auf
verschiedenen Erfahrungen. Hypothetische Erfahrungen
von A und B, die zu oben angefiihrtem Dialog passen, sind
in Tabelle 2 enthalten.

Exemplare | verfeinender Kontext
Kinder Kontext_1
Person A | PersonB | Person A | Person B
Ballspiel 3 0 7 4
Reigenspiel 8 0 9 0
Waiirfelspiel
um Geld ! 0 4 1
Brettspiel 5 0 7 9
SUMME 17 0 27 24

(Tabelle2 Erfahrungen als Ausgangstabelle zusammenge-
fasst fur Person A und Person B)

A verfeinert das Wort ,Spiel* durch den Kontext ,Kinder”
wobei in diesem Zustand das Exemplar «Reigenspiel» am
haufigsten erlebt worden ist. Dies kann durch Anwendung
der Theorie in folgender Rechnung (siehe Forme 1) de-
monstriert werden (um Platz zu sparen, steht der Buchsta-
be K fur Kinder, W fur Wirfelspiel um Geld und R repra-
sentiert Reigenspiel):

pip.e,q) = {25 Pz
- - - -_— ¥ - .J -

Fur das Wort im Zustand ,Kinder* kénnen auch die Wahr-
scheinlichkeiten fir die anderen Exemplare berechnet

97




Was sind ,Spiele” | Andrew U. Frank & Jirgen Hahn

werden: Ballspiel (3)/(17) = 0, 17, Wirfelspiel um Geld
(2)/(17) = 0, 05 und Brettspiel (5)/(17) = 0, 29.

In gleicher Weise kdnnen die Bedeutungen fur das Wort
.Spiel" fur B berechnet werden. B hat keine Erfahrungen
Uber Spiele fur Kinder weshalb der Kontext Kinder fur B
keine Wirkung zeigt. Daher kann das Wort nur in minimaler
Bestimmung herangezogen und die wahrscheinlichste In-
terpretation laut Formeln (3), (4) und (5) berechnet wer-
den.

Basierend auf den Erfahrungen von B kann dieser das
Wort ,Spiel nur als «Wiirfelspiel um Geld» interpretieren.

5. Schlu3folgerungen

Die hier angenommene ontologische Position, namlich
dass Sprache menschliche Konzepte ausdriickt und Onto-
logien dementsprechend Beschreibungen der Konzeptua-
lisierung der Realitat wie sie Menschen wahrnehmen, lie-
fern, ist in der (informatik-nahen) Ontologie-Forschung
verbreitet (Gruber et al. 1993, Guarino 1992). Diese Posi-
tion ist eine direkte Weiterfiihrung der Einsichten der radi-
kalen Konstruktivisten (von Glasersfeld 1995; Watzlawick
1981; Lettvin/Maturana/McCulloch/Pitts 1970 und andere);
sie ist aber nicht unwidersprochen, z.B. von (Smith 2004)
dem eine direkte, objektive Beschreibung der Welt als Ziel
von ontologischen Studien vorschwebt und moglich
scheint.

Die Auffasung, dass Sprache als Vehikel in einer kom-
munikativen Situation als Sprachspiel aufzufassen sei, bei
dem der Austausch von Information im Vordergrund steht
und der pragmatische Effekt als Handlung des Ge-
spréachspartners zeigt, ob die ausgetauschten Sétze richtig
(d.h. von Sprecher und Héhrer mit geniigender Uberein-
stimmung) interpretiert worden sind. Es ist nicht mehr zu
kommunizieren als fur die Situation notwendig ist (,Halt
mal das Ding da“ reicht erstaunlich oft!); die Worte sind im
Lichte der Situation und der vorangehenden Sétze (dem
Kontext) zu interpretieren. Eine direkte Entsprechung zwi-
schen Wértern und Dingen gibt es nicht, nur eine durch
jeweils menschliches Denken vermittelte, die situationsbe-
dingt und erfahrungsabhéngig, keinesfalls jedoch objektiv
ist. Das semantische Dreieck ist also besser als Zusam-
mensetzung zweier Dreiecke, des Senders und des Emp-
fangers, darzustellen.
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Abstract

Der Satz ,Der Mount Everest ist ein hoher Berg" ist wahr, denn der Mount Everest hat eine Hohe von 8848 Metern; er ware
aber auch wahr, wenn der Mount Everest 100 Meter niedriger und somit nur so hoch wie sein Sudgipfel wéare. Séatze, die vage
Begriffe enthalten, sind mit mehr Sachverhalten vertraglich als Sétze, die exakte Begriffe enthalten. Aber wie verhélt es sich mit
Satzen, die mehrdeutige Begriffe enthalten? Welche Voraussetzungen muss man machen, um zum Wabhrheitswert von mehr-
deutigen Satzen zu gelangen? Ist es trivial, einem Satz wie ,Bruno sieht die Katze mit dem Fernglas“ einen Wahrheitswert zu-
zuordnen? Mehrdeutigkeit und Vagheit sind in der Alltagssprache eher die Regel als die Ausnahme. Damit stellt sich unwillkir-
lich die Frage, welchen Einfluss Mehrdeutigkeit und Vagheit auf den Wahrheitswert von Sétzen unserer Sprache ausuben. Ziel
dieses Beitrages ist es, den Zusammenhang von Mehrdeutigkeit und Vagheit und dem Wahrheitswert von Satzen zu klaren.

Der Satz ,Der Mount Everest ist ein hoher Berg" ist wahr,
denn der Mount Everest hat eine Hohe von 8848 Metern;
er ware aber auch wahr, wenn der Mount Everest 100 Me-
ter niedriger und somit nur so hoch wie sein Sudgipfel wa-
re. Bei ,hoch" handelt es sich um einen vagen Begriff. Sat-
ze, die vage Begriffe enthalten, sind mit mehr Sachverhal-
ten vertraglich als Séatze, die exakte Begriffe enthalten
(Quine 1980, 227). Aber wie verhdlt es sich mit Satzen, die
mehrdeutige Begriffe enthalten? Ob der Satz ,Der Schim-
mel ist weill" analytisch oder synthetisch ist, hangt davon
ab, ob gerade von Pilzen oder von Pferden die Rede ist.
Welche Voraussetzungen muss man machen, um zum
Wahrheitswert von mehrdeutigen Satzen zu gelangen? Ist
es fur einen Horer trivial, einem Satz wie ,Bruno sieht die
Katze mit dem Fernglas“ einen Wahrheitswert zuzuord-
nen? Mehrdeutigkeit und Vagheit sind in der Alltagsspra-
che eher die Regel als die Ausnahme. Damit stellt sich
unwillkiirlich die Frage, wie Mehrdeutigkeit und Vagheit
den Wahrheitswert von Satzen beeinflussen.

Vagheit und Mehrdeutigkeit als Grade se-
mantischer Bestimmtheit

Vagheit und Mehrdeutigkeit héngen insofern zusammen,
als man sich im Zuge ihrer Definition bisweilen der Notion
des Grades semantischer Bestimmtheit bedient, die an
dieser Stelle auch als Ausgangspunkt dienen soll. Dem-
nach wird Vagheit als semantische Unterbestimmtheit und
Mehrdeutigkeit als semantische Uberbestimmtheit charak-
terisiert. Wie hangt nun der Grad semantischer Bestimmt-
heit mit dem Wahrheitswert von Satzen zusammen? Quine
schreibt sihnngemaR, dass die Vagheit von Begriffen keinen
Einfluss auf die Wahrheit von gewdhnlichen Satzen hat, in
denen diese Begriffe vorkommen (Quine 1980, 226). Dies
bedarf einer Erlauterung, denn allgemein ist es schlicht
falsch, dass die Vagheit von Begriffen keinerlei Einfluss
auf den Wahrheitswert von Satzen hat. Es kann nur ge-
meint sein, dass ein wahrer Satz, der einen bestimmten
Begriff enthélt, nicht falsch werden wiirde, wenn man den
Begriff vage und nicht ganz so exakt verstehen wiirde. Es
kann aber nicht gemeint sein, dass ein Satz wahr bleiben
wirde, wiirde man einen darin vorkommenden vagen Beg-
riff exakter fassen. So kdnnte man den Begriff ,hoher
Berg“ exakt als ,Berg mit einer Héhe von uber 3000 Me-
tern Uber dem Adriatischen Meer" definieren, womit der
Satz ,Der Dachstein ist ein hoher Berg“, der vor der Defini-
tion vielleicht als wahr angesehen worden wére, nach er-
folgter Definition eindeutig falsch wirde. Man kann also
festhalten, dass durch die Erhéhung des Grades semanti-

scher Bestimmtheit aus wahren Satzen falsche Satze
werden konnen, nicht aber durch die Verringerung des
Grades semantischer Bestimmtheit.

Mehrdeutigkeit ist etwas anderes als Vagheit - semanti-
sche Uberbestimmtheit - doch da es sich in beiden Fallen
um den Grad semantischer Bestimmtheit handelt, kann
man fragen, ob eine Anderung des Grades semantischer
Bestimmtheit auch im Falle der Mehrdeutigkeit &hnliche
Auswirkungen hat. Hierbei zeigt sich, dass die Verringe-
rung des Grades semantischer Bestimmtheit den Wahr-
heitswert von mehrdeutigen Sé&tzen unberlhrt lasst, und
dass die Erhthung des Grades semantischer Bestimmtheit
- d. h. von der Exaktheit hin zur Uberbestimmtheit - den
Wahrheitswert von mehrdeutigen Satzen veréandern kann.
Ein Beispiel. Angenommen der mehrdeutige Satz ,Bruno
sieht die Katze mit dem Fernglas* ist wahr (bzw. falsch), so
kann man den Satz eindeutig machen indem man die tat-
séchliche Struktur des Satzes offenlegt, und man wird
feststellen, dass der Satz nach wie vor wahr (bzw. falsch)
ist; umgekehrt funktioniert dies nicht, der Wahrheitswert
des Satzes kann sich &ndern. Es stellt sich also heraus,
dass sich Mehrdeutigkeit in Bezug auf die Anderung des
Grades semantischer Bestimmtheit anders verhalt als
Vagheit. Diese Asymmetrie muss als Hinweis darauf ver-
standen werden, dass die alleinige Charakterisierung von
Vagheit und Mehrdeutigkeit als semantische Uber- bzw.
Unterbestimmtheit dem Ph&nomen nicht gerecht wird.

Meiner Meinung nach liegt die Ursache der hier erwahn-
ten Asymmetrie darin, dass Vagheit eine Eigenschaft von
Begriffen ist, Mehrdeutigkeit aber auf allen Ebenen der
Sprache und auch auf nichtsprachlichen Ebenen der
Kommunikation angetroffen werden kann. Mehrdeutigkeit
und Vagheit sind zwei klar unterscheidbare Phdnomene,
die sich nur auf den ersten Blick als semantische Uber-
und Unterbestimmtheit definieren lassen. Auch der Ver-
such, Mehrdeutigkeit und Vagheit als dasselbe sprachliche
Phénomen aufzufassen und sie dann aufgrund des mehr
oder weniger grolRen semantischen Abstandes zwischen
den verschiedenen Bedeutungen von mehrdeutigen bzw.
vagen Begriffen zu unterscheiden (Tuggy 1993), kann auf-
grund der folgenden Uberlegungen nicht aufrecht erhalten
werden. Einer der Grinde ist, dass das Auftreten von
Mehrdeutigkeit im Grunde nicht auf die Sprache be-
schrankt ist.

