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Sonething that we know when no one asks us, but no
| onger know when we are supposed to give an account  of
it, is sonmething that we need to remnd ourselves of.
(And it is obviously sonething of which for sone reason
it is difficult to rem nd oneself. )

Ludwig Wttgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, sect.
89.
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INTRODUCT ION

In this essay | propose to provide a rejoinder to Kripke's
scepti cal interpretation Oof Wittgenstein's concept of rule and
rule-fol lowing. Kripke's interpretation, which has been widely
acclaimed as innovative and original, has raised very fundanental
questions in Wittgenstein's philosophy of |anguage and neani ng.
Kri pke has indeed raised the question; how is rule-follow ng
possi ble given that there is no fact of the matter to constitute

the ground of this possibility? Kripke's answer to this question

has been negati ve. Kri pke has seriously ar gued t hat
Wittgenstein's Pl sect. 201 contains the sceptical par adox

involved in rule-followng and therefore, according to him there
can be no escape from the sceptical interpretation of the concept
of rule-following. The scepti cal problem has, of course, a
scepti cal sol ution. But that only reinforces the epistemc and

ontol ogical availability of rule-scepticism.

M/ effort in this essay is to refute Kripke's ascription of
rule-scepticism to Wittgenstein. M strategy is to show that the
so-cal led sceptical paradox at Pl sect. 201 is the result of a
grammati cal misunderstanding and can be dissolved. Kri pke's
notion of scepti cal solution enbodied in the now f amous
communitarian solution is equally subject to doubt, and so it has
received the <closest scrutiny in ny argunment against rule-
scepticism in general. M/ strategy in this essay is not to
engage in an exegesis of either Kripke or Wttgenstein but to
engage in a debate between Kripke's Wttgenstein and the real

W ttgenstein. In the six chapters that follow I have a single



pur pose: to show that Wttgenstein |eaves no room for rul e-

scepticism and that he has a straight solution to the sceptical

problem.

In chapter 1, | will sketch the layout of Wittgenstein's
notion of | anguage and rul es. Here ny aim is not to give an
exposition of Wittgenstein's well known concepts like |anguage-
game, forms of l|ife, logical form logical grammar, etc. | wil |

provide a unified account of what Wttgenstein meant by a rule-
structured | anguage. Thi s account, t her ef ore, i ncludes
Wittgenstein's earlier programme of providing a |ogical syntax of
| angauge in the Tractatus. 1 have traced out the line of
concept ual devel opment from rules in logical syntax to rules in
the formations of language-games. W ttgenstein has adopted the
same syntactic technique in demonstrating the availability of

rules in |anguage both in his early and later philosophy.

In Chapter 11, | focus attention on the grammr of rul e-
foll owi ng. The concept of rule-following follows logically ' from
the concept of rule itself. For Wttgenstein rule and rule-
following or rule-application constitute one single | ogi cal
space. Rules are logically or internally involved in their
application. In this chapter | have shown that rule-following is
an internal matter of grammar. And hence there <can be no

interpretation of this concept either as a social or an enpirica
phenomenon. Wttgenstein has repeatedly shown that to follow a
rule is to master a technique and therefore, to master a language.

Thi s is Wittgenstein's argument to show that rule-follow ng



cannot be separated from the use of |anguage itself. This as such
rules out the possibility that the rules can be Platonic
entities. The grammar of rule-following is, therefore, t he

grammar of forms of life and not the grammar of communitarian

practices.

In Chapter II1, I will attenpt to draw a sketch of Kripke's
sceptical interpretation of Wittgenstein. Here though nmy aimis

to refute the sceptical presuppositions in this interpretation |

will begin with outlining the broad features of Kri pke's
interpretation. 1 wll give considerable scope to shape the
Kri pkean scepti cal strategy before |I wll dismantle it in ny
argunment s. The strength of Kripke's argunent lies in his
sust ai ned ef fort to | ocat e t he scepti cal par adox in
Wittgenstein's writings. He has devel oped consi der abl e
philosophical acunmen in positing the sceptical problem 1 wll do

justice to each step of the sceptical thesis before attacking it
point by point. MY nethod in this chapter is to show that
scepticism regarding rule-following is based on the sceptica
philosopher's misunderstanding of | anguage and i nguistic
behavi our. Wttgenstein has always defended | anguage, nmeani ng
and rule-following against scepticism througout his earlier and

later wi tings.

