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PREFACE

In this dissertation I am concerned with the reaction of later

Wittgenstein to certain issues in philosophy.

The original source of these issues may not be philosophy
itself:; their original home may be science, literature., art or
daily life, for Wittgenstein was not a philosopher in the conven-
tional sense of the term. His interest in science, mathematics,
fiction, poetry, music, etc., is well-known and he draws inspira-

tion and analogies from all these areas.

However, one may question what has been done in this disser-
tation, for one may question the very distinction between early
and later Wittgenstein. The reason being simply that what Witt-
" genstein said in his later work has some kind of continuity with
his earlier work. One may feel that the ideas which Wittgenstein
expressed in the latejér part of his life were already there in
the Germinal form in his earlier work. But the issue whether there
were two distinct phases of Wittgenstein's thought or whether
there was only one thought, could be a subject of an independent

research work and is beyond the scope of this dissertation.

Here I follow the convention prevalent among a section of
Wittgensteinian scholars who distinguish the later Wittgenstein
from the earlier one. And there are: considerable reasons for
the acceptance of this convention. Even 1if some thought is present
in its Germinal form in Wittgenstein's earlier work, it is to

be articulated and expressed, we are interested in its articula-



tion, . 4in its expression. This articulation and expression
take place only in the later thought of Wittgenstein. Even if
we grant that there is an unexpressed continuity of thought, such
continuity alone is not sufficient, for we have instances and
instances of Wittgenstein's thought which show a complete departure

from his earlier thought.

There is no latent or open continuity in them. Consider his

reactions to ethics, aesthetics and religion.

In the Tractatus Wittgenstein threw all these disciplines

into the realm of:LE'i‘anscendental, but later he thinks that aes-
thetics is a very stimulating subject, even more stimulating than
the conceptual questions of science. Similarly, early Wittgenstein
wanted to remain silent (even though he talked) over the issues

of religion. In the Tractatus Wittgenstein thought that how things

are in the world is a matter of complete indifference to what
is Higher. But later Wittgenstein does not hesitate in expressing
his views on religion, as if what is Higher could have an attitude
of indifference to the world but the world should not behave in
the same manner. Similarly, early Wittgenstein was not interested
in psychology: he considered psychology to be one of the sciences,
and as a philosopher he thought he should not have any special
interest in it. He was. practising therapeautic positivist, and
one of the ways in which he used to treat a philosophical problem
(an illness, a disease) was to show that the problem in question

was really a psychological one, and therefore not having any philo-
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sophical significance. Philosophical worries and anxieties were
converted by him into psychological worries and anxieties and
then given up because philosophers should have their own worries
and anxities and not worries belonging to others. However, the
same Wittgenstein, in the later stages of his life, finds psycho-
logical problems to be very interesting philosophically he discusses
psychologilcal issues with the same zeal with which he discusses
philosophical issues. He is interested not only in the philosophical
analysis of psychological concepts, but . Freud too has attracted

his attention.

Similarly Wittgenstein has second thoughts about 1logic of
language and science, the two highly favoured disciplines of his
earlier days. Logic of language is no more what it used to be

in the Notebooks and the Tractatus, for his conception language

has later changed. The change in his conception of language led
him to change his concegption of logic of language. Further he
found it not possible to retain the same relationship between
language and reality which he maintained in his earlier days.
The kind of issues which attracted him later are quite different
from the kind of issues which attracted him earlier. While with
early Wittgenstein one gets the impression that language and reality
are insepdrable, as language is a mirror image of reality, with
lwait.:tetrgenstein one gets the impression that language has obtained
a separation from reality even though it may have failed to get

a complete divorce from it. And it is natural that when language

is separated from reality it develops its own complexities, and
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problems. As far as later Wittgenstein is concerned the Gothic
structure of science, and its grandeur, is considerably lost.
He now finds science as mixed up with superstition. Thus ih doing
philosophy the later Wittgenstein has tried to untie the knots
of our thought, and is certainly not whistling (Ramsey's expression)

or talking nonsense (his own earlier view).

The l’ater turn, or the later change, in Wittgenstein's thought
becomes visible at the time he started developing the view that
our language is a game. And there is not one language game,, but
a variety of language games. There is no such thing as the language
game, exhibiting the essence of all language games. This turn
in Wittgenstein's thought is most significant for this is the

turn which has converted a Socrates into a Gorgias.

There is no doubt in my mind that if the views of the later
Wittgenstein on philosophy or on science or on any other academic
discipline are accepted then there can be no objective criteria
of rationality. The demand for objective criteria of rationality
exhibits essentialism which later Wittgenstein rejects. What is
required is that the views in question are accepted. I am persuaded
to accept them. I am charmed by the reasoning (persuasion) and
this charm is similar to the one I have when I am charmed by the
dancing steps of a dancer or the rhythm of a piece of music. If
Wittgenstein was a sophist he was the Noblest and the greatew
st sophist the world has produced. Wealth and power never attracted

him as they attracted Plato and his followers. Philosophy and only



philosophy, was his attraction. And he practised and preached,

a novel method of doing philosophy.

After his death the philosophical world has shown renewed
interest in hi§ work. Strawson describes him as "the first philo-
sopher of the age.™ He undoubtedly shared the fate of a great -

man; such a man is generally praised after his death.

Concerning the plan of this thesis I have imposed some restri-

ctions on my writing. The first chapter is devoted to study the

transition from, the Tractatus to Wittgenstein's 1later writing.

The second is concerned with language game which is responsible
for Wittgenstein's jumping out of the Tractarian cave. The third
chapter deals with the advent of new rhetoric in Wittgenstein.
The fourth chapter deals with Wittgenstein's philosophical psycho-

logy. The fifth discusses the contribution of Wittgenstein to

philosophy of science.

Originally I thought of including Freudian psychology, religion
and aesthetics too in this dissertation. Latfer I discovered it
would be ‘too ambitious a plan, and therefore, I decided to postpone
writing on these issues for some future occasion. However something
on both these issues has been written in the first chapter. The

first chapter allows such writing because of its introductory

nature.
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Chapter - I

FROM CAVE TO LIGHT

What men consider reasonable or un-
reasonable alters. At certain periods
men find reasonable what at other

periods they find unreasonable and

vice-versa.

On Certainty

Revolution in Philosophy : Early Wittgenstein : It has been said

that the Tractatus brought about a revolution in philosophy. What
kind of revolution was brought about? Who was responsible for
bringing about this revolution? Wittgenstein. He was a living
legend. Barely three decades have passed since his death, vyet
I feel I am working on a Philosopher of great antiquity perhaps
because he has received as much attention as any great philosopher
of the past. As early as November 15, 1914, Wittgenstein remarked,
"Don't worry aktout what you have already written. Just keep

beginning to think afresh as if nothing at all happened yet:."l

True to this remark Wittgenstein kept on writing and sometimes
really did not worry about what he wrote the day before, so he
left behind him highly stimulating yet controversial views. He
did not hesitate 1in considering some view as reasonable which
at some other time he had considered to be unreasonable. So one
need not read the writings of others to either praise or condemn
his views for he was his own critic. He was not the kind of philo-

sopher who would defend a given view simply because it happened

1. Notebooks p.30 (6)




to be his own. He knew he was not incorrigible. The publication
of the Tractatus in 1921 was considered to be a landmark in the
history of philosophy and was so highly celebrated that some people
thought that philosophy was born in 1921. This is an extreme view
to which Russell reacted in the following manner "Those who really
think philosophy began in 1921, or at any rate not long before,
fail to see that current philosophical problems have not arisen
all of a sudden and out of nothing.“2 The extreme view that philo-
sophy was born in 1921 did not c-me about without reason. It was
perhaps an exaggeration of the impact of the totally novel spirit
and technique of doing philosophy introduced by Wittgenstein. Philo-
sophy did not emerge "all of a sudden and out of nothing" but what
went on before 1921 was according to Wittgenstein, something like
alchemy. Just as alchemy gave birth to chemistry (a science) so
also, the earlier writings gave birth to philosophy. Even Russell
cannot deny the new way of philosophising introduced by Wittgenstein
The Wittgensteinian and post-Wittgensteinian philosophy 1s quite

unlike what was done in the pre-Wittgensteinian days. In his Blue

Book Wittgenstein comments about his own kind of philosophising,
"Every particular notation stresses some particular point of view.
If, e.g. we call our investigations "philosophy", this title, on
the one hand sceins appropriate, on the other hand it certainly
has misled people. (One might say that the subject we are dealing
with 1is one of the heirs of the subject which used to be called

"philosophy")“3 Wittgensteinian philosophy is a class apart and

2. Wisdom of the West, London, 1959, p.5. lg&,-['w\,wd /e.u-uﬂ

3. Blue and Brown Books p. 28.




cannot be compared with the works of his contemporaries or pre-
decessors. What has been done by Wittgenstein has no historical
analogue. This however does not mean that there were no similarities
between his thoughts and say the thoughts of Plato, Aristotle,

Hume' etc.

About his own way of philosophising, Wittgenstein never admits
that it "happened all of a sudden and out of nothing". If he meant

this he would not have considered his Tractatus as "dealing with

problems of philosophy.” 4 Moreover further remarks of the preface
would have been impossible to make. He says "1 do not wish to Jjudge
how far my efforts coincide with those of other philosophers. Indeed
what I have written here makes no claim to novelty in detail the
reason why I give no sources 1is that it is a matter of indifference
to me whether the thoughts that I have had have been anticipated
by someone else.” 5 It is seen that Wittgenstein himself makes

no claim to novelty of thought, though his Tractatus has been de-

clared to be an extremely novel experiment in philosophical thinking.
He 1s quite conscious that his thoughts might have been "antici-
pated by others." However he made no attempt to see whether his
views were anticipated by any other gi:eat: philosopher of the past.

Neither was Wittgenstein a historian of philosophy nor was the
history of philosophy important to him. What was of importance
to him was the solution of philosophical problems. He was aware
that others too have offered various solutions. Wittgenstein's

mind was philosophically sensitive and recep-jye to philosophical

— - —-— - -— — - - -— — - — -— - - -~ - — -— - - -— -— - -— -— - .- e . e

4. Tractatus Logico Philosophicus,Preface, p-. 3.

5. Ibid.




influences. About the influence of others on him Wittgenstein admits

in the Tractatus that "I am indebted to Frege's great works and

to the writings of my friend Mr. Bertrand Russell for much of the

stimulation of my thoughts." 6

Frege's influence on Wittgenstein
was profound and it continued till the end of his life. Frege's

influence 1is present even in the repudiation of the Tractatus and

Frege in the later part of his life. Even in Zettel, Wittgenstein
states, "The style of my sentences 1is extraordinarily strongly
influenced by Frege. And if I wanted to, I could see it Wittgen-
stein seems to accept the influence of Fregé?an innocent and child-

like manner. According to Dummett, Frege influenced Wittgenstein

more than Russell. Dummett says, "The Tractatus pays profouﬁd homage

to Frege, homage that 1is pointedly more intense than that paid
to Russell, and is crammed with reference to his doctrines: indeed,
the book 1is wvirtually unintelligible without an understanding of
its Fregean background." 8 However, what I feel is that the conceps

tual apparatus of Frege and the atomistic hypothesis of Russell,

were partly, if not wholly responsible for the production of the

Tractatus. But this does not decrease the superiority of Wittgen-

stein or his work in any way. For the Tractatus remnains a landmark

in the history of philosophy. According to Dummett Wittgenstein
gave a specific formulation to the task of philosophy. He says
"It is to Wittgenstein that we owe the formulation of the thesis
that 'all philosophy is critique of language'. Frege never formu-

lated a programme for philosophy as a whole, nor claimed to be

6. Ibid. 7. Zettel, 712.

8. Frege, Duckworth, London, 1973, p- 662.



more than a logician and a philosopher of mathematics."2  Dummett
further accepts, "It is probably due to Wittgenstein that Freﬁge
is read by philosophers to-day." 10 Frege will live so long as the

Tractarian Wittgenstein lives.

The view that philosophy is a crtitique of language, helps to
purge philosophy of its Cartesian element, from its epistemological
bias. Wittgenstein gave a new turn to philosophy, a new direction
to its flow. Though later he discovered that it was not the right
kind of turn. Although when he wrote the Tractatus he sinceregly

believed that “the truth of the thoughts" he expressed is "unassail-

able and definitive" and he has produced the final solution of the
problems."1l What was the new turn that Wittgenstein gave to philoso-
phy with the publication of his Tractatus ? It is true not only of
Descartes, but also true of his adversaries the empiricists, that
they reduced philosophy to epistemology. Dummetf too points out, "For
Descartes, the question 'What do we know ?' was not just the starting
point of philosophical enquiry, but the central question of all philo-
sophy." For the "empiricists ... epistemology was prior to other
branches of philosophy because it indicated the only possible route

wl2 e empiricists differ from Descartes

to the analysis of 1ideas.
because they have changed the central question of philosophy from

" 'What do we know' to 'How do we know'#l3 Frege wanted to liberate

philosophy from the Cartesian - empiricistic hold. As Dummet further

e s 3. i
9. Dummett, p. €8 10. 1bid., p. 662.

11. Tractatus Preface p. 5.

12. Dummett, p. 676. 13. 1bid.




remarks, "It was Frege who first perceived both the irrelevance of
genetic questions and the inadequacy of the empiricistic conception
of ideas." 14 Wittgenstein carried Frege's thought to its logical
end. To quote Dummet again "The first philosopher fully to adopt
Frege's perspective was Wittgenstein : the difference between him

and Russell 1is brought out sharply if we compare the Tractatus with

The Philosophy of Logical Atomism; Many of the same doctrines are

argued for in the two books, but in Russell's work they take on an

epistemological guise which is lacking in theTractatus. The Tractatus

is a pure essay in the theory of meaning, from which every trace
of epistemological or psychological consideration has been purged
as th:;:oughly as the house is purged of leaven before the passovel:‘."15
It is because of Wittgenstein's constant attack on Frege for his

psychologism that Wittgensteiln succeeded where Frege failed.

It seems that for Wittgenstein anti-psychologism 1is connected
with the anti-metaphysical. The removal of one will result in the
removal of the other. If language is purged of its psychologism it
would also be purged of its metuphysical bias. At that time the Vienna
Circle philosophers were also in search of a therory of meaning which
would purge philosophy of its metaphysical element and would give
a dignified status to science. The metaphysicians of their time were
Hegelians, who gave no importance to science, perhaps because they
had no technical knowledge of science, and considered knowledge of
science to be of no philosophical consequence. Not finding what they

needed With the Hegelians, the Vienna Circle philosophers looked for

14. Ibid. 15. Ibid., p. 679.



other avenues and finally found that the Tractatus fulfilled their
need, for the theory of meaning propounded in that work is not only
free from the psychological considerations, but it also prohibits
metaphysics as an independent academic pursuit, and considers philoso-
phy to be a method rather than a body of propositions, "Philosophy
aims at the logical clarification of thoughts"..... "Philosophy does
not result in 'Philosophical propositions, but rather in the clarifi-

cation of pr:oposit:ions."16 Thus Wittgenstein's Tractatus became the

Bible of the circle. The major slogan of the Circle," The meaning
of a proposition is the method of its verification' was rightly or
wrongly taken to be a variant of the picture theory of meaning. Of
course the followers of Wittgenstein did not relish the idea that
Wittgenstein should be treated as the God-father of Logical Positivism
or that the Tractatus be treated like the Bible or the Communist
Manifesto. Again, Dummett brings out the situation very clearly. He
does not share the view of the followers of Wittgenstein. He gives
his objective opinion when he says, "Admirers of Wittgenstein have

complained that the positivists misinterpreted the Tractatus as a

positivistic manifesto, and it may well be true that there is very

little positivism actually in the Tractatus:; but the complaint is

unjustified all the same, because the book directly lends itsclf

to this use. For the positivist, the sense of a sentence consists
in the method of its verification, and verification is conceived
of as direct confrontation with sense-data: verification on this
view, is pure cbservation, into which linguistic operations (save

the comparison with the actual sentence to be verified) do not el'u:erl.z

16. 'I‘ractatus,_ 4.112. 17. &m[netfp. 636.




So viewed objectively Wittgenstein did encourage the positivistic
movement and the positivists did make an attempt to study and under-

stand the Tractatus, and 1its theory of meaning. However, when the

positivists started making sense out of Wittgenstein's "essay in
the picture theory of meaning", he had already started preparing
his notes for writing another essay in the theory of meaning, *Meaning

as use".

When one analyses the question about the originality of the

Tractatus one notes that there 1s a sense in which the Tractatus °

is highly original, and also a sense in which nothing contained in
it 1is original. In this book one can discern the thoughts of such
great philosophers as Frege, Russell, Hume, Descartes, Schopenhauer;
even Plato and Aristotle if one wishes. But it goes beyond all of
them, not only singly, but also jointly. For none of them has the
credit of achieving singly what Wittgenstein has achieved, and that
too in just about twenty thousand words. While introducing the Tracta-
tus Max Black points out, "Within a span of some twenty thousand
words there are comments on the nature of the universe and the essence
of langquage, important contributions to the foundations of 1logic
and mathematics, penetrating criticism of the work of Frege and

Russell, the outlines of a theory of probability, revolutionary ideas
about philosophy of science, ethics, religion, and myst:icism."18
The list given by Max Black is incomplete. What is striking is not

just the long list of topics covered in these twenty thousand words

but also the fact that thc_.. words have been articulated in a fairly

18. \ : . i iy
A Companion to Wittgenstein's 'Tractatus® Cornell University

Press, 1961 p. 1.




short time. Wittgenstein. himself never claimed any originality except
the originality of his style, method or approach. The philosophical
problems which challenged Aristotle and Wittgenstein might have been
the same, but Wittgenstein's solution of the problem is not Aristo-
telian. Wittgenstein reaffirms faith in the kind of originality

he has in his later writing Culture and Value. He says, "I believe

that my/)riginality (if that is the right word) is an originality
{

belonging to the so0il rather than to the seed. (Perhaps I have no

seed of my own). Sow a seed in my soil it will grow differently than

it would if in any other soil."19

Wittgenstein's soil however does not allow a seed to grow for
a long time. Before it sprouts so much as to take the form of a tree
Wittgenste)y pulls it out, and again prepares the soil for sowing
a new seed. He says, "Each morning you have to break through the
dead rubble afresh so as to reach the living warm seed.“20 But he
should have added that the 'living warm seed' of to-day will become
the dead rubble of tommorrow. There 1is no chance for this warm

seed to grow and mature into a living tree. In his Notebooks (Earliest

Wittgenstein) he advised us to go "on thinking afresh as if nothing

at all happened yet." And now in the days of Culture and Value (Latest

Wittgenstein) he advises us to ‘'break through the dead rubble each
morning’. This certainly exhibits a continuity of thought in the
two Wittgenstein®s. The later Wittgenstein. approves of what was
said by the early Wittgenstein, "Each morning think afresh",. "Each

morning break through the dead rubble®™. that was said in the past

- en e e ar er eap e wmr ey e ey e s ey @m eam s W 2 er e er ear e e oar o s W e an e e

19. Culture and Value, p- 36.

20. Ibidol po 2.
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is dead and gone. It is no use remembering it, for there can be no
freshness in what is dead and gone. One has to bring out new fresh
living thoughts from the dead rubble of the past. A philosopher who

continues to stick to the dead issues is no philosopher.

While writing on the "Evolution of Frege's thought "for his
book on Frege, Dummett quotes from William Black, "The man who never
alters his opinion 1is like standing water, and breeds reptiles of
the mind."2l I do not know much about Frege, but whatever little
I know about Wittgenstein leads me to say that Wittgenstein's mind
was not of the kind to allow the breeding of reptiles. Although attem-
pts have been made to find unity in Wittgenstein's thoughl,, it is
doubt ful whether one would succeed in finding the kind of unity in
Wittgenstein's thought as Dummett finds in Frege's thought. In fact
it goes against the very spirit of Wittgensteinian thought to searph
for unity. The whole idea of search for unity is misleading. It is
wrong to argue that I have only one body and therefore I have only
one mind and therefore I have only one thought, or different thoughts
having oneness in them. Just as the mind of man is unlike his body
and cannot be comnpared or deduced from the body similarly about
thoughts. I can haveithought today which is wholly unlike the thought
I had yesterday. My thought today may contradict my earlier thought
or exclude my earlier thought. But 1t Jjust makes no sense to say
that today my body is wholly unlike my body yesterday, or contradicts

o
the body I had yeSterdayAexcludes it in any sense of the term.

What 1s the revolution in philosophy which the Tractatus has

21. Dummet! p. 628.
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brought about ? The revolution consists in purging philosophy of

its epistemological and psychological ingred:e?nts. The Tractatus is

a revolt against the Cartesian empiricistic philosophy. Philosophers
should direct their attention to the logic of language, and not to

the epistemological or psychological questions.

Counter-Revolution in Philosophy : Later Wittgenstein. Every revolu-

tion 1is followed by a counter-revolution however short-lived the
counter-revolution may be. The reactionary forces do not like the
revolutionary changes. The counter offensive is launched with the
intention of bringing back the old state, i.e., the state which exist-
ed prior to the revolution. Later Wittgenstein launches a counter-
offensive against early Wittgenstein and in a sense also against

Frege who inspired the revolution of the Tractatus, Perhaps Wittgen-

stein did not like the idea of his views being attacked by others.
So, when he realised that his position was open to attack he started
the attack himself. Wittgenstein thus excelled in both construction
and destruction. Attack on his views from without would be superficial
and Wittgenstein disliked superficiality, so he began the attack
from within. He sought dignity even in rejection. Other philosophers

may not give a fair treatment to his Tractatus. Dignified rejection

lies in first understanding the views and then rejecting them and
not in just superficial rejection. Therefore Wittgenstein himself
became the leader of the counter-offensive. After all, who can know
the strategy of the enemy camp better than the enemy himself. The

seed of the Tractatus is no more warm and living, it is part of the

dead rubble, therefore it is better to clear it out, Fresh seed is

to be sown. In order to understand Wittgenstein's counter-revoluti-
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nary offensive, I would like to point out that the Tractarian de-

finition of epistemology or Theory of Knowledge is in terms of "Philo-

1

sophy of Psychology."2 The revolution that was brought about by

the Tractatus in Philosophy, as discussed earlier, was in terms

of purging philosophy of its epistemological and psychological ingre-
dients. The counter-revolution consists in . converting the whole
of philosophy into philosophical psychology or making philosophical
psychology as the major theme of philosophy. All the work of later

Wittgenstein, whether it be the Blue and Brown Books or Zettel,

are full of philosophical psychology even if we exclude the two

volumes recently published on the Philosophy of Psychology. Later

Wittgenstein has shattered Frege's dream by bringing epistemology
back as the centre of focus. The Cartesian-empiricistic trend in
philosophy has been revived. The questions such as ‘what do we know?'
and 'how do we know?' have again become the central questions of
philosophy. It seems as if later Wittgenstein 1is concerned only
with the solution of psychological muddles and logical rigour accord-
ing to Russell is at zero level. There is no scope for doubt that
the later work of Wittgenstein exhibits a counter-revolution for
it has brought philosophy back to its original state. The tractarian
ideal of purging philosophy of its epistemological and psychological
ingredients is not respected any more. Now it is not suprising that
Wittgenstein finds Freudian psychology interesting. From the Trac-
tarian point of view this is Wittgenstein's degradation to the lowest

nadir because he has started discussing empirical issues.

In his counter-offensive later Wittgenstein attacks not only

early Wittgenstein but also Frege's views on meaning, or rather,

—_— e e e e e e e e ws o en es e en ean en e e e er e e e e @y wme e eam e - -

2l1. Tractatus , 4.1121.
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the attack on Frege is one of the ways in which he is attacking his

own earlier view. The theory of meaning proposed in the Tractatus

according to later Wittgenstein is grounded in the false picture
of language. It is this false picture which has led him to talk about
the logic of our language" 23 or to think that ‘'all philosophy is

a ‘critique of language'"24 Thus in his Blue Book Wittgenstein

attacks Frege and lays a foundation for the new theory of meaning

'meaning as use'. If the earlier theory of meaning helped the Logical
Positivists, the later theory helped the Ordinary Language Analysis
Movement in Philosophy. Making explicit Frege's view of meaning Witt-
genstein remarks, "Frege ridiculed the formalist conception of mathe-
matics by saying that the formalists confused the unimportant thing,
the sign, with the important, the meaning ...Frege's idea could be
expressed thus : the propositions of mathematics, if they were just
complexes of dashes, would be dead and utt rly uninteresting , whereas
they obviously have a kind of life. And the same of course, could
be said of any proposition : Without a sense, or without the thought,
a proposition would be an utterly dead and trivial thing." 25 wite-

genstein makes explicit the reason which might have led Frege to

to his dualism of ‘'sign' and 'sense', to his postulation of 'thought’
as distinct from the psychical arts on the one hand and the physical
universe on the other. But Wittgcnstein thinks that one need not
postulate the ‘'realm of sense' as distinct from the ‘realm of sign’
in order to search for the meaning of a sign. Arguing against Frege
he says, "If we had to name anything which is the life of the sign,

we should have to say that it was its use.”26 Making explicit his

23. Tractatus, 4.003. 24. Ibid., 4.0031.
25. Blue and Brown Books, p- 4- 26. Ibid., p. 4.
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position he says further, "The sign (the sentence) gets its signi-
ficance from the system of signs, from the language to which it belongs
Roughly:understanding a sentence means understanding a language."27

Wittgenstein is drawing our attention to the 'macro aspect of lan-

guage " rather then to its "micro aspect”. In his Tractatus he attemp-

ted to draw attention to the micro aspect for then he was of the
opinion that a proposition "is understood by anyone who understands

its constituents. 28

And if a proposition "has no sense, that can
only be because we failed to give a meaning to some of its consti-
tuents."2? Thus the basic unit of meaning or sense is a constituent
of a proposition. If a 'word' is the constituent of a proposition,
and if the proposition is identical with a 'sentence', then we can
say that the meaning or sense of a sentence depends on the meaning
or sense of the words occuring in it. The journey is towards the
micro-aspect of a sentence. This Jjourney according to later Witt-
genstein is futile, is ill-directed. The idea of making such a journey
arises by interpreting the expression 'sense of a sign' on the pattern
of 'brother of A Mary'. A sign is differcnt from its sense as Mary
is different from her brother. Instead of searching for the use of

a sign, i.e., how the sign is used in a language both Wittgenstein

and Frege were searching for what the sign stands, for the sense

of a sign. As he says "The mistake we are liable to make could be
expressed thus; We are looking for the use of a sign, but we look

for it as though it were an object co-existing with the sign. (One

of the reasons for this mistake is again that we are looking for

a "thing corresponding to a sx..\bst:ant:ive.")30 If the use of a sign
27. Ibid., p. 5. 28. Tractatus 4.024.
29. Ibid., 5.4733. 30. Blue & Brown Books. p.5.