Wenn man nun fir den ersten Schritt der Uberlegung bei
der Mehrdeutigkeit von Satzen bleibt, stellt sich die Frage,
ob es uberhaupt sinnvoll ist, von der Wahrheit solcher Sat-
ze zu sprechen. Man konnte dafir argumentieren, dass
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ein Wort oder ein Satz an sich nicht mehrdeutig sein kann.
Zu einer solchen, inadaquaten Auffassung der Mehrdeu-
tigkeit von Satzen koénnte man Uberhaupt nur gelangen,
wenn man sich der Tatsache, dass ein Satz bzw. ein Wort
normalerweise nicht auRerhalb eines AuRerungskontextes
steht, nicht klar genug bewusst wére. Denn wenn jemand
einen Satz oder ein Wort auRBert, dann gibt es genau zwei
Méglichkeiten. Entweder er hat eine klare Vorstellung da-
von, was er sagen will, oder er hat eine solche Vorstellung
nicht. Hat der Sprecher eine klare Vorstellung davon, was
er sagen will, dann ist der gedul3erte Satz fur ihn selbst
immer eindeutig. Hat er hingegen keine klare Vorstellung
davon, was er sagen will, dann kann er zwar scheinbar
etwas Mehrdeutiges sagen, er sagt aber streng genom-
men gar nichts, er driickt keinen Gedanken aus, sondern
er macht nur Larm. Mehrdeutigkeit tritt bei der AuRerung
von Satzen auf, es ist keine inhérente Eigenschaft von
Séatzen (Black 1952). Wenn man nun die Seite in einer
Kommunikationssituation wechselt und den Hérer betrach-
tet, so sieht die Sache anders aus. Mehrdeutigkeit entsteht
dann, wenn ein Satz gehért oder gelesen wird, denn ein
Horer kann nicht wissen, was ein Sprecher sagen will, er
weil nur, was er tatsachlich sagt. Das Nichtwissen um das
Vorhandensein einer Bedeutung darf nicht mit der Absenz
einer Bedeutung verwechselt werden.

Zwei Seiten der Kommunikation

Wie teile ich einer anderen Person das mit, was ich mittei-
len will? Die folgenden Uberlegungen nehmen ihren Aus-
gang von der Frage, an welchen Stellen im Kommunikati-
onsprozess Mehrdeutigkeit entstehen kann. Man wird se-
hen, dass es zwischen der Stelle an der Mehrdeutigkeit
entsteht und der Art der Mehrdeutigkeit einen direkten Zu-
sammenhang gibt. Die Kommunikation zwischen Sprecher
und Horer findet immer auf der physikalischen Ebene statt-
findet; auf der mentalen Ebene ist sie nicht moglich. Der
Sprecher hat einen Gedanken, den er seinem Gesprachs-
partner mitteilen will und dazu in Worte fasst. Uber Schall-
wellen oder in der Form des geschriebenen Wortes - mit-
tels Sprache oder Schrift d. h. Uber irgendeine Art von Ka-
nal - erreicht die Information den Horer. Der Empféanger
der Information muss diese erst einmal als Information er-
kennen und er muss sie sogleich einer Sprache zuordnen,
wobei er die Zeichen félschlicherweise anders interpretie-
ren kann, als dies vom Sprecher beabsichtigt war; hier
kénnte man von translinguistischer Mehrdeutigkeit spre-
chen. Das deutsche Wort ,bellen* und das niederlandische
Wort ,bellen* (dt. anrufen, klingeln) sind in dieser Art
mehrdeutig. Normalerweise gibt der Kontext dartber Aus-
kunft, welcher Sprache ein Zeichen zuzuordnen ist.

Im né&chsten Schritt geht es darum, aus einer Zeichen-
kette eine Bedeutung zu konstruieren. Die natirlichen
Sprachen haben sich so entwickelt, dass eine Zeichenfol-
ge mehr als einen Begriff hervorrufen kann, damit man mit
einem endlichen Vorrat an Zeichen potenziell unendlich
viele Satze bilden kann. Man kénnte auch sagen, dass
eine Zeichenfolge als mehr als ein Wort fungiere, wenn
man bevorzugt, von mehrdeutigen Wértern zu sprechen.
Eine Folge davon ist die lexikalische Mehrdeutigkeit, deren
beiden wichtigsten Unterarten Homonymie und Polysemie
sind. Die beiden Bedeutungen lexikalisch mehrdeutiger
Begriffe sind in der Regel in einem Worterbuch eingetra-
gen; sie ist leicht aufzuldsen. Zwischen homonymen Beg-
riffen wie Tau (Seil/Niederschlag) gibt es keine etymologi-
sche Verbindung, die Gleichheit ist zuféllig entstanden.
Zwischen polysemen Begriffen wie Ring (Stral3en-
zug/Schmuckstiick/Boxring) oder Bank (Sitzgelegen-
heit/Geldinstitut) gibt es eine wortgeschichtliche Verbin-
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dung. Deshalb I6st sich die homonyme Mehrdeutigkeit bei
einer Ubersetzung fast immer auf, polyseme Mehrdeutig-
keit bleibt eher erhalten, namlich dann, wenn sich in der
etymologischen Entwicklung zweier Sprachen die entspre-
chenden Parallelen finden. Die Unterscheidung von Ho-
monymie und Polysemie ist nicht absolut, neue Erkennt-
nisse kdnnen bewirken, dass sich von einem Wort, von
dem man geglaubt hat, es sei homonym mehrdeutig, her-
ausstellt, dass es ein polysem mehrdeutiges Wort ist; und
umgekehrt. Denkt man an weitere Bedeutungen von Bank,
z. B. an ,bis an die Wasseroberflache reichende Ablage-
rung von Gestein und Sand in Flissen“ oder ,vom umlie-
genden Gestein gesonderte, fest zusammenhangende
Gesteinsschicht®, so wird man nicht ohne eingehende
etymologische Kenntnisse sagen kdnnen, ob Bank nun
homonym oder polysem mehrdeutig ist. Diese Komplexitéat
spricht nicht gegen die Unterscheidung von Homonymie
und Polysemie, sie soll nur zeigen, dass die Unterschei-
dung nicht trivial ist.

Ein Begriff kommt in einer realen Kommunikationssitua-
tion immer in einem Satz vor; nur Einwortsatze wéren als
Ausnahme zu nennen. Ganz grundsétzlich kann man sa-
gen, dass mehrdeutige Sétze (bzw. Satzteile) aus zwei
Grunden zustande kommen: Entweder enthalten mehrdeu-
tige Séatze zumindest ein mehrdeutiges Wort, dessen
Mehrdeutigkeit sich auf den Satz Ubertragt, oder ihre
Struktur lasst mehrere Interpretationsmdoglichkeiten zu.
Enthalt ein Satz ein mehrdeutiges Wort, so ist der Ort sei-
ner Mehrdeutigkeit bei diesem Wort zu finden; es wére
eine lexikalische Mehrdeutigkeit. Der Satz ,Der Bauer ist
fast zwei Meter grof3“ ist mehrdeutig, da er das mehrdeuti-
ge Wort ,Bauer' enthdlt, ohne aber dass die Struktur des
Satzes mehrdeutig ware. Die Struktur des Satzes ist ein-
deutig. Ohne einen zusatzlichen Anhaltspunkt kann jedoch
nicht entschieden werden, ob man von einem Landwirt
oder einem Vogelkéfig spricht. Enthélt ein Satz kein mehr-
deutiges Wort, so kann es dennoch auch auf dieser Ebene
bei der Rekonstruktion der ursprunglichen Bedeutung des
Satzes durch den Hdorer zu vom Sprecher nicht beabsich-
tigten Interpretationen kommen. Dabei kann man von
struktureller Mehrdeutigkeit sprechen. Der Satz ,Caesar
und Kleopatra waren verheiratet enthalt kein mehrdeuti-
ges Wort, er kann aber in zweifacher Weise interpretiert
werden. Der Satz besagt ndmlich entweder, dass Caesar
und Kleopatra miteinander verheiratet waren, oder aber,
dass Caesar und Kleopatra, jeder der beiden fiir sich, ver-
heiratet waren. Ein spezieller Fall der strukturellen Mehr-
deutigkeit ist die referenzielle Mehrdeutigkeit. Der Satz
.Der Hund sitzt auf dem Sessel; er ist weil3“ ist referenziell
mehrdeutig, da es fiir den Horer nicht klar sein kann, wie
die intendierte Struktur des Satzes aussieht, das heil3t
worauf sich das Relativpronomen ,er* im zweiten Satzteil
beziehen soll; auf den Hund oder auf den Sessel. Mit an-
deren Worten, spricht man von einem wei3en Hund oder
einem weiRen Sessel? Der woértlich genommene Satz
selbst schiefdt keine der beiden Interpretationen aus. Be-
merkenswert ist auch im Fall der strukturellen Mehrdeutig-
keit, dass die Mehrdeutigkeit von S&tzen im Allgemeinen
bei einer Ubersetzung in eine andere Sprache erhalten
bleibt, sofern es sich um keine Mehrdeutigkeit handelt, die
auf die Mehrdeutigkeit von Wortern zurtickzufihren wére.
Hierbei kann man sich des Hilfsmittels des Phrasenstruk-
turbaumes bedienen, um damit die semantische Struktur
eines Satzes sichtbar zu machen.

Diese kurze Aufzahlung verschiedener Arten von Mehr-
deutigkeit ist bei Weitem nicht vollstandig, doch sie illust-
riert, dass es nicht immer dieselbe Art von Dingen ist, die
mehrdeutig sind. In der Aufzéhlung ganzlich unbertcksich-
tigt geblieben sind beispielsweise mehrdeutige Bilder,
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mehrdeutige Situationen oder mehrdeutige Gedichte; dies
da es an dieser Stelle um die Mehrdeutigkeit von Dingen
geht, die im Prinzip einen Wahrheitswert haben kdnnen.
Festgehalten sei einerseits, dass man die Seite des Spre-
chers und die Seite des Horers unterscheiden muss. An-
dererseits, dass es fiir den Autor einer AuRerung selbst
immer sinnvoll ist, nach dem Wahrheitswert eines mehr-
deutigen Satzes zu fragen, fir den Horer nur dann, wenn
fur ihn klar ist, in welcher Bedeutung der Sprecher den
mehrdeutigen Satz verwendet.