In Chapter 1V, the next logical step in the refutation of
rule-scepticism has been taken 1i.e the refutation of t he
comunitarian interpretation of rule and rule-following. In this
chapt er I have conme to examne Kripke's so-called sceptical

solution of the sceptical problem . Kripke has argued that



Wttgenstein has offered a sceptical solution in the Hunmean way
by proposing a communitarian escape route from the sceptical
di | enma. The communitarian point of view ainms at settling the
t heoreti cal di spute regarding the foundations of rule-following
by arguing that rule-following is after all a communitarian and
therefore, an agreed phenonenon. That is, we do practise rule-
following even though we are not logically justified in doing so.
This solution is a half-hearted solution. | have argued that
Wttgenstein never opted for such a sol ution. He could realize

that there is no gap between what we practically do and what we

are logically justified to do. Wttgenstein has, therefore,
provi ded deeper | ogi cal grounds of practice and agr eenment
involved in all acts of rule-foll owing. The practice and

agreenent are the matters of our forns of life which we

necessarily have. Thus it cannot follow that our rule-following

has only a communitarian sanction. 1t s, on the contrary,
necessarily involved 1in the very nobdes of our grammatical
exi st ence. Thus the ontol ogical presuppositions Of rul e-
followng are also the presuppositions of our grammar. These
presuppositions lie in the deep structures of our forms of life.
In Chapter V, | take an excursion into the 1 ogical f ounda-

tions of nmeaning and understanding. This is necessiated in view
of the inperative of a non-communitarian interpretation Of
| anguage and neani ng. Here | have shown that not only rul e-
followwng but also the very concept of nmeaning and use of
| anguage is founded on sonething nore solid and basic than what

comruni tariani sm can offer. The communitarians chase the concept



of meaning and rule up the wong tree. The soci al practices
t hensel ves need a foundation and so cannot be the foundation of
nmeaning itself. Meaning is either autononmous or nothing. The
sceptic does not see the autononmy and so finds the neaning as
nothing. This semantic despair is nore or less a granmmtical
il lusion. Meaning is enbedded in the use of language and is
integrally and holistically ingrained in the very structure of
the | anguage. It is in short the life of the |anguage. The
Kri pkean attack on neaning can thus be rebuffed only by show ng
that neaning is prinordial and primtive in |anguage. Meaning is
showmn in the |anguage. In this context 1 have argued that the
so-called anti-realist's interpretation of neaning theory in
Wttgenstein is based on an one-sided View. W ttgenstein has
opted neither for realism nor for anti-realism in his semantical
account . He opts for the totality of Ilinguistic situation which

entails a kind of holism in neaning theory.

In the Chapter VI, | have argued that Wittgenstein's
solution to scepticism is a straight solution according to
which there are logical and grammatical foundations of our rule-
followng and language-use. These foundations constitute the
ultimate bedrock which provides limits to what we can think and do
in |anguage. In this connection | have exam ned the Cartesian
and Kantian solutions as straight solutions to scepticism Though
Descartes and Kant differ from Wttgenstein in mny ways they all
agree that scepticism can be refuted by showing the solid bedrock
underlying our |anguage and thought. Wttgenstein has thus been

inclined towards a transcendental argunment without 11 the



Kantian implications. Whereas Kant needed a transcendental
justification for rule-following and concept-use Wttgenstein

opts for a pure descriptive account of rule-follow ng and concept

formation. However, he, like Kant, recognizes the I|imts of
empiricism in the very structure of thought and |anguage.
Wttgenstein has shown that our forns of life or the common

behavi our of mankind is the fountainhead of all the necessities
involved in our rule-foll ow ng behaviour. This may be called
the grammtical alternative to Kant's transcendental argument .
Wittgenstein's grammati cal foundationalism 1IS diametrically
opposed to Hume's sceptical solution. Thus 1 have argued that it
Is a travesty of truth to say that Wttgenstein is a Hunean in

hi s understandi ng of |anguage, neaning and rule-follow ng.