Tractatus, 4.002.
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is not something independent of the sign, then Frege's postualtion
of - 'thought' involves the same kind of mistake as Wittgenstein's
search for the 'simples®'. The use of a sign does not presuppose a

second reality co—existing with the sign. There is no need to consider

the micro-aspect of a sentence. A sentence itself becomes the basic
unit of meaning and meaning of a sentence dependy on its use in
a given context, and not on the fact that its constituents words

stand for independent simples.

Those who deny the view that there are two Wittgenstein's the
earlier and later, the revolutionary and the counter-revolutionary

would argue that the Tractatus itself presents a revolt against

the view that 1in order to understand the sense of a sentence one

must understand the sense of its constituents. In his Tractatus itself

Wittgenstein revolts against commitment to logical atomism. For he
said, "Man posesses the ability to construct languages capable of
expressing every sense, without having any idea how each word has
meaning or what its meaning is - just as people speak without knowing
how the individual sounds are prOdUC(‘d."Bl This implies that a propo-
sition can be constructed without knowing the meaning of 'names'
occuring in it. But how would it be to not know the meaning of names?
The analogy of words with sounds misleads only if one is already
captive of a certain picture about language. One may not know how
the sounds are produced , yet as a matter of fact one produces them.
Does Wittgenstein mean to say that one may use a sign but one may
not know what its meaning is ? But if one does not know what its

i : .t
meaning 1is, then how has one succeeded 1in uslngiat all. In under-

standing Wittgenstein's view one may find difficulties if one has
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already fallen prey to the picture that the use of a sign depends
on its having a meaning. Unless the sign has a meaning, there is
no question of its being used. So I must first know the meaning of
a sign in order to use it. But if the use of a sign is its meaning,
or confers a meaning on it, then the sign can very well be used if
one does not know the meaning of a sign in advance in order to us:
it. Meaning 1is use. The use of the sign is not consequent upon its

meaning .

Consider now the view przsented in the Tractatus that all philo-

sophy 1is a critique of language or that its function is to make ex-
plicit the 1logic of our language. When Wittgenstein presented this
view he certainly did not mean to say that philosophy is concerned
with logics (plural) of languages (again plural). Though he had diffi-
culties with his conception of language, the conception was, all
the same, that of a straight forward simple language. At that time
he did not feel that the difference between two languages could be
the sort of difference which exists between two objects of a totally
different kind, say, triangle and a tiger. That 1is why, he was led
to think of the logic of language, as something which is the essence
of language. It was because he pictured a simple language that he
could think of its essence. According to him philosophical nonsense
arose because philosophers fail to understand the logic of our lan-
guage. As he says, “"Most of the propositions and questions of philoso-
phers arise from our failure to understand the logic of our languagéz."
But even if we succeed in understanding the logic of our language,
we cannot express our understanding in words, therefore all philosophy

spoken or written 1s nonsensical. If this 1s the real situation then
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Wittgenstein should not blame philosophers for their failure to under-
stand the logic of our language, for their success too -would not
have been of much use. As a matter of fact the word 'success' has
also lost its meaning whether you understand or fail tc\) understand,
in both cases you cannot express yourself. This led Wittgenstein
to the doctrine of maintaining silence, if the dignity of philosophy
is to be maintained. This revolutionary consequence follows from
the simplistic view of lanquage . For he considered language to be
a 'totality of propositions."™33 And he thought that "a proposition
is a model of reality as we imagine it."34 This implies that the
former can be considered as reality in miniature; it exhibits the
structure of reality:; it is its "logical picture."35 But all this

implies that neither logic nor philosophy can be expressed in words.

As Russell points out in his introduction to the Tractatus that a

"proposition. . . .has in common with the fact a certain structure"...
"but the structure cannot itself be put into words, since it is a
structure of words as well as of the facts to which they refer

Everything, therefore, which 1is involved in the very idea of the
expressiveness of language must remain incapable of being expressed
in language". . . . "This inexpressible contains, according to Mr.
Wittgenstein, the whole of logic and philosophy."36 Wittgenstein

is quite consistent in his views. For he treated his own philosophical

work in exactly the same way in which he treated the philosophical

work of others. About his Tractatus too he said, "My propositions

serve as elucidations 1in the following way : anyone who understands

33. Ibid., 4.001 34. Ibid., 4.01

35. Ibid., 4.03 36. Ibid., xx - xi
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w37

me eventually recognises them as nonsensical. The propositions

of Tractatus too belong to the realm of the unspeakable:; for they

are attempts at saying what cannot be said. It is doubtful whether
Frege ever imagined giving such a treatment to the issue of the logic

of language.

Wittgenstein's conception of lanquage in Tractatus, as it has

been pointed out earlier, was that of a simple descriptive language,

‘a language in which we name things, and then we talk about them.
Language was a totality of propositions and propositions had truth
value. This simplistic view of language was given the refinement
of logic and philosophy was made to appear as if it was something
unique. But the Wittgenstein of Investigations is disillusioned about
such a simplistic view of language. Reacting to Frege's view of asser-
tions Wittgenstein remarks, "But how many kinds of sentences are
there? Say assertion, question and comnand? There are countless

kinds."38 He concludes, "It is interesting to compare the multipli-
city of the tools in language and the ways they are used, the multi-
plicity of kinds of word and sentence, with what logicians have said

about the structure of lanquage (including the author of the Tractatus

Loqico-Philosophicus)."39 What Wittgenstein means 1is that the logic

of assertions cannot be the same as the logic of questions and com-
mands. When one talks about the structure of language one has already
presupposed that there is only one kind of language or that there

is only one language game. In his Tractatus he said that “Every

lanquage is a part of the human organism and is no less complicated
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37. Ibid., 6.54

38. Investigations, 23 39. Ibid.
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than it." 490 From this he inferred that "It is not humanly possible
to gather immediately from it what the logic of language is."1l But

the complication to which he is referring in the Tractatus 1is not

the same as the one referred to in the Investigations. In the former
work the varieties of logic are missing: logic, like language, is
of only one kind, and this too remains hidden behind the grammatical
form. Praising Russell, Wittgenstein says, "It was Russell who perfor-
med the service of showing that the apparent logical form of proposi-
tion need not be its real one."42 So what was complicated in the

Tractatus was the conceptirn - of language as a totality of proposi-

tions. The Tractarian Wittgenstein did not and could not think in

terms of those languages or language—games which do not express propo-
sitions, say, the languages of comnands, questions, etc. The real

complications of language were not even touched upon in the Tractatus.

And he realises his mistake when he says in the Investigations,"We
see that what we call "sentence" and "language" has not the formal
unity that I ix&;ined, but is the family of structures more or less
related to one another. But what becomes of logic now ? Its rigour
seems to be giving way here."43 There is no one given stucture of
lanquage, there are structures and structures. So also there cannot
be any such thing as the logic of language, there are logics and

logics, for there are languages and languages.

An allied issue 1is the issue of a "logically perfect language®

or “ideal language®. The fundamental confusions of philosophy could

40. Tractatus., 4.002. 41. Ibid. 42. Ibid., 3.323

43- Investigations, 108.
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be removed, thought Wittgenstein in his Tractatus, if we used "a

sign-~-language that is governed by logical grammar - by logical syntax.
(The conceptual notation of Frege and Russell is such a 1anguage.?r4
This is a clear indication of Wittgenstein's preference for a logi-
cally perfect language as against the lanquage of our everyday use.
This preference is exhibited by his remark, "In everyday language
it very frequently happens that some word has different modes of
signification - and so belonging to different symbols - or that two
words that have different modes of signification are employed in
propositions in what 1is superficially the same way."45 He cites the
case of 'is' and 'green' 1in this connection. In this aé in 6ther
respects Wittgensteiﬁ shares the view of Frege in rejecting ordinary
lanquage. Concerning Frege's view Dummet points out that Frege "start-
ed from the assumption that natural language is a defective instrument
and that what the logician needs is not a theory of the working of
natural language but the theory of the working of an improved lan-

guage which could ideally replace it.”46

Though he protested time and again, early Wittgenstein did not
have the favourable attitude towards ordinary language which later
Wittgenstein had. Earlier he thought that our language is full of
confusions, and therefore, it requires reformations. But now the

picture 1is very different. In his Investigations he siys, "when 1

talk about language(words, sentence,, etc.,) I must speak the language
of everyday. Is this lanquage somehow too coarse and material for

wvhat we want to say ? Then how 1s another one to be constructed ?

44. Tractatus, 3.325 45. Ibid., 3.323.

46. Frege, Dummett, p. 585.
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And how strange that we should be able to do anything at all with
the one we have.™7 These are his current thoughts. In his earlier
days he did not think that our everyday language is too coarse and
material and that in communication it would lead to ambigquity and
vagueness. It did not occur to him then that inspite of the vagueness
and ambiguity of certain expressions of our ordinary language, it
does succeed in performing its role. Moreover any other langquage,
that has to be constructed, has to take the help of ordinary language,
so why blame ordinary language. Wittgenstein's transition from the
logically perfect language to the language of everyday use is his
transition from one way of philosophising to another way of philoso-

phising.

Lifting the Ban from Philosophy: Early Wittgenstein imposed a ban

on philosophy, i.e., to the expression of philosophy. Philosophy
for early Wittgenstein, as we have alreuady seen, is the "Critique

of languuge." This was supposed to be the revolutionary concept of

philosophy which he obtained from Frege. This was the concept that
was used to purge philosophy of its epistemological and psychological
ingredients. However, Wittgenstein saw to it (his originality) that
no critique of langquage could ever be written. For the writing of
such a critique presupposes knowledge of the logic of language. Un-
less a philosopher knows the logic of his language he cannot write
a critique of it. But the logic of language cannot be expressed in
language. Hence philosophy too cannot be expressed in language.
So the revolutionary concept of philosophy implies that the philoso-

pher must remain silent. It he 1is not concerned with any other kind

47. Investiqations, 120




22

of questions, other than the questions of philosophy, then there
is no option left for the philosopher but to keep silent. As Wittgen-

stein points out in his Notebooks "It is one of the chief skills

of the philosopher not to occupy himself with questions which do

not conern him."48 The last line of the Tractatus is also a 1last

warning to philosophers. "What we cannot speak about we must pass
over in silence."?® Thus, Wittgenstein puts a ban on philosophy and
also warns the philosophers not to lift it. However, not only has
Wittgenstein himself spoken so much of philosophy, he has also pres-
cribed some tasks to be done by philosophers, i.e., some problems
to be solved by philosophers, and some questions to be answered
by philosophers. Perhaps these tasks, these problems and these ques-

tions are of secondary importance. Wittgenstein might have thought

that philosophers should not be allowed to sit silently and do noth-
ing. They should be provided with some task, some job. If they do
not have their own specific doctrines to pursue or own programme
to execute, they can at least help others in executing their pro-
grammes, in pursuing their doctrines. What then was the job of philo-
sophers ? Wittgenstein prescribes, "Philosophy sets limits to the
much disputed sphere of natural science.*20 so philosophers do have
something to do, they can offer their services to the scientists
But what would happen to philosophy once the boundaries of natural
science are demarcated ? Why should we assume that the natural scien-
ces would continue having their boundary-disputes saas to provide

some job to the philosopher ? While referring to the remarks on philo-

sophy from 4.1-4 which we are considering in this context Max Black

48. Notebooks, p. 44 (12). 49. Tractatus, 7

50. Ibid., 4.113.
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Says, "It is noteworthy that in this part Wittgenstein allows philoso-
phy a positive function.*9l But what is really noteworty in this
part is that Wittgenstein has provided philosophy only a secondary
function. A philosopher has been given a parasitic existence; he
has been given second class citizenship of the academic world. His
existence depends on the existence of science. He does not have a
language cf his own, so he has been debarred from touching reality.
(How would you feel if you have no land and no language?) A philoso—
pher is prohibited even from giving uninteresting descriptions of
reality. Only a scientist poiaesses the right of describing reality,
of doing whatever he feels like doing with reality: he can describe
or distort it: he can synthesise 1t or break it into parts. What
is the role of a philosopher while the scientist is doing all kinds

of things to reality ? Perhaps he 1is the mute observer of what the

scientist is doing. Wittgenstein has reserved both lanquage and rea-
lity for science: the status of philosophy has been completely degra-
ded. The status of science is decided first. Then on the basis of
this important decision, Wittgenstein decides the status of philosophy
Since science has doctrines to pursue, therefore there should be
no doctrines in philosophy. "Philosophy{is not a body of doctrines.*>2
Since science is the totality of propositions, therefore, “Philosophy
doecs not result in "philosophical proposit:ions."‘r’3 Science 1s the
paradigm of academic virtue, the status of philosophy is to be decided
54

in terms of science. "Philosophy is not one of the natural sciences:

says Wittgenstein. Who can object to it, except perhaps a philosopher.
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51. A Companion to Wittaenstein's, 'Tractatus', p. 185.

52. Tractatis, 4.112 53. Ibid.

54. Ikid.. 4.111




24

But the philosopher has already been silenced by Wittgenstein. Read
and see the difference, 'Science is not a branch of philosophy. Philo-
sophy is so and so, therefore, science - cannot be so and so.' Witt-
genstein goes on deriving the nature of philosophy from his prior
decision about the nature of science. "(The word 'philosophy' must
mean something whose place is above or below the natural sciences,

not beside them. "> The nature of philosophy which emerges as a

result of the decision about the nature of science is that philosophy
is an activity. And this activity is directed towards the welfare
of science. Pnilosophy is at the service of science. On a superficial
reading, the following remark may give some hope, "Without philosophy
thoughts are as it were, cloudy and indistinct.®® But this remark
really deprives philosophy from having even confused and unclear
thoughts. For a thought 1is nothing but an unarticulated position.
Whatever can be thought, whatever can be said, and whatever can be
articulated belongs to science. Philosophy is that which cannot be
thought, cannot be said, and which cannot be articulated. When Witt-
genstein says about philosophy that "it must set limits to what can

57

be thought.” "to what can be said,®8 etc., he simply means that

it must "set limits to the sphere of science". The job of a philoso-
pher is to sharpen the boundary of science. Philosophy will “signify
what cannot be said by presenting clearly what can be said.*%? so
the philosopher has been thrown back-stage:; his only job is to see

that an actress/ actor produces a presentable impression on the stage.

55. Ibid. 56. Ibid., 4.114

57. Ibid., 4.114 58. Ibid., 4.115

59. Ibid.
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He has merely to see that thc body of science has proper make-up

that it is presentable on stage.

Philosophers would perhaps prefer later Wittgenstein's counter-=
revolutionary concept of philosophy to his Tractarian revolutionary
concept. What are we to do with a revolutionary concept if it does
not allow philosophers to express their enchant ment or puzzlement
with philosophy. Later Wittgenstein 1lifts the ban from philosophy s
and in lifting this ban he has also seen that philosophy does not
play second fiddle to science: it has to look after its own problems,
its own difficulties. It would not be wrong to say that later Wittgen-
stein brought philosophy to light by 1liberating it from the dark
Tractarian cave. He reinstated philosophy to its former glory, glory

which was suspended by early Wittgenstein.

The question what 1is Wittgen.tein's later conception of philoso-
phy has never been answered by the followers of Wittgenstein in satis-
factory terms. The regason 1is that one hopes to get as clear and
precise an answer to this question as one would have obtained while

referring to the Tractatus.Later Wittgenstein must tell in a nutshell

what his conception of philosophy is as early Wittgenstein told in
a nutshell that "all philosophy 1s critique of language." But later
Wittgenstein provides no such nutshell response. This is so, firstly
because Wittgenstein now realises that the concept of philosophy
is not one of those concepts which has sharp boundaries. Secondly,
he 1is unable to reduce all philoscihy to the kind of philosophy he
has been doing in his later days. He did not feel shy of such reduc-

tion in the Tratatus. There is no doubt that he is doing soawe kind

of philosophy, but all philosophy is not of one kind. And while super-
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ficially it may appear that he is doing one kind of philosophy, as
a matter of fact he may be doing so many different kinds of things
under one name ‘'philosophy'. If ‘philosophy' does not refer to a
sharp concept, then it is possible that it refers to a ‘'family of
concepts', having one and the same name ‘'philosophy'. On one occasion
Wittgenstein is doing one kind of philosophy, and on another occasion
he is doing another kind of philosophy. The only way in which it
i#possible to know something about Wittgenstein's later conception
of philosophy is to make a general survey of his remarks on philoso-
phy. But his remarks on philosophy are so numerous that one can write
a whole dissertation by just analysing them. However, I have selected

a few which appeared to be quite interesting and striking.

While referring to Wittgenstein's conception of philosophy Rush
Rhees points out, "philosophy was a method of investigation, for
Wittgenstein, but his conception of the method was changing.®0 per-
haps he was not doing the same kind of philosophy on different occa-

sions, so he could not use the same method. In his Tractatus he

thought that telling philosophers that they talk nonsense would be _
"the only strictly correct method of doing philosophy."©l But later
Wittgenstein's attitude to philosophy has changed. He now thinks
"There is not a philosophical method, though there are indeed methods,
like different therapies."62 He is now quite open on the question
of method. A philosopher's condition sometimes is the condition of
a sick man, therefore the method of therapy in this context occurs
to Wittgenstein. “The philosopher's treatment of a question isFike

the treatment of an illness."®3 1f philosophy is sickness or disease

60. Blue and Brown Books, preface, vi. g]1. Tractatus, 6.53

62. Investigations. 133. 63. Ibid., 255.
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(in one of its uses). we cannot blame a philosopher if he does not
have it. What is required is a cure, to find a therapy for the ill-
ness. For philosophy is not only a disease it is also an attempt
to cureg the disease. Philosophy brings puzzlement and frustration,
but it is also an attempt to remove puzzlement and frustration. "What
is your aim in philosophy ? - To show the fly the way out of the
fly—bottle."64 “The philosopher, as Wittgenstein describes in his
Notes on "Private Language™ and "Sense-data", "flutters and flutters
in the fly-glass, strikes against the walls, flutters further. How
can he be brdught to rest."®> The only way seems to be that he be
shown the way to go out of the fly-bottle. The method of showing
such a way however is not simple. It is as complicated as the compli-
cation of a philosophical problem. This becomes clear from what he

says in the Philosophical Remarks, "Philosophy unties the knots in

our thinking, which we have tangled up in an absurd way; but to do
that, it must make movements which are just as complicated as the

knots. Although the result of philosophy is simple, its methods for

arriving there cannot be so."66

Though we may not succeed in obtaining a very clear picture of
the positive aspect of philosophical method, its negative aspects
are quite clear. As has been pointed out earlier that later Wittgen-
stein does not allow philosophy to play second fiddle to science,
and therefore the method of philosophy is not akin to the scientific

or empirical method. As he says in the Investigations, "It was true

to say that our considerations could not be scientific ones. It was

64. Ibid. 309 65.Private Language Argument,
ed. O.R. Jones, p. 256. ¢€6. Philosophical Remarks, 2
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not of any possible interest to us to find out empirically ‘'that,
contrary to our preconceived ideas, it is possible to think such-

and-such."®7 1In his Blue Book he condemns those philosophers who

consider science as the paradigm of philosophical pursuit. (Perhaps
Russell is one of them.) He says, "Philosophers cor’isantly see the
method of science before their eyes, and are irresistibly tempted
to ask and answer questions in the way science does. This tendency
is the real source of metaphysics, and leads the philosopher into

complete darkness. 63

Later Wittgenstein's refusal to mix philosophy with science

led him to deny that philosophy has anything to do with explanations.

As he says, "It can never be our job to reduce anything to anything,
or to explain anything. Philosophy really is ‘purely descriptivg?‘.‘

The same ideal occurs in the Investigations, "Philosophy simply puts

everything before us, and neither explains nor deduces anything.
Since everything lies open to view there 1is nothing to explainzo
And in a more forceful way he says, "We must do away with all explana-

tion, and description alone must take its place.*7l What he means

by description is that philosophy does not "interfere with the actual

use of language". . . ."It leaves everything as it is.»72

At times Wittgenstein exhibits the hangover of Tractatus even

in his later writing. Consider his remark, "If one tries to advance
theses in philosophy, it would never be possible to debate them,

because everyone would agree to them.® 1In his Tractatus he rejected

the possibility of a ‘'philosophical doctrine', now he is refjecting
the possibility of a 'philosophical thesis'. There is no doubt that

67. Philosophical Investigations, 109. 8. Blue & Brown Books, p.l18.
69. Ibid. 70. Investigations,126. 71. 1bid., 109.
72.1bid., 124. 73. Ibid., 128.
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the style of rejecting philosophical theses is novel. Why advance
theses if they cannot be debated? Wittgenstein's acceptance of the

possibility of philosophical propositions in his Philosophical Re-

marks, is also similar, he says "Philosophy is constantly gathering

a store of propositions without worrying about their truth or falsity:
only in the cases of logic and mathematics does it have to do ex-
clusively with the 'true' propositions.”4 Why to gather those propo-
sitions about which you do not raise the question of truth and fal-
sity? Are you not increasing the stock of useless propositions? The
enterprise of gathering such a system of propositions is certainly
not praiseworthy. Finally consider, "The results of philosophy are
the uncovering of one or another piece of plain nonsense and of bumps
that the understanding has got by running its head up against the

75

limits of language." The expressions such as 'piece of plain non-

sense' and 'limits of language' remind us of Tractatus. Of course

there is nothing wrong in later Wittgenstein's supporting the views
of earlier Wittgenstein. One of the ways in which philosophy could
be done was how it was done in the Tractatus. What was wrong on the

part of the author of Tractatus was simply to think that this was

the only way of doing philosophy: or, that all philosophy is reducible

to the way philosophy is done in the Tractatus.

Lanquage remains the major source of anxiety to both the Witt-
genstein's, so also to the two schools of thought which were inspired
by him - Logical Positivism and Ordinary Language Analysis movement.
Of course the manner in which language worried earlier Wittgenstein

74. Cf. 60.

75. Philosophical Investigations, 119. What Wittgenstein means is
that philosophy goes beyond the limits of language.
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is different from the manner in which it worried later Wittgenstein.
Language has become an obsession with later Wittgenstein, perhaps
because he is fully concerned with philosophy now. And philosophy
for himhas its birflh, life and end in language. He has started suffer-
ing from "language—neurosis®. He exhibits his neurotic behaviour
when he says, "Philosophical problems arise when language goes on
holidaz."76 What is it for language to go on holiday ? When it relaxes
vwhen it relaxes its grammatical rules. But then it is not functioning
as language. As Wittgenstein remarks more clearly on the issue ,
"The confusions which occupy us arise when language is like an engine
idling, not when it is doing work."7 an idling engine is no engine;
one cannot know how the engine works when it is idling. And finally
on this issue, "Philosophy is a battle against the bewitchment of
our intelligence by means of 1anguage."78 These fascinating remarks
exhibit Wittgenstein's deep-rooted concern with language, a philoso-

pher's concern with language.

A few days before his death Wittgenstein said about the fashion
in which he pursued philosophy. "I do philosophy now like an old
woman who is always mislaying something and having to look for it
again; Now her sp-~ctacles , now her cap.y9 But this has been the
fashion in which he has been doing philosophy throughout his later
days. And it is impossible to convert an old woman into an young
girl. A philosopher would always go on mislaying something or the
other, and would continue searching for it. To stop mislaying things

would be to stop the search, and to stop the search would be to stop

76. Ibid., 38 77. Ibid., 132.

78. Ibid., 109. 79. On Certainty, 532.
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doing philosophy.

Wittgenstein's later conception of philosophy succeeds in answer-
ing satisfactorily certain questions raised recently against philoso-
phy. It has been pointed out that there has been no progress in philo-
sophy. From the days of Aristotle (for whom the present-day scientists
have high regards) to the present day there has been tremer.ldous pro—
gress in science. This progress is missing in philosophy. We have
not reached the heights of Plato. And the fact that we have not reach-
ed the heights show that we have made no progress. Wittgenstein shows
that it is silly to ask the question of progress in philosophy. As
he reacts, "Philosophy hasn't made any progress ? - If somebody scrat-

ches the spot where he has an itch, do we have to see some progress?