Zum Wahrheitswert von vagen und
mehrdeutigen Satzen

Die vorangegangenen Uberlegungen zur Mehrdeutigkeit
lassen sich nicht auf das Phanomen der Vagheit bertra-
gen, denn es gibt nicht verschieden Arten der Vagheit.
Vagheit entsteht immer in derselben Weise, namlich dann,
wenn es auf der Begriffsebene fehlende Klarheit gibt, d. h.
wenn die Grenzen eines Begriffs nicht exakt festgelegt
werden (aus welchen Grunden auch immer); Vagheit ist in
der Sprache vorhanden. Vagheit liegt dann vor, wenn es
Grenzfalle gibt, also Individuen von denen sowohl sinnvoll
behauptet werden kann, dass sie unter einen Begriff fallen
als auch, dass sie nicht unter diesen Begriff fallen. Da
Vagheit an den Grenzen der Extension eines Begriffs auf-
tritt, wird die Frage nach der Wahrheit von vagen Sétzen
eine Frage nach der Grenze von Begriffsumfangen. An-
hand oben erwahnter Beispiele sieht man, dass man einen
vagen Satz etwa durch die willkirliche Setzung einer Defi-
nition eindeutig machen kann, d. h. man legt die Grenzen
des Begriffsumfanges exakt fest. Damit wird es grundséatz-
lich denkbar, wirde man das Bivalenzprinzip aufgeben
wollen, von mehr oder weniger wahren Satzen zu spre-
chen. Man ist vielleicht eher bereit, den Mont Blanc als
hohen Berg zu bezeichnen als den Dachstein. Es spielt
keine Rolle, ob man tatsachlich mehr als zwei Wahrheits-
werte zuldsst; wesentlich ist zu sehen, dass sich mehrdeu-
tige Satze nicht so verhalten. Der Satz ,Bruno sieht die
Katze mit dem Fernglas“ wird nicht ,wahrer* oder fal-
scher”, indem man die Bedeutung von Wortern exakt an-

gibt oder seine Struktur klar darlegt; der Satz wird wahr
oder falsch.

Was zeigt die Frage nach der Veranderung des Grades
semantischer Bestimmtheit von Séatzen? Die Grenzen
mehrdeutiger Worter oder Begriffe sind eindeutig (solange
sie nicht zusatzlich auch vage sind). Mehrdeutigkeit ent-
steht anders als Vagheit im Kommunikationsprozess an
Ubergéngen von einer Ebene zu einer anderen Ebene,
z. B. beim Ubergang von den einzelnen Wértern eines
Satzes zum Satz. Dieser grundséatzliche Unterschied zwi-
schen Mehrdeutigkeit und Vagheit macht sich auch im
Verhalten des Wahrheitswerts von mehrdeutigen und va-
gen Satzen bemerkbar.

Es ist mdglich, vage Séatze exakt zu machen und umge-
kehrt. Es ist auch mdglich, mehrdeutige Satze eindeutig zu
machen und umgekehrt. Der Unterschied ist, dass es im
Falle der Vagheit grundsétzlich mdglich ist, von einer kon-
tinuierlichen Anderung des Grades semantischer Be-
stimmtheit zu sprechen, im Fall der Mehrdeutigkeit nicht.
Sétze sind entweder eindeutig oder mehrdeutig, es ist kei-
nerlei Annéherung von der Mehrdeutigkeit hin zur Eindeu-
tigkeit denkbar; der Ubergang von einer Bedeutung zur
anderen Bedeutung erfolgt abrupt. Daraus folgt, dass ein
Satz zwar mehrdeutig sein kann, dass er aber immer, also
in jeder seiner Bedeutungen, eindeutig wahr oder falsch
ist.
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Abstract

Wittgenstein's Tractatus was to an important extent a development of ideas first presented by Russell with his version of logical
atomism. Russell himself reacted to the doctrines of the monism of British Idealists. The monists held the view that a singular
judgement can only be partially true. Russell and Wittgenstein tried to show that judgements — or propositions — can be and
must ultimately be independent and can thus be absolutely true without reference to other judgements.

Whereas a proposition of the postulated ideal language depicts an existing or not existing state of affairs and is thus unequivo-
cally either true or false, the propositions of everyday language are often vague and ambiguous or nonsensical. Everything that
is not strictly true or false is to some degree nonsensical. This includes propositions following the law of induction or a lot of hy-
potheses of natural science that have heuristic value but are not and do not claim to be true.

1. Pluralism vs. Monism

In 1914 Wittgenstein makes the following remark in his
Note Books:

A proposition like ‘this chair is brown’ seems to say
something enormously complicated, for if we wanted to
express this proposition in such a way that nobody
could raise objections to it on grounds of ambiguity, it
would have to be infinitely long. (NB 19.9.14)

Even an apparently simple proposition like this, he thought
at the time, must be analyzed into really simple proposi-
tions, the elementary propositions that depict configura-
tions of really simple objects by means of simple names.

This view, of course, the picture theory of meaning, fol-
lows the doctrine of logical atomism that was first proposed
by Russell: “The philosophy which | wish to advocate may
be called logical atomism or absolute pluralism, because
while maintaining that there are many things, it denies that
there is a whole composed of those things”. (Russell 1976,
108)

The philosophy Russell introduced was a direct reaction
to predominant philosophical tradition of the latter half of
the 19" century namely monism as advocated by British
Idealists as e.g. F. H. Bradley.

Russell rejected the view that knowledge alters the fact
and the doctrine that every proposition attributes a predi-
cate to a subject. (Russell 1959, 32f) More specifically he
rejected what he calls the axiom of internal relations. (Rus-
sell 1959, 43)

For the monist no proposition can be absolutely true, not
even propositions of mathematics. The monistic view is
ably expressed by Harold H. Joachim:

To the boy who is learning the multiplication table 32= 9
possesses probably a minimum of meaning. It is simply
one item of the many which he is obliged to commit to
memory. Three times three are nine, just as three times
two are six, or as H,O is water, or as mensa is Latin for
table. These are ‘truths’ which he accepts and must not
forget, but whigh he does not understand. But for the
arithmetician 3 = 9 is perhaps a short-hand symbol for
the whole science of arithmetic as known at the time.
(Joachim 1906, 93)

No universal judgement of science “expresses in and by
itself a determinate meaning. For every judgement is really
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the abbreviated statement of a meaning which would re-
quire a whole system of knowledge for its adequate ex-
pression.” (Joachim 1906, 96)

To give a trivial example: “There are eight planets in the
Solar System.” This judgement was wrong 200 years ago,
true 150 years ago, false 80 years ago and now it is true
again. Obviously the truth is not only dependent of the na-
ture of our Solar System but also on our definitions of the
terms.

But when Russell and Moore led the rebellion against
monism, they were sure they had common sense on their
side. Truth in isolation must be possible. As Russell put it:
~Some propositions are true and some false, just as some
roses are red and some white.” (Russell 1904, 523)

It cannot be an essential, intrinsic property of Napoleon
that he was admired by Stendhal. And so it must be possi-
ble to reach a verdict on the truth value without recursion
to every object in the universe to which an object has
some relation.

If it was clear what an alternative to monism must ac-
complish it was not easy to come up with a sound theory.
There were two main obstacles. First, what was the nature
of an object, if it could not be the sum of its internal and
external properties? How do we refer to Napoleon at all, if
every proposition about him should state a contingent
fact? And second, what does a proposition refer to, in case
it is wrong? Russell addressed both points with his theory
of descriptions. The baldness of the current king of France
is handled by introducing an otherwise unspecified x as
subject of two propositions, that x is king of France and
that x is bald. And a third proposition claiming that x exists.
The important achievement is, of course, that by analyzing
a proposition like this the ambiguity vanishes. And this
meant that the way to reach the pluralistic goal was to be
achieved by disregarding language of everyday life and
postulating an ideal language, consisting of propositions
pointing unequivocally to facts.

2. Wittgenstein’s Solution of the Riddle of
External Relations

Unlike Russell Wittgenstein was not really interested in
epistemology when he stated his own version of logical
atomism in the Tractatus. So the first thing he would get rid
of were logical objects, that according to Russell one had
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to be acquainted with e.g. to understand a multiple rela-
tion.

Instead he postulated two realms, one ultimately consist-
ing of objects one of names. These realms were isomor-
phic, meaning that every possible combination of objects,
a state of affairs, had an exact counterpart in the realm of
language, an elementary proposition (and vice versa, of
course).

The external relation between objects is what is contin-
gent about the world but that the external relation is possi-
ble is guaranteed by the internal properties of the objects.
To know an object | would need to know its internal prop-
erties, not the external. (T 2.01231)

Whatever elementary proposition one utters (if it were
possible in practice) would depict a possible reality. It
would necessarily be true or false.

In the realm of elementary propositions it is impossible to
judge “a nonsense”. This, Wittgenstein says, is a condition
that Russell’s theory does not satisfy. (T 5.5422)

Everyday language is different, unfortunately. Language
disguises thought, he said. It is impossible to infer the form
of the thought beneath it. There are enormously compli-
cated tacit conventions that make understanding everyday
language possible. (T 4.002) And obviously, somewhere
on the road taken to get from the form of thought to actual
language nonsense emerges.

3. Kinds of Nonsense

The propositions of the Tractatus are nonsensical. The
author himself said so, as if he were not sure that his
readers would be able to make this observation. The ongo-
ing argument now, of course, is whether they are “mere”
nonsense or somehow ‘“illuminating” nonsense. The suspi-
cion that resolute readers try to discourage is that some
kind of nonsense manages to somehow carry some mean-
ing. Roger White gives a couple of examples of what he
considers clear cases of nonsense that, nevertheless, get
some meaning across. One example is Shakespeare’s
“uncle me no uncle” another is a comment to a chess
game: “Bj10 would have been even stronger” (than Bh8,
that is). (White 2011, 38 and 41) Not surprisingly, perhaps,
resolute readers are not impressed. The examples, so Co-
nant and Dain argue in their reply, are not nonsensical at
all, since they have a “clear use” (Conant and Dain 2014,
70) And indeed since it is always possible to attach some
meaning to everything and the examples clearly are un-
derstood, they cannot really be nonsensical. The suspicion
arises that maybe nonsense might be found only in the
Tractatus.

What is nonsense? The old fashioned approach would
be to ask how the word is used.

The first kind of nonsense is the one we associate with
Lewis Caroll or Edward Lear or Monty Python or Mad
Magazine. Here is an example by Christian Morgenstern:
(Morgenstern 1963, 16f)

Es war einmal ein Lattenzaun

mit Zwischenraum hindurchzuschauen.
Ein Architekt, der dieses sah,

stand eines Abends pl6tzlich da

und nahm den Zwischenraum heraus
und baute draus ein groRes Haus.

There used to be a picket fence

with space to gaze from hence to thence.
An architect who saw this sight
approached it suddenly one night,
removed the spaces from the fence,

and built from them a residence.

It is very easy and maybe tempting to read in some deeper
meaning into this but the fact remains, you cannot build a
house out of spaces. It is nonsense, meant as nonsense
and should be regarded as nonsense. We might call this
fun-nonsense.

For some reason Russell and Wittgenstein seemed to
worry about propositions like “Socrates is identical” or “this
table penholders the book”. This is grammatical nonsense.