Fi nal |y, |  conclude that Wttgenstein can be understood
better if we put off the sceptical glasses which we wear while
interpreting Wittgenstein. Kripke's conceptual nodel does not
satisfy the basic demands of Wittgenstein's philosophical
enquiry. Wittgenstein's effort is to show how |anguage works and
wor ks necessarily. Kri pke has tupsy-turvied the Wittgensteinian
imge of a philosophical grammarian. The job of the philosophical
grammarian is not to distort or damge the fabric of our
concept ual f ramewor k. He only puts the thihgs as they are.
Kri pke's Wttgenstein seens to underm ne the things as they are.

This, in ny view, nust be a wong way of |ooking at Wittgenstein.



CHAPTER |

VITTGENSTEIN ON LANGUAGE AND RULES

In this chapter | would investigate Wittgensteinian's
concept of |language as a system of rule-governed activity. The
concept of |anguage necessarily involves the concept of rul e,
Therefore it is inperative that the rule-structure underlying
| anguage gets promnence in our investigation into the nature and
function of language. There are, however, two model s under whi ch
the nature of rules can be discussed, viz, (a) the cal culus
nodel and (b) the game-nodel. VWhereas the calculus nodel
brings the rules into the heart of the structure of |anguage, the
game- nodel subnmerges them in the ongoing and energing patterns

of language-games.

1. The | dea of a calculus

The calculus-model is known as the |ogical or form
| anguage model . In this nodel | anguage is represented as a
| ogi cal or formal syntax with a well defined set of rules. The
| ogi cal syntax with a rule structure is designed to generate
all the propositionsof a |anguage. Frege's begriffsschrifts
the best known exanple of this nodel. [t was constructed with

the purpose of generating the whole of |anguage from a finite
grammati cal base. Russell® and W ttgenstein™ foll owed Frege
in accepting the | ogical | anguage as the nost perspicuous

| anguage availablae.



Frege made a distinction between logic as a calculus and

5 - e A
logic as a language . According to this view, logic, viewed as a
cal cul us, is a method of inference and as such consists of a
syntax with formal rules. But logic as a |anguage has a full-
fl edged network of rules that can generate all the propositions
that are syntactically permtted. In this respect, | ogic
expresses all t houghts in a systematic linguistic structure.
Language becomes a medium.of expression of thoughts. &rege took
logic as an all-comprehensive system of true thoughts. For him
truth is the central concern of |[ogic. So logic is bound to be a

| anguage expressing true thoughts.
Wittgenstein, however, abolishes Frege's distinction in his

Tractatus by arguing that logic as a calculus is the same as

logic as a |anguage. The calculus itself is a language just as
| anguage itself has to be a cal cul us. A cal cul us is so-called
because firstly, in it the rules are determ nate and transparent,
and secondly, every bit of [|anguage is generated from a given
base. The base itself is primtive and so wunanalyzablae, The
base in the Tractatus lies in the primtive symbols and their
concatenations in atomc (elementary) propositions. Once such
propositions are taken as the boundary of | anguage, the super-

structure consisting of truth-functional propositions and their
variations in the quantified propositions is generated by truth -
operational rules?. According to the Tractatus, the l[imts of
| anguage are determined by the structure of atomc propositions.
G ven the atomc propositions, the whole of |anguage 1is given

(TLP. 4.51, 4.52).




Now the question arises: how are rules situated in the
cal cul us, especially the calculus in the Tractatus ? Frege has
made rules the syntactic inputs of his begriffsschriftand has
made them the axioms, theorens and definitions in the grammar of
the logical |anguage. Logic broadly represents the rules in a
transparent way. Logic, for Frege“, is the essential component
of gr ammar , so the rules are the central features of t he
grammati cal system Wittgenstein's Tractatus adheres to the
Fregean programme of embeddi ng the rules in the granmtica
structure of language. For him rules are the bedrock9 el ement s
of grammar that define how elementary as well as non-elementary
propositions are possible at all. Rul es of | ogical syntax are
the ones grammar is concerned with, Wttgenstein writes;

Definitions are rules for translating from one | anguage into
another. Any correct sign |anguage nust be translatable into
any other in accordance with such rules: it is this that they
all have in common (TLP, 3.343).
Thus syntax contains the rules in an idealized and formal domain.
Yet they are applicable in |anguage. Logi cal syntax in a2 way
represents the formal structure of |anguage which.is common to
all 1l anguages. Rul es occupy the central place in this structure.
For Wittgenstein;
What signifies in a synmbol is what is common to all t he
symbol s that the rules of | ogi cal syntax allow wus to
substitute for it (TLP, 3.344).
Logical syntax with the network of rules speaks not only of
| anguage but also of reality. Rul es tell us how | anguage

represents reality. Waismann notes Wittgenstein's views on

syntax in the follow ng way:



Syntax hence becomes requisite where the nature of signs is
not vyet adjusted to the nature of things, where there are
more combi nations of signs than possible situations. Thi s
excessive nmultiplicity of | anguage nust be confined by
artificial rules; and these rules are the syntax of |[|anguage.