Isn't it genuine scratching otherwise, or genuine itching ? And
can't this reaction to an irritation continue in the same way for
a long time before a cure for the itching is discovered."80 1f philo-
sophy is an itch then the right sort of question concerning philoso-
phy would be, when faced with a problem, whether it is a genuine
philosophical problem (a genuine itch). So also it would be right
to ask whether an appropriate method for the solution of the problem
has been discovered (scratching the exact spot where the itching
occurs). The fact that we are seriously attending to our itching
exhibits our honesty. What can we do about it if the Platonic itch
continues. There is absolutely no necessity for us to give any tragic
significance to the fact that we have made no progress in philosophy.
For we are not scientists, and we know that we have no ambition

to became scientists. Whether we are good or bad we are philoso-

80. Culture and Value, pp. 86-7.
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Religion, according to the Notebooks and the Tractatus, belongs

to the realm of the ‘'mystical', the realm of the inexpressible.
But one should be very careful in describing the mystical as inex-
pressible. For not only is :religion inexpressible but logic and
philosophy too are inexpressible. But it would be quite wrong to
think that Wittgenstein's mystical is extended to logic and philoso-
phy. The{re is nothing mystical about them. The mystical ranges
over the valuational activities only: the activities like religion,
ethics and aesthetics. Wittgensteinian scholars distinguish the
inexpressible that is mystical from the inexpressible that is not
mystical. For example, logic cannot be said, therefore, it is inex-

pressible, but logic can be shown, therefore, it is not mystical.

Mystical is that which can neither be said nor shown. As Max Black
points out that "any effort to express the mystical, whether by
saying or by showing, must result in absurdit:y."81 This implies
that it would be wrong to equate the 'mystical' with the ‘inexpress-

ible'. In his Introduction to the Tractatus Rusiell wrongly equates

them. (Incidently, Wittgenstein did not appreciatte Russell's Intro-
duction). As Ru{ell says, "Mr. Wittgenstein's attitude towards the
mystical . . . . grows out of his doctrine in pure logic . . . .
This inexpressible contains, according to Mr. Wittgenstein, the
whole of 1logic and [i'\i.los»ophy.'82 Yes, logic and philosophy are

not expressible, but they can be shown. But there is no such thing
as showing of religion unless one uses ‘'showing' for an actual demon-
stration of how one lives a religious form of life. Religion neither

succeeds nor fails to picture reality in language: it is concerned

81. A Campanion to Wittgenstein's ‘'Tractatus', p. 374.

82. Tractatus, XX—-XX1i.




with what transcends both language and reality.

Wittgenstein however manages to say so many interesting things

about religion in the Tractatus itself. Later Wittgenstein breaks

his silence for the second time and not for the first time. The

first time silence over religion was broken in the Tractatus itself.

Tractatus provides the structure of Wittgenstein's own concept of

religion. The central issue of religion is the issue of God and
his relationship to the world. The issue of human life and human
destiny depends on the issue of God. But Wittgenstein's remarks
on God and the world may disturb the Orttidox. He says, "How things
are in the world is a matter of complete indifference to what is

higher. God does not reveal himself in the wor:'ld.‘83 This remark

is quite unorthodox. If God is indifferent to the world, then all
our prayers become useless, the concept of 'Grace' also becomes
useless. There is no special favour in special circumstances. Reli-
gion would become deterministic. One should never go wrong. If God
does not reveal himself in the world then it becomes senseless to

talk about incarnation or re-incarnation etc. Wittgenstein's view

clearly goes against any theory of incarnation, therefore, also,
against any theoryc‘re-incarnation. Unless incarnation is accepted
talk of re-incarnation makes no sense. And if incarnation is accepted
then there is no logical obstacle to re-incarmation. If God is allow-
ed to visit this planet once, how can we prohibit his visit for
the second time, how can we prchibit this repeated visits. The rejec-
tion of the theory of re-incarmation implies the rejection of the
theory of incarnation. If the Saviour comes once, we just cannot

83. Ibid., 6.432.



Prohibit the Saviour from coming again and again, perhaps that is
why Wittgenstein does not allow God's entry into this world even
once. He introduces a kind of logical and not merely a physical
prohibition. Suppose we consider God as the creator of the universe.
The n it is logically ruled out that God appears in the world. Fore
he can appear in the world only in the mode of created being. But

if he is a created being then he is not a genuine creator.

No 1less interesting is the further remark of Wittgenstein.
"Death is not an event in life, we do not live to experience deat:ha.4
This remark again goes against all thosé religions, including Chris-
tianity, that preach the doctrine of the temporal immortality of
the soul. The doctrine of resurrection clearly implies that ‘'death'
is an event in one's life; it is an event that occurs prior to the
event of one's resurrection. Birth, death and resurrection are all
events in one's life; one lives "through one's death". This implies
that ‘'death' is not strictly an end of life, but then death has
lost its sense. How different an ordinary concept becomes when given
a religious significance. The concept of death is an ordinary concept

handled in a special way.

Wittgenstein again expresses quite an unorthodox ;liew on
the naturer of survival. Survival of one's death should not be inter-
preted in terms of ‘surviving for ever.” For even if one survives
for ever one survives in time. If one has failed to jump out of
time then all the miseries of one's temporal existence continue.
Existence in space and time has its own riddles to solve. These

riddles will not be solved if one is given an extension of one's

84. Ibid., 6.4311.



lifer in space and time. It is only by Jjumping out of space and
time that the riddles connected with space and time can be solved.
Thus the religious interpreters of ‘eternity' are on a wrong track
who interpret this concept in terms of 'never ending temporal dura-
tion'. As Wittgenstein . says, "Is same riddle solved by my surviving

'Lse H:

for ever ? Is not this eternal life as much of a riddle as our pre-

A
sent life ? The solution of the riddle of life in space and time

85

lies outside space and time." One's living for ever is not qualita-

tively different from one's living for a short time.

Interesting implications may be seen in Wittgenstein's transi-

tion from Tractatus to the view expressed in his "Lectures on Re-

ligious Belief". In one of these lectures he imagines a situation
where people give linguistic expression to the religious . . .-
"They have sentences, and there are also religious stat:ernent:s%6
Though linquistic expression to religious beliefs has been given,
they have been kept apart from the scientific beliefs. Referring
to the religious statements he further says, "These statements
would not just differ in respect to what they are about. Entirely
different connections would make them into religious beliefs.a7
What is the nature of the object of a religious belief, i.e., how
can it be distinguished from the object of a scientific belief ?
And what connections does a religious belief have which are missing
in the case of a scientific belief ? Consider first the question
of ‘object'. Compare two statements, a religious and a scientific
statement. We are going to have resurrection one day' with 'We are
going to have rainfall one day'. The latter statement refers to

85. Ibid., 6.4312.

86. Lectures on Religious Belief. 87. Ibid.
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an event of history, spatio-temporal history, of the world. In this
sense the former is not a statement of history. Inspite of the histo-
rical idiom, the statement cannot be treated as historical or empiri-
cal proposition. If resurrection is an event of history it will
lose its religious significance. As Wittgenstein says, "“Suppose
for instance, we knew people who foresaw the future; make forecasts
for years and years ahead: and they described some sort of a Judge-
ment Day. Queerly enough, even : if there were such a thing, and
even if it were more convincing than I have described, belief in

this happening wouldn't be at all a religious belief."88 It would
not be a religious

belief for the simple reason that the evidence given for it suits
only a scientific prediction. And religion is not science, so also
religious statements are not scientific predictions. If -the Day
of Judgement is a scientific forecast, then why should I worry.
As Wittgenstein says further, "Suppose that I would have to forego
all pleasures because of such a forecast. If I do so and so, same
one will put me in fires in a thousand years,etc. I wouldn't budge.
The best scientific evidence is just nothing."89 The religious
beliefs are given the garb of history but are not historical. But
Christian may find it paradoxical that his religion is not based
on historical truth. According to Wittgenstein there is no paradox
in it. As he says , "Christianity is not based on a historical truth:
rather it offers us a (historical) narrative and says now believe!
But not believe this narrative with the belief appropriate to a

historical narrative, rather, believe., through thick and thin, which

you do only as the result of a life. Here you have a narrative,

88. Ibid., p. 56. 89. Ibid.
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don't take the same attitude to it as you take to other historical

narratives! Make a quite different place in your life for it. -
90

There is nothing paradoxical about that!® Don't be misled-by the

historical garb.

A religious belief has peculiar connections in the sense that
it is shown by a religiocus belisrer "not by reasoning or by appeal
to ordinary ground for belief, but rather by regulating for all
in his life.=91 Therefore, we use different words for a religious

belief, words such as * 'dogma‘', 'faith' 92

The game which we play with words in religion is very different
from the game which we play with these words in science. Though
the words may be the same they do not have the same significance.
As Wittgenstein says, in religion "we don't talk about hypothesis,
or about high probability. Nor about knowing. In a religious dis-
course we use such expressions as : "I believe that so and so will
happen”, and use them diff:e‘;ltly to the way in which we use them
in science.” o3 This leads Wittgenstein to the concept of religion
which shows that religion exhibits an "alternative mode of rationa-
lity". Needless to point out that much has been written recently
on this issue. When we find religious people arguing we may think
that “they reason wrongly® or that “they don't reason at all® or

94 If we make

that "It is an entirely different kind of reasoning.
scientific reasoning as the paradigm of reasoning, then religious
reasoning is no kind reasoning. Why don't you say that it is a di-

90. Culture And Value, p.32.

91. Lectures on Religious Belief, p. 54. 92. Ibid., p. 57.

93. Ibid. 94. Ibid., p. 58.
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fferent kind of reasoning. wWhy don't you accept that religion is
an alternative mode of rationality 7 1n religion we play a different
kind of game with language than that which we play in science, not

that we play no kind of game with religious language.

Wittgenstein of course does not mean that the langquage of reli-
gion is marked by any system of precise rules. He is well aware
that the rules of the game which are proper to the game of sciena=
have sometimes been used in the game of religion. This of course
does not mean that the game of science is played with clear and
precise rules. If the anarchy of rules is sometimes glimpsed in
religion, it is also glimpsed in science. We use language appropriate
to one area also in the area which is not appropriate to it. Some-
times we wish to say something but the language which we use is
not proper for the expression of this wish. Perhaps religion suffers
most in this respect. Consider Wittgenstein's later reflections
on the issue of immortality. "Philosophers who say "after death
a timeless state will begin", or "at death a timeless state begins®,
and do not notice that they have used the words "after” and "at"
and "begins" in a temporal sense, and that temporality is embedded

95 How wrong it is to talk about “timelessness®

in their grammar.
through a langquage which has all the corruptions of “time”. But
Wittgenstein himself is not free from this corruption. Consider

his reputed Tractatus remark, "If we take eternity to mean not in-

finite temporal duration but timelessness, then eternal life belongs

to them who live in the ptesent.'96 what is “present® doing here?

95. Culture And Value, p. 22. 96. Tractatus, 6.4311
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Is not "timelessness" being corrupted by "time"? Be it the issue
of our eternal existence, be it the issue of death, be it the issue
of the existence of God, it does not lead us to a sound doctrine
which may be free from difficulties. And the root of these difficul-
ties is language. It is this realisation which led Wittgenstein
to say: "I believe that one of the things Christianity says is that
the sound doctrines are all useless. That you have to change your
)27

life. (Or the direction of your 1life. What is important in a

religion is not the body of doctrine it is not like a scientific
doctrine; the former is used for shaping one's 1life, for giving

sense and direction to it.

It would be interesting to consider Wittgenstein's attitude

to religion, whether it has changed from his Tractatus days to the

days of his Lectures On Religion. Superfically there a;ppears to

have occurred a change. Earlier he denied giving linguistic expre-
ssion to religion. For language is restricted to the world, and
the fundamental concepts of religion like God, survival and creation
etc., lead you beyond the world. What lies beyond the world cannot
be articulated in language. Later Wittgenstein allows linguistic
articulation to religious beliefs, but at the same tifne also main-
tains that this articulation leads to all kinds of confusions and
difficulties. A religious belief may be confused with a scientific
belief because of its linguistic similarities with the latter. Lan-
guage also hides the real function of a religious doctrine. Instead
of shaping one's life on the pattern of Christ, one starts arguing
about the exact place and time on which Christ was born, as if a
religious believer is no better than a cammon historian.

97. Culture And Value, p. 53.
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Wittgenstein, as is well known, was a religious person. He
considered that "religion, is as it were, the calm bottom of tfe
sea at its deepest point, which remains calm however r;igh the waves
on the surface may be."g8 But this calmness of religion demands
silence. What is the use of shouting which may sink the ship. All
his talk about religion is a kind of justification of his e;arlier
mystical attitude to religion. Wittgenstein hardly accepted any
of the Christian doctrines. But he also rejected none, for all of
them he saw lead to the shaping of one's life, all of them give

sense and direction to one's life on the earth.

Art And Aesthetics : Aesthetics, like religion, is another

area which attracted Wittgenstein's attention as much as the con-
ceptual questions of logic and mathematics. Talking about his atti-
tude to aesthetics as late as 1949, Wittgenstein remarked, "I may
find scientific questions interesting, but they never really grip

me. Only conceptual and aesthetic questions do that. At bottom I

am indifferent to the solution of scientific problems, but not the
other sort."@9 Perhaps by ‘conceptual questions' he means the ques-
tions of mathematics and logic. Wittgenstein's earlier attitude to
aesthetics was the same as his earlier attitude to religion: the
former too like the latter belongs to the realm of the mystical.
And the amount of attention Wittgenstein paid to aesthetic in his

Tractatus is nothing when compared to the amount of attention he

paid to religion and ethics. Aesthetic. is perhaps more mystical

than even ethics, for in order to understand the nature of an aesthe-

tic object, one may feel, one is also required to understand the

98. Ibid. 99. Ibid., p. /9.
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nature of an ethical object (if there is any such thing). One is
required to see how what is beautiful is connected with what is
good. For it 1is in connection with ethics that Wittgenstein makes
his only reference to aestheitcs. As he says, "It is clear that
ethics cannot be put into words. Ethics is transcendental. (Ethics

)*00

and aesthetics are one and the same. Even in his Notebooks Witt-

genstein says very few things about aesthetics. However, what little
has been said there makes us aware of Wittgenstein's earlier views
on aesthetics, and it also makes us aware of the connection between

ethics and aesthetics. He says in his Notebooks, "The work of art

is the object seen sub specie aeternitatis.®0! What he means is

further explained "The usual way of looking at things sees objects

as it were from the midst of them, the view sub specie aeternitatis

from outside. In such a way that they have the whole world as back-
gro-und."lo2 This "viewing from the outside" is the connection between
aesthetics and ethics. Both see objects from the outside, keeping
the world as mere background. As Wittgenstein says, “"the good life

is the world seen sub specie aeternitatis. This is the connection
«103

between art and ethics. Neither ethics nor aesthetics can be
expressed, for both are connected with the view "from the outside®,
both are transcendental. Therefore, any attempt to talk about ethical
or aesthetical matters would result in nonsense. Calling ethics
or aesthetics as nonsense however is not to re ject them as garbage.

What is rejected is only their linguistic expression. This becomes

clear from Wittgenstein's conclusive remarks on Ethics which he

100. Tractatus, 6.421. 101. Notebooks, p. 83 (6).
102. 1bid., 83 (7-8). 103. Ibid., p. 83 (6).
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tendency and I believe the tendency of all men who ever tried to
write or talk Ethics or Religion was to run against the boundaries
of lanquage. . .Ethics so far as it springs from the desire to say
something about the ultimate meaning of life, the absolute good,
the absolute valuable, can be no science. What it says does not
add to our knowledge in any sense. But it 1s a document of a tendency
in the human mind which I personally cannot help respecting deeply
and I would not for my life ridicule it 404 5o 'nonsense' is a tech-
nical term in the context of Wittgensteinian philosophy it is not

a term of abuse.

Wittgenstein's later views on art and aesthetics are no less
unconventional. Though now he allows expression of art in words
(it is no more an affair of the mystical), what he says about it
does not support any contemporary school or system of aesthetics.
His views even now dc;‘:tf.it into any given pigeon-hole. But before
we proceed with his later views it would be better to clarify a
minor issue. Earlier, Wittgenstein prohibited the expression of
aesthetics in language, therefore, also he prohibited any kind of
philosophical analysis of such a language. He thought that the lan-
guage of art 1is impossible buthe did not thereby think that the
expression of art is impossible. For he said that "Art is a kind
of expression.® 105 “Good art is complete expression.*100 A painter
expresses himself into his painting, a musician in his songs., a
dancer in his dancing and a poet in his poetry. This kind of ex-
pression has not been prchibited by Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein was

certainly not a Plato who suggested that art be banished from the

104. The Philosophical Review, 1965.
105. Notebooks, p. 83 (4). 106. Ibid., p. 83 (5).
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state. What he suggested to be banished was merely the philosophers®
talk about art and the subject matter of this talk - the language
of aesthetic;. He perhaps did not allow calling a poem good or a
face beautiful, though would have no objection to the writing of
good poems or having beautiful faces around him. So Wittgenstein's
earlier view of art did no injury to artists, it injured only philo-—
sophers, art—critics and a host of other people who have no artistic
talent but go on talking about art. The attack was clearly directed
on the language of art rather than on art as such. Perhaps he thought
that the linguistic expression of art leads to the same paradoxical
situation to which the linguistic expression of religion lead. We

have to see in what respect later Wittgenstein has taken a departure

from his earlier position.

As soon as one opens his Lectures on Aesthetics, one would

feel that Wittgenstein is opposing those philosophers who have redu-
ced aesthetics to the analysis of aesthetical words. These philoso-
phers detach certain words from the natural context of their use,
and concentrate their attention on them. Whatever amount of concen-
tration, whatever amount of gazing of these words, is done, the
result can never be satisfactory. For once the words have been de-
tached from their natural habitation, they lose their real signifi-
cance. Therefore, Wittgenstein persuades philosophers to draw their
at®ention to the aesthetic situations. As he says, "Language is
a characteristic part of a large group of activities - talking,
writing, travelling on a bus, meeting a man etc. We avg concentrating,
not on the words ‘good' or 'beautiful’, which are entirely uncharc-

teristic, generally just subject and predicate ('This is beautiful).,
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but on the occasions on which they are said. 107 mis is a clear
revolt against the reduction of aesthetics to the analysis of certain
words. For further clarification the note of Rush Rhees is also
significant. Rush Rhees writes, "when we build houses, we talk and
write. WhenI take a bus, I say to the conductor: 'Threepenny’. We
are concentrating not Jjust on the word or the sentence in which
it is used - which is highly uncharacteristic - but on the occasion
on which it is said: the framework in which...the actual aesthetic
judgement 1is practically nothing at all1.908 what is worth noting
is the fact that the later Wittgenstein allows linquistic expression
to aesthetics, but does not allow these linguistic expression to
play any significant role. He made them very minor aspect in the

situation. What is important 1is the aesthetic situation, and in

that situation the occurrence of an aesthetic judgement 1s unchara-
cteristic. This show: that Wittgenstein has made very minor adjust-
ment to his former attitude to aesthetics. Pressed from all sides
he allowed the expression of aesthetic language, then allowed that

lanquage play only a subsidiary role.

The reason why those philosophers who describe themselves
as analysls (There is a wide range from Moore to Stevenson) do not
concentrate on the situations is that they suffer from Platonism,
they suffer from the essentialistic tendencies. They would object
to Wittgenstein's reference to the aesthetic situation. wWhat is
important to them is not a given aestheitc situation, but what is

coemon to different aesthetic situationd. They would argue against

107. Lectures and Conversations on Aesthetics, p. 2.
108. Ibid., Note of Rush Rhees on page-2.
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Wittgenstein that though the occasions and situations differ, there
is samething which is common to them, something which is identical
in them. It is this common element which is the dbject of aesthetics,
with which aesthetics is concerned. When such a judgement as 'This
is beautiful' is made, it 1is made after comparing this situation
with other situations. Beauty is what is common to different situa-
tions, therefore we are not dealing with a mere word 'beauty'. Aes-
thetics is concerned with beauty, as ethics is concerned with good-
ness, therefore derivatively it is concerned with the word ‘beauty’
as ethics is concerned with the word 'good'. The linguistic analysis
of aesthetical words presupposes a non-linguistic reality. And this
reality can be obtained only by neglecting the differences. A situa-
tion becomes secondary once it is compared with other situations.
Once the aesthetical object is discovered in them, the object which
is designated by the word 'beauty' too becomes secondary. In his

Blue Book Wittgenstein explicates such a view: "Beauty is an ingre-

dient of all beautiful things as alcohol is of beer and wine, and
that we therefore could have pure beauty, unadultered by anything
that is beaut:iful."lo9 So what is important is this pure beauty,
expressed by the judgement 'This is beautiful', and not the situation
as such which was the occasion for making this judgement. A funda-
mental aesthetic judgement cannot be samething minor in aesthetics.
Wittgenstein is wrong in converting what is fundamental to aesthetics
into what has a very minor role to play in aesthetics. His approach
is wrong, for he concentrates on the particulars without concentrat-
ing on the universal features. He condemns philosophers for their

“contemptuocus attitude towards the particular czse'uo » and he him-

109. Blue and Brown Books, p.l7. 110. Ibid., p. 18.
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self exhibits a contemptuous attitude towards the universals. Granted
that it is a vice to have a contemptuous attitude towards the parti-
cular cases. But it is also not a virtute to neglect the universal
features of the particular cases, in case there happen to be such
features. Of course the situation is different if there are no uni-

versal features.

But is it true that the differences do not matter ? In aesthe-
tics the differences do mattter. As Wittgenstein remarks, “"Perhaps
I shall not even feel like comparing the beauty of expression in
a pair of eyes with the beauty in the shape of a nose."111 ot only
is the nose different from the eyes, even the beauty of a nose is
different from the beauty of eyes. Criticising further the search
for a common aesthetic object-beauty - in different aesthetic situa-
tions Wittgenstein points out, "If I say A has beautiful eyes someone
may ask me: what do you find beautiful about his eyes, and perhaps
I shall reply : the almond shape, long eye-lashes, delicate lids.
What do these eyes have in common with a gothic church, that I find
beautiful too ? Should I say they make a similar impression on me?
What if I were to say that in both cases my hand feels tempted to
draw them."uz If 'similarity of impression’ is allowed then ‘tempta-

tion to draw them' should also be allowed.

The word ‘'beauty’ is an extremely complicated word, and these
complications arise because of the situations. One situation is
so different from the other situation. There is no simple analysis
of ‘beauty'. A simple analysis is possible only by detaching the

word ‘beauty’ from the actual contexts in which it is used. As Witt-

111. Culture And Value, 24. 112. Ibid.
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gentein points out, “the main mistake made by philosophers of the
present generation, including Moore, I would say that it is that
when language is looked at, what 1s looked at is a form of words
and not the use of the form of words." 113 Once the 'use of words*

is taken into consideration, contexts and situations would emerge.

On a superficial glance one may think that Wittgenstein's own
view of aesthetics supports some kind of naturalism, subjectvism
and emotivism. He opposes only objective aesthetics, the kind of
aesthetics inspired by Moore's analysis of ethical terms. Consider
his remarks, "If you ask yourself how a child learns ‘'beautiful’,
‘fine', etc., you find He learns them roughly as interjections.
('Beautiful' is an odd word to talk about because it's hardly ever
used) A child generally applied a word like 'good' first to food
The word is taught as a substitute for a facial expression or a
gesture.” 114 more direct is the further remark, "Would it matter
if instead of saying "This is lovely”, I just said "Ah" and smiled,
or just rubbed my stomach?1l5 This kind of remark can be made only
by an emotivist. But Wittgenstein is no emotivist. This becomes
clear from his remark, "We use the phrase 'A man is musical' not
so as to call a man musical if he says "Ah" when a piece of music
is played, any more than we call a dog musical if it wags its tail
when music is played."u6 What Wittgenstein means is that the
schools of aesthetics are formed by clinging to one feature of the
situation by overlocking the other features. Different schools take

up different features. For example, the emotivists cling to the

primitive level. At the primitive level the words such as ‘'good*

113. Lectures On Aesthetics, p. 2. 114. Ibid.
115. Ibid.. p. 3. 116.1Ibid.
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and ‘'beautiful' are taught and read as interjections. But this
does not mean that we continue at the primitive level. As Wittgen-
stein says, "As far as these primitive lanquages go, problems about
what these words are about, what their real subject is, (which is
called 'beautiful® or 'good' -R) don't come up at a11.~117 1t is
impossible to keep aefsthetics restricted to the primitive- level.
One may even question whether there is any aesthetics at this level.
However, it would be another extreme to say that 'good' and 'beauti-
ful' refer to some kind of Moore's non-natural properties or Plato's
esserices. Both extremes, the positivistic and the emotivistic, are

to be rejected.

Those who cling to the 1linguistic analysis of gaesthetics,
whether the followers of the objectivistic tradition, have just
failed to see that the aesthetic taste of a person develops. (An
objectivsist closes his eyes to the primitive stages.) As Wittgen-
stein says, "In what we call the ARTS a person who has judgement
develops."118 If the issue of Lhe development of taste is omitted,
so would the issue of the cultural background of this taste be omit-
ted. Wittgenstein gives more importance to the connection between
the language of aesthetics and the culture of a people. As he says,
"What belongs to a language game is a whole culture. In describing
musical taste you have to describe uhether children give concerts,
whether women do or whether men only give them, etc., etc.,"119

This idea has been expressed also in his Culture and Value. As he

says, °“I believe that if one is to enjoy a writer one has to like
the culture he belongs to as well. If one finds it indifferent or

distasteful, one's admiration cools off.'lzo

117. Ibid., p.3. Within brackets occurs the note of Rush Rhees symbo-~

lised by °‘R". 118.1bid., p.6. 119.Ibid., p.8.
120. Culture And Value, p. 85.
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Finally, I would again like to discuss Wittgenstein's attempts
to subordinate the role of aesthetic words and judgements in aesthe-
tic situations. Not the words and judgements but it is the aesthetic
reaction which is important. And an aesthetic reaction may or may
not involve language; and the language involved may not be the same
which philosophers call aesthetic. According to Wittgenstein “"the
most important thing in connection with aethetics is what may be
called aesthetic reactions, e.g., discontent, disqust, discanfoz%%l
He« has cited the cases of negative aesthetic reactions. To justify
his view he points out "suppose our children draw windows and when
they draw them in the wrong way we punish them. Or when someone
builds a certain house we refuse to live in it or run away."lz2
In punishing the child or running away from the house I am doing
an action, and not saying 'this is bad' etc. He treats the positive
aeesthetic reaction in the same fashion. "What are expressions of
liking something ? Is it only what we say or interjections we use
or faces we make ? Obviously not. It is, often, how often I read
something or how often I wear a suit. Perhaps I won't even say:
"It's fine." but wear it often and look at it."!23 Tne expression
of aesthetic reactions is possible without the use of aestheetic
language without the use of such words as ‘'beautiful!, ‘'fine’' etc.