The third kind of nonsense is nonsense used as a term
of abuse. For example when we say that Intelligent Design
is nonsense. What is meant by this is that a proposition or
an argument is not only false, but the underlying assump-
tions or the conclusions appear to be so devoid of rational
substance that it would seem a waste of time to even enter
a discussion with the believers. It goes without saying that
the people holding nonsensical beliefs do think their beliefs
make perfect sense. (With the notable exception of Tertul-
lians’ Credo, quia absurdum est). Russell calls an early
essay of his, still written under the influence of Hegel, “un-
mitigated rubbish” and “complete nonsense”. (Russell
1959, 32f). Let us call this kind of nonsense rubbish non-
sense then.

Religion offers a lot of propositions that seem nonsensi-
cal: “Jesus fed the 5000 with two fishes and five loafs of
bread.” This makes perfect sense in a way. We can either
believe it to be literally true by some sort of miracle or
maybe somehow take it to be metaphorically true (al-
though this is hardly possible, considering the twelve bas-
kets full of crumbs, which remained at the end of the
feast.) But what is not possible with this kind of proposition
is to just regard it as false. This might be called nonsense
by exaggeration.

Next: “Time wounds all heels”. This apparently is not
nonsensical at all, and yet it has a nonsensical ring to it. It
is a kind of parody of “Time heals all wounds”. This is a
good example of a proposition that seems to be trivially
true and obviously false at the same time. A great truth,
Niels Bohr is supposed to have said, is a truth whose op-
posite is also true. That may be true but it is certainly the
mark of nonsense. This is truly therapeutically nonsense. If
someone is comforted by it, very good, if not, not much is
lost.

“The surface temperature of an oxygen atom is 44°C.”
This is similar to Wittgenstein’s “It is 5 0’ clock on the sun”.
(PI, 350) An atom is just not the kind of stuff that can have
a temperature, since its movements define what emerges
as temperature at a macro level. What we have here is
categorical nonsense. This, by the way, is a reason why
one cannot talk about the existence of (Wittgensteinian)
objects or the number of objects. Since the configuration of
objects is the ontological foundation of any true proposition
it does not make sense to build a proposition about ob-
jects. Now, Wittgenstein does talk about objects, being
well aware that he is producing nonsense, but to para-
phrase a well-known aphorism by Bradley: Where every-
thing is nonsense it must make sense to avoid categorical
nonsense.

To Leibniz the proposition that there is no finite speed
was a universal truth, that is, a necessary truth, because in
contrast to a contingent truth the proof of it requires only a
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finite number of steps. If, his reductio ad absurdum went a
point on the circumference of a rotating wheel were mov-
ing at the highest possible speed, then the diameter must
only be enlarged to make the point moving with a greater
speed. (Leibniz 1989, 25)

Something must be wrong with this argument, if the
speed of light cannot be surpassed, as we now think. And
indeed the underlying concepts of space and time and
mass have radically changed since Einstein. But the inter-
esting question is the following: Can the configuration of
objects somehow constitute a possible world in which
there is no limit to speed? If not then Leibniz’ universal
truth is not only wrong but nonsense. This would be meta-
physical nonsense.

4. Degrees of Nonsense

So far | spoke about different kinds of nonsense. But are
there different degrees of nonsense? Imagine being a
piece in a chess game, a pawn, for example. You could
perceive the moves being made and you would know “by
instinct” how to move, that is you would not do an illegal
move. But everything else you are ignorant about. You do
not know what the purpose of the game is (or that it is a
game) and you would have no idea of a world outside of
the game.

Consider now the following propositions uttered by some
pieces:

1. Bc4 BcS

2. A Bishop always moves diagonally.

3. Black and White move alternately, moving only one
piece at a time.

4. A pawn arriving at the last line is transformed into a
Queen.

5. Black pieces are better than white pieces.

6. All pieces are equal.

7. A Bishop is worth 3.5 pawns.

8. The object of the game is to kill the opposing King.

9. The object of the game is to make as many moves
as possible without capturing an opposing piece.

10. One should always make the best move possible.

The first proposition obviously makes sense. It describes in
common notation the moves of the two Bishops. While
they are not really elementary propositions since they de-
pend on absolute space and so violate the independency
requirement, they are as close as one can get to describ-
ing reality unambiguously.

The next two propositions are tricky. They follow by in-
duction from the observed facts. But what is the status of
induction? Wittgenstein says that the law of induction is
“obviously a proposition with sense* (T 6.31) and thus
cannot be a logical law. Now, that is a rather lame argu-
ment, why does he not consider the possibility that it is
nonsense? At least the propositions can be falsified, as 3
indeed is due to castling. Let us say these propositions are
somewhere between sense and nonsense.

Proposition 4 is true on a meta level, it is just a rule, but
from within the game, if it had never happened, there is no
foundation for the claim, so it qualifies as rubbish non-
sense.

104

Propositions 5 to 7 are nonsensical as long as there is
no framework available that provides criteria for the claims.

Such a framework could be given by the hypotheses of 8
and 9. These do not follow by induction. Even if it could be
observed that the King gets trapped in every game, it does
not follow that it is the object of the game to go after the
opposing King. Hypothesis 9 is equally valid. Both are
nonsensical assumptions, but without such an assumption
it would not be possible to make a meaningful move.
These hypotheses have a heuristic value. If proposition 8
were true then proposition 7 becomes immediately mean-
ingful, and more it would be part of a heuristic method to
evaluate the position of a game and would thus help into
deciding which move to make.

If the pieces accept hypotheses 8 and if all the rules
were known, they could in theory come up with a perfect
game. But that would still leave the question unanswered
why they should make the effort.

This brings us to proposition 10, which is nonsense of
the highest degree. It does not gain sense on a meta level.
But just because it is nonsense it does not mean that the
pieces - or we for that matter - do not live by such a princi-
ple, even if only by implication.

5. Conclusion

Is it true what Wittgenstein says that we should only say
what can be said? And is it true that natural science says
only what can be said? (T 6.53) When Democritus sug-
gested the existence of atoms, how could that not have
been nonsense? When Pauli postulated the existence of
the Neutrino, he had good reasons to do so, but in what
sense was it not nonsensical? Many would agree that the
Copenhagen interpretation is nonsense or the many-
worlds interpretation but is it not science? The distinction
between sense and nonsense is an important one, but in
many cases it is impossible and also unwise to avoid mak-
ing nonsensical assumptions.
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Abstract

In recent years, so-called “therapeutic” readings have centered on the claim that Wittgenstein's treatment of questions involving
‘meaning’ should not be seen as playing a foundational role for his project of dissolving philosophical problems by clarifying the
grammar of expressions. As they argue, the dissolution of problems involving ‘meaning‘ is of no special relevance for this
method as such. Now in Pl §117, Wittgenstein is bringing in his criticism of the “atmosphere” conception of meaning — which he
links directly to this method. Assuming the widespread view that what should be pitted against this “atmosphere” conception are
remarks clarifying the grammar of ‘meaning’, the problem confronting therapeutic readings is that the clarification of the gram-
mar of this particular word appears to assume yet a special relevance for this method. | will show how this dilemma can be
avoided by reconsidering the role of this clarification for the debunking of such misconceptions.

In recent years, so-called “therapeutic” readings of Witt-
genstein have centered on the claim that Wittgenstein
should not be seen primarily as a philosopher of language.
What these readings have rejected is the view that Witt-
genstein’'s main concern — early or late — was with provid-
ing answers to questions of the type “How does language
hook on to the world?” or “What are the preconditions of
meaningful language use?” As they take it, Wittgenstein’'s
main concern had always been that of finding ways of dis-
solving philosophical problems — which ways do involve
asking ourselves what we mean by our words. As they ar-
gue, the problems epitomized in questions such as “What
is the meaning of a word?” must themselves be seen as
particular problems, to be dissolved by clarifying the
grammar of the expressions involved. In this “criss-cross”
or “anti-hierarchical” view of Wittgenstein's philosophy,
grammatical remarks central to the dissolution of such par-
ticular problems — such as “the meaning of a word is its
use in the language” or “rule-following is a practice” — are
not taken to have a special relevance to the dissolution of
any other problem by means of grammatical clarification.

Now in 8117, Wittgenstein criticizes a certain idea about
the meaning of words — namely, the idea that the meaning
of a word is something which the word carries with it like
an atmosphere into every context of use. And from the
context of this remark it appears to be clear that Wittgen-
stein thinks that his criticism of this idea is directly relevant
to the method which he outlined just one section before —
namely, bringing words back from their metaphysical to
their everyday use. The problem | see for therapeutic read-
ings of Wittgenstein is this: If they follow the widespread
view that what should be pitted against this “atmosphere”
conception of meaning are remarks clarifying the grammar
of the word ‘meaning’ — remarks such as “the meaning of a
word is its use in the language” — how can they still hold
that the clarification of the grammar of this particular word
is of no special relevance for the method of grammatical
clarification in general? In the following, | wish to show how
this dilemma can be avoided by reconsidering the role of
remarks on the grammar of ‘meaning’ for the debunking of
such misconceptions.

I will start by giving a brief introduction to therapeutic
readings’ “anti-hierarchical” (or “criss-cross”) view of Witt-
genstein’s philosophy. Next, | will outline how Wittgenstein
connects his method of grammatical clarification to his
criticism of the “atmosphere” conception of meaning in
§116/117. Then, | will show how the problem that Wittgen-
stein’s grammatical remark “The meaning of a word is its
use in the language” might thus appear to play a general

role which on the other hand it shouldn't play can be
avoided. This, as | will argue, can be achieved by our com-
ing to see that the idea that these general misconceptions
can at all be debunked by grammatical remarks about
‘meaning’ is actually incoherent.

Let us start with what therapeutic readings have to say
about the role of problems involving ‘meaning’ for the
whole of Wittgenstein's philosophy. As | said before, an
earmark of these readings is the rejection of the view that
Wittgenstein’s main concern — early or late — was with pro-
viding answers to questions of the type “How does lan-
guage hook on to the world?” or “What are the precondi-
tions of meaningful language use?” What these readings
instead insist on is that Wittgenstein’s main concern had
always been that of finding ways of dissolving philosophi-
cal problems — which ways do involve asking ourselves
whether the linguistic forms of expression which we call
upon in formulating our philosophical problems really have
the sort of meaning that we imagine them to have. This, as
they insist, also holds for questions such as “What is the
meaning of a word?” — also the problems epitomized in
such questions must themselves be seen as particular
problems, to be dissolved by clarifying the grammar of the
expressions involved (cf. e.g. Kuusela 2008, 157-8, Dia-
mond 2004, 213). Take as an example Wittgenstein's fa-
mous dictum “the meaning of a word is its use in the lan-
guage”. Therapeutic readings hold that this remark, rather
than constituting an answer to the question “What is the
meaning of a word?”, is actually designed to dissolve a
specific problem involving the expression ‘meaning of a
word / name” — by reminding us that one use we would
make of the expression ‘meaning of a word’ in actual cir-
cumstances is to use it in the sense of ‘use of the word’
(rather than in the sense of ‘what the word stands for’) (cf.
Conant 1999, 1-2). This means that therapeutic readings
reject the view that the dissolution of problems involving ‘to
mean’ (or ‘to follow a rule’) were something which mattered
to the dissolution of any other philosophical problem by
means of the method of grammatical clarification (cf. e.g.
Diamond 2004, 207, 208-11, 213, Kuusela 2008, 65-9,
esp. 99-102, also 215-28).