The rules of syntax assign to conbinations of signs the
exact multiplicity they posses in order to be pictures
of reality.

You could say that a system of signs which is ©perfectly
suited to its pur pose renders syntax superfluous. And
conversly - synt ax renders such a system 18f signs

superfluous. Each of them deputizes for the other.
This passage clearly shows that syntax is assigned th®© task
of bringing out the (dentity of logical multiplicity of |anguage
and reality. In the logical syntax we have the rules of t he
calculus from which we can derive the propositions, both the
sinple and éonplex ones. Besi des, the logical syntax tells us
about the logical structure of the world. It is because the
calculus along with its syntax and rules needs application in the
11

world. This application is the hallmark of the |ogical calculus:

Wttgenstein tells Waismann in a conversation:

You apply a calculus in such a way that it vyields the
grammar of a. |anguage. In grammar, then, the words ‘sense’
and ‘non-sense' correspond to what a rule permts and
prohibits, As an exanmple we may take Euclidean geonetry

understood as the system of syntactical rules according to
which we describe spatial objects.l“1

Thus the calculus presents a grammr of rules that are to Dbe
followed in applying the syntax to reality. Thus Wi ttgeﬁﬁei.n's
early philosophy of rules and rule-following is bound up with the

notion of calculus as a rigid body of syntactical formulations.

There are two theses in this calculational theory of rul es,
viz., (i) rules determne the calculus, i.e., the calculus -like

structure of the logical grammar; (ii) the rules and their

10



applications constitute a single whole. The Tractatus, therefore,
offers the thesis that logical grammar is a transparent system of
rul es, and that how the rules are to be followed is a matter

already internally built into the systemls. Wttgenstein writes

The rules of logical syntax nust go without saying, once we

know how each individual sign signifies (italics mne) (ILP
3.334).
Thus, according to Wittgenstein, the calculus-model establishes
(i) the autonony 14 of language and its rules and (ii) t he
i nt ernal (i.e. pictori_al) relationship between |anguage and

reality which is essential for rule-application in the world.

2. The Ccaldculus and Its Application

In the calculus-model |anguage is something already given as
a part of human organism (TLP 4.0002) and is endowed with a
logical structure or form entirely underivable from anything nmore
ul ti mat e. Language speaks for itself (NB P. 43). The | ogical
form of |anguage is mrrored or expressed in its syntax. Thus
neither logical form nor the granmmatical rules can be constituted

by metalogical rules as there is no such a meta-language. Rules,

like logical form are reflected in the syntax itself.

The rules of grammar which define logical form are a priori
rules and they determ ne what |anguage can express, 1i.e. what can
be said and can not be said. ‘What can be said' represents ‘all
kinds of propositions that picture reality' and 'what can't be
said' represents the matters that cannot be expressed, but can be
shown. The logical form is itself shown in the | ogical not ati on

descri bing the world. Thus logical form and the rules of granmmar

11



cannot be justified by appeal to any fact since all facts are

intelligible because of them (TLP, 4.12).

The internal relationship between |anguage and reality which
is conmpletely logical reinforces the autonomy of rules. Language
and reality share the common |ogical form because of which alone
| anguage is a logical picture of reality. Wttgenstein writes:

What a picture must have in conmmon with reality, in order to

be able to depict it - correctly or incorrectly - in the way

it does, is its pictorial form (TLP, 2.17).

More explicitely he writes:
What any picture, of whatever form nmust have in conmmon with
reality, in order to be able to depict it - correctly or

incorrectly in any way at all, 1is logical form i.e. the form
of reality (TLP 2.18).