It is not words but the actions which sometimes matter.

Wittgenstein in his later years observed that it is ®“strange

that uwhole epochs can't free themselves from the grip of certain

124
concepts -the concept of ‘beautiful’ and ‘beauty’ for instance.®

121. Lectures on Aesthetics, p. 13. 122. Ibad.
123. Ibid., p. 12. 124. Culture And Value,

p- 79
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He has been struggling throughout his life to get freedom from the
conceptual bewitchment, from essentialism. I do not know whether
he succeeded or failed in his attempt in other areas, but in aesthe-
tics he failed. Wittgenstein is exhibiting his failure when he says,

"What 1is pretty cannot be beautiful."125

What prohibits a pretty
thing to be beauitiful ? Why cannot it be beautiful ? One explanation
could be that what is pretty is a concrete object, occupying space-
time position, whereas 'beauty' is samething abstract, it is a con-
cept. This would be the fashion in which a Plato could argue. He
would deny the identity of what is pretty with what is beautiful.
The other explanation could be like that of Kant. A pret;:y thing

arouses only our passion and emotions, but fails to give aesthetic

delight (Let us accept that there is such a thing as ‘aesthetic
delight'). Beauty is an object of aesthetic delight and not of emo-
tions and passions. Whether Wittgenstein's position is justified
in terms of Plato orin terms of Kant, the justification goes against
the spirit of later Wittgenstein, Is it possible that Wittgenstein
could never liberate himself from the conceptual bewitchment of
beauty? Or did he wish to be liberated from, as Freud would analyze,
some beautiful person who might have bewitched him at one time?

The best way is to philosophise the uhole affair.

Early Wittgenstein: A Stage set for Later Wittgenstein : It would

be interesting to consider the implications of Wittgenstein's remark,
"Perhaps what is inexpressible (what I find mysterious and am not
able to express) is the background against shich whatever 1 coald

express has its meaning.® 126 The inexpressible forms the background

125. Ibid., p. 42. 126. Ibid., p. 16.
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of the expressible. Expressible is impossible without the inexpre-

ssible - Early Wittgenstein forms the background of later Wittgen-

stein. Tractatus is the setting up of the stage for work like

Investigations to follow. Early Wittgenstein is only setting up

the stage:; later Wittgenstein is acting on the stage. The stage,
though mute, must be suitable for the actor who speaks and acts.
If one is not acguainted with Early Wittgenstein one cannot under-
stand the Later Wittgenstein. If this is what is meant by unity
in Wittgenstein thought then there is certainly unity in Wittgen-
stein's thought. Wittgenstein himself suggested in his Preface

to the Investigations that his later thought could be seen “in

the right light only by contrast with and against the background”
of his earlier work."127 1 have tried to carry out the wish of

Wittgenstein. Of course I am quite aware of my limitations.

127. Cf£. p.x.



Language-Game

Like everything metaphysical the harmony
between thought and reality is to be found in

the grammar of the language.
Zettel

Names and Propositions; : Objects and their Configurations : Suppose

following Dummett, Tractatus is de_scribed as an essay in the theory

of meaning. Being an essay in the theory of meaning it can also
be supposed that it has something to do with both language and real-
ity.However, the theory of meaning which is presented in the Tracta-
tus is certainly not directly concerned with ‘words'. ‘'sentences’
and the 'discourse' in which the words and sentences may occur.
While making explicit the nature of meaning Wittgenstein refers
to 'names' and 'propositions', and he is using neither ‘'name' nor
‘proposition' as the kinds of things which are parts of language
or which make language possible as ‘'words' and ‘sentences' are part
of language and make lanquage possible. So also while talking about
reality he is not talking about his ‘ocbjects' and ‘configurations'
in the sense in which we talk about tables and chairs and their
arrangement in the drawing room. His objects are not tables and
chairs and his reality is not the reality with which we are concerned
in daily life. Then what kind of reality is the reality with which
early Wittgenstein is concerned? And what kind of lanquage is the
lanquage with which early Wittgenstein is concerned. Early Wittgen-
stein is concermed not with reality but with the essence of reality.

So also he is concerned not with langiage but with the essence of
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language. But why should he be concerned with the essence either
of reality or of language? Perhaps any philosopher would desire
that he says samething which is of a permanent and enduring nature.
But what he says would be of lasting value only when what he says
is something about the essential and not the accidental features.
Not only did Plato think like this, all great philosophers thought
like this, and Wittgenstein was undoubtedly a great philosopher.
When Wittgenstien draws his attention to the gross material objects
like tables and chairs he rejects them, for all of them are perisha-
ble and changing, they cannot exhibit the essence of reality. The
objects which exhibit the essence of reality, must be unchanging
and substantial, for these "objects make up the substance of the
world."l?'8 Though he does not argue on paper he might have thought
that the changing objects like tables and chairs presuppose the
existence of some unchanging objects, the objects which do not peri-
sh. As a philosopher he is concerned with these unchanging, substan-
tial and unalterable objects. So even if no such cbject 1is locata-
ble by sight or touch, these objects must be postulated. Concerning

these postulated aobjects he says,*There must be objects, if the
world is to have an unalterable fou:m."129 “Objects are what is unal-
terable and subsistent.=130 The language 1is not very different
from Plato's in support of his universals. The final conclusive
remark reads, “"Objects, the unalterable, and the subsistent are

one and the same.®131 All these remarks exhibit that Wittgenstein

is interested in the essence of language, ‘names’ are the essence 7

128. Tractatus, 2.021. 129. Ibid., 2.026.

130. Ibid., 2.0271. 131. Ibid., 2.027.
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language. In this sense of ‘'name' neither "Tom' nor ‘table' is a
name. Though ‘table' refers to something which is general, and,
therefore, has wider application than "Tom®, neither ‘table’ nor
'Tom' represent objects of reality, in the sense in which objects
are essences. "In a proposition a name is the representative of
an object.” 132 The necessity for 'names' is clear. It follows from
the rigid gualism of language and reality. "Cbject can only be named.
Signs are their representatives. I can only speak about them. I

cannot put them into words. Propositions can only say how they are,
«133

not what they are. The essence of reality is qualitatively
different from the essence of language, in the sense that an object
itself cannot occur as a constituent in a proposition. What occurs

in a proposition is only its representative, a name. The relationship

between a name and an object is, therefore, very close. The relation-
ship is that of meaning. "A name means an object. The object is
its meaning.” 134 The harmony between language and reality occurs
because of the fact that language has meaning. But the fact that
Wittgensteinian names have meaning, does not throw light on the
fact that such words as ‘'table' and 'Tom' of our ordinary language
have meaning, for they are not names and they are not representatives
of objects in the sentences in which they are used. Wittgensteinian
theory of meaning has so far failed in showing how the words of
our ordinary language have meaning. Essence of language should not

be confused with language.

The discussion of the theory of meaning associated with the

'‘meaning of propositions’, the so called ‘’picture theory of meaning’,

132. Ibid., 3.22. 133. Ibid., 3.221.

134. Ibid., 3.203.
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is supposed to be the most attractive feature of early Wittgenstein.
At one time to know anything about Wittgenstein's philosophy was
to know something about his picture theory of meaning. So many dis—
sertations, books and articles were published throughout the world.
The craze was similar to the craze which occured at a later stage.
the craze about "the private language argument®. Philosophy has
its own craze and fashions. If you are not acquainted with the craze
or fashion of the time, then you are outdated: you are not worth
respecting as a philosopher unless you are capable ofstarting a
craze or a fashion yourself. Thus, you were supposed to know some-
thing about the picture theory of meaning at one time, as you were
supposed to know about the private language argument at the later
stage of the development of Wittgenstein's thought. The responsibi-
lity for spreading the craze about the Tractarian theory of meaning
goes partly to the logical positivists. Logical positivism is out
of fashion these days, so also is the picture theory of meaning
out of fashion these days. To write on the picture theory of meaning
these days is to do some sort of an archaeological investigation.
I would like to avoid this archaeological investigation. However,
in order to know about our present civilization one is TrTequired
to have some idea of the civilizations of the past on the ruins
of which our own civilization is built. It is possible that the
the civilizations of the pas?:‘ave left their spirit behind them.
It is possible that the Tractatus may have left its imprint on Witt-

genstein's later thought.

To see what the picture theory of meaning is, or how 1t attrac-
ted Wittgenstein, one is required to see Wittgenstein's conception
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of the essence of reality. Concerning the essence of reality we
have already seen that Wittgenstein was led to postulate ‘objects!
in order to exhibit the essential nature of reality. An object is
that which does not change, which is substantial, so the eSsence
of reality is that which does not change, which remains permanent.
But at the second stage of his thought on the issue, Wittgenstein
develops a desire to introduce change at the essential stage itself.
The desire is not unusual. We begin with changes in order to reject
them, and we arrive at permanence. But once we arrive at permanence.
We develop a oesire to accammodate changes rather than reject them.
The same thing happened to Wittgenstein. If somehow alteration and
change is introduced at the level of the ‘objecks' ™ themselves,
then this change will be as much an essential aspect of reality
as 1is its permanence. What 1is objectionable is that the changes
be introduced at a different level from the level of permanence.
It would be unconvincing to say that the objects of the type 'A’
are permanent and the objects of the type 'B' are changing. To
be convincing both permanence and change are to be explained in
terms of the same type of objects. What is substantial and unalter-
able must be identicial with what is contingent and what alters.
Wittgenstein succeeds in introducing alteration and change at the
level of objects themselves, hence for him change is as (much an)
essential aspect of reality as its permanence. In introducing change
he 1s not going beyond essence. Objects do not change, "their con-

335

figuration 1s what is changing and unstable. And it is this

change, the change of configuration, that produces states of affairs.

As he says, "The confiquration of cbjects produces states ofaffaigf'
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135. Ibid., 2.0271. 136. Ibid., 2.0272.
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How change is essentially ¢©nnected with permanence becomes further
clear when Wittgenstein s3Ys *If things can occur in states of
affairs this possibility Mmust be in them from the beglnnlnlg3.z
Thus the birth of permanenc® and the birth of change do not occur
on two different dates. From the very beglr’l‘hlng what is substantial
is also what changes. This becomes further clear from the remark
"There is no object that we Can imagine excluded from the possibility
of combining with others.*138 If an object is allowed to exist
independently of existing in any configuration, then its substantia-
lity would have been of a very different sort. It would have been
quite difficult to call it substantial. Thus, by introducing objects
Wittgenste in succeeds in securing permanence as one of th.e essential
features of reality. By introducing configuration he succeeds in
securing change as the other feature of reality. But in doing
this he has created problems for all of us, who have also something
to do with reality, and are not bothered about the essential features
of reality. In telling us how his objects succeed in forming confi-
gurations Wittgenstein is not telling us anything about how Toms
and Marys, kings and cabbages, form configurations, how the objects
of our everyday life behave with one another. Wittgenstein's essence

of reality has started behaving like an independent reality, not

very - unlike Plato’'s.

Let us now consider the essence of language which we left at
the stage of introdicing ‘names'. Wittgenstein trains names to
ape cobjects. The training is so perfect that sometimes one may even

confuse names with abjects, one may confuse the essence of language

137. Ibid., 2.0121. 138. Ibid.
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with the essence of reality. "The simple signs employed in proposi-
tions are called names."139 And names too have their own configura-
tions by aping objects. Their configurations are called 'propositions’'.
A proposition is the configurations of names as a state of affairs
is the oonfiguration of aobjects. And there is no independent iden-
tity of a name as there is no independent identity of an object.
A simple sign is worthless with-out combining with other signs.
The essence of language is certainly a true copy of the essence
of reality. As Wittgenstein says, "The configuration of objects
in a situation corresponds to the configuration of simple signs
in the propositional sign.'140 It is because of this correspondence
that the ‘'proposition' or 'the configuration of names' happens to
be a picture of the state of affairs or configuration of objects.
For "in a picture the elements of the picture are the representatives
of the object::s."141 Names are the representatives of the objects.
As a matter of fact whether we say reality pictures language or
lanquage pictures reality we say the same thing. For, as we have
already seen in the precéding chapter that according to the Tracta-
rian Wittgenstein ®"knowing subject® is an illusion, so also the

knowing states are illusory. Tractatus is a fight against psycholo-

gism: it is a fight against the introduction of mental states in
the explanation of meaning. Referring to his picture theory Wittgen-
stein says "we picture facts to ourselves."142 gyt this remark should
not be taken seriously: for the Tractarian Wittgenstein can give
no sense to * we" and "ourselves®. #hat should be said is ‘There
are pictures and those that are pictured’. Pictured and pictures,

reality and language, nothing more can be said. Bow can it be wrong

139. Ibid., 3.202. 140. Ibid., 3.21.
141. mido' 2.131. 142. Ibidol 2.1.
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if one says, ‘states of affairs are the pictures of propositions?
A proposition is some kind of original, of which a state of affairs
is a picture. How can it be wrong if one says 'objects in reality
represent names"? Why shouldn't the essence of reality be considered
as picturing the essence of language. It is not ontology., but episte-

mology, that is prior; it is not reality but language that is prior.

It can hardly be doubted that Wittgenstein's treatment given
to 'names' and ‘'propositions' cannot be given to the ‘words' and
'sentences' or our ordinary language. Perhaps this has led Russell

to say in his Introduction to the Tractatus that Wittgenstein is

"concerned with the conditions which would have to be fulfilled
by a logically perfect langu.age."143 Some leading philosophers,
including Ramsey, objected to Russell's remark. 144 But if what
Wittgenstein says about his names and propositions is not applicable
to the ordinary language, then his talking about the ‘essence of
language, is as good as talking about an 'ideal language'’. Of course
while proposing the theory of meaning Wittgenstein presupposed that
what he says about the essence of language holds also for the lan-
guage of our daily use. Rather it is to know the real nature of
the language of our dailywwithat he was driven to uncover its hidden
structure. The essence, he presupposed, was hidden from us. The
logical structure of language is hidden behind its grammatical struc-
ture . This is also true of reality. It is not any special variety

of reality but our everyday reality swhich i{s the concern of Tractatus

The reality is also covered. The essence of reality is perhaps hidden
behind its phencmenal presentation. Wittgenstein's concern, one
would argue, is everyday language. It is as if he is talking about

143. Tbid., ix. 144. Cf. Mind, Vol. 32,October
- 1923.
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the essence of everyday language.

But the dissolution of the distinction between the ‘essence
of language' and ‘ordinary language' wsuld lead to more confusions.
The se- confusions do not arise once Wittgenstein's views are given
Russell®’s interpretation, 1i.e., Wittgenstein's whole talk about
the ‘'essence of language' is a talk about an 'i;ieal lanquage'. How
confusions arise can be seen from the two remarks of Wittgenstein:
"What consitutes a propositional sign is that in it its elements
(the words) stand in a determinate relation to one another.=143
proposition is not a blend of words."146 In these cases 'words' have
been considered as the constituents of a proposition. So a proposi-
tion is not any kind of mysterious entity beyond the fold of language
It is a linguistic entity of some kind which allows words as its
constitutents. But what kind of role can a word play in a proposi-
tion. If the word in question follows the dictates of the ‘essence
of language', then it must be a name: it must be a representative
of an object. Suppose the word in question is ‘'table’, then it is
the name of the object table. But it is impossible to consider a
table as an object, for a table is both contingent and complex,
whereas the Tractarian objects are simple and substantial. But then
the word ‘table’ is also not a name. And if not a name, then it

cannot occur in a proposition. Further, what about the ‘proposition’

which is suppocsed to have words as its consituents. Unfortunately

the words of our language do not satisfy the condition of being
‘names®, hence no sentence, in which words occur i1n our language,

could express a proposition. The truth 1s clear. If we apply Witt-

145. mctat‘ls.l 3.14. 146. Ibld.' 3.141.
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genstein's idea about the 'essence of lanquage' to the sentences
of our ordinary language, we shall gain nothing but confusions.
The reason is simple. Wittgensteein has converted samething which
is abstract into what is concrete, a mistake similar to that of
Plato. Plato postulated the realm of essence as distinguished fram
the realm of particulars, and then used the language reserved (sui-
table) for particulars to explain the nature of his essences. The
result was only oonfusion. In his Tractatus itself Wittgenstein
realised his mistake. For his well known idea that . "the logic of
language cannot be expressed in language® shows that he realised
his mistake. The difficulty is not that one has to go beyond language
in order to understand the essence of language. The reason is that
what is abstract, what is essential, is not concrete, is not what
can be sepa:'ted demarcated and described. The solution is not that
one goes beyond language. If we fail to understand the essence of
langquage while using language, then there is no chance for us ever
to understand the essence of language. Once I have transcended lan-
guage, then I have nothing to do with language: langquage simply

does not exist for me.

Referring to his Tractarian mistake of treating essence as
something which is concrete rather than abstract he points out in

his Investigations, "It is prior to all experiences, must run through

all experience' no empirical cloudiness or uncertainty can be allowed
to affect it - 1t must rather be of the purest crystal. But this
crystal does not appear as an abstraction: but as something concrete
indeed, as the most concrete, as 1t were the hardest thing there
«147

is The invention of 'names® and ‘propositions’, and then talking

147. Investigations, 97.
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about the meaning of propositions, and the status of names, etc.,
is giving a conc rete birth to the essence of lanquage. T did not

occur to Wittgenstein in the Tractatus, at least in the begiﬁ:lng,

that no concrete birth can be given to essence, for essence is ab-—-
stract. The so called picture theory of meaning, on which volumes
have been written, should not have bequn. What is the way in which
his Tractatus view concerning essence may be saved? The only way
in which it can be saved is to convert his whole talk about the
essence of language into a talk about an "ideal language". But then
it would not be Wittgenstein's view; it would be a view similar

to the view expressed by Frege and Russell.

Words and Sentences: Cogs and cogwheels: The picture theory of mean-

ing was responsible for bringing, what was described in the first
chapter a, & revolution in philosophy. What created the situation
for a counter-revolution in philosophy was Wittgenstein's disillu-
sionment with the picture theory of meaning. He started feeling
that what one requires is not a theory of meaning' but a ‘theory

of use'. Consider his remark from the Investigations, "One cannot

guess how a word functions. One has to look at its use and learn
from it.® 1%8unction of a word can only be known by looking at its

use. There is no such looking at with respect to the meaning of

a word. For ‘meaning' refers to an extremely mysterious kind of
entity:; sometimes it is traced in the mind, sometimes ocutside, and
the search never stops. So also is the case of the word ‘sense’.
‘Sense' leads us to all sorts of directions, yet we fail to glimpse
it. Therefore, in the case of ‘'sense' too Wittgenstein suggests,

"Loock at the sentences as an instrument, and at 1ts sense as its

148. Investigations, 340.
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employment."149 There will be no difficulty in looking at the sen-
tence, or its employment, but there will be all kinds of difficulties
in looking at the sense of a sentence, if this sense is not identical
with its employment. The words, ‘'meaning' and ‘'sense' create all
kinds of problems by creating all kinds of imagery. It is one imagery
created by these words that led Wittgenstein to his picture theory
of meaning. It is better for the health of philosophy to abolish
'meaning®’ and to introduce in 1its place ‘use'. Thus, strictly speak-
ing 'The theory of use' is a ‘'theory of meaning', though it may
look like the latter. Perhaps because it looks like the latter

@ matter of 'family resemblance') that the followers of Wittgenstein,
so also his opponents, started using the expression 'use theory
of meaning', which is a highly misleading expression. The expression
is misleading, for it allows the ghost of meaning to continue. And
the ghost of meaning seems to be more dangerous than meaning itslef.
For if 'the theory of use' is considered as a 'theory of meaning',
then it will have not only its own difficulties, it will also harbour
all those difficulties which are connected with the theory of mea-
ning. Of course it does not matter much, for a counter-revolution
accommodates some of the confusions of the revolutionary stage.
There would hardly be any doubt that Wittgenstein continued his
counter-revolutionary activities with the weapon of ‘'the theory
of use'. The counter-revolution perhaps started in 1929 with the

pages which are entitled 1n English as ®"Philosophical Remarks®,

and came to 1ts full swing with the Blue and Brown Books.

The revolution in philosophy, as we have already seen, made,

epistemology a secondary business. Tractatus realised this revolutio-

149. Ibid.l 421.
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nary ideal by forcing language to serve ontology by picturing reality,
by creating the models of reality. Thus, the consideration of reality
is prior to any other consideration. The counter-revolution brings
back epistemology to focus. Reality starts backing out, and language
starts emerging as an independent entity. As we have already said
language takes a separation fram reality even if it has not taken

a camplete divorce from it. The Tractatus theory of meaning is worth-

less without the mirroring of reality by language. The langquage
of Tractatus allows the essence of reality to penetrate into it.
But later Wittgenstein takes interest in language, not to study
reality, but simply to study how language works. He does not allow
his language to be corrupted by reality: he does not intend to divide
the direction
his attention in two different direction.,ﬁof reality and the direction
of language. Only one direction, the direction of language is his
interest. It is said that early Wittgenstein gave a linguistic turn
to philosophy. But the linguistic turn to philosophy, in its real
sense, was given not by early Wittgenstein but by later Wittgenstein.
For Tractatus is more ontological than linguistic. But with later
Wittgenstein emerges interest in knowing how ‘words®’ and ‘sentences’
work in language, how the grammar of language dupes us into all

kinds of confusions.

One may however be shocked to see that the later Wittgenstein
does not propose ‘the theory of use' as a complete replacement for
the ‘theory of meaning'. He does not consider the possibility of
a strict definition of ‘meaning’ in terms of ‘use’. This becomes

clear from his remark, ®"For a large class of cases - though not

for all - 1n which we employ the word °‘meaning’ it can be defined
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thus: the meaning of a word is its ‘'use' in the language.” 150 Why
has Wittgenstein put the rider "For a large class of cases." This
rider exhibits that Wittgenstein rejects essentialism or universalism.
Even his own definition of meaning in terms of use is not applicable
to all the cases of meaning, which simply means that he refuses
to give a universal definition of meaning. The. fact that his own
definition of meaning in terms of use is limited, is not a point
of inferiority but a point of superiority of his definition over
those definitions which claim universality. As he points out in the

Blue Book, "The idea that in order to get clear about the meaning

of a general term one had to find out the common element in all
its applications has shackled philosophical investigation; for it
has not only led to no result, but also made the philosopher dismiss
as irrelevant the concrete case, which alone could have helped him
to understand the usage of the general term. When Socrates asks
the question, "What is knowledge?” he does not even regard it as

a preliminary answer to enumerate cases of knowledge.'lSI Thus,

Wittgenstein revolts against Plato, and so also against' his own
Tractarian essentialism. The definition of ‘'meaning®’ in terms of
‘use’ given by him, is not to replace the former by the latter,
but only to help understand the nature of the former. The aim of
the study of use 1s ultimately to clarify the nature of meaning.
Therefore, one 18 required to be very careful in interpreting such
remarks of Wittgenstein as “We are 1inclined to forget that it is
the particular use of a word only which gives the word its meaning®..

“The use of the word 1n practice is its meaning.” 152 The use of

150. Investigations, 43. 151. Blue Book. pp. 19-20.

152. Ibid., »~. 69.
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‘only' in the former remark and that of 'is' in the latter remark
should not mislead you into thinking that Wittgenstein accepts an
exact identity of ‘meaning' with ‘use'. The slogan ‘Do not ask for

meaning, ask for use' should not be misunderstood.

Let us consider the use theory in some detail. It would be

better to consider the implications of a remark from the Philosophi-

cal Remarks, the work which exhibits Wittgenstein's coming out of

the Tractarian cave. "If we say 'A word only has meaning in the
context of a proposition; then that means that it's only in a propo-
sition 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 better : that a cogwheel only functions

153

as such when engaged with other cogs. It is not for the first
time that Wittgenstein has expressed and thought about the sentence
'A word only has meaning in the context of a proposition.' What
has happened is only that there is a change in his vision. Now he
is looking at this sentence in a quite different fashion than how
he looked at it earlier. A change of aspect, to use Wittgenstein's
own idiom, has occurred. He saw earlier a rabbit, and now he is
seeing the same figure as a duck. This is clearly “"dawning of a
new aspect.” 1> The rabbit disappears, and the duck takes hold of

his thought. Now he is not looking at this sentence in the same

fashion in which he looked at it in the Notebooks and the Tractatus.