Let us then turn to Philosophical Investigations
§116/117. In §116, Wittgenstein writes:

noou

When philosophers use a word — “knowledge”, “being”,
“object”, “I", “proposition”, “sentence”, “name” — and try
to grasp the essence of the thing, one must always ask
oneself: is the word ever actually used in this way in the

language-game which is its original home?
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What we do is to bring words back from their meta-
physical to their everyday use.

And then, immediately afterwards, in §117, Wittgenstein
continues:

You say to me: ‘You understand this expression, don't
you? Well then — | am using it in the meaning you are
familiar with.” As if the meaning were an atmosphere
accompanying the word, which it carried with it into
every kind of application.

If, for example, someone says that the sentence ‘This is
here’ (saying which he points to an object in front of
him) makes sense to him, then he should ask himself in
what special circumstances this sentence is actually
used. There it does make sense.

In this section immediately following his programmatic
statement of 8116, Wittgenstein mentions an idea about
the meaning of words and then criticizes it — namely, the
idea that the meaning of a word is something which the
word carries with it like an atmosphere into every context
of use. (This idea is sometimes called the “atmosphere
conception” of meaning.) Now from the context of this re-
mark one thing appears to be clear: that Wittgenstein
thinks that his criticism of this idea is directly relevant to
the method which he outlined just one section before —
namely, bringing words back from their metaphysical to
their everyday use. It appears that our being in the grip of
this conception were something which makes us not mind
such everyday uses — and that the debunking of this mis-
conception is something which will help us taking to heart
Wittgenstein’s methodological question of how words are
actually used in the language-game which is their original
home.

Now it is a widespread idea among commentators that
what Wittgenstein thought should be pitted against mis-
conception of this sort are remarks clarifying the grammar
of the word ‘meaning’ — i.e., remarks such as “the meaning
of a word is its use in the language” (cf. e.g. Hacker 2005,
15, also 74, 129, 174/5, Glock 1995, 88, 376-7, 44, 260).
However, it is not immediately clear that this view could be
endorsed by therapeutic readings of Wittgenstein's later
philosophy. For if Wittgenstein thought his criticism of the
atmosphere conception of meaning to be directly relevant
to his method of clarifying the uses of words — in that it
dealt with something that makes us not mind such uses —,
and a clarification of the grammar of ‘meaning’ were the
thing to be pitted against this conception, would not the
clarification of the grammar of this particular word assume
some kind of foundational role for this method in general?
It appears that claiming this would be an outright denial of
the anti-hierarchical view of Wittgenstein’s philosophy out-
lined above.

On the other hand, isn't it a very straightforward idea that
the atmosphere conception of meaning of 8117 should be
dispelled first and foremost by clarifying the use of ‘mean-
ing’? In what remains, | wish to show that this idea is actu-
ally not as coherent as it might first appear. As | wish to
demonstrate now, there is an internal problem with the
thought that grammatical reminders such as “the meaning
of a word is its use in the language” could play a privileged
role in debunking the atmosphere conception of meaning
that Wittgenstein mentions in §117. As | will conclude, this
should shift our view on the dilemma that therapeutic read-
ings appear to be facing here.

Speaking on a general level, the reason why | see a
problem with the idea that the atmosphere conception of
meaning which Wittgenstein mentions in 8117 could be
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dispelled by reminders of actual uses of the word ‘mean-
ing’ is the following: On the one hand, we are reading
“meaning is use” as an answer to the question after an
actual use someone would make of the word ‘meaning’ —
and on the other, we are taking the atmosphere concep-
tion of meaning to be something which makes us not mind
actual uses of words. To see my point, let us consider
Wittgenstein's interlocutor of §117. Let us imagine that,
after our having come to the conclusion — like Wittgenstein
— that he seems to think that the meaning of a word is
something like an atmosphere which the word carries with
it into every kind of application, we would tell him: "But
think of uses which you would make of the expression
‘meaning of a word’ in actual circumstances! Then you will
see that this conception of meaning is not truly yours at
all.” Now let us imagine that he would respond: “Maybe
you're right. Maybe | should really take into account actual
uses which | would make of the expression ‘meaning of a
word’. What uses were you thinking of?” My question is:
would we say of someone who is reacting like this that he
had at all been adhering to the atmosphere conception of
meaning? It seems we would not — since we had taken this
conception as making people not mind actual uses of
words, yet here, someone is expressing his readiness to
mind actual uses of a word — namely, ‘meaning’. What this
question shows, as | take it, is that the idea which we are
discussing in fact involves a regress structure: Grammati-
cal reminders such as that one use we make of the ex-
pression ‘meaning of a word’ is to use it in the sense of
‘use of the word’ can effect the result of freeing someone
from the grip of the atmosphere conception of meaning
only if this result has already been achieved (cf. also Gie-
sewetter 2014, 80-83).

Of course, the following question immediately presents
itself: If the idea that someone can be removed from the
grip of the atmosphere conception by making him mind a
specific use which he would make of the word ‘meaning’
lacks the coherence that we thought it had, how can this
goal at all be achieved? For an answer, we need just go
back to our example. If it wasn’t the reminder of a specific
use of the word ‘meaning’ — such as that one use we make
of the expression ‘meaning of a word’ is to use it in the
sense of ‘use of the word’ — which had removed our inter-
locutor from the grip of the atmosphere conception of
meaning, what had? Well, it must have been our saying to
him: “But think of uses which you would make of the ex-
pression ‘meaning of a word’ in actual circumstances!” For
after all, it was that which prompted him to respond:
“Maybe | should really take into account actual uses which
| would make of the expression ‘meaning of a word’ —
What uses were you thinking of?” So one of the things that
can move someone away from the atmosphere conception
of meaning is asking him to consider actual uses of the
word ‘meaning’. But what should be clear now is that it
need not be actual uses of the word 'meaning’ which he
would have to consider. For of course, we would also say
of him that he had freed himself from the grip of the at-
mosphere conception of meaning if he were to express his
readiness to consider actual uses of the word ‘knowledge’,
the word ‘I, or the word ‘being’. That is, even if in the sce-
nario of my argument, the trick in moving our interlocutor
away from the atmosphere conception of meaning had
been done by our saying to him “But think of uses which
you would make of the expression ‘meaning of a word’ in
actual circumstances!”, the same thing could equally well
have been achieved by saying to him: “But think of uses
which you would make of the word ‘knowledge’ in actual
circumstances!” The answer to our question is then this:
Any grammatical remark — through its issuing an invitation
to mind a use we would make of a word in actual circum-
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stances (“But think of uses...I") — must be thought of as
being equally able to counter the atmosphere conception
of meaning mentioned by Wittgenstein in 8117. That is,
invitations to mind uses which we would make of the word
‘knowledge’, the word ‘I, or the word ‘being’ in actual cir-
cumstances must all be thought of as being able to move
someone away from the atmosphere conception of mean-
ing in the same way as remarks on the grammar of the
word ‘meaning’. Remarks on the grammar of the word
‘meaning’ — such as “The meaning of a word is its use in
the language” — cannot be thought of as playing a privi-
leged role in doing this (cf. also Giesewetter 2014, 83-85).

If this is right, then the dilemma which therapeutic read-
ings appeared to be facing is not a real one. The dilemma
was this: Given the role that Wittgenstein assigns the “at-
mosphere” conception of meaning in §116/117, and given
that what should be pitted against this misconception are
remarks clarifying the grammar of the word ‘meaning’, how
can we avoid concluding that these kind of remarks — re-
marks such as “the meaning of a word is its use in the lan-
guage” — must be taken as having a foundational role for
Wittgenstein’s later philosophy? However, if remarks on
the grammar of ‘meaning’ indeed have no privileged role to
play in debunking the atmosphere conception of meaning,
then the dilemma that they must play a general role which

on the other hand they shouldn’t play is avoided. We are
again free to view problems involving ‘meaning’ as entirely
local problems, as therapeutic readings have been argu-
ing.
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Abstract

In different contexts, Wittgenstein holds the view that philosophy can and should ‘describe’ language by drawing artificial distinc-
tions and imagining alternative language-games. It is then quite tempting to conclude that he conceives philosophy as a merely
therapeutic activity, which does not necessarily aim to provide a true picture of the actual grammar of our language. The main
goal of this paper is to challenge this strong therapeutic reading by showing that the use of fiction is not incompatible with the

idea of a true and accurate description of our ordinary language.

Although the definition of the concept of philosophy has
always been a highly controversial issue, this metaphi-
losophical question has recently become more and more
important for several philosophers (Williamson: 2007,
2013; Horwich: 2012). In the last decade, one of the main
issues that has divided philosophers interested in metaphi-
losophical questions concerns the very nature of philoso-
phical statements. More precisely, what is at stake is the
claim made by a large array of philosophers that what they
say can be true or false as in any other scientific theory.
Rejecting such a view, some philosophers have tried to
develop a ‘deflationist’ approach, according to which phi-
losophical statements do not describe metaphysical or
fundamental facts and, for this reason, they cannot help us
to discover new scientific truths.

That kind of ‘deflationist’ and ‘anti-metaphysical’ concep-
tion relies often, as in the case with Horwich, on a reading
of the later Wittgenstein®. That interpretation is based on
the idea that language is a thing so messy that the very
idea of a theoretical and scientific approach is wrong-
headed as far as language is concerned. In a similar vein,
Oscari Kuusela and some resolute readers of Wittgenstein
like Rupert Reed (2005) have sketched a far more radical
version of this idea. According to that account, the goal of
philosophy is not to say something true or substantial
about the nature of language, but to construct models and
objects of comparison in order to help us to be conscious
of the complexity of our language and dissolve philosophi-
cal and nonsensical questions®. In this respect, the goal of
Wittgenstein would be purely deflationist and therapeutic in
the sense that Wittgenstein does not want to give any sub-
stantive or general account about the true nature of lan-
guage. Philosophy is not an accurate theory of the nature
of language, but a therapeutic activity that can, in some

 According to Horwich, contrary to T-philosophers (i.e. philosophers who
share the traditional conception of philosophy as a theoretical and scientific
endeavour), Wittgenstein thinks that there is no philosophical truth (Horwich
2012, 2). Such a view implies that Wittgenstein does not hold any theory about
what is meaning, language or reality. When Wittgenstein claims that meaning
is determined by the use of the word, he is then not committed to any kind of
substantial theory about the nature of meaning. (Horwich 2012, 114-115).

2 Oskari Kuusela is not a resolute reader, but he holds the view that Wittgen-
stein has tried to develop a completely non-dogmatic conception of philoso-
phy. This idea implies that philosophical grammar consists essentially in de-
veloping fictive examples that are object comparisons that can help us to
grasp some aspect of the reality, even though they match more or less with
our actual use of the language: “This brings us to Wittgenstein's suggestion
that instead of being used as the basis for a philosophical thesis, an example
should be comprehended as an object of comparison. In this role the example
is employed to characterize the objects of investigation by way of comparison,
noting both similarities and differences between the example and the cases
modelled on it. The example, that is to say, is used to draw attention to certain
characteristics of the objects of investigation, but to what extent the latter ac-
tually corresponds to the former is left open.” (Kuusela 2008, 124-125)
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cases, state ‘trivial’ and ‘non-scientific’ truths that will dis-
courage philosophers to try to give a theoretical account of
the true nature of language.