Mor eover:
Propositions can represent the whole of reality, but they
cannot represent what they must have in common with reality
in order to be able to represent it - logical form

In order to be able to represent logical form we should
have to be able to station ourselves with propositions
somewhere outside logic, that is to say outside the world.
(TLE. 4.12).
In the above passages it has been shown that the logical form of
| anguage is co-lateral with the form of reality. The fact t hat

the logical form of |anguage agrees with the form of reality is

itself indicative of the fact that rules constitute the mode of a

proposition's agreement with reality. The sense of propositions
which consists in their being | ogi cal pictures of possi bl e
situations is internal to the propositions and thus can be
demonstrated within the calculus of |anguage itself. The sense
of a proposition is not an extra-linguistic entity. It is within

12



the proposition and is expressed in the way the proposition
pictures a fact. The possible situations which constitute
reality are themselves possible noves in the calculus since they
have the same logical multiplicity as the latter. Tractatus 4.04

clearly expresses this as foll ows;

In a proposition there mnmust be exactly as many dintinguish-

able parts as in the situation that it represents. The two
must possess the same | ogical (mathematical) multiplicity.
Wttgenstein thus holds the view that it is granmmar whi ch

determ nes what is called possible and what is not, and rules as
such are constitutive of the noves in |anguage as well as in
reality. Wttgenstein writes: "The connection between |[|anguage
and reality is made by definitions of words, and these belong to
granmmar, so that |anguage remains self-contained and autonomous

(PG sec.55).

Thus the calculus-model presents the grammar of rules as a
self-contained system Language is presented as a network of

rules and their applications.
3. Rules and Logical form

According to Wittgenstein, the logical form which is common

to language and reality shows itself in |anguage, and nothing can

be said about it in | anguage i.e it cannot be put into
propositions. Wttgenstein writes;
Propositions cannot represent logical form it is mrrored
in them What finds its reflection in |anguage, | anguage
cannot represent. What expresses itself in |anguage, we
cannot express by means of |anguage. Propositions show the

logical form of reality. They display it (TLP 4.121).

13



The logical form consists in the rules as the conditions of t he
possibility of | anguage. Rul es are, t herefore, f or mal in

character and are like the logical form shown in the structure of

language.

We cannot represent | ogical form because, in order to
represent it, "we should have to able to station ourselves with
propositions somewhere outside logic, that is to say - out si de
the world" (TILP, 4.12). This is, however, not possible because
we cannot go beyond the limts of our | anguage and cannot,
t herefore, represent t he | ogi cal conditions of al |
representations. Wttgenstein does not admt a meta-language

15

in the way Russell does, since such a | anguage cannot express

the logical form of the first order |anguage without mani f esti ng

its own | ogical form According to Wittgenstein, we cannot
conceive of a higher-order |anguage having a different | ogi cal
formor rule, and even if we can conceive of it, it will not be a
1s
| anguage by definition. Language is self-revealing in the sense
t hat it shows its logical form in its propositions. Thereby it
al so shows the form of reality which it represents. This can be
conspicuously noticed in the sign-language which adequately

presents the syntax of our |anguage, for, “once we have a sign

| anguage in which everything is all right, we already have a
correct logical point of view o (?fﬁ 4.1213). The sign-language
t hat is governed by logical grammar or |ogical syntax manifests
the logical form of the world i.e. the forml properties of the

states of affairs represented, The formal properties cannot be
asserted by propositions, but make themsel ves manifest in the
propositions that représent‘states of affairs (TLP 4,122). For

14



W ttgenstein for mal properties are formal concepts whi ch
constitute the essential features of the propositions for which
the variables stand. For exanple, the proposition ‘Fa' shows
that the object ‘a' occurs in its sense i.e. "a is F ". Thus
| ogi cal form i ke formal properties, is shown in the way

propositions reach onto reality. Wttgenstein has thus elevated

logic to the status of a logical |anguage, that is, a | anguage
that expresses its logical form in a perspicuous notation. The
perspi cuous notation is the hallmark of philosophical | ogic. It

expresses the properties of |anguage and the world. Wttgenstein

Wwites:

In order that you should have a |anguage which can express or
say anything that can be said, this |language nust have
certain properties; and when this is the case, that it
has them can no longer be said in that |anguage or any

| anguage. . . Thus a language which can express everything
mrrors certain properties of the world by these properties
which it nust have; and 1 ogical so-call ed propositions
shew in a systema.ic way those properties. *’ (italics
original).