In his earlier work if he looked at a ‘word’ the picture of its
being a ‘name’ used to occur to his mind. Then he thought that "one
name is representative of one thing, another of another thing.'lss‘mis

tions, The discussion of duck-rabbit, cr seeing as, 1S 1nstruc-
tive in many ways, pp.194-209. 155.%ctebooks, p. 26 (10)
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consequently led him to think that "all words are names®, and occur
in a proposition as names. The imagery was further extended. No
name could occur in isolation from other names. This simply means
that something is a name only inaconfiguration of names, i.e., in
a proposition. Just as a word brought certain pictures to Wittgen~
stein's mind, the proposition too brought certain pictures to his
mind. A proposition, as we have already pointed ocut, was not a con-
figuration of ‘'words', it was a configuration of ‘'names', or that
the words in it occurred as names. The image which emerged to his
mind in connection with a proposition was very curious. He thought
that "In a proposition a world is as it were put together experi-

156 The three dimensional world was put into two dimensio-

mentally.”
nal writing. As he thought about the proposition that in it “we
can portray all logical properties of situations in a two-dimensional

script =157

Later Wittgenstein does not have that conception of proposition
which he accepted in his earlier work. Now the proposition has come
down to the level of a sentence: there is no mystery surrounding
its existence. A proposition is a cogwheel. To use the 1idiom of

Tractatus, a proposition is a configuration of cogs. And a word

1s nothing but a cog. And unless the cogs form a configuration,
no cogwheel has come into existence, therefore, no cogwheel has
moved. But the value of cog lies only i1n a cogwheel: it moves only
in a coguwheel. We do not ask the question ‘what 1s the meaning of
a cog'? khat we ask 1s ‘what function does a cog have?*' ‘what use
does it have?' If the condition of a word in a sentence 1s not very

different from the condition of a cog 1n a coguheel, then we should

156. Ibid., p. 7 (3) 157. Ibid., p. 7 (7).
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not raise the question about the meaning of a word, what we should
ask is: how is the word used in a proposition (sentence)? And Witt-
genstein is so definitive about his view that he does not find
it informative to say that the meaning of a word depends on its
function in a proposition. It is as unfortunate as saying that an
armchair serves its purpose only when it is in space. Where else
could an armchair serve its purpose? So also, where else could a

word have its purpose?

The analogy of words with cogs, and propositions with cogwheels
has its limitations. This analogy ocould be misleading too. There
is no doubt that it succeeds in drawing our attention to the use
aspect of words. But then it could be as misleading as is the refer-
ence to meaning aspect of words. One fundamental objection against
the 'meaning theory' is that one is led to assimilate all kinds
of words to one and the same kind. Since all words have meanings,
therefore, all of them are of one and the same kind: they are all

meaningful words. Since the words are of the same kind, therefore,

all of them mean in the same fashion. If the word 'Tom' means in
the sense that it is a name, then the word ‘table’' also means in
the sense that it is a name. All words are names, therefore, all
of them represent external objects in the sentences in which they
are used. And oconsequently, all those sentences in which they are
used are also lll.Le one another, and, therefore, all of them are
guided by the same set of logical rules 1.e. by the same kind of
logic. There 1s no distinction between the logic of the sentence
‘close the door' and the logic of the sentence °‘this tree 1s green'

because of the fact that the former 1s as mch a sentence as 1is
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the latter. If all words are like cogs and all sentences of one
kind. Being cogs all words are used in the same fashion, all of
them move in the same fashion. So also there is no logical difference

between the cogwheels (sentences.) “"The name is not a picture of
158

the thing named.® Only a proposition is a picture. No cog can
move in isolation, only when a word is in the company of other words
that it moves. The analogy of words with cogs, and the sentences
with cogwheels is clearly misleading. The explanation of words and
sentences in terms of cogs and cogwheels is not very superior to

their explanation in terms of the meaning theory.

Perhaps the use - theory is presented in a more convincing
way by comparing language with a tool-box. Explaining the use -
theory Wittgenstein remarks , "Think of the tools in a tool-box:
There is a hammer, pliers, a saw, a screw-driver, a rule, a gluepot,
glue najls and screws. - The functions of words are as diverse as
the functions of these objects. (And in both cases there are simila-
rities).*199 mme diversity of words does not emerge with the analogy
of cogs, but it certainly emerges with the analogy of tools. In
its function ‘'Tom®' is quite unlike ‘table', in the same way in which
a hammer 1s quite unlike a glue-pot. Of coursethe words of language
appear as uniform as cogs in the cogwheels. And this uniformity
has misled philosophers. As Wittgenstein points ocut, "What confuses
us is the uniform appearance of words when we hear them spoken or

meet them 1n script or print. For their application is not presented
-1 60

to us so clearly. Especially when we are doing philosophy.

Because of the uniform appearance, the diversity of the uses is

158. Motebooks, p. 8(8). 159. Investigations, ll.
160. Ibid.
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hidden. But as the tools are used in a variety of ways, the words

too are used in a variety of ways. Consequently, the sentences in
which words are used would also differ from each other in their
logical character. Wittgenstein®s immediately succeeding remark
clarifies the issue in even clearer terms. He points out by comparing
lanquage with the cabin of a locomotive, "It is like locking into
the cabin of a locomotive. We see handles all looking more or less
alike. (Naturally, since they are all supposed to be handled.)
But one is the handle of a crank which can be moved continuously
(it regulates the opening of a valve): another is the handle of
a switch, which has only two effective positions, it is either off
or on; a third is the handle of a brake-lever, the harder one pulls
on it, the harder it brakes; a fourth, the handle of a pump: it

«161 The fact

has an effect only so long as it is moved to and fro.
that all words look alike, does not mean that all of them have
the same function. Consider the three analogies, the analogy of
words with cogs, with the tools and with handles in a locamotive
cabin. The analogy with cogs fails because words have diverse func-
tions whereas cogs have only one function. The analogy with tools
in a tool box also does not succeed much, for the words lock alike
but the tools do not. The analogy with handles 1s most appropriate
Words are like handles, looking alike. And like handles they have

diverse functions,

If every word of our language has some function some use, then
the word ‘meaning® too should have some sort of function or use.

What 1s the function of this word? Does this word have a well-defined

161. mido [ ] 12.
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use, regular boundaries ? According to Wittgenstein, “Meaning" is
one of the words of which one.may say that they have odd jobs in
our language. It is these words which cause most philosophical trou-
bles."162 Wittgenstein tries to justify his analysis of meaning
again by bringing an analogy, “"Imagine same institution® most of
its members have certain regular functions, which can esaily be
described, say, in the statutes of the institution. There are, on
the other hand, some members who are employed for odd jobs, whrch
nevertheless may be extremely important - What causes most trouble
in philosophy is that we are tempted to describe the use of important
'odd-job' words as though they were words with regular functions.b63
The fact that the word 'meaning' performs odd jobs itself implies
that no attempt should be made to determine its uses. In drawing
our attention to the use aspect of a word, Wittgenstein has made
an attempt to remove the temptation to deal with meaning. But then
'‘meaning' too has its function, its use!! We cannot do away with

it.

Language however has not only the complexity that it has words
and sentences, and therefore requires their logical character to
be exposed, it is used in very diverse situations. The context of
science is different from the context of, say, religion, ethics
etc. This diversity cannot be satisfactorily dealt with by any of
the analogies we have discussed sofar. it is this diversity which

attracted the attention of Wittgnesteln to games,

Analogy and Llack of Analogy : HWittgenstein's discussion of

games in the Investigations 1s comnected with his discussion of
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162. Blue Book, pp. 43-4 163. Ibid., p. 44.
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names in the Brown Book. It is not only analogy but also the lack

of analogy which works in calling a word a 'name® consider his re—

marks from the Brown Book, "Our use of expressions like "names of

numbers®, “names of colours®, “"names of materials®, “"names of na-
tions® may spring from two different sources. One is that we might
imagine the functions of proper names, numerals, words for colours,
etc., to be much more alike than they actually are. If we do so
we are tempted to think that the function of every word is more
oxiless like the function of a proper name of a person, or such gene-
ric names as "tables", ®"chairs®™, “doors"™, etc. The second source
is this, that if we seehow fundamentally different the functions

of such words as “table® “chairs”, etc., are from those of proper
names, and how different from either the functions of, say, the
names of colours, we see no reason why we shouldn't speak of names
of numbers or names of directions either, not by way of saying same
such thing as "numbers and directions are just different froms of
objects”, but rather by way of stressing the analogy which lies
in the lack of analogy between the functions of the words “chair®
and "Jack" on the one hand, and "east” and “"Jack®” on the other.
hand."m4 There 1s nothing paradoxical about an analogy which exhibits
the lack of analogy. We provide the same name to two different indi-
viduals, because of the fact they they resemble each other. But
we also provide the same name to them in_pite of the fact that they

do not resemble each other, or positively differ fram each cther.

164. Blue and Brown Bocks, 6, p. B2.




74

games, card-games, Olympic games, and so on,. What is common to
them all 2 Don't say: "There must be samething common, 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 samething
that is common to all, but similarities, relationship, 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

And we can go through the many, many other groups of games in the
same wWAy: can see how similarities crop up and disappear.'lss In
the immediately succeeding remark Wittgenstein informs us about
his conclusion, "I can think of no better expression to characterize
these similarities than “"family resemblances®": for the various re-
semblances between the members of a family : build, features, colour
of eyes, gait, temperament, etc. etc. overlap and criss-cross in

the same way. - And I shall say : ‘games’ form a tamily."166

The concept of ‘family resemblance', as used by Wittgenstein,
has a re tricted sense, it requires further explication. For the
concept of ‘family® with which we operate is not strictly ‘genetic’,
S0 it would be a pure coincidence that a husband and a wife may
have Y resembling feature in common: colour of eyes build, qait,
temperament etc. There is no ‘genetic neceessity' 1n operation.
And even 1f we take the cases of genetlc necessity (whatever that
term means) i1t is not necessary that a brother may have any of his

features 1n comon with a sister. The resamblance may not occur

165. Investigations, 66. 1656. Ib1d., 67.



because of mutation. Mutation sometimes brings out drastic changes
The notion of 'family' which is accepted by us refuses its descrip—
tion, not only in terms of a common essence, but also in terms of

resegblances. A family is found an genetic, religious and political

(social) grounds, and not on the ground of seeing swhether the nose
of a girl is similar to the nose of a boy or that the two girls
from a family have the same gait. A group of people belong to a
family for various reasons. And it is certainly not one of those
reasons that they are fair-complexioned, though it may be true that
they are fair-complexioned. So also it is not one of those reasons
that the oolour of their eyes is the same, though as a matter of
fact they may have the same colour of eyes. If the Platonic essence

for membership in a family is rejected, so would the Wittgensteinian

resemblances be rejected. Two people are members of a family by

marriage. Two other people belong to that family because they are
the offspring of the same parents.And the fifth one is an adopted
child, so is neither an offspring of the same parents nor came to
join the family by marriage. The notion of ‘'family membership' is
Quite complicated, more complicated than it seems to Wittgenstein.
Wittgenstein is right in thinking that ‘games form a family', but
they do not always f rm a family on the bases given by Wittgenstein.
Thelr bases are sometimes very different from those given by Wittgen-
stein. The features of a family which have attracted Wittgenstein's
attention are not persuasive features even for supporting his view.
The features to swhich we have referred give better support to his
view. For example, bocard-games may be considered as brcthers and

s1sters (sometimes half-brothers and half-sisters).Sometimes a hus-
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band differs from his wife as cricket differs fram chess. In the
case of a family we find analogy and also a lack of analogy in opera-
tion. What Wittgenstein says in the case of ‘'names' quoted above
seems to hold in the context of 'games® too, but he does not stress
this. Be avoids stressing this similarity perhaps because he does
not want to stress the lack of analogy. What is further misleading
about his remark on ‘family resemblance®' is as if ‘resemblances’
play a special kind of role in the case of a family. 'Family resem—-
blance® is a paradigm, and resemblances in other context are to
be judged in terms of resemblances occurring in a family. But the
resemblances in a family which caught his eyes are in no way superior
to the resemblances that occur in the context of a drawing-room
a dining-hall or a class-room. Wittgenstein is simply following
the tradition of those philosophers of the past who reject identity
or essence and opt for resemblances. Only he intends to reject ess-

ences in his own riginal way.

Wittgenstein intends to exhibit that what is called essence,
what binds different individuals together, i{s itself the product
of resemblances. The description of games in terms of a family is
meant for Justifying his view expressed throughout his later period.

Consider hils remark from the Brown Book, ®"vhat ties the ship to

the wharf 1s a rope, and the rope consists of fibres, but 1t does
not get 1ts strength fram any fibre which runs throogh 1z from
one end to the other, but from the fact that there 1s a vast mxber
of fibres over-lapping.® 167 Though the rope 1s ane, it 1s not con-
stituted ot of one fibre,but out of many, and there is no one

fibre which gives the rcpe 1ts sirength. What 1s essence, what is

167. Blue and Brown Books, 17, p. 87.
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universal, is nothing but that which is constituted out of the threads
of resemblances. And no resembling feature can be specially favoured,
because none of them is specially 4avoured. If it is specially
favoured then it would function as an essence, and Wittgenstein
rejects essences. Consider now the case of a family. Suppose a hus-
band differs from his wife (lack of analogy), they stand on two
different poles agreeing neither in temperament nor complexion nor
in their physiology. But the features of the father are visited
by the sons and daughters. The father however is sweet-tempered,
and the daughter is ill-tempered. Mother may be ill-tempered, and
the son sweet-tempered. So the resemblances and differencdmark diff-
rent members in different ways. There is no common essence running
through the family yet they are memebers of the same family. It
is one and the same rope which binds the members of the family,
but the rope is constituted out of different fibers. Wittgenstein's
idea could be expressed in a less misleading fashion by saying that
there is no hidden common bond in a family, because some members
of the family have the bond of marriage, other_, blood relationship,

and still others, the social custom has brought them together(cus-

tom of adoption). “"Games form a family®”, i1n the sense that the set
of rules which govern one game may be of a totally different kind
from the set of rules governing the other game. Someone is a member
of a family, not by birth but by marriage. And there may be neuness

about a game as there 1s newness about a newly married couple.

dhow consider Wittgenstein's exhortation *don’t think, but look®,
“Don’t think® si=ply means “don‘t think that there must be something
common to different instances®, not that you should give up thinking,

Loock and see uhether there 1s anything cammon. If you loock and see,
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you will not find anything common, you will simply find similarities
overlapping with each other. But Wittgenstein's exhortation may
perhaps bring proper results in the cases of games, but quitec im-
proper results in the cases of families. Just by looking and seeing
you cannot know that two different persons belong to the same family.
Even 1f all the features of one person resemble with the features
of the other person, these persons may belong to different families.
We d0 not see any common essence in them in order to say that they
belong to the same family. But so also we do not decide that they
belong to the same family because their noses and chins resemble.
We have to go beyond 'looking and seeing' if we have desire to know
whether the persons getting down from the car belong tc{the same
family. Thus, to say that "games form a family®" does not necessarily
mean that you know what the games are just by 'looking and seeing
them’'. You may require information about the game in question, the
information which may be as relevant as are the birth and marriage

certificates in the case of a person's family linkage.

The above discussion however is not meant for showing that
‘games do not form a family'. Cames certajinly do form a famjily.
What was attempted was simply to reinforce Wittgenstein's view by
referring to an aspect of ‘family®’ which was not taken by Wittgen-
steln into consideration. There are diverse grounds f r membershlp
in a family. Individual games 3in the family of games also exhibit

a similar diversity.

Mow 1 would like to discuss some further implicarions of Witt-

gensteln's view on games. In the i1mmediately succeeding remark Witt-
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468 And the fact

genstein says, "kinds of mumber form a family.
that he talks about mumbers that they form a family shows that he
is simply talking about the concept of game that it forms a family

for a mmber is not an activity but a concept. To say about a concept

that it forms a family means that the 'particular instances' which
fall under the concept exhibit the character of ‘family members’

Whether what Wittgenstein says aboutthe concepts of ‘game’ and ‘num—

ber’ alsc?nolds for all possible concepty, is a question which we

should not discuss. If Wittgenstein's job is to oppose essentialism,
then he would not like to apply his analysis to all possible concepts
he would like it to be restricted to " a large class of concepts®.
We have already seen how he treats 'meaning', 'meaning®' is ‘'use'

for a large class of cases, though not for all.

In saying about the concept of game that it forms a family
what is further meant is that it is not a closed concept. Its doors
are open for new membership. The family-plaﬂ:xng measures are re-
stricted, so also the mortality rate is control?gd. Neither the birth
of new members in a family can be prohibited nor the death of old
members can be stopped. This is how family, the concept of family,
survives. Old games die and the new games take their birth. This
1s a crucial analogy between games and family. Olympic games played
now are not the same as played before the birth of Christ. Games,
like music, scem to depend on culture. hew cultures evolve new games.
And 1n some cases the distinction between wars and games disappears,
or, shat may start as a game may end 1n a war. As Kittgensteln

reacts., “what still]l counts as a game and what no longer does ? Can

you gilve the boundary ? 10.°169 e s implies that the concept

1€8. Investications, 67. 163. Ib1d., €3.
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‘game"’ isalblurred concept. But this leads to difficulties. Keeping
Frege in his mind Wittgenstein raises the question "Is ; blurred
concept a oconcept at all?'170 For Frege the notion of a blurred
concept would appear as some kind of contradiction. A concept is
by definition clear and precise. If a blurred concept is not a con-
cept, then one solution to sati;y:milosomer like Frege is that
we invent a new name for the blurred concept. We retain the name
‘concept® for those that are rigid and precise concepts, and intro-
duce a new name ‘'compets' for those that are blurred ones. This
is similar to John Wisdom's procedure for inventing new demonstra-
tive expressions. As Wisdom says, "Owing to the paucity in language
of words like ‘'this' and 'that' we must now invent new ones - 'thet',
‘thot® and 'thit® 171 [jxe Wisdom's new demonstratives we introduce
a new name ‘compets' for those concepts that are blurred, for which
boundaries cannot be drawn. However, Wittgenstein would reject
such a move. For such a move presupposes that there really is a
class of well defined concepts, concepts that have rigid boundaries.
But if an ill-defined concept is the only concept which suits a
particular sjituation, then the ill-defined conceft {s the most
well-defined concept f r that situation. If 1 want the picture
of a cloudy weather, the camera would certainly be cheating me
if 1t produces the picture of a clear weather, If I want darkness
to be depicted, then the showing of sunshine would not satisfy me.It
1:' only the blurred concept which is the most suitable concept on
certain occasions. As Wittgenstein explains by referring to a situa-

tion. "Is 1t senseless to say °’stand roughly there'? Scppese I were

170. Ibhid., 71 171. Essays on Wittgenszein's Tractatus,
eas. Copr & Beard, p. 53.
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standing with sameone in a city sguare and said that. As I say it
I do not draw any kind of boundary, but perhaps point with my hand
-as if I were indicating a particular spot. And this is just how
one might explain to scmeone what a game is.”l’2 If what is required
is only the reference to the spot uwhere you are supposed to stand,
it is not required for me to give you exact spatio-temporal co-ordi-
nates. Not because I do not carry with me all the time scales and
measuring rods so I fail, but that I am not required to carry any

such procedure; this is not the situation for any such procedure.

The denial of essence does not necessarily mean that Wittgen-
stein denies that there is anything common to two different games.
What is denied is simply that what is common to two different games
is something abstract, a Platonic concept. What is common to them
is a feature which could be indicated and pointed out. Again, this
may not be common to other sets of games, they may have their own
sets of features in common. Explaining his position Wittgenstein
raises the question., "Could you tell me what {is comnmon between

a light red and dark red.*}”3

Instead of answering this question
directly he refers to another situation where one actually refers
to vhat is common. *I show you two pictures of different landscapes.
In both pictures, amongst many other cbjects, there 1s the picture
of a bush, and 1t 1s exactly alike in both.” 173 gyt the bush is
scmething that 1s concrete, 1t 1s what 138 ‘exactly alike® 1n two
pictures. SO what is common is what is exactly alike. What is exactly
alike is certainly not what 1s 1dentical. For what is identical

1s scpposed to be numerically the same, but the bush 1n two pictures

172. Investi~ations, 71. 173. Blue and Brown Boogs, 2,p. 130.
174. Ibad.
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is not mmerically the same. The bush is one picture is numerically
different from the bush in the other picture, yet these different
bushes are ‘exactly alike’, and it is they that represent what is
common to two different pictures. The same is true about what is
camon to two different colours or to two different games. In referr—
ing to what is cammon you are not referring to any hidden or unknown
and unknosable essence. Wittgenstein does not reject the raising
of the question ‘'what is common to two different particulars,’ he

simply rejects the Platonists' answer to it.

Since games do not have any essence, they form a family, no
such definition of game is possible which may lead you to understand
about all games : what they are and how they are played. If you
do not know what ‘game' means, what is done with it (or about it)
the best way is to show you a few games. Once you are shown a few
games you will be in a position to imagine their variations. As
Wittgenstein reacts, "How should we explain to sameone what a game
1s? 1 1magine that we should describe games to him, and we might

add : "This and similar things are called ‘games‘’". And do we know

any more about {t ourselves ? Is 1t only ther people whom we cannot
tell exactly what a game 1s ? But this is not ignorance. We do not

175

know the boundaries because none have been drawn.® In actual

snowing of games, 1n letting others see how they are played, one
may think that you are ignorant of the definition of game, you are
not aware of how the concept of game operates. But this is not 13-
norance, for no Jdefinition of game has been given (unless it is

a limited Gefinition , and none could be given. The concept of gare,

175. Inveszigations, €3.
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as we have already seen, cannot be bounded. To introduce boundaries
to introduce a universal definition, to games, would be to stop
the birth of new cames. It is not the new cames which will stop
having birth, it is your definition which will be rejected. The

concept of game is not an ‘armchair concept®.

Words and Chessmen : As has been pointed out earlier Wittgenstein

attempted to divert the attention of philosophers fram the issues
concerning the meaning of words to the issues concerning their use.
He attempted to reduce meaning to use. It is this issue that led
him to compare words with cogs and sentences with cog-wheels. But
this analogy failed to exhibit the multiplicity of uses to which
words are open. The comparison of language with toolbox also failed
because the visual appearance of a hammer 1s very different from
the visual appearance of glue, but the visual appearance of 'cut'
is not very unlike the visual appearance of ‘'but’, and they also
sound the same if spoken. The comparison of words with handles in
the cabin of a locomotive engine is quite fitting. There are long
handles and there are short handles' ‘caressing' i{s a long handle,
'‘put® is not. But the function of ‘care sing® is very different
from the function of ‘put': long handle is used for a very different
function from the function of a short handle. But the analogy of
handles 1s not very helpful. Cranted that words are like handles,
ane would like to r act - 'so what ? It 1s the search for a compre-
hensive analogy that led Wittgenstein to games. The study ¢of games,
Wittgenstein discovered, can lead to the solution of a host of philo-
soghical prablems. He thought that “the queszion ‘what 1s a worgd’

176
1s coepletely analogaus with the gestion *what 1s a chessman?®

176. Philoscchical Remarks, 18.
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Language is completely analogous with chess (game). This completeness
does not occur in connection with a cogwheel or a toolbox. It is
because Wittgenstein does not find any incompleteness in the analogy
of language with game that he was led to coin the expression 'langua-
ge—game'. This expression may mean two things. 1) using a language
resegbles playing a game. 2) Using a language is identical with

playing a game. Wittgenstein uses the expression 'language-game’

in both the senses: he often slips from one sense to another as

if it 1is ofwconsequence whether one considers language as a game
or something resembling a game. Consider his remark from the Blue

Book where Wittgenstein refers to five different systems of communi-

cation while introducing the expression 'language-game" . He says
"Systems of commnication as for instance 1), 2), 3), 4), S) we shall
call “language we call games. Children are taught their native
language by means of such games, and here they even have the enter-

177 The expression "more or less akin®

taining character of games.
does not identify a language with a game, it only brings the former
very close to the latter. But he thinks that while teaching language
to children, it is used as a game, having even the character of

entertainment. In the Inve tigations he adds, "Think of much of

the use of words in games like nng-a-nng-a-roees.'ln There {s
a tendency 1in Wittgensteiln to assimllate language to game: language
1s literally, and not only metaphorically, a game. It 18 a specles
of game. ke play chess, in the same fashion we speak and write lan-

quage. The role of words 1n language is cospletely analogous with

the role of chessmen in chess.

177. Blue and Brown Books, 5, p.8l. 178. Inveszigations, 7.




Chapter III Rhetoric

Bow mich we are doing is changing the style

of thinking and how much I'm doing is chang-
ing the style of thinking and how much I'm doing
is persuading people to change their style

of thinking.

Lectures and Conversations on Aesthetics.

Rejection of essentialism leads to the acceptance of rhetoi'ic. Once
essences are rejected one does not require any special method, any dia-
lectic, exclusively for doing philosophy. Philosophy is no more the
affair of the transcé:dent. In this chapter I would like to discuss those
features of Wittgenstein's thought which would have been appreciated
by Aristotle and the sophists. One may feel that perhaps Wittgenstein
at the later stage was a committed rhet rician. The presentation of
a theory r doctrine, whether it is scientific or philosophical, exhibits
its rhet rical character if its acceptance depends on persuasion. There
are certain devices of persua ion, such as the choice of words, and the
mode in which one argues. It is not the theory but its presentation
that {s more important, or that the theory is accepted because of f{ts
presentation. The words f the theory are so chosen that the hearer
is charmed by the 1magery which they create. Similarly the argument
for the theory is given not solely because {t is logical but because
1t 1s an argument which persuades. The persuasive power of Wittgenstein's
oun work depends on the choice of words, his use of aphorisms, retaphors
ezc. later Wittjensteln was not only himself a rhetoriclan,he also be-

lieved thaz the acceprance of a scientific thecry =0 also that of a
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philosophical view ultimately depends on persuasion."17® And there
is no doubt that people can be persuaded by a speech or by a piece
of writing only swhen the words are chosen with care, and the arguments
too are convincing. Logic is of no impeortance if it fails to produce
conviction. Logic can even be sacrificed for the sake of conviction.
No theory or doctrine would have survived if it did not have an
inbuilt persuasive mechanism. Wittgenstein's later work reminds us
of Plato, Aristotle and the sophists. It may of course be just a
coincidence that his views have some similarities with the Greek
thinkers. However, it would be worthwhile to discuss the views of
Wittgenstein in the light of what Plato and Aristotle have already
said on this subject. What is happening now in philosophy in the
West, has its source in the thoughts of Plato and Aristotle. So we
are not unnecessarily introducing the Greek scene. Rather the Greek

scene may help us to understand the present scene better.