The aim of this paper is to show that the idea of a phi-
losophical grammar does not completely exclude the ideal
of truth endorsed by traditional philosophy. Roughly speak-
ing, | would like to make the point that a grammatical re-
mark cannot be correct without being, in some non-trivial
sense of the term, ‘true’. As we will see later on, such a
view presupposes to take very seriously the original ac-
count of the relation of reality and imagination put forward
by the later Wittgenstein. My argument will then be divided
into two different parts. 1/ A brief account of Wittgenstein’s
notion of grammar will be fleshed out. 2/ | will try to unfold
Wittgenstein’s conception of ‘fiction’ and ‘imagination’ that
allows him to argue that invented grammatical descriptions
can, despite their fictive character, have a legitimate claim
to be true.

1. The Big Typescript on Language,
Grammar and Description

Wittgenstein’s use of the notion of grammar is highly com-
plicated and it is far from obvious that a simple definition of
that notion can be provided. Although grammar has a
technical sense in Wittgenstein’s writings, this notion is
slightly ambiguous. As a matter of fact, one may trace
back the debate between therapeutic and realist readings
of Wittgenstein to the constitutive ambivalence of what the
author of Philosophical Investigations means by grammar.

From the outset, Wittgenstein’s position seems to be
fairly simple: a word has a meaning because it belongs to
a ‘grammatical system’. According to that account, gram-
mar fixes the meaning of a word through a set of ‘rules’
determining how, and in which circumstances, it should be
used (PO, Wittgenstein's lectures, 51). As Wittgenstein
puts it in the Big Typescript: “I could call ‘meaning’ the lo-
cation (Ort) of a word in a grammar (Grammatik)”. (TS213,
31) The arbitrary character of grammatical rules is one of
their essential features. Granted that grammatical rules are
the product of an arbitrary ‘convention’, they cannot be
said to be true or false (TS213, 236) in any substantial
sense of the word. Contrary to ‘rules of cooking’ (TS213,
235), grammatical rules are ‘autonomous’ and ‘independ-
ent’ of reality for they are not the product of some natural
fact about the world or our psychological consciousness.
Then, since there is no necessary correlation between the
grammatical structure of our language and the natural
world we live in, it is quite natural to conclude, like Witt-



A Metaphilosophy Without Truth? A Realist Reading of Wittgenstein’s Notion of Grammar | Vincent Grondin

genstein does, that “grammar can'’t be justified by reality”
(TS213, 183).

However, Wittgenstein does not stick to that narrow un-
derstanding of ‘grammar’; he also calls ‘grammar’ any de-
scription of our use of language. In this respect, any de-
scription of any grammatical rule or ‘linguistic action’
(TS213, 191) can be considered as part of what the Big
Typescript names the ‘book of grammar (Grammatik)
(TS213, 115). Thus, if we take the word in its broader
sense, “grammar is the description (Beschreibung) of the
language” (TS213, 192). Grammar can therefore be ap-
prehended as a description of the use of an expression
that will function as an explanation of its meaning. Framed
in those terms, the notion of grammar seems to hint to a
realist metaphilosophy according to which philosophical
problems are solved by an accurate description of some
grammatical or linguistic facts about our actual use of the
language. No matter how unorthodox such a view is, this
reading principle lines up with some of Wittgenstein’s for-
mulation where he claims that philosophy aims at rejecting
‘errors’, ‘myths’ and ‘false analogies’ on which relies most
philosophical anxieties.

This blunt formulation of Wittgenstein's metaphilosophy
is nevertheless misleading for several reasons: one of
which is the fact that Wittgenstein is committed to the view
that every description is the product of a ‘decision’
(Entscheidung)® provided that it is an incomplete ‘allusion’
to the real grammatical structure of the language. Roughly
speaking, meaning of an expression is always produced in
contrast (Gegensatz) with other expressions. Therefore, a
description can explain the meaning of an expression as
long as it helps us to draw a distinction with other expres-
sions. Alternatively put, descriptions are artefacts or tools
that aim to draw an artificial distinction that might help to
clarify the meaning of some words*. Wittgenstein goes far
in this direction since he seems to think that even mere
‘fictions’ can count as a legitimate ‘grammatical descrip-
tion’ (as long as they make a grammatical contrast). In or-
der to explain this idea, Wittgenstein makes an analogy
with the fiction of the social contract that is nevertheless
useful since it helps us to clarify the actual structure of our
society (TS213, 196).

According to Wittgenstein, grammatical descriptions can
be fictive because philosophers can invent new notations
(TS213, 244) that will improve our understanding of our
language. Notations correspond to an alternative language
that can nevertheless be illuminating if we compare it to
our actual language. In other words, a grammatical de-
scription can be an alternative mode of expression taking
its value not from its exactness, but from the fact that an
imperceptible grammatical contrast becomes plain and
obvious and allows us to find our way about in the laby-
rinth of the grammar of our language.

2. Fiction, Model and the Accuracy of
Grammatical Descriptions

Certainly, this metaphilosophical use of imagination raises
a major objection: if a grammatical description can be in-
vented and constructed, does that mean that philosophers
should not care about truth and the exactness of their de-

3 As Wittgenstein puts it: “If a description were not the result of a decision, it
would have nothing to say.” (TS213, 93)

4 Here is Wittgenstein’s wording of this idea: “We are trying to free ourselves
from philosophical anxieties, and we do this by emphasizing distinctions that
the grammar of everyday language obscures. By retracing in bold the rules
that are written in faded ink, as it were, and other such things; his can indeed
make it seem as if we were reforming language” (TS213, 256).

scription? Does Wittgenstein's metaphilosophy move us to
conclude that the only criterion that should be used in or-
der to evaluate the legitimacy of a grammatical description
is its therapeutic effect? Such a reading is quite problem-
atic since it seems to push Wittgenstein in the direction of
a poorly attracting form of relativism. As this section will
establish soon enough, this therapeutic and relativist inter-
pretation relies on a misunderstanding of Wittgenstein's
account of imagination and possibility.

According to Wittgenstein's approach, philosophers can
forge new objects of comparison and intimate to consider
language as made of language-games or as a kind of
‘primitive language’. Philosophers can even propose us to
imagine fictive language games like Wittgenstein does at
the very beginning of Philosophical Investigations. It is
thus very tempting to think that philosophers, with their
imaginary scenarios, are able to go beyond the very limits
of our actual language. However, such a view is false and
misleading since philosophy, like any meaningful dis-
course, has to follow the grammar of our language. This
passage is famous, but its learning is quite easy to forget
when we philosophize: “One might think: if philosophy
speaks of the use of the word ‘philosophy’, there must be a
second-order (zweiter Ordnung) philosophy. But that's not
the way it is; it is rather, like the case of orthography, which
deals with the word ‘orthography’ among others without
then being second order” (PU, §121). No matter what the
word we are spelling is, the rules of orthography remain
the same. Likewise, even though philosophers are inter-
ested in complicated notions and deal with fictions and
possibilities, the grammatical rules of language have not
changed. Wittgenstein’s methodological stance can be
resumed as follows: philosophy should manage a way to
hold a meaningful discourse about fictions and possibility
because grammatical rules of language cannot be sus-
pended or reformed.

At first glance, it seems difficult to see how the philoso-
pher can fellow the actual grammar of the language since
he often makes use of fictive scenarios and forges imagi-
nary languages or artificial notations. As | have already
mentioned, such a perplexity stems from an inaccurate
understanding of the articulation of actuality and possibil-
ity. When it comes to grammar, it does not really make
sense to draw a distinction between actuality and possibil-
ity because ‘possibility’ is an actual word determined by
the actual grammar of our language: “If someone says, ‘If
our language had not this grammar, it could not express
these facts’ — it should be asked what ‘could’ means here”
(PU, 8497). Differently put, when a philosopher envisages
new possibilities or imagines new language-games, he
does not transgress the grammatical rules of our actual
language, but he tries to put into relief the connection be-
tween the grammar of our notion of ‘possibility’ and the
grammar of a different concept such as ‘language’, ‘mean-
ing’ or ‘expression’. For instance, when | try to invent a
new language, | do not try really to forge a new language
in order to go beyond the limits of my own language. As
Wittgenstein underlines it explicitly, the goal is rather to
have a clearer view of the grammar of my language by
describing what is the grammatical relation connecting
‘language’ to ‘invention’ (PU, §492). To sum things up, ‘fic-
tion’, ‘invention’, ‘construction’ are words belonging to our
language and they can be used, like any other words, to
achieve a better representation of the actual grammatical
rules of our language. It is then false to think that there is
any kind of contradiction between the idea of description of
the actual grammar of our language and the use of imagi-
nation as a philosophical method.
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Conclusion

Even though Wittgenstein claims that grammatical descrip-
tions are the product of a decision and can be partly fictive,
this does not imply that they can be inaccurate or false. On
the contrary, fictive scenarios or invented notions consti-
tute a genuine contribution to a better description of the
actual grammar of our language. For this reason, the fact
that Wittgenstein describes philosophical devices he uses
as ‘model’, ‘artificial distinction’ or ‘object of comparison’
does not contradict necessarily the idea that the goal of
philosophy is to provide a true and accurate picture of our
language.
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Abstract

“An ‘inner process’ stand in need of outward criteria” asserts Wittgenstein. Mind is made manifest in behaviour. But manifest to
whom? This paper discusses how we should understand the Wittgensteinian concept of criterial access to minded life, not as
regards our understanding of animal minds but in the context of interactions amongst and between non-linguistic animals them-

selves.

1. Introduction

“An ‘inner process’ stand in need of outward criteria” (Witt-
genstein 2009, 8580) asserts Wittgenstein. But how should
we interpret this claim in its application to non-linguistic
animals?

My focus is not on the issue of whether non-linguistic
animals have psychological states and what we linguistic
humans can say about them (cf. Bavidge & Ground 1994,
Ground 2013) But rather on the question of what non-
linguistic animals make of each other's psychological
states and what we should say about that. In particular,
should we think that the Wittgensteinian account of behav-
iour as criterial has any role to play in what we make of the
relations and interactions between non-linguistic animals?

2. Ethological Context

It would be over-optimistic to claim that the question of
whether non-linguistic animals are capable of psychologi-
cal states at all is completely settled (Dawkins 2012). Still
the extensive attention given by the ethological sciences to
the question of what animals make of each other’s states
seems certainly to assume that they are, as we may say,
minded and that the existence and nature of their psycho-
logical, cognitive and affective lives is capable of empirical
investigation.

The problem is that pretty much the whole debate in the
ethological sciences is framed in terms of a paradigm
which it is the point of Wittgenstein's investigations into
meaning and mind to reject wholesale and at which the
concept of criterial access is aimed in particular. This
paradigm is the Theory Theory of Mind (for a discussion
see Bavidge & Ground 2009): broadly the idea that since
psychological states — ‘inner processes’ — are necessarily
hidden and unobservable, a creature, if any of its own psy-
chological states take the psychological states of other
creatures as their object, must needs be in possession of
some schema of inferences. A schema which allows it to
acquire beliefs and make judgements about the “inner”
attitudes and perspectives of other creatures based only
on the “outer” behavioural evidence that is available to it.