Thus logical I|anguage is a universal |anguage that expresses all

propositions including its own. Wy is it universal then? It is

so because it does not exclude anything to be expressed by

anot her | anguage. The so-called meta-language 1S inpossible,
since it wuld be outside logic and grammar. As Wttgenstein
puts it, "It is inpossible to say what these properties are,

because in order to do so, you would need a |anguage which had
not got the properties in question, and it is inmpossible that
this should be a proper |anguage. | npossible to construct [ an]

illogical |anguage!l 18

Logical properties thus make what |anguage is and so cannot
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be situated outside |anguage. That is, there cannot be a nedium
of expression other than |anguage itself. Hence |anguage is a

N . 19
uni'versal medium.

4, The Universal Medium

Logi cal syntax, as Wttgenstein conceives it, reveals the
| ogical order which is internal to our thought and | anguage. It
is a grammar of logical form and rules. In this syntax the

di stinction between the descriptive and the normative structure
of | agnauge is abolished. What is descriptive is bounded by the
normative and vice versa. Hence the rules are part of t he
descriptive structure of [|anguage. Rules are the instruments
(norms) of descriptions. In this sense, the logical |anguage is
the universal medi um i.e. the great mrror (TLP, 5.511).

Wttgenstein puts this as foll ows;

How can logic - all embracing logic, which mrrors the world
- use such peculiar crotchets and contrivances ? Only
because they are all connected with one another in an

infinitely fine network, the great mrror (TLP, 5.511).

W ttgenstein has discovered this I|ogical order in the rule-
structure of the | anguage. It is the underlying | ogi cal order
comprising the rules that constitute the |ogical synt ax. An
illogical | anguage, like illogical thought, isS inconceivablae.
Language in order to be conceivable at all rmust be [|ogical, for
as Wttgenstein puts it, e it is inmpossible to represent in
| anguage anything that 'contradicts logic" (TLP 3.032). Si nce
logic runs through all our thought and expressions about t he
wor | d, the essence of thought and | anguage nmust be expressed by
logic. Logic being the universal |anguage itself comprises all

16



t hat is logically essential in |anguage. Language as an

enpiri cal reality, of course, i's | eft out of | ogi cal
consi deration. But in its logical essence, |anguage is out and
out | ogi cal . Hence the importance of the imge of the great
mrror in the Tractatus that shows that |anguage in its | ogi cal
essence nust contain the universal core of all |anguages. Rul es
belong to this logical or grammtical core. It is, t herefore,
i mperative that rules are syntactically available in the | ogi cal
grammar . Rul es are not be characterized in any other way than as
20

syntactic.

5. Rules are not in the Mnd

Coul d it be argued that the rules in the Tractatus are
Situated in the mnd and not in the structure of |[|anguage, i.e.
the grammar? Thi s is how Diane F. Gottlieb has argued.
According to her, "rules for the translation of the propositional
si gns of the sentences of everyday life into el ement ary
propositions will play a role in the mental processes of meani ng
and wunderstanding. When | under st and, .the rules must be
available to ne, al beit dimy, in order to regulate t he
translation procedure". 21 This presupposes that rules are
available in a mental medium and not in the linguistic medium
according to the Tractatus. - The nature of rul es in the
Tract at us has t hus been made psychological in this
interpretati on.23 This presents the Tractatus as a treatise on

t hought rather than on |anguage.

According to the Tractatus, however, rules are syntactic
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rat her than intentional.24 They are transparent in the linguistic

medium that expresses how conmbinations of syntactic elements are

possi bl e. The so-called thoughts that are expressed in | anguage
are already having a linguistic structure. Therefore, thought is
not taken as a psychological process. Thought has a |ogical
structure. * Thought can never be of anything illogical, since,
i f it were, we should have to think illogically" (TLP 3.03).

Besides" a logical picture of facts is a thought®* (TLP,3). Thi s
supports the claim that thought which is logically relevant has
nothing psychological about it. W ttgenstein puts it very

explicitly in the Notebooks:

Does not ny study of sign | anguage correspond to the study
of the processes of t hought , whi ch philosophers have
al ways taken as so essential for philosophy of logic ? - Only
they al ways got i nvol ved in inessential psychological

investigations, and there is an anal ogous danger with ny
met hod too (p. 28).

But this anticipated danger becomes |ess serious in view of
the declared aim that logic has nothing to do with psychol ogy.

Especially the syntatic rules have a clearly definable status

t hat is grammatical rather than mental or intentional. Thi s
itself vouch-s