Plat 's Rejection of Rnet ric :

Gorgias calls rhetoric "the ability t persuade with apeedxey}o
This characterisation can as well be extended to writing. For per-
Suasi1on occurs not only in speaking but also in writing. ‘'Persuasjve
writing® 1s like ‘persuvasive speaking.' Rhet ric is identified with

ratory 1in Creek thought. Soghists converted oratory into a profes-

sional art: they also considered rhetoric as the only proper method

179. This 1interpretation 1s well supported by Wittgenstein's Lectires
and Conversations on Aesthetics, Psvchwlogy and Religilous belief,

ed, C. Barrett, (xford, 1956,

180. Gorgias, 452 E, Trans. ¥.P.laro, Harvard, loed likrary, p. 279.
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of doing philosophy. But Plato is not ready to grant the status
of art to rhetoric. And the simple reason for his refusal to give
this concession is that there is no special subject matter of rhe-

toric, consider the dialogue between Socrates and Gorgias}al

Soc...tell me with what particular thing rhetoric is concerned:
as, for example, weaving is concermed with the mamufacture of clo-
thes, is it not ?

Gorg. Yes .

Soc.And music likewise, with the making of tunes. The answer
of Gorgias that "rhetoric is concerned with speech” does not satisfy
Socrates. For it is not only rhetoric but other arts too that are

concerned with speeches. Therefore, Socrates retorts, “"then uhy,

pray, do you not give the name “"rhetorical® to those other arts,
182

when they are concerned with speeches.” Speech simply
cannot distinguish rhet ric from ther arts. Again,
“the ability to persuade with speech® is also
exhibited by other arts. "Rhetoric”, says Socrates,

“is not the only producer of persuasion"l.83 What Plato is trying

to show is that not only that rhetoric does not have any special
subject matter of its own, even ‘the method f persuasion’ does
not distinguish it form other arts.This means, according to Plato
not that it is a special kind of art, but that i1t is not any kind
of art whatsoev r. F r every art has its own subject matter, rheto~-
ric has none. Every art has 1its own method, rhetoric has none.
From this Plato concludes that rhetoric 1s noC an art but a habitude
a producer of °gratifaction and plme'}& Rhetoric 1s like coo-

kery and flattery which are no arts. Referring to rhetoric says

181. m1d.. 493 D, p. 267. 182. ™id., 450, B, p. 271.
183. ™™id., 454 A, p. 283 184. ™mid., 462 C, p- 311.
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tes, "It seems to me . . . to be a pursuit that is not a matter
S(x:[a 14

of art, but showing a shrewd, gallent spirit which has natural
bent forcleverdealingwithnankind,andlsunupitsscbstance

in the name flattery. This practice as I view it, has nanybrand'zes,

and one of them is cockery : which appears indeed to be an art,
but my acoount of it, is not an art but a habitude or knack. I
call rhetoric ancther branch of it, as also personal adormment
and sophistry~18% The denial that there is any subject matter of
rhetoric also implies that rhetoric is not concerned with truth,
“For the orator and his rhetoric, there is no need to know the truth
of the actual matter, but one merely needs to have discovered scme

« 186

device of persuasion. So what is important is not the discovery

of truth bu’ the discovery of a device of persuasion. But then

points out Socrates to Phaedrus, "He who knows not the truth, pursues
opinions, will, it seems, attain an art of speech which is ridicu-
lous, and not an art at all.” 187 ghet ric, therefore, “is not an

art, but a craft dev id f art.~ 188

One may be moved by a speech in the same way in which one
may be moved by a poem. Plato brings rhet ric closer t poetry
particularly the poetry of the tragic kind. F r such a poetry is
also meant for “producing pleasure and gratiticauc:n."w9 He says
further, “If we strip any kind of poetry of melody, its rhythm

and its metre, we get mere peeches as the resxcbe.‘l
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1850 Ibld.l 463 Bl po 3130 1860 Ibld.. 459 c‘ p' 301.

187. Phaedrus, trans., H.N. Fowler, Harward, loeb Lib. 262 C, p.
ﬁj.

183, Im»i1d., 200 E, p. 517. 183. Corgias, SQ2 C, p. 451.

190. I1d., 52 C, p. 451.



So poetry is rehtoric if poetry is devoid of its melody, rhythm
and metre. Or, rhetoric is nothing but poetry devoid of its melody,
rhythm and metre. For neither the poets nor the rhetoricians are
concerned with truth. Poets, like artists in general, imitate
nature in order to please you, And rhetoricians beautify their
speeches with metaphors and similies etc., to cater to your taste.
Therefore, neither poetry nor rhetoric deserve to be paid any
serious attention. Rather, these are the kind of manifestations

of the human soul which deserve to be curbed.

In his Phaedrus Plato has proposed that rhetoric could be
treated as art if it satisfied certain conditions. While proposing
these conditions he says, "If you are naturally rhetorical, you
will become a notable orator, when to your natural endowmnent Yyou
have added knowledge.® 191 5 rhet rician should not restrict himself
only to the realm of belief and opinion. He should have knowledge,
for it is only by having knowledge that truth will be revealed
by his speeches. If uhat he says expresses truth and knowledge
then he will be more convincing, more persuasive. Plato remarks
further °©“All great arts demand discussion and high speculation
about nature; f r this loftiness of mind and effectiveness in

192

all directions secem somehow t come from such pursuic.® Rhetoric

could be a great art §if it has the backing of ‘discussion and
speculation’, Plato coepares ®the real art of rhetoric® with the
*art of healing®. The method of the art of healing 1s much the

sane as that of rhwtoric.” °In both cases you musz analyse a nature,

191. Phaedris, 2€3 D, p. 5%7. 192. ™di1d., 2€9 B, p. 547,
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Lthat of the body and in the other‘handAof the soul,."193 Why is
the study of the soul a necessary condition for persuasion has
been pointed out by Socrates when he says, "Since it is the func-
tion of speech to lead souls by persuasion, he who is to be a
rhetorician must know the various forms of soul."194 But if we
analyse the conditions prescribed by Plato, it seéms that rhetoric
can never satisfy them. Because once it satisfies them it would
become dialectic; it would no more remain rhetoric. Consider the
condition of 'discussion'. Oratory is not discussion, it does
not proceed b-y way of posing questions and obtaining answers.
The question-answer method is dialectic. Again, the subject of
ones rhetorical performance may not at all require 'high specula-
tion'. Not all subjects are in need of high speculation unless
they are subjects of dialectic. It is only dialectic which is
restricted to the areas of high speculation. So also the condition’
of knowledge, in Plato;s sense of knowledge, is a necessary condi-
tion of dialectic not rhetoric. The latter may be concerned with-
the day to day affairs of the world, the affairs which may not
go beyond belief or probable opinion even 1if one wished to do
so. Lastly, consider Plato's condition that in order to persuade
others you must know their souls. Yes, one has to know their souls
if "knowing their souls" simply means "knowing them". But lurking
behind is Plato's suggestion that one must know the transcedental
nature of £the self. And this is certainly not required for an
orator. Neither a Jjudge in the law-court (and not only the criminal)

nor a man of the market-place acts and lives according to a belief

193. Ibid., 270 B, p- 547. 194. Ibid., 271 D, p- 553.
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Gorglas and the Phaedrus that rhetoric does not have a special

subject matter of its own. Aristotle finds dialectic in the same
situation. Like rhetoric, dialectic too does not have any special
subject matter of its own. "For both have to do with matters that
are in a manner within the cognisance of all men and not confined
to any special science."97 1f thére is no ‘'special science' for

rhetoric so also there is no 'special science' for dialectic.

Just after settling the issue of the subject matter of rhetoric
Aristotle reflegt on Plato's worry whether rhetoric could be
an art. Since rhetoric, 1like dialectic, reduces "matters to a
system"198 both are arts according to Aristotle. We are well acqua-
inted these days with the distinction between 'deductive' and
'inductive' arguments and proofs. We owe our present acquaintance
with this distinction to Aristotle. According to him it is the

function of dialectic to systematise these arguments and proof.

His Topica is devoted to them. Rhetoric on the other hand is
concerned with ‘'enthymemes' and ‘examples'. But Aristotle seems
to have dissolved the distinction between dialectic and rhetoric
when he says "I call an enthymeme a rhetorical syllogism, and
an example rhetorical induction." 199 What perhaps Aristotle meant
was that an orator may use, during his speech, an argument of
the ‘'demonstrative kind', so also he may use an argument of the
'non-demonstrative kind'. He ch%zses the arguments as the situation
demands. But this implies that dialectic has a superior status

to rhetoric. Aristotle does not hesitate in accepting the superio-

197. Ibid., footnote to the expression "counterpart” in 1354 a,p.3.
198. 1bid., 1354 a, p- 3. 199. Ibid., 1356 b, p- 19.
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rity of dialectic over rhetoric. He does not mind going to the
extent of accepting that "rhetoric is .. . « an offshoot of dia-
lectic."200 gyt saying thatifis an offshoot of dialectic does not
degrade the ’status of rhetoric, for it is not an unacceptable
offshoot. The unacceptable offshoot of dialectic is sophistry.
As Aristotle says, "In Dialectic it is the moral purpose that
makes the s;ophist, the dialectician being one whose arguments
rest, not on moral purpose but on the i:'aculty.“201 The footnote
on this remark makes Aristotle's position quite clear. "The essence
of sophistry consists in moral purpose, the deliberate use of
fallacious arguments. In Dialectic, the dialectician has the power

or faculty of making use of them when he pleases; when he does

so he is called a sophist."zo2

Thus, no body can be a sophist
if he is not a dialectician. Sophistry is closer to dialectic
than to rhetoric. A sophist is a degenerate dialectician. Plato

attempted to identify rhetoric with sophistry, Aristotle sends

it back to dialectic. In his "On Sophistical Refutations", Aristotle

does not deny that .the sophists are equipped with an art or a
method, what he denies is that they donot "teach their art" to
their stuaents. There 1s a sense in which one learns nothing
from the sophists. Referring to the sophists Aristotle remarks,
"The training given by the paid professors of contentious arguments
was like the treatment of the matter by Gorgias. For theyused
to hand out speeches to be learned by heart, some rhetorical others
in the form of question and answer, each side supposing that their

arguments on either side generally fall among them. And therefore

200. Ibid., 1356 b, p. 19. 201. Ibid,footnote to 1356 b, p- 1l4.
202. Ibid., 1356 b, p. 19.
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the teaching they gave their pupils was ready but rough . For
they used to suppose that they trained people by imparting to
them not the art but its products, as though any one professing
that he would impart a form of knowledge to obviate any pain in
the feet, were then not teach a man the art of shoe-making or
the sources whenche can acquire anything of the kind, but were
to present with several kinds of shoes of all sorts; for he has
helped him to meet his need, but has not imparted an art to hf%?a
Aristotle's remarks give a very different picture of the sophists.
They were no doubt "paid professors of contentious arguments,
"but the art of sophistry which they used was not an independent
kind of art, different from both dialectic and rhetoric. Rather,
they used rhetoric when it suited their purpose. So also they
used dialectic when it suited their purpose. Some of thespeeches
which they handed over to their pupils were 'rhetorical' and others
'‘dialectical', in thé form of 'question and answer'. They supposed
that they trained their pupils by imparting to them "not art but
its products." So theyftrained their pupils neither in the art
of rhetoric nor in the art of dialectic, they were simply interes-
ted in "selling the products of these two great arts.” Tl)e)/rere
undoubtedly great, for they know both these:  arts, but they were
dishonest about their art, But rhetoric cannot be blamed simply
because it was a handy weapon with the sophists, for they misused
dialectic too. If Plato does not give up dialectic because of
its misuse by the sophists, why should he persuade others to give
up rhetoric because of its misuse by the sophists. It is not only
rhetoric which allows itself to be misused, dialectic is also

203. On Sophistical Refutations 183-164, Ed.by Richard Mckeon,
Random House, 1941.
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in the same situation. For "Rhetoric and dialectic alone of all
the arts prove opposites: for both are equally concerned with

them."204

The question arises what is the need of introducing rhetoric
When it is Jjust a pair or a copy or a counterpart of dialectic,
then it loses its independent significance. Why not manage every-
thing with dialectic alone ? The need for rhetoric arises because
on occasions the dose of dialectic will kill the paitent rather
than curing him. The patient on occasions requires a milder dose:;
rhetoric is a milder dose. As Afisfotle points out, "in dealing
with certain persons, even if we possessed the most accurate scien-
tific knowledge, we should not find it easy to persuade them by
the employment of such knowledge. For scientific discourse is
concerned with instruction, but in the case of such persons instru-
ction is impossible."205 This implies that on occasions it is
not the "Knowledge of syllogism" which will persuade people, but
methods other than the syllogistic which will work. Aristotle
refers to different kinds of situations where rhetoric is the

only method which will work, the situation of law-courts, the

situation of political assembly or public gathering.

The most important question concerning rhetoric is the ques-
tion concerning the discovery of the means of persuasion. As Aris-
'totle points out, "It belongs to Rhetoric to discover the real
and apparent means of persuasion, Jjust as it belongs to Dialectic
to discover the real and apparent syllogism."206 plato already

pointed out, though for different reasons, that what an orator

204. Rhetoric, 1355 a, p-13 205. Ibid., 1355 a, p-.ll.
206. Ibid.l 1355 bl po 130
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requires is "some device of persuasion."2°7 Plato used the expre-
saion "device" in a deragatory sense; Aristotle takes it up in
a serious éense. Aristotle takes up the issue of device (means)
of persuasion so seriousaly that he defines the discipline of
rhetoric in terms of the discovery of these means. As-he says,
"Rhetoric then may be défined as the faculty of discovering the
possible means of persuasion in reference to any subject whatso-
ever."208 Aristotle puts a heavy responsibility on rhetoric by
making it a very superior kind of art. Each of the other arts
is "able to instruct and persuade in its own special subject;
thus medicine deals with health and sickness, geometry with the
properties of magnitude....Bﬁt Rhetoric, so to say, appears to
be able to discover the means of persuasion in reference to any

given subject.'209 Therefore, Aristotle devotes the whole of the

first book of Rhetoric to the discovery of the means of persuasion,

to the discovery of the rhetoric proofs. And the first book itself
introduces the problems of thé second book. We have already seen
how Plato in his Phaedrus considers it essential for the real
rhetorician to inquire into the nature of the human soul. Unlesé
one knows the nature of the human souls, it is impossible to per-
suade the human beings. This condition has been converted by Aris-
totle into the condition of an inquiry into the nautre of human
psychology. A speaker can persuade his hearer only if he knows
the mental make up of the hearer. In order to persuade others
one must know the psychological behaviour of others. So also one

must know the moral character of others. The second book deals

207. Phiderus, 262 c- 208. Rhetoric, 1355 b, p. 15.
209. Ibid.l 13;-)5 _t), p:_ ]:5.- v
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with the moral and psychological nature of human beings. Rhetori-
cal proofs depend on such knowledge. But it is the third book

which is partly, if not wholly, responsible for the survival of

Aristotle's Rhetoric. For it deals with the delivery or style

of speech. We have not only to consider rhetorical proofs, and
we

human nature in persuading human beings, but also how,do it i.e.

to say how we use language in persuasion. It is the fashion of

the day to refer to Aristotle's Rhetoric when we discuss issues

of linguistics or literary criticism.

Aristotle and Wittgenstein :210

It is very interesting to find some similarities between
the views of Wittgenstein and those of Aristotle as expressed

in the first book of Rhetoric. Wittgenstein's distinction between

'symptoms' and ‘'criteria', as expressed in his Blue Book, has

made a significant impact on the philosophical thought of this
century. This is not one of those distinctions which has beeﬁ
introduced in philosophy for its own sake; it has led to the solu-
tion of some philosophical problems. For example, the connection
between 'the behaviour of other people' and 'their experiences'’
has remained a source of anxiety to philosophers. The distinction
between ‘'symptoms' and ‘criteria' has succeeded in suppressing,
if not completely removing, this anxiety. The behaviour of other
people is not just a symptom of their experiences, it constitutes,

as Strawson‘ would say, a criterion of "logically adequate kind.'ZJ‘l

210. Sofne of the material of this section is based on my paper
“"Aristotle And Wittgenstein : Signs, Symptoms and Criteria®
read at the Waltair session of the Indian Philosophical
Congress, 1983-84. 211. Individuals, London, 1959,p.110.
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The distinction between ‘'symptoms' and ‘criteria' was already
known to Aristotle. Of course Aristotle did not see those implica-
tions of this distinction which have been drawn by the philosophers
of this century. But how could Aritotle have seen them? For the
philosophical worries connected with 'solipsism', 'other minds'
etc., were not Aristotle's worries, therefofe, we cannot expect
Aristotle to have reflected on them. New problems generate new
implicationé . And it can hardly be doubted that our age has intro-
duced new approaches to philosophical problems, if not altogether

new philosophical problems.

While reflecting on the nature of enthymeme (rhetorical syllo-
gism) Aristotle makes a distinption between 'probable sings' and
'necessary signs'. He was led to make this distinction for the
reason that "few of the propositions of the rhetorical syllogism
are necessary, for most of the things which we judge and examine
can be other than they are."212 From this is follows "that the
materials from which enthymemes are derived will be sometimes

n213 Aristotle

necessary} but for the most part only generally true.
thinks that "the probability and signs" would exhaust the material
in question.™l4 And concerning signs he says, "some are related

as the particular to the universal, others as the universal to

the particular. Necessary signs are called tekmeria:; those which

are not necessary have no distinguishing name. I call those necess-
ary signs from which a logical syllogism can be constructed,

wherefore such a sign is called takmerion; for when people think

212. Rhetoric, 1357 a, p- 25. 213. Ibid.

214. Ibid.
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that their arguments are irrefutable, they think that they are

bringing forward a tekmerion, something as it were pro;red and

concluded."215  The distinguishing name for those which are not
necessary signs is ‘'probable aignsl‘ according to Aristotle.VWhen
Aristotle takes up the examples of 'necessary signs' and ‘probable
signs' what he says is very close to what was later said by Witt-
genstein on ‘criteria' and 'symptoms'. Consider Aristotle's remark,
"...1f one were to say that it is a sign that a man is ill, because
he has a fever, or that a woman has had a child because she has

milk, this is a necessary sign. This alone among signs is a tek-

merion; for only in this case, if the fact is true, is the argument
irrefutable. Other signs are related as the universal to the parti-
cular, for instance, if one were to say that it is a sign that
this man has a fever, because he breathes hard; but even if the
fact be true, this argument also can be refuted, for it is possible
for a man to breatl;le hard without having a fever. We have now
explained the meaning of probable, sign, and necessary sign., and

the difference: between them."216

Aristotle clearly maintains that the connection between 'fever'

and ‘'breathing hard' is different from the connection between

'fever' and 'illness'. The latter 1is a necessary or defining
I

connection but the former is not. Now consider Wittgenstein's

remarks from the Blue Book : "To the question "how do you know

that so-and-so is the case ?", we sometimes answer by giving ‘cri-~

’

teria' and sometimes by giving ‘symptoms'. If medical science

calls angina an inflamation caused by a particular bacillus, and
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we ask in a particular case "why do you say this man has got angina?"
then the answer "I have found the bacillus so-and-so in his blood"
gives us the criterion, or what we may call the defining criterion
of angina. If on the other hand the answer was, "His throat is
inflamed", this might give us a symptom of angina. I call "symp-
fom" a phenomenon of which experience has taugﬁt us that it coin-
cides, in some way or other, with the pehnomenon which is our
defining criterion. Then to say "A man has angina if this bacillus
is found in him" is a tautology or it is a loose way of stating
the definition of "angina". But to say, "A man has angina when-

ever he has an inflammed throat" is to make a hypothesis.“Zl7

If we apply Wittgenstein's idiom to Aristotle's cases then

we can say that someone's having a fever is a criterion for my

saying that he is 1ll. Similarly, if a woman has milk, then there

is a criterion for my saying that she has had a child. But if
|
someone 'breathes hard' then there is only a symptom for my saying

that he has a fever. And if we apply Aristotle's idiom to the

cases cited by Wittgenstein we can say that the 'bacillus so-and-

/

so' is a necessary sign for having angina. But the case is differ-

ent with the 'inflamation of throat'. For this happens to be only

a probable sign for someone's havir]g angina.

Associated with his distinction between symptoms and criteria
Wittgenstein makes a distinction between hypotheses and tautologies.
When we refer to the phenomenon which is a symptom, we express
only a hypothesis which could possibly be false. But concerning

the phenomenon which is a criterion what one expresseg¢s is a tauto-

217. The Blue and Brown Books, Basil Blackwell, Oxford, 1969,pp.24-
‘ 25.
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logy. Aristotle too makes a similar distinction. Referring to
the 'probable sign' Aristotle also says "....that which is probable
is that whi‘ch generally habpens ...that which is concerned with

n218 And when Aristotle

things that may be other than they are.
says about his 'necessary sign' that it is a tekmerion he clearly
means what would have been meant by saying that. it is a tautology
or a definition. For concerning his use of ‘'tekmerion', as we
have already seen, Aristotle says, "...when people think that

their argquments are irrefutable, they think that they are bringing

forward a tekmerion, something as it were proved and concluded."219

Wittgenstein's concept of a tautology clearly satisfies Aristotle's

notion of a tekmerion. For a hypothesis can never have conclusive
proof or evidence. Thus Aristotle's distinction between 'necessary'
and 'probable' signs clearly coincides with Wittgenstein's distinc-

tion between 'criterion' and 'symptoms®.

What has really led Wittgenstein to have views sin{ilar to
Aristotle's ? Not only did they‘lbelong to different ages, they
were also brought up in different philosophical.climate. The cultu-
ral tradition which produced Wittgenstein was different from the
one which produced Aristotle. But were they really so different
from each other, that they had no point of contact with each other?
Was their philosophical climate so different that it did not allow
them to have any similarity of thought? Wittgenstein's distinction
between 'symptoms' and ‘criteria‘' is the outcome of his observation

of the phenomenon of experience, how does one ascribe experiences

218. Rhetoric., 1357 a, p- 27. 219. Ibid., 1357 b, p- 27.
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to others. The right conclusion concerning one's own mind or the

mind of others cannot be arrived at by a transcendental method.
For arriving at a right conclusion one is required to see how
language actually works in concrete situations where experiences
are ascribed to oneself or to others. Just before taking up the
issue of the ascription of experiences Wittger;stein has been qua-
rrelling with essentialism, quarrelling with those philosophers
who have a "cviving for generality" and exhibit a "conteni:uous
attitude towards the particular case.""220 It is not by having
a céanterrilzzuous attitude towards the particular cases, not by just
knowing their identities, but by observing their individuality,
by observing their differences, that one can arrive at the right
philosophical conc'%usion. There 1is no essential method, there is
no general principle, which can lead us to the solution of all
philosophical problems. The problem of other minds 1is no excép—
tion. How do I ascribe experiences to others? On the basis of
their physical behaviour. Sometimes I may go wrong, but this does
not mean that their behaviour is only a 'symptom'of their experien-
ces. Their behaviour is a criterion, " a logically adequate criter-
ion" as Strawson says in his Wittgenstenian tone. Is there a better

way of knowing the mind of others than with the help of their

as
behaviour. Then why blame behaviour ? Why take it onlyAa symptom?

Rhetoric is the context in which on the one hand Aristotle

rejects Plato's Dialectic as of no use (Dialectic is Plato's unique

method of arriving at all philosophical solutions), and on the

220. The Blue And Brown Book, p. 18. It 1is interesting to read

the three pages 17,18 and 19 for his attack on essentialism.
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other hand he concentrates on the individual cases. Not all people
can be persuaded in one and the same fashion, so also there is
no single principle, the principle, of persuasion. There are prin-
ciples, and principles to be chosen as the need arises. The multi-
plicity of principles depends on the multiplicity of occasions.
It is in the context of his search for the 'rhetorical proofs®
(not _a single proof) that Aristotle comes to hit at the nature
of 'signs' and discovers that signs are.of two different varieties
the necessary signs and those which are contingent. The mental
make up of Aristotle is the same as that of Wittgenstein. Both
exhibit a contempt Afor essentialism, and a respect for the particu-
lar cases. For Aristotle, Plato is the target. Fc;r Wittgenstein,

he himself is the target, for Tractatus too draws an essentialistic

picture of the universe. Since Rhetoric is not a science of "any
kind, it has no subject matter of .its own, this 1s one area where
differenci—:‘s of opinion will naturally emerge. Each individual
case 1s to be studied on its own ground, and not by assimilating
it to others. It is no surprise that Wittgénstein's views are

/

similar to Aristotle's.