This paradigm had led ethologists to make claims which,
to Wittgensteinians, will seem very strange indeed. Thus,
sceptics (for a survey see Vaart & Hemelrijk 2012) com-
plain that experimental designs are unable to distinguish
animal “mind-readers” from animal “behaviour-readers”
(Lurz & Krachun 2011). Cheney and Seyfarth, conclude
their study of vervet monkeys with the claim that:

“In sum, many fundamental differences in social behav-
iour between human and non-human primates depend on

the presence, or lack, of a theory of mind: whether indi-
viduals can recognize their own knowledge and attribute
mental states to others. Apparently monkeys see the world
as composed of things that act, not things that think and
feel.” (Cheney/Seyfarth 1992, 365)

Such lab-coat Cartesianism will seem to Wittgensteini-
ans in rather urgent need of philosophical therapy and a
critical step in that treatment will be to dissolve the con-
fused contrast between “mind” and “behaviour”, “inner” and
“outer” through the deployment of concept of a criterion.
But the question then is how fit this Wittgensteinian notion
is to travel across the species barrier between human and
non-human, enlanguaged and un-enlanguaged.

3. A Principle of Parity

To make that crossing, we should, it seems to me, pack
with us a Principle of Parity viz.:

PP: philosophical arguments concerning mind and
meaning that are compelling in the human case, are, in
the absence of arguments to the contrary, also so in the
non-human case.

That is not to say, of course, that there could not be argu-
ments to the contrary. But they have to be arguments.
They have in particular to be more than just reassertions
that human beings are linguistic and others animals not. If
being enlanguaged makes all the difference we have to
show how being enlanguaged, whatever we mean by that,
hooks up with the issues to make that difference. We can-
not be Wittgensteinian about mind and meaning in the
case of humans but Cartesian (or Russellian) in the case
of non-linguistic animals.

4. Criteria

In general, critical interpretation of the concept of psycho-
logical criteria has moved from an early, essentially epis-
temological, conception to that of a connection, variously
called “conceptual”, “internal” or “constitutive” aligned with
a defeasibility condition. The contrast between criterial and
non-criterial behaviour contrast is mapped, somewhat un-
certainly, on that between expression and symptom: be-
haviour such as grimacing and groaning, writhing and
weeping is contrasted with blinks and blushes, excretions
and jerks. Uncertainly, because while all expressive be-
haviour is criterial, it is not clear that all criterial behaviour
is expressive. An uncertainty compounded when the Witt-
gensteinian contrast between expression and symptom
cross-cut by the ethological distinction between signal and
display (c.f Tomasello 2008).
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For the current purpose, we can put aside such issues
and isolate the more particular one of whether criterial ac-
cess as such has any role to play in the understanding of
the lives of non-linguistic animals as they relate to each
other. A default position, | think, is that whereas the Witt-
gensteinian story about criterial access to psychological
states is true of our relation to non-linguistic animals, it
cannot be true of the relation of non-linguistic animals to
each other. | want to suggest that this default position,
which arises from standard interpretations of criterial ac-
cess, is unstable.

The case against criterial access to psychological states
amongst and between non-linguistic animals might be re-
constructed as follows. A criterion in the semi-technical
Wittgensteinian sense should be understood as lending
support to a claim or judgement or ascription about the
psychological state of another: it is, as Hacker claims. “a
standard by which to judge something” (Honderich 2005).
But claims, judgements and ascriptions can only be made
by enlanguaged creatures. Not being enlanguaged, other
animals do not make such epistemological, truth-sensitive
moves. And so criteria can play no role for them.

However this way of objecting to non-human criterial ac-
cess that it looks, right from the outset, altogether too epis-
temological and for that reason not recognizably Wittgen-
steinian. Criteria look like a kind of super-evidence: a
magic bullet to defeat the other minds sceptic. We might
then deepen the objection by claiming that criteria are es-
tablished “by convention” or through teaching or some
other way of getting to the idea that the criterial support is
“partly constitutive of the meaning of the expression for
whose application it is a criterion”. Thus, we say, wincing,
groaning etc. belong to our concept of pain, are part of the
meaning of “pain”.

Now we run the same argument. Not being enlan-
guaged, other animals are not capable of concepts in the
relevant sense and so criterial access can play no role for
them.

Note that this position may be consistent with holding
that non-linguistic animals do in fact have psychological
states. That they give expression to such states in charac-
teristic ways and that we humans can make true or false
judgements about whether they have such states. We can
maintain too that a condition of the possibility of those
judgements — our judgements — is our own “primitive reac-
tions”, say to pain behaviour. No doubt sometimes we will
be fooled by misleading surface similarities between their
expressive behaviour and ours. But in many cases the
similarities will be genuine and we can recognise, ac-
knowledge and describe the animal’'s psychological state.
The position then will be that that the argument from anal-
ogy is an illegitimate way of solving the problem of other
human minds. But that analogy has traction in the case of
other species minds because, insofar as their behaviour is
relevantly similar to our own, it will get taken up into the
concepts we develop, establish and use amongst our-
selves and thus license our application of the relevant
concepts to them. In this way we might maintain the
thought that in both the human and the animal case, there
are no psychological states that are not capable of being
manifested in behaviour and yet hold that criterial access
is for and between us alone.

5. Glock

Some Wittgensteinians travel, as they see it, yet more ad-
venturously in this territory and claim that the criterial move
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licenses, amongst the ascription to non-linguistic animals
of psychological states, the ascription of what deserve to
be called “thoughts”. Thus Glock, rejecting those who tie
the possibility of thought to its linguistic expression — a po-
sition he calls “lingualism” — contends that:

animals are capable of having thoughts of a simple
kind, namely those that can be expressed in non-
linguistic behaviour. (Glock 2006)

holding that in thinking about animal minds we should:

not appeal to phenomena — whether mental or neuro-
physiological — that cannot be manifested in behavior
even in principle. (Glock 2006)

— a stricture he identifies with taking up a third person per-
spective.

On Glock’s view, the essential Wittgensteinian position
on mind and meaning can thus be preserved and put to
good use, both supporting our common sense ascriptions
about animals and, more generally, by removing Cartesian
assumptions which appear to make a third person stance
impossible, ensuring the possibility of Ethology as a sci-
ence. Thus the psychological states of non-linguistic ani-
mals, including simple thoughts, are made criterially mani-
fest to us in their behaviour and are open to empirical in-
vestigation.

6. The Instability

However what is left uncertain by the default position, even
with Glock’s extension, is what we are to say about
whether such psychological states, including simple
thoughts, are made manifest to and between animals
themselves. Once we have got pass the question of
whether the dog thinks that the cat is up the tree, is it the
case — are we to say — that the cat thinks that the dog
thinks that she — the cat — is up the tree?

But this surely is the issue that matters. It is this issue —
what one non-linguistic creature makes of another non-
linguistic creature’s psychological states — which is the
subject of extensive empirical investigation. This is the ter-
ritory currently occupied by the Theory Theory of Mind
which, in the human case, it is the purpose of the criterial
move to make unnecessary.

The default position on criterial access is therefore, |
think, unstable. Either non-linguistic animals do not have
criterial access to each other or they do. Given the current
state of the debate, we must say that if they do not, then
they either have no such access to all to each other’s psy-
chological states or they have inferential access, licensed
by a Theory of Mind. It seems absurd to say that they have
no access to each other states. But it violates a Principle of
Parity for Wittgensteinians to say they must use a Theory
of Mind whereas we do not. A violation compounded if our
account of criterial access in the human case is underwrit-
ten, as it surely is in Wittgenstein, by an emphasis on our
own animal nature at the same time as we deny such ac-
cess in the case of other animals. It follows that the Witt-
gensteinian notion of criterial access must be applicable to
linguistic animals too. But then we should understand the
notion of criterial access accordingly. To that end, either
we accept that, to the required extent, non-linguistic ani-
mals must be capable of the relevant concepts or we hold
that criterial access does not primarily operate through the
formation of concepts but through a route which is avail-
able to the non-linguistic.
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7. Conclusions

We should not hold that the scope of Wittgenstein’s claim
that psychological concepts are rooted in our shared and
interactive lives is restricted to the human case. It is not
because “inner processes” are human that they stand in
need of criteria, but because they are psychological. So
long as we are not in denial about the non-human or non-
linguistic psychological, the claim applies, via a Principle of
Parity, to non-human animals as well. In this respect, ani-
mal psychological states are no more and no less “inner”
than our own.

One consequence of accepting that some kind of non-
inferential, non-propositional criterial access is at the foun-
dation of human and animal interactions alike, is the live
possibility that non-linguistic animals are manifesting to
each other much more complex psychological states than
we currently ascribe to them. We are unable, at present, to
ascribe such states to them, not because their “inner
states” are hidden from us because such behavourial
manifestations, visible between them, are, at present, in-
visible to us.

This is a matter of our not seeing what is happening but
also of our not seeing what is not happening. The behav-
iour sufficient to underpin our ascriptions of each other is
not just a matter of what we do, but also what we refrain to
do. As Wittgenstein tells us, the significance of psychologi-
cally criterial is diverse, defeasible and very highly contex-
tual. By the Principle of Parity, this applies to other animals
too. Thus criterially significant behaviour has a place in a
behavioural repertoire and its absence may be as criterially
significant to interactants as its presence. But if we are
unfamiliar with the species repertoire, we will not even see
the absence of that behaviour and so will not, as we
should, make the relevant ascription.

What this means is that anthropomorphism is not just a
matter of illegitimately ascribing too much to non-human
animals because of misleading overlaps between our be-
haviour. But also, and perhaps more commonly, of looking
in the wrong places, at the wrong scale, or in too broad or
too narrow a context.

However, this is a possibility for which we should made
philosophical house space. After all, it is built into the pos-
sibility of Ethology as a science that it is capable of making
discoveries and our current ignorance is a condition of that
possibility. The contextual complexity of criterial access in
and between con-specifics is precisely the kind of thing to
which Ethology, particular Field Ethology, is meant to sen-
sitise us and render in objective form. In our understanding
of species-specific behaviour, “light dawns gradually over
the whole” (Wittgenstein/Wright 2001, sec.141).

What this also means is that the force of criterial access
in the philosophy of mind does not derive from a meta-
physical commitment or an epistemic requirement but from
the actual felt interactions between living creatures. If crite-
rial access has a semantic role in concept formation or a
second order epistemic value to observers and metaphysi-
cal implications for theory-builders, it is only because it has
a first order value in establishing and maintaining relation-
ships between agents. So the constitutive character of cri-
teria arises through direct interactions and mutual reciproc-
ity in those interactions. In our case, it is in such contexts

that our psychological concepts are acquired and de-
ployed. But in their primary and foundational role they are
actively and continuously forged through the dynamics of
second person interaction and it is this that enables them
to play any epistemic or conceptual role. So criterial ac-
cess is primarily and foundationally a matter of social phe-
nomenology (Zahavi/Overgaard 2008).