The similarities between the views of later Wittgenstein
and Aristotle can be observed not only in the context of the Rheto-
ric, but also in other contexts. Consider Aristotle's introductory

remarks from the De Anima and compare them with Wittgenstein's

attack on the philosopher's "craving for generality" as expressed

in the Blue Book. Aristakotle says,"To attain any assured knowledge

about the soul is one of the most difficult things in the world.
As the forms of question which here presents itself, viz. the
question 'What is it'? recurs in other fields, it might be suppo-

sed that there was some single method of inquiry applicable to
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all objects whose essential nature we are endeavouring to ascertain
(as there is for derived properties the single method of demonstra-
tion):; in that case what we should have to seek for would be this
unique method. But if there is no such single and general method
for solving the question of essence, our ta}sk becomes still ‘more
difficult: in the case of each different subject we shall have
to determine the appropriate process of investigation. If to this
there. be a clear answer, e.g., that the process of demonstration
or division, or some other known method, difficulties and hesita-
tions still beset us - with what facts shall we begin the inquiry?
For the facts which form the starting-point in different subjects
must be different, as e.g., in the case of numbers and surfaces.821
Since the same qu-estion 'What is it?' can be raised on different
occasions and situations one may be led to think that there is
a single method of enquiry to be instituted for all those occasions
and situafions. But this 1is an allurement which we must avoid.
The allurement is of course provideéi by our language, provided
by the question 'What is it ?' However, not all subjects which
we discuss on different occasions are like ‘derived properties'
which require only one method, 'the method of demonstration®.
The subjects such as 'numbers' and ‘surfaces'are so very diverse,
therefore it would be a mistake to institute a single method of
inquiry for them. Diverse subjects presuppose diverse methods
of inquiry. Like Wittgenstein, Aristotle clearly proposes that

'in the case of each different subject we shall have to determine

221. De Anima, ed.Richard Mc Keon, Random House, 1941, 402 a,
p. 535.
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the appropriate procesas of investigation'. The issue of method
bewilders Aristotle, but resorting to a single method of inquiry
for all kinds of subjects, whether the subject requires the atten-
tion of syllogism or the attention of one's eyes and hands, does
not solve the problem. Wittgenstein can be seen .as the fulfilment

of Aristotle's dream of a philosopher.

Aristotle and Metaphor :

Before we come back to Wittgenstein, it would not only be
interesting but also of some consequence to discuss the treat-
ment of metaphor by Aristotle. Metaphor is a common ingredient
in both, poetry and rhetoric, and therefore,’ Aristotle discusses
it in the context of both. If one studies Plato's views on rhetoric
and poetry and compares them with Aristotle's views, then one
may feel that Aristotle stands to Plato in the same kind of rela-
tionship in which Kant stands to Hume. Kant obtains the structure
of his philosophy from Hume, yet the main target of Kant's philoso-
phy is Hume. Aristotle too derives his views on rhetoric and poetq-f
from Plato,yet the main target of Aristotle is Plato. Therefore,

in order to know Aristotle's views we have to go back to Plato.

Concerning Plato's views we have to be careful that though
Plato rejects both rhetoric and poetry, his reasons for reject-
ing them are not the same. Rhetoric is no art, but poetry is an
art. Rhetoric is rejected, because it is not an art but a: form
of flattery. Poetry is rejected, because it is an art, and all

art is third removed from reality. So the deficiency with rhetoric
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is not that it failed in acquiring the status of art. For even
if it had succeeded in having this status, it would have possibly

been rejected by Plato. In his Gorgias and Phaedrus, Plato argues

against rhetoric in an exceedingly misleading fashion. It appears
as if he rejects rhetoric because il failed to qualify itself
as an art, as 1if Plato would have accepted rhetoric if it had
passed the test of being an art. Has Plato accepted poetry, though
poetry is an art? Perhaps Plato rejects rhetoric simply because
it masquerades as dialectic. Similarly poetry 1is rejected not
because it is third removed from reality or is merely an imitation
of nature, but because it masquerades as metaphysics. Poetry is
above history, as Aristotle has later shown, and is, therefore
nearer the conceptual realm, if not an aépect of this realm. If
rehtoric tries to dethrone dialectic, poetry tries to dethrone
metaphysics. It is to save dialectic that Plato rejects rhetoric.
And it is to save metaphysics that Plato rejects poetry. If rhetor-
ic and poetry are allowed then instead of philosophers, the so-
phists and the poets will be the kings. For rhetoric is a kind
of poetry .and poetry is a kind of rhetoric. The most degenerate
form of the ideal state woul.d be the .state governed bylthe sophists

and the poets. It would not be a state but chaos. Like a Messiah

Plato wanted to save the ideal state from chaos.

+ Plato has not expressed his views on metaphor in any explicit
form as Aristotle has done. There is no Socratic Dialogue on Meta-
phor as Aristotle has a book on metaphor, though all Socratic

dialogues use metaphors. It is the use of metaphors that hightens
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the poetic quality of these Dialogues. In his Poetics Aristotle
considers  Socratic Dialogues as poetry."222 Plato's metaphors
are partly, if not wholly, responsible for this remark. So instead
of writing on metaphors Plato demonstrates their nature bﬂasing
them. Form his Dialogues we can very well infer the views of Plato
on metaphor. However, one has to be careful. Though Plato does
not have any disrespect for metaphors if one uses them in philosophy
he disrespects them if they are used in rhetoric or poetry, perhaps
because he disrespects these disciplines. But it is only in the
context of his views on rhetoric that we have Plato's reaction,
however indirect, to metaphor. ﬁqerefore, we have again to divert

our attention to Gorgias, for it is this Dialogue that Plato refers

to metaphor. We would avoid Phaedrus though it is equally important,

The most popular interpretation of Plato's views on metaphor
is that metaphors have a kind of cosmetic and ornamental value.
Cosmetic and ornamental, not in any aesthetic sense but in a dero-
gatory sense. Plato brings out this derogatory sense when he atta-
cks rhetoric by comparing it with a beautiful but cruel 1lady,
who 1is interested only in herself. She "cares nothing for what
is the best, but dangles what is most pleasant for the moment
as a bait for folly,and deceived it into thinking that she is
of the highest value."ZZBBut the beauty which she has is the result
of artificial creation. As Plato exposes her beauty when he says,
"...self-adornment personates gymnastic:with its rascally,decietful
ignoble, and illiberal nature it deceives men by forms and colours,
polish and dress, so as to make them, in the effort of assuming

an extraneous beauty, neglect the native sort that comes through

222. Poeticg 1447b, Basic Works of Aristotle, ed, Richard Mckeon
Randam House. 223. Gorgias, 464 c—d.
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gymnastic. Thus Plato makes the distinction between 'natural

beauty' and ‘artificial beauty'. Natural beauty is produced by
gymnastic., artificial beauty by forms and colours, polish and
dress, i.e., by cosmetics, ornamentation and dressing in artistic
fashion. Man are being decieved by the artificially created beauty.
Metaphors provide colours, polish and dress t.o rhetoric, i.e.
they provide an artificial frame of beauty to it. But what would
provide natural beauty to it ? Gymnastic. Rhetoric should persuade,
not witk‘iits cosmetic, ornamentation and dressing, but with its
natura]\tbeauty which it has acquired by the help of gymnastic.
What is the analogue of gymnastic in this context? Are not knowledge
and truth such analogues? Are not knowledge and truth the gymnastic
of rhetoric ? If one speaks with knowledge and truth, then one
will have better persuasive power than one who simply wants to
cheat people with his coloured and ornamentally dressed speeches.
Is Plato right ? Certainly not. Too much occupation with gymnastic
can produce an athelete but not necessarily a beautiful person.
(Don't say an athelete is a beautiful person by definition, for
this would produce beauty by definition). The whole trouble with
Plato is that he.thinks that forms and colours, polish and dress
are meant for producing only "extraneous beauty", for they have
been added to the body, one has not takene¢ne's birth with them.
Unfortunately dress is not a part of one's body, so also lipstick
a part of one's lips or ear-rings a part of one's ears, yet their

use on the body certianlg enhances its beauty. Of course, they

224. Ibid., 465 b.
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have a principle of their use, and it is by breaking these princi-
ples that ‘artificiality' 1is creatted, that instead of beauty

being produced monstrosity is produced. All art, as Aristotle

would say, is the realisation of nature's ideal. The art of wearing
dress and ornamentation or powdering one's fgce or painting one's
eyebrows or lips is completing what nature has left incomplete.
Cosmetics, ornaments and dresses are the materials with which
the nature's ideal, the production of a beautiful form, is realised
Dress is not to hide one's body but to exhibit it in the presentd.b\e
fashion,. So also cosemtics and ornaments are not meant for conver-
ting something into something else, but only to highlight the
achievements of nature. No doubt all art is imitative as Plato
said, but imitation is what distinguishes men from animals accor-
ding to Aristotle. In using art man is only realising the ideal
put forth by nature. Plato does not go % the depth of the concept
of art or 1limitation, and therefore rejects it as artificial,

decietful and ignoble.

Aristotle 1liberates metaphors from Plato's verbal attack
on them (The attack is only verbal, otherwise Plato would have
refrained himself from using metaphors). Aristotle gives immense
importance to metaphors, though himself not a master of metaphor
like Plato. Aristotle thinks that metaphors do not occur to every
one; for they "cannot be learnt from anyone else."225 5o only
a few are gifted with the faculty of generating metaphors, for
metaphors cannot be generated as one generates a mathematical

equation or a grammatically correct sentence by learning from
-— -— - —' ——————————————————————————
225, Poetics, 1459 a.
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others. Plato might have learnt the essentials of his philosophy
from Socrates but to present that philosophy in the garb of
metaphors was his own effort. Socratic philosophy survives because
a metaphor as vivid as the metaphor of "the prisoners in the cave"
survives. One is persuaded to accept Socratic _philosophy because

one is seduced by the metaphor of the cave.

In his Poetics Aristotle defines metaphor in the following

words, "Metaphor consists in giving the thing a name that belongs

226

to something else." In his Rhetoric he includes ‘simile' too

in the definition of metaphor, for there is very little difference
between them. Distinguishing the two he point§ out "When the poet
says of Achilles; 'he rushed on 1like a lion', it is a simile;

w227

if he says, 'a lion, he rushed on,' it is a metaphor. Aristo-

further suggests that "similes must be used like rnetapho):‘s%28
for both of them serve the same purpose. An ‘analogy' is also
a variant form. It would be an analogy if one said 'What Achilles
is in the city that a lion is in the forest' It is because of
this that Aristotle succeeds in deriving some of his metaphors
from analogy. In our ordinary uses we seem to be more Aristotlian
when we do not take much care about the uses of metaphors, similies
‘and analogies and use one of them in the place of the other.
In the context in which Aristotle discusses the various forms

of metaphors, he refers to Plato's use of metaphors. "Plato in

the Republic compares those who strip the dead to curs, whicl'ﬂbit:e

stones."...."He also says... the poets' verses resemble those

- who are in the bloom of youth but lack beauty."229 Plato's attack

226. Poetics., 1457 b. 227. Rhetoric., 1406 b.

228. Ibid. ' 229. Rhetoric., 1406 b.
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on metaphor is only a warcry.

It is in the context of the delivery of speech that Aristotle
finds an occasion for telling us about the nature of metaphor
in some detail. What kind of style should speech acquire that
it would have better persuasive power ? The .ordinary/usual style
must be rejected. As Aristotle says, "Departure from the ordinary
makes it appear more dignified. In this respect men feel the same
in regard to style as in regard to foreigners and fellow citizens.

[
wherefore we should give our language a "foreign air", for men

admire what is remote."230

We admire foreigners and neglect our
own citizens, therefore, 'foreignness' and - ‘remoteness' must

be projected in our language in order to be admired. But in order

to introduce
'foreignness' we should not sacrifice naturality or acquire artifi-

ciality, "for that which is natural persuades,but the artificial
does not." 23l wWhat Aristotle means is that in order to persuade
our fellow beings we are: not to invent new words. We are to use
the same words which they use, only these words are to be manipu-
lated in such a -fashion that they may find their use surprising.
As he makes his point again, "proper and appropriate words and
metaphors are alone to be used in the style of prose."232 Aristotle
slowly develops the theme to introduce 'metaphors' as the most
important element for improving the style. As he declares, "It
is metaphor above all that gives perspicuity, pleasure, and a

w233

foreixgn air. It gives pleasure not only to those who hear

it, but also to the inventor.And metaphors are introduced in prose,

230. Ibid., 1404 b. 231. Ibid.
232. Ibid. 233. Ibid.
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not to introduce any poetic quality as many scholars - believe.
For Aristotle is a purist. He does not want to mix up poetry with
prose. He allows rhythm to prose but not metre. He favours the
dissolution of simile into metaphor so far as prose is concerned.

For "there is something poetical about it."234

Aristotle, as might have become clear fro-m the discussion
we had of him in this chapter, allows rhetoric, allows also the
use of metaphors in rhetoric. It is not dialectic or . any kind
of demonstrative method which is suitable for certain situations.
Rhetoric is the only method left for those situations. Every situa-

tion calls for its own method.

Wittgenstein and the Metaphor of Language—game :

Lateg¢r Wittgenstein, the Wittgenstein of Investigations,
is a master of metaphor, is a master of the use of metaphor in
philosophy. We are not wrong in considering him a genius. This
is further proved by the fact that Wittgenstein invents metaphors
in order to lexhibit the nature of philosophy: its problems, its
puzzlément » and the solutions and dissolutions of these problems
and puzzlements. If Aristotle is right then Wittgenstein is certai-
nly a genius, for a metaphor, as we have a‘lreadyléeen, is something
"which cannot be learnt from anyone else."23% Wittgenstein enjoys
the invention of his metaphors. As he himself says, "A good simile

w236

refreshes the intellect. And a simile, as we have already

seen, is a metaphor with its poetic qualities. Metaphors are what
Wittgenstein enjoxjs producing while doing philosophy. Metaphor
is the medium of his philosophising.
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Wittgenstein's first daring step, taken in his Investigations

is the introduction of the metaphor of Language-game. The step
is daring, for language is so very different from a game. But
then it would not be a metaphor if the word ‘'game' is not very
different from 'language'. Unless the name 'game' belongs to some-
thing else, attaching it to 'language' would not convert 'language-
game' into a metaphor. This is what we have already learnt from
Aristotle. In the last chapter we have already seen the consequence
of treating language as a game. There we have talked about ‘language
game', as if what this ex_pression means is not something metaphori-
cal, this expression has a literal. sense. So many theories and
doctrines were dethroned just by assuming that there is a species
of game which is called by the name 'language-game'. When we are

using language we are playing a game. Among the philosophers the
social scientists and the 1linguists, the best known game since

the publication of Investigations is the 'language-game'. If we

- take such games as football, chess etc., we may be surprised to
see that much more has recently been written on language-game
by the philosophers and the social scientists than on all the
other games combined together. And the most mysterious situation
about ‘language-game' is that it requires neither captains nor
skippers. It can be managed even without referees, for there are
no victories and defeats in this game. The people who play this
game are indiffereent to the situation of having honours and re-
wards; they are indifferent even to whether this game deserves
to be bwaught to the notice of the public. We know who is the

best player of chess or tennis in the world, but we donot know
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who 1s the best player of language-game in the world. Neither
the radio nor! the television has shown any interest in exhibiting

the proceedings of the game, called, language-game.

Post-Wittgensteinian philosophers have developed a habit
of talking about language-game, not in the sense that language

is like a game, but in the sense that lanquage is itself a game.

But our language is neither like an indoor—game, such as chess,
nor an out—-door game, such as football. Wittgenstein has certainly
succeeded in hypnotising us. (The success of a philosopher, so
also that of a scientist, if later Wittgenstein is right, depends
on his hypnotic (persuasive) powers.) Because of the hypnotic in-
fluence we just omit seeing dissimilairties between a game and
a language. And however far-fetched the similarity may be we are
attracted towards it. A person in 1love fails to find anything
wrong with his/her love. So also we fail to find anything. wrong
with the metaphor of language-game. It is not a metaphor for us
at all; it exhibits the real character of our language - Language

is nothing but a game of course unlike other games.

Wittgenstein certainly could not have meant that language
is literally one of the numerous games. He could not have meant
that we play cards after breakfast, chess after lunch, foot ball
in the evening, and language-game at some other time. There is
no beginning, middle and end of the language game: for language-
game is not a species of game which may have a beginning, a middle
and an end. Language-game is not a memt~-y- of the family of games;

the name 'language—game' is a misnomer. But it is not a misnomer
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if it is a metaphor, for a metaphor arises only by misnaming.

Is language-game a meta-game, a kind of para-game, which
goe¢ on when other games are being played. Now I am playing chess.
The game is nearing its end. I make a move and say, 'I move the
king; and move it to a new place. My opponent has been watching
me, watching for my move. As soon as I make the move, my opponent
declares 'Now you have lost the game, 'and shows me how I have
lost it. And as a reaction I utter the form of words 'Ch, yes,
I have lost it." But in uttering these words have I lost two
games, 'the chess game' and ‘'the language-game of chess'. Is it
the case that while playing chess I was also having a language-
competition with my opponent ? For a conversation was also going
on while we were playing. Does this conversation show that we
were debating on some issue? Have I also, therefore, lost in the
debate ? My opponent has undoubtedly defeated me in the chess-
game. Has he also defeated me in 'the language-game of chess!'

if there be any such thing ?

There is no doubt that when we were playing chess we were
also using language. We were talking, we were informing each other
about our moves. I used the words 'I', 'move', 'the', and 'king‘,
and I used these words according to the grammatical rules. So
also my opponent used his words ‘'you', ‘have', 'lost', ‘the' and
'‘game', and he too has used the words according to the grammatical
rules. Neither he nor I attempted to break the grammatical rules,
for conversation between us would have been impossible if we had

not observed the grammatical rules. So we were playing the language-
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game Of chess all along when we were playing the chess game

We were as a matter of a fact following two different sets of
rules, the set of rules which governs the movement of words and
the set of rules which governs the movement of chess* pieces.
Words of our language too are like chess pieces, the only difference

is that they are not made of wood.

As Wittgenstein remarks, "The question 'what is a word really?

is analoguous to ‘'what is a piece in chess?"237

Pieces in the game of chess are moved according to the rules
of the chess game. Words in language are moved according to the
rules of language. In the absence of rules neither is it possible
to play the game of chess nor is it possible to operate with lan-
guage. If language is a game, then we were certainly playing the
language—game when we were playing chess, for we were not silent,
we discussed our moves in words. Though we were playing the chess-
game , we were also moving the pieces of language, unfortunately
without any solid board, perhaps in the air around us. Isn't it
the situation for me to have been playing two games at the same
time? But then have I lost in both the games, the chess game and
the language game of chess? But while playing chess the enviornment
was not that of a debate. We were not appearing in any, such thing
as an elocutionary competition, so there is no question of my
being defeated in the language—game, if at all we were supposed
to be playing such a game. I have lost only (n one game, i.e.,

in the chess game. Doesn't it mean that the other game which I

237. Investigations, 108.
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Language 1a really treated like a game, and speakers use words
as cautiously as they use chess pieces on the chess board. But
while participating in a debate, I am not participating in any
other kind of game except the language—game. In a debate situa-
tion our lang'uage is used quite differently from how it is used
while playing chess or football. It is only in tl:le formeer sense.

that language could be said to be a game. But such uses of language

4

_are rare.

The language—-game of chess. is a metaphor. And it is because
it is a metaphor that one is unable to win in this game. Not that
there is no winning in this game, or that the concept of winning
is not épplicable to this game. The truth is that this is no game,
therefore, there 1is no question of our winning it. One can win
or lose only in the context of a game. But in denying that there
is any such thing as the language—game of chess, it 1is not denied
that we use language in the course of a chess game or that the
rules of chess cannot be verbally articulated or be rfcorfled in
a book. The use of language in the situation of game is not denied,
vwhat is denied is simply that language itself be considered as

a game.

Talking about 1language-game reminds me of Wittgenstein's
femark on the nature of ‘gifts'. "Why can't my right hand give
my left hand money ? - My right hand can put it into my left hand.
My right hand éan write a deed of gift and my left hand a receipt.
But the further practical consequences would not be those of a

gift. When the left hand has taken money from the right, then
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we shall ask : "Well, and what of it.» 239 pollowing Wittgenstein,
compare 'gifts' with 'games'. Extending the use of 'game' to 'lan-
guage' is like extending the use of 'gift*' i.e., one's right hand
giving a gift to one's left hand. 'Words' of language may be seen
as pieces of wood moved on the chess boa;rd, therefore, in using
them .I am playing a game similar to chess. But fhe further con-
sequences of the use of words in language would not be those of
their .use in a game. ‘'Language—game' is an extremely charming
metaphor. Its metaphorical nature remains .hidden because of Witt-
genstein's hypnotic concept of 'family resemblance'. We come back
again and again, hyponotised into thinking that language may réally
be a game, though different in nature from all such games as chess,
football, cards etc. Games foﬁn a family, having diverse kinds
of members, one member wholly different from the other. Not only
seeing the agreement between language and games attracts us to
assimilate language to games, even sec;:‘ing the differences between
language and games leads us to consider that language is a game.
As Wittgenstein says, "The language games are rather set up as

objects of comparison which are meant to throw light on the facts

of our language by way not only of similarities, but also of dis-

240 So even if there is a dissimilarity between

similarities."
language and games, this, does not show that language is not a
game. For one game may be dissimilar to the other, language may
be a game of a dissimilar kind from other games. The concept of

'family resemblance®' is so seducing that we are unable to see

that language coulc( not be a member of the family of games.

239. Investigations , 268. 240. Ibid., 130.
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Perhaps Wittgenstein was himself seduced into thinking that
language—game is not a metaphor, that it is the name of a species
of game, that in using language we are playing a game. There is
no doubt that Wittgenstein at times has been quite clear that
the expression ‘'language—game' is a metaphor. The example of a
game is brought only as an analogy to clear the working of language
As referring to a game situation amd comparing that situation
with language Wittgenstein raises the question "Doesn't the analogy
between language and game thfow light here?" 241 So attention has
been drawn towards a game only to exhibit the nature of language.
But once the attention has been drawn towards games, it has never
been withdrawn from them. Language has come to be dissolved into -
games. If not the whole, the most important features of Wittgen-
stein's later philosophy are the result of the observation
that lémguage is a game. If Wittgenstein had considered
language—game as a mere metaphor, perhaps he would not have drawn
some of those conslusions. Drawing conclusions from metaphor
has itsl limitations. But the fact that Wittgenstein con-
tinued drawing all those conclusions which he could

have possibly drawn from considering language as a game,

shows that he was serious in considering language as a gamee.

While referring to the process of naming objects, learning language
by repeating words etc., Wittgenstein introduces the metaphor
of language—game by saying. "I will call these games “language-
games."242 This gives the impression that certain group of activi-
ties were game-activities, only the name 'game' was missing for
them. The linquistic activities are game activities, only Witt-
genste¢in has baptised them with the name 'language-ga}ne'- This

241. Ibid-' 83. 242. Ibid.' 7.
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is like we were playing football all the time, but we had no name
for it, so the name ‘'football!' is given to it. Wittgenstein has
not brought into existence a new game, what he has brought into
existence is only a 'new name' for the game which we have been
playing all the time. Wittgenstein has certainly been seduced
by his analogy, simile or metaphor, whatever you call it. Wi-tt-
genstein himself has brought out the nature of this seduction.
He says, 'A simile that has been absorbed into the forms of our

!
. language produces a false appearance, and this disquiets us. "But

this isn't how it is" we say, "Yet this is how it has to be."243

Similes, metaphors ané analogies are introduced in our language
in their tr/ue nature. We go on using them. A time comes when they
are 'dead'; they become part of our everyday language. In Aristotle’s
idiom, they have lost their 'foreign air'. We do not give them
any special treatment; we treat them like our neighbours wihout
any enthusiasm. The same thing has happened to the metaphor of
Lanugagé—game. It has become a part of our philosophical heritage,
it is no more foreign to us. We treat it like our neighbour and
a fellow citizen. We hardly realise that its original home is
in a foreign land. We have written books and articles, we have
drawn conclusions, by considering language as a game. If someone
says now, that it is really not a game, what are we to do. ? Give
up all those consequences which we have drawn by considering that
language is a game ? Give up all what we have done so far? No.
A better alternative is to give no hearing to one who says that
language is not a game, "language has to be a game.™ This is the

243. Ibid., 112.
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the most rational choice at this hour. It is only with this choice

that we can save our work from the fate of futility.

L 4

By saying that language-game is only a metaphor it is not
meant that it is not a significant metpahor or that is has not
served the purpose for which it has been introduced or invented.
It is also not for the first time in the history of philosophy
that a philosopher has used metaphors in order to preach his doc-
trines, in order to make them acceptable to the people who lack
philosophical vigour. If we ?eg')rive Plato of his metaphors, there
would hardly remain anything in Plato whicl'{is convincing, which
is worth accepting. To do philosophy well, one has to metpahorise

well. And it can hardly be doubted that Wittgenstein has metapho-

rised well. Perhaps Plato was another exception whose metaphors

continue to seduce us even now.

Wittgenstein's New Rhetoric :

Wittgenstein ié wholly unlike both Plato and Aristotle in
so far as the fact that he has not written any book or article
on rhetoric. However from what he has written in the later stages
of his life it can easily be inferred that like Aristotle he favou-
red rhetoric. There is a sense in which one can even say that
he favoured rhetoric in the spirit of a sophist. Of coursee if
he was a sophist he was an honest sophist. Neither money, which
disreputed the sophists, nor power, midxa:%i.gggedattracted him.
Plato, as we have already seen, despised rhetoric, because, accord-

ing to him, it lacked the conditions of knowledge and truth. The

sophists, ?nd Aristotle, on the other hand, considered rhetoric
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as one of the most appropriate tools for pursuing truth and know-
ledge. They were trying to crub the tendency of satisfying the
concepts of truth and knowledge. Different occasions and situations
deserve different kind of treatment. Sophists had no fixed method,
fixed way, of dealing with all situations. To conceives that the
method is fixed 1is to assimilate all situatic-ms to one and the
same kind of situation. This is impossible. The method of persuasion
would depend on the situation. Only that method is to be devised

which suits the situation. If some method 1is demonstrative'-tdoes

"not mean that it is fit for all situations. Sophists rejected
Plato's respect for a single method. Even Aristotle has not given
a fair account of his academic competitors, the sophists. In his

Rhetoric Aristotle finds a sophist to be a 'misplaced dialectician'’

Sophistry is fall:éaious use of syllogism, or using dialectic in

a wrong way. The account of sophistry given in the Rhetoric is

simply an attempt to bring the sophists closer to Plato, and keeping
them away ‘from his own position. But his own position on the ques-
tion of method is closer to the sophists than to Plato. As we
have already seen in his "On Sophistical Refutations" Aristotle
accepts that some of the speeches of the sophists were “rhetorical,

244

others in the form of question and answer.” Sophists did not

use rhetoric by excluding the non-rhetoric form of persuasion.
It is the occassion which would decide what kind of speech to
be composed, and what method of composition to be adopted. But
this was also Aristotle's own position. Sophists were no less

responsible for the development of Aristotle's thought on Method

244. On Sophistical Refutations, 183. . .
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than Plato. Wittgenstein's attitude to the method is the same
as that of Aristotle and the sophists. What counts is persuasion?