It will follow from this that we should concede, in princi-
ple, that there are psychological states possessed by other
animals, and which are criterially manifest in their behav-
iour, one to another, about which, as a matter of fact, we
will never come to know. That, mark, is a very different
matter from saying that animals possess psychological
states about which, in principle, we can never know. But
the replacement of philosophical puzzlement with the rec-
ognition of the difficulty of the empirical problems we actu-
ally face seems to be the mark of a useful philosophical
inquiry and in particular, of one that takes its inspiration
from the philosophy of Wittgenstein.
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Abstract

Eine Beobachtung des spaten Wittgenstein lautet, dass Begriindungen an gewissen Uberzeugungen bzw. Verhaltensweisen an
ein Ende gelangen, die selbst wiederum nicht weiter begrindbar sind. Dieser Gedanke fuhrt schnell zur Behauptung, dass
Uberzeugungen nur stets relativ zu gewissen Annahmen begriindet sind. Allerdings findet sich in Wittgensteins Ausfiihrungen
auch eine antiskeptische Uberlegung, die diesem Schluss entgegensteht. Sie lautet, dass das Verstehen von AuRerungen vor-
aussetzt, diese in einem Netz von Uberzeugungen verorten zu kénnen. Der Beitrag besteht im Versuch, zu zeigen, dass sich
auf dieser Grundlage auch ein Argument gegen den moralischen Relativismus gewinnen lasst.

1. Eine relativistische Lesart von
Uber GewiRheit

Viele der Uberlegungen in Uber GewiRRheit umkreisen die
Frage, auf welchen Voraussetzungen das Argumentieren
beruht, also die Mdglichkeit, Uberzeugungen gegeniiber
anderen zu begrinden. Diese Frage stellt sich besonders
dringlich angesichts von Skeptikern, die bezweifeln, dass
man jemals etwas wissen kann. Klar ist, dass man diesen
Skeptikern nicht mit dem Hinweis darauf begegnen kann,
dass wir uns doch vieler Uberzeugungen gewiss sind,
denn es gilt, dass auch diejenigen, die sich einer Sache
gewiss sind, tduschen kénnen. Subjektive Gewissheit ist
keine Garantie dafir, dass wabhr ist, worliber man sich ge-
wiss ist. (Vgl. z.B. UG 8§30, 137, 174, 194) Wittgensteins
Entgegnung beruht vielmehr auf der Uberlegung, dass
auch Skeptiker einen Grund brauchen, um zu zweifeln,
und sich also auf etwas berufen missen, dessen sie ge-
wiss sind. (UG 8115, 341) Diese Uberlegung fiihrt Witt-
genstein zu Annahme der Existenz der sogenannten An-
gelsatze. Das sind solche Satze oder Uberzeugungen,
deren Wahrheit wir beim Argumentieren immer schon vor-
aussetzen. Fiir diese Uberzeugungen gilt, dass man sie
nicht ausdriicklich lernt; vielmehr werden sie von Kindern
im Laufe der Erziehung einfach ungeprift Gbernommen.
(UG 8§94, 159) Diese Uberzeugungen bilden, wie Wittgen-
stein schreibt, ein ,Weltbild“ (vgl. UG §94, 162); sie sind
selbst nicht der weiteren Begriindung fahig, sondern bilden
den Hintergrund, vor dem erst Argumentieren mdglich
wird. (UG §103-105)

Dieses Bild der Struktur unserer Uberzeugungen bildet
die Grundlage einer relativistischen Lesart von Uber Ge-
wiBheit. Wenn wir ein solches Weltbild sozusagen kritiklos
von unseren Eltern bzw. unserer sozialen Umgebung
Ubernehmen missen, dann liegt die Vermutung nahe,
dass es unterschiedliche Weltbilder geben kann, und wenn
das, woflir bzw. wogegen man argumentieren kann, von
einem Weltbild abhéngt, dann scheint doch zu gelten,
dass verschiedene Weltbilder zu sehr verschiedenen An-
sichten dartiber fuhren kdnnen, was tatséchlich der Fall ist.
Wittgenstein selbst thematisiert diese Beflrchtung in eini-
gen Paragraphen, etwa in folgender Bemerkung:

Ist dies nicht ganz so, wie man einem Kind den Glau-
ben an einen Gott, oder dalR es keinen Gott gibt, bei-
bringen kann, und es je nachdem fiur das eine oder das
andere triftig scheinende Griinde wird vorbringen kén-
nen? (UG 8§107)
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Die Frage, die sich angesichts der Mdglichkeit sehr unter-
schiedlicher Weltbilder stellt, lautet, ob wir auch diejenigen
durch Argumente (berzeugen kénnen, die ein Weltbild
haben, das sich in fundamentaler Weise von dem unseren
unterscheidet. Was ist etwa mit denjenigen, denen im Kin-
desalter beigebracht wurde, dass die Erde erst seit ihrer
Geburt existiert, oder dass sie Regen machen kdnnen?
(Vgl. UG §92) Kann man so jemanden mit rationalen Ar-
gumenten davon Uberzeugen, dass diese Uberzeugungen
falsch sind? Oder gilt in solchen Fallen, dass unsere Ar-
gumente keine Anknupfungspunkte mehr finden und dar-
um zum Scheitern verurteilt sind?

Sicher ist jedenfalls, dass auch die Uberzeugungen des
Weltbildes nicht ein fir allemal feststehen; auch diese Sét-
ze konnen einer Veranderung unterliegen. Die feststehen-
den Séatze des Weltbildes, so Wittgenstein, kdnnen nam-
lich mit einer Mythologie verglichen werden, und diese My-
thologie kann auch wieder in Fluss geraten. (UG §96-99)
Doch wie genau diese Veranderung vonstatten geht, dar-
Uber schweigt sich Wittgenstein an der entsprechenden
Stelle aus. Es konnte also durchaus sein, dass solche
Veranderungen sich nicht durch Argumentation, sondern
eben bloR durch Uberredung erzwingen lassen. Eine ent-
sprechende Lesart legen folgende Bemerkungen nahe, in
denen Wittgenstein sich fragt, was geschahe, wenn wir mit
Menschen diskutierten, die ein magisches Weltbild haben
und, statt sich auf die Erkenntnisse der Physik zu berufen,
ein Orakel befragen:

[...] Ist es falsch, daf3 sie ein Orakel befragen und sich
nach ihm richten? — Wenn wir dies ,falsch” nennen, ge-
hen wir nicht schon von unserm Sprachspiel aus und
bekampfen das ihre? (UG §609)

Ich sagte, ich wirde den Andern >bekéampfen<, — aber
wirde ich ihm denn nicht Grinde geben? Doch; aber
wie weit reichen die? Am Ende der Griinde steht die
Uberredung. (Denke daran, was geschieht, wenn Mis-
siondre die Eingeborenen bekehren.) (UG §612)

Diese Bemerkungen legen eine relativistische Lesart
der Uberlegungen in Uber GewiRheit nahe, der zufolge
Menschen, die Weltbilder haben, die sich in fundamen-
taler Weise voneinander unterscheiden, blo3 durch
Uberredung, nicht aber durch Argumentation von ihren
Ansichten abgebracht werden kénnen. (vgl. auch UG
§262)
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2. Eine antirelativistische Uberlegung in
Uber GewiRRheit und in den Philosophi-
schen Untersuchungen.

Allerdings spricht meines Erachtens einiges dafur, dass
die relativistische Lesart von Uber GewiRheit nicht das
letzte Wort sein muss, wie im Folgenden klar werden wird.
Ein Einwand, den Wittgenstein gegen die Existenz des
Skeptikers, der an allem zweifelt, ins Feld fihrt, lautet
namlich, dass ein solcher Skeptiker gar nicht wirklich wis-
sen kann, wovon er spricht. (UG §114) Und genauso we-
nig, wie dieser Skeptiker sich des Sinnes seiner Worte
gewiss sein kann, genauso wenig sind wir dazu in der La-
ge, ihn zu verstehen. (UG §154, 231) Diese Bemerkungen
legen nahe, dass Wittgenstein ein bedeutungstheoreti-
sches Argument gegen die Mdglichkeit des radikalen Zwei-
fels vertritt. Wie lautet dieses Argument?

Wittgensteins Uberlegung nimmt ihren Ausgangspunkt
erstens von der Beobachtung, dass Uberzeugungen in
vielfaltigen Weisen miteinander in Verbindung stehen
oder, in Wittgensteins Worten, ein System bilden. (UG
§105, 141f, 248, 410, 594) Die Verbindungen der Uber-
zeugungen zeigen sich unter anderem daran, dass das
Fir-wahr- bzw. Fiir-falsch-Halten einer Uberzeugung das
Fir-wahr- bzw. Fir-falsch-Halten vieler anderer Uberzeu-
gungen erfordert. Wenn es etwa wahr ware, dass die Erde
vor 100 Jahren noch nicht existiert hat, dann dann wére
unter anderem auch falsch, was in Lehrbiichern der Geo-
grafie steht und was man tber Napoleon zu wissen glaub-
te. (UG 8§162, 183) Aufgrund dieser Verbindungen zwi-
schen Uberzeugungen ist es also nicht méglich, nur eine
ganz konkrete Uberzeugung bezweifeln; der Zweifel an
einer konkreten Uberzeugung zieht vielmehr den Zweifel
an einer ganzen Reihe von anderen Uberzeugungen nach
sich, die mit der ersten Uberzeugung zusammenhangen.
Der Zweifel breitet sich also, metaphorisch gesprochen,
Uber Teile des Systems aus. Die Behauptung Wittgen-
steins lautet nun, dass gewisse Zweifel, z.B. solche an den
oben erwahnten Angelsétzen, gar nicht verstandlich sind,
weil mit diesen Zweifeln sogleich das ganze System ange-
zweifelt werden muss. (UG §185) Warum aber sind solche
Zweifel laut Wittgenstein gar nicht versténdlich?

Sie sind laut Wittgenstein nicht verstandlich, weil es zum
Verstehen von AuRerungen moglich sein muss, wahre
Uberzeugungen zu identifizieren. Diese Ansicht driickt
Wittgenstein in den folgenden Bemerkungen aus:

Man prift an der Wahrheit meiner Aussagen mein Ver-
standnis dieser Aussagen. (UG §80)

D.h.: wenn ich gewisse falsche Aussagen mache, wird
es dadurch unsicher, ob ich sie verstehe, (UG §81)

Diese Bemerkungen verweisen auf einen Gedanken, der
schon in den Philosophischen Untersuchungen eine Rolle
spielt, und der lautet, dass die Verstandigung in einer
Sprache eine Ubereinstimmung auch in den Urteilen vor-
aussetzt. (Vgl. PhU 8242) Wittgenstein meint damit, dass
wir, um einander verstehen zu kénnen, schon in sehr vie-
len Féllen in dem Ubereinstimmen missen, was wir fir
wahr der falsch halten. Dies zeigt sich unter anderem in
Gedankenexperimenten wie dem folgenden, die davon
handeln, wie wir Menschen verstehen kénnen, die eine
u