Only that method which works is to be adopted in a given situation.

One remark of Later Wittgenstein would be sufficient to show
what he thinks of what he is doing, so also what he thinks of
what his other academic colleagues are doing. Referring to what
is going on in science ar;d philosophy, i.e., to what he himself
is doing and what others are doing, he says, "How much we are
doing is changing the style of thinking and how much I'm doing
is persuading people to change their style of thinking."245 This
remark clearly exhibits Wittgenstein's fhetoric, a new rhetoric,
different from the one condemned by Plato and the one supported
by Aristotle. Of course Wittgenstein's rhetoric has its hereditary
links with Plato and Aristotle, but it is novel. The concept of
'persuasion' has been given a new dimension of meaning, the dimen-
sion which is certainly missing in Plato, and it is doubtful whether

it is present in Aristotle.

'Persuasion' for Wittgenstein does not mean what 1is meant
for Plato. F'or Wittgenstein does not hesitate in equating ‘'persua-
sion' with 'propaganda'. As he says, "I am in a sense making propa-
ganda for one style of thinking as opposed to another."246 This
means that a doctrine or a thesis,be it philosophical or scientific
needs to [.. accepted. I am persuading people to accept it: I am
making a propaganda for its acceptance. Those who have at any
time accepted any doctrine or thesis have accepted it because

of the propaganda behind it, because of the persuasion behind

245. Lectures and Conversations on Aesthetics, 40.
246. Ibid., 37.
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it. Now I am presenting my own doctrine. The first condition in
presenting my own doctrine is that I am charmed by it. I would
have never come to this doctrine if I had not been charmed by
it. Now I have to charm others. How would I charm them? So long
as the charm with the old doctrine continues, they would not receive
.my doctrine. So I have to dispel their charm with the other - doct-
rine. Concerning the other doctrine, Wittgenstein says, 'I can
put it in a way in which it will lose its charm."247 Thus, one
aspect of Wittgenstein's concept of persuasion is that I have
to interpret the doctrine of the other person in such a fashion
that it loses its charm. Unless it loses its charm peoplé would
not give it up. So one aspect of Wittgenstein's concept of 'persua-
sion' is 'brain washing'. Unless I wash and clean the brain of
others with the doctrines which they have already acquired, there
is no chance of my success with them. So what is important is
not that my doctrin.e is truer than the doctrine presented by my

competitor, but my doctrine has more persuasive power.

[
Wittgenstein's view of rhetoric is certainly different from

Plato's. Plato thinks that rhetoric is a kind of flattery, it
is catering to the taste of others. The implication is that I
am not helping them to grow, I am simply providing them with spicy
food which would ultimately ruin their health. Wittgenstein's
rhetoric does not preach that I have to make adjustments to the
taste of others. It is rather an attempt to persuade them to make
themselves adjusted to my taste. I have not prepared disheg for

their taste. I have prepared dishes which are of my taste. And

247. Ibid., 39.
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now I am making others change their taste. Unless they change
their taste, they cannot enjoy the dishes prepared by me.-So I
am persuading them to change their taste to cultivate a new taste,
to cultivate a taste for my dishes. In doing all this I am certainly

not lowering their taste but brightening it up. So also I am not

lowering myself, for I am not strictly catering-to their taste,
I am catering to mine. As Wittgenstein says clearly "A present-
day teacher of philosophy doesn't select food for his pupil with
the aim of flattering his taste, but with the aim of changing

it."%%8 mhus what is required is to change the taste of others.

Is there any doubt now that Wittgenstein is an advocate of
a new rhetoric ? I would like to take up this issue for further
discussion when I shall be dealing with Wittgenstein's concept
of science. It is his new rhetoric which is behind his later con-

ception of science.

248. Culture And Value, p. 17.




Chapter - 4

Philosophical Psychology

There is a kind of general disease of thought which
always looks for (and finds) what would be called
a mental state from which all our acts spring as

from a resrvoir.

The Brown Book

The expression 'Philosophical Psychology' is a misnomer. It is not
an expression of the kind 'Freudian Psycholégy' or 'child psychology'
etc. We are certainly not going to discuss Wittgenstein's viewvws:
on a branch of psychology. What we are concerned with is a branch
of philosophy, traditionally known as epistemology. Our conclusions
may not only differ frém those at which psychologists arrive, we
may even contradict the conclusions of the psychologists. For we
do not use the method of psychology: we do not make appeal to experi-
ments and experiences in order to solve our difficulties. "Psychology
according to Wittgenstein, "is no more closely related to philosophy
than any other natural science.™49 We are dealing with certain
concepts which, at least superficially, appear to be psychological.
We are only making explicit the philosophical implications of these
concepts. We are talking about the theory of knowledge, not talking

about any theory of psychology. While discussing about the nature
of this kind of theory Wittgenstein remarked, “Theory of knowledge

is philosophy of psyd'lology."250 So in this chapter we shall be

249. Tractatus, 4.1121 250. Ibid.
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concerned with issues that are quite unlike the issues * dis-
cussed .by Freud. " _ . (The switch from Freudian psychology
to philosophical psychology is qualitative) What we are going to

do in this chapter is no kind of psychology.

The subject matter of philosophical psychology is quite vast,
and Wittgenstein's own contribution to it is considerable. As a
matter of fact the image of later Wittgenstein emerges with his
work in philosophical psychology. He has given a new turn to this
subject. If one compares Wittgenstein's treatment with the treatment
given to this subject by the traditional philosophers one would
detect nove];/ in Wittgenstein's treatment. One would feel that for
the first ;:ime that philosophical treatment has been given to the
issues of psychology. Concerning the treatment of philosophical
problems by the traditional philosophers Ryle points out, "From
the time <I:f Locke to Bradley philosophers had debated their issues
as if they were psychological issues . . . . if they asked themselves
as they seldom did ask, what they were investigating, they tended
to say that the§ were investigating the workings of the mind, just
as physical scientists investigate the workings of bodies. The sorts
of 'Mental Science' that they talked were sometimes positivistic,
sometimes idealistic, according, roughly, as they were more impressed
by chemistry than by theology or vice versa."2%l In this chapter
we shall see how different Wittgenstein is even when he is discussing
the psychological issues. Traditional philosophers converted philo-

sophy into a kind of “"mental science®, converted it into a branch

251. "Ludwig Wittgenstein®”, Essays on Wittgenstein's Tractatus,
ed. Copi and Beard, Kegan Paul, London, 1966, p. 2.
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of psychology. Wittgenstein has shown that psychology is as
removed from philosophy as any other natural science. Philoso—
phers are not mental scientists even when they are discussing
the issues of mental science. Though the discussion of philoso-
phers may have an ‘empirical air about it' (to use Wisdom's

expression) but it is not about empirical facts.

'A believesthat p' : I would like first to consider Wittgenstein'

reference to the disease of thought which always looks for and
finds a mental state. Not only in his later work, in his earlier

work Tractatus too Wittgenstein makes a vigorous attempt to

cure himself of this disease. His earlier attempt at fighting
this disease is best‘: exhibited by his analysis of the psycholo-
gical propositions of the form 'A believes that p'. 'A has the
though#p' etc. Not only do these propositions introduce mental
states, they go against Wittgenstein's thesis of extensionality.
Suppose I believe that it is raining outside. Then the fact
that it is not raining outside does not mean that
at this moment I do not happen to believe that it is raining
outside.S‘,.o the proposition'I believe that it is raining‘outside'
is true even when one of its constituents 'it is raining 6utside'
is false.Thisgoes against the-¢xlensionality thesis.Whathas
created a problem iﬁ’the psychological state of belief.Once this
state has been posited it does not seenlto:care forthe weather
outside. What ever the weather outside the psychological state
occurs,andthe proposition inwhich it occurs remains tmesolely

because of this
sState. In this respect the proposition 'I believe it is rauu.ng
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outside' does not behave very differently from such a tautology
as 'Either it is raining or it is not'. This tautology remains
true whatever the condition of the weather outside, whether
it is raining or it is not raining. Our belief-proposition also
remains true, whatever the condition of the weather outside.
In order to know the truth of the tautology you have not to

look outside, you have not to go beyond the sentence, you have

simply to look into the sentence, you have simply to look into
the sentence, you have simply to look into the words 'either-
or'. The rules governing the use of 'either - or' decide the
turth of t'he tautology, in the case of our belief-proposition
as well you have not tolook outside, you hav;e simply to 1look
into the sentence, you have to look inté the operation of the
word ‘'believe'. Rather you have to look into yourself and see
whether your psychical state of belief is operative. So the
belief-proposition in question is like the report of a sensation.
(On the one hand it behaves like a tautology, and on the other,
like the report of pain. In order to know the truth of, if there
is any such thing as knowing the truth of. 'I have a pain‘',
you have not to look outside, you have to look into yourself
if looking into yourself makes sense. The occurence of a belief-
state is like the occurrence of pain-state, and not a report
of the weather outside.It is because it is not a report of the
weather outside,thatwhatever the weather condition outside,the
report remains ture.Theonly way inwhich perhaps itcould be false
is that I couldbe lying.I have nopain yet I lie 'I have a pain'.
So also I do not believe that it is raining outside yet I say
that

it is raining outside.A state of belief is like a state of pain,
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a psychical state. Is having a belief like having a pain ? Is belief

a kind of sensation, that I am led to report about it when it occurs?

Could there be violent beliefs as there are violent pains ?

The thesis of eextensionality has been rejected in terms of
such a proposition as 'I believe that p'-only by producing curious
analyses of this proposition. This proposition is certainly not
a tautology, for this proposition certainly asks you to look outside,
it is a report of the weather outside. So-also it is not a proposi-
tion ~expressing one's sensation, for there is no such thing as a
sensation of belief. And even if there was a sensation of belief,
this sensat';ion is as irrelevant to the situation as is my sneezing
when I am reporting about the condition of the weather outside.
If I sneeze while telling you that it is raining outside you would
not take my statement be a description of my sneeze, you would not
say that I am simply saying something about my sneezing. So also
if there is a sensation of belief occuring while I am telling you
about the condition of the weather outside, I am not telling you
anything about this sensation. I am not directing your attention
towards my sensation. I am telling you only about the condition
of the weather outside. 'I believe it is raining outside' is neither
a tautology nor a sensation report, it is a proposition which has
been used to descrirbe the condition of the weather outside, and

hence, like any other proposition it is a description of reality.

Wittgenstein is quite aware of the misleading nature of the
psychological propositions, they seem to go against his extensionality

thesis. As he says, "At first sight it looks as if it were possible
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for one proposition to occur in another in a different way. Parti-
cularly with certain forms of proposition in psychology,such as
'A believes'that p is the case' and 'A has the thought p' etc.For
if these are considered superifically, it looks as if the propositian
p stood in some kind of relation to an object. A.(And in modern
theory of ]’cnowledge (Russel], Moore etc.) these propositions have
" actually been construed in this way.%52 How to save the thesis
of extensionality?Its safety depends on the elimination of the
pseudo-psychical state, on the dissolution of fictitious sensations
Wittgenstein finds.a solution. He says, "It is clear,however,that
'A believes that p', 'A has the thoughtp', and ‘A saysp' are of
the form '"p" says p':; and this does not involve a correlation
of a fact with an object,but rather the covrealtion of facts by
means of their objects." He has provided his own analysis andrejecis
the analysis of the psychological propositions given by Russell
and Moore. For these philosophers have analysed.the propc;sit:ions
in question in terms of a relation subsisting between a person‘hnd
what he believes, thinks, says etc.,(fact,proposition).But Witt-
genstein eleminates both the psychological states (beliefs,thought
etc.) and the subject (A) of these states.It is because the physical
states are ré“t\mdant that the subject of these states is also redund-
ant. For in the immediately succeeding section Wittgenstein remarks
"This shows too that there is no such thing as the soul -the subjecy

etc. —as is conceived in the superificial psychology of the present

254 .
day." If there are no physical states, there is no
necessity for postulating a soul or a subject for
these

states. Psychologists do not hesitate in postulatingsrealm of

252. Tractauts, 5.541. 253. Ibid., 5.5421.,
" 254. Ibid., 5.5421.
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psychological states, different from, and independent of, the physical
realm. And once these states are postulated, the bearer of these
states is also postulated. But if there are no psychological states,

there is no necessity of a bearer of these states.

What does Wittgenstein mean when he says that the proposition
'A believes that p' is of the form "p" says p'? This is the form
of any significant proposition, and not only of 'A believes that
p'. Any significant proposition means (says) a fact. In his analysis
"p" stands for a proposition and p for a fact. But propositions
for Wittgenstein are themselves fact."A propositional sign is a

fact."255 Thus, names in the proposition "p" must be correlated

with the objects in the fact p. This is what Wittgenstein means

when he refers to the "correlqtion of facts by means of their objects®,
'"It is raining outside" says (Means) that it is raining outside'.
But what is the expression 'A believes' doing here? If the fact
meant (said) is that it is raining outside, then 'A believes' is
superfluous. "Being believed"” is not a part of the proposition be-
|
lieved. Wittgenstein has given the same treatment to the act of
belief which he has given to Frege's act of assertion. The psychical
states of t3e1ieving, thinking, asserting etc., are as distant from
the propositiona;are the physiological states of sneezing, yawning
etc., which may also accompany the proposition in question. The

conditions which make the expression of a proposition possible are

not any kind of constituents of the proposition. If not the only,
this is an important purpose of Wittgenstein's analysis.

255. Ibid.
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Let us consider Wittgenstein's treatment of Frege's sign of
assertion to see whether his treatment of the signs for believing,
thinking, saying etc., is different from his treatment of the sign
of assertion. Against Frege's move Wittgenstein remarked in his

Tractatus "Frege's 'judgement-stroke' '|* is logically quite meaning-

less....'}' is no more a component part of a proposition than is,
for instance, the propositions’ number.Z% His later position remains

the same as his earlier position. As he remarks in the Investigations

"Frege's idea that every assertion contains an assumption, which
is the thing that is asserted, really rests on the posssibility
found in our ordinary language of writing every statement in the
form "It 1is asserted that such-and-such is the case"™ - But "that

such-and-such is the case" is not a sentence in our language - SO

far it is not a move in the language-game. And if I write, not "it

is asserted that ....but "It is asserted : such-and-such is the
case", the words "It is asserted"” simply become supt{fluous.'?s7 Though
Wittgenstein does not say, he means a similar thing concerning the
signs for believing, thinking, saying etc. "It is believed : such-
and-such is the case". "It is thought : such-and-such is the case."
"It is said : such-and-such is the case.” The expression 'It is
believed', 'it is thought' and 'It is said' are superfluous in the
same way in which 'It is asserted' is superfluous. Dummett accepts
that "Frege could never quite rid himself of the idea that assertion
is the expression of a mental attitude.” 258 14 attacking the lin-

guistic sign of assertion Wittgenstein is attacking the mental attitude.

25%6. Ibid., 4.4402. 257. Inwvestications, 2.
258. Frege, p. 312.
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Most of the known interpreters of Wittgenstein's remark 5.542
have missed the point of Wittgenstein's analysis of the signs for
believing, thinking, .saying etc., They seem to have missed that
Wittgenstein treats these signs in the same fashion in which he
treats Frege's sign of assertion, all these signs stand for mental
states., 'A believes' is no more a constituent of the proposition
believed than 'A asserts' is a constituent of the proposition asser-
ted. What proposition is coordinated with reality is not 'I believe
that it is raining outside' but the proposition 'It is raining out-
side'. A pseudo-proposition is rejected. When Wittgenstein analyses
'A believes that p' in terms of '"p" says p' he is referring to
the redundancy of the expression 'A believes'. But philosophers
were never satisfied with Wittgenstein's analysis, they thought

that the‘ remark 5.542 is obscure. In the very Introduction to the

Tractatus Russell remarks "What Mr. Wittgenstein says here is said

w259

so shortly that its point is not likely to be clear. Referring

to Wittgénstein's remark Ramsey says in his review of the Tractatus

"As to the relation between a proposition and a thought Mr. Witt-
genstein 1is rather obscure.*290  and after his failure to give a
satisfactory explanation of Wittgenstein's remark Urmson in his

Philosophical Analysis expresses his dejection "We cannot go further

now into this problem of 'intensional functions'. We must be content
to see it as a running sore for the upholders of the view that lan-
guage has the logical skelton of a truth-functional logi.c.‘261 And

more recently the dedicated” Wittgensteinian Hacker remarks, “The

259. Tractatus, p. xix. 260. Essays on Wittgenstein's Tractatus,
p- 13-
261. Philosophical Analysis, Oxford, 1960, p. 73.
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obscure relation between the mind and the un-coordinated terms of
the judgement in Russell's theory is here replaced with the (hardly
less obscure) method of projection correlating elements of thought
or utterance with objects."™262 What has led philosophers to think
that Wittgenstein's remark is obscure ? Perhaps they try to read
those features in Wittgenstein's remark which this remark has been

articulated to reject.

I would like to discuss Hacker's interpretation of Wittgenstein's -
remark. Wittgenstein's remark according to Hacker does not reject
the psychological states, it retains them. While reflecting on Witt-
genstein's analysis of 'A believes p' Hacker concludes, "The person
A is not an’ object but a comblex array of psychical objects....From
the logical point of view the only important points to establish
are that 'A believes p' is appearance not withstanding - extensional
and that it has the same logical multiplicity as p. It thus emerges
that Wittgenstein was willing to adopt a neo-Humean analysis of
the empirical self. There is no empirical soul-substance thinking
thoughts, thc‘are are only thoughts. The self of psychology is a mani-
fold, a series of experiences, a bundle of perceptions in pez;\gtual
flux."263 This is a purely Humean account of Wittgenstein's analysis.
The source of Hacker's account are two. First is Wittgenstein's
immediately succeeding remark that a "composite soul would no longer
be a soul.®®? The second is Wittgenstein's letter to Russell, dated

19 August, 1919 which has been reprinted in the Notebooks. Quoting

Wittgenstein's letter Hacker writes, "But a Gedanke is a tatsache:

262. Insight And Tllusion, p. 6l. 263. Insight And Illusion,Hacker,
p. 62.

264. Tractatus, 5.5421.




137

What are its constituents and components, and what is their relation

to those of the pictured{atsache?'I don't know what the constituent

of a thought are but I know that it must have such constituents
which correspond to the words of a language...(A gedanke consists)
of psychical constituents that have the same sort of relation to
reality as words. What these constituents are I don't know (NB,
pp- 129-30)."2%5 1t js by taking both the sources together that
Hacker's picture emerges. In his notes dictated to G.E. Moore in
Norway Wittgenstein does sa;y "It is just as impossible that I should

be a simple as that "p" should be." 266

Consider the status of a 'composite soul'. If maintaining that
there is no soul means the same thing as maintaining that the soul
is not simple, then there is no doubt that Wittgenstein maintained
that the soul is nd simple. What kind of simplicity does it lack?
Perhaps it Jﬁacks the simplicity of entering into a thought (propo-
sition, fact) as one of its objects (constituents).The soul is not
simple means that the soul is not an object in Wittgenstein's sense
of 'object': This is what Hacker also means when he says with approval
that "The person A is not an object'. But if the soul is composite.,
it would no longer be a soul according to Wittgenstein. Why? Witt-
genstein 1is using the expression ‘composite' in a technical sense,
the sense in which he denies his objects to be composite. “Objects
make up the substance of the world. That is why they cannot be

w267

composite. If they are composite, then they are not unalterable

and unchanging. So if the soul is composite, whatever be the dbjects

265. Insight & Illusion, Hacker pp. 61-2.
266. Notebooks, p. 119. 267. Tractatus, 2.023.
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etc. Perhaps Wittgenstein accepts the standard definition of soul
that the soul is substantial, unalterable, unchanging etc. So as
a matter of fact Wittgenstein rejects both the proposals, the proposal
that the soul is simple and the proposal that it is composite. If
it is simple it would be a constituent of a thought (fact or propo-—
sition) which is absurd. If it is composite it would be changing,
altering etc., like any configuration of objects. So it would not

be worth its name as soul.

Hacker thinks that Wittgenstein does not reject the view that
the soul is composite. For this view simply means that a person
"is a complex array of psychical objects", Hacker feels that Witt-
genstein has simply adopted the neo-Humean view in rejecting the
soul-substance and accepting that a person is a bundle of perceptions.
ﬁut Hacker's intepretation of Wittgenstein's view in terms of Hume's
cannot be accepted. If a person is not an object, then in Wittgen-
stein's sense of 'objects' a person's pain and pleasure , his experi-
ences of ho't and cold are also not objects. If pain, pleasure,
hot and cold were objects, then they should have been substantial
unchanging and unalterable; what changes is only a configuration.
But accordi:ng to Hume pain and pleasure , hot and cold, occuring
in one configuration (stretch of perception or observation) cannot
be the same as pain and pleasure, hot and cold occuring in another
configuration. Hume denied that the constituents of one perception
are identical with the oconstituents of another perception. Then

*1an

how could Hume's plain, pleasure, hot and cold be Wittgenstein ob-

jects? A person is not an object, so also a person is not a complex
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array of psychical objects, in Wittgenstein's sense of an object.
Instead of clarifying Wittgenstein's view, such an attempt as the
one made by Hacker would lead to more confusions about Wittgenstein's
view. For 'I believe that p' could mirror the structure of ‘'p' only
by eliminating the psychical constituent 'l believe'. As Wittgenstein

says in his Investigations, perhaps while reflecting on his Tractatus

analysis, "The expression 'I believe that this is the case' is used

like the assertion 'this is the case.®®® 1In a similar way he says,
again, "The statement 'I believe it's going to rain' has a meaning
like, that is to say a use like, 'It's going to rain*".269 Wittgen-
stein is conscious of the intensional analysis of belief-statements.
As he remarks, "The language-game of reporting can be given such
a turn tﬁat a report is not meant to inform the hearer about its
subject matter but about the person making the repox':t:."270 The inten-

sional-analysis is such a turn.

Experiences Without the Subject : No less difficult is the section

5.631 of the Tractatus, for it allows divergent interpretations.
Consider the first remark of the section, "There is no such thing
as the subj'ect that thinks or entertains ideas.*?7l at a superficial
glance this remark would appear Humean. For Hume denied that there
is any subject that thinks or entertains ideas. And Hume reached
this conclt;sion after his failure to have an encounter with the
subject. Hume's argument may be described as the non-encounterability
of the subject. But non-encounterability of the subject, in the

context of Hume, has two essentially connected aspects. Hume fails

268. Investigations, x. 269. Ibid. 270. Ibid.

271. Tractatus, 5.631.
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to have an encounter with the subject, but in the process he succeeds
in having encounters with experiences. In a situation in which
one is expected to have an encounter with the subject, one has
only to encounter experiences. As Hume says in his treatise,"When
I enter most intimately into what I call myself, I always stumble
on some particular perception or other, of heat or cold,light
or shade, love or hatred, pain or pleasux:e."272 But it is an open
question whether Wittgenstein denied the subject of experiences
without denying the expefiences of that subject. It is not clear
whether he retained experiences and only denied the subject of
those experiences as Hume did. It is possible that he denied both,the
subject of experiences and so also the experiences of the subject.

Consider his , immediately succeeding remark of the section,"If

I wrote a book called The world as I found it,]iéhould have to
include a - yreport on my body,and should have to say which parts
were subordinate to my will, and which wererot etc., this being
a method of isolating the subject, or rather of showing that in
an important sense there is no subject, for it alone could not
be mentioned in the book."273If one reads this remark,even without
reading it carefully,one would find that Wittgenstein has reported
only on two items,my body and my will. No other item has been
mentioned. Of course, Wittgenstein's world is open to other kinds
of objects than the two mentioned by him. But whether ‘experiences’
would be alowed in that world is not clear. May be not only the
subject of exPeriences is withdrawn,the experiences of the subject
are also withirawn from the world.Cbviously my will,which is mentioned

in the book, is
not an experience. As Wittgenstein says in his Notebooks®"The act

272. Treatise of Human Nature, ed,L.A.Selby-Bigge,Oxford,p.252.
273. Tractatus, 5.631.
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of will is not an experience."274 Immediately preceding remark in

the Notebooks is even more helpful. Wittgenstein says, "All experience

is world and does not need the subject:."275 So the need for the
subject of experience is denied because there is no independent
status of experiences. If all experience is world, then the world
is not required to have an independent item called ‘experience’.
An experience is not a third independent item occuring in the world
two other independent items being my body and my will. It is iaossible
that Wittgenstein consideré the Cartesian subject of experiences
as illusory because he considers the Cartesian (Humean) experiences
as illusory. As on Wittgenstein's analysis of 'A believes that p°
so also on Wittgenstein's elimination of the subject of experiences
Hacker's views are misleading. Hi. own Humean prejudices seem to
have been working on his mind while he is interpreting Wittgenstein
consider Hacker's comment on the section 5.631. "Wittgenstein's
first point is that there is no such thing as the thinking , repre-
senting subject: ...The argument supporting this contention is the
standard Humean argument of the non-encounterability of the self

in experience." 276

Compare 'someone has constantly been deluding
me in my dreams' with 'someone has constantly been deluding me in
my life.' Have I lost anything if I have lost someone only in

my dreams. But I certainly suffer a great loss if I have lost someone
in my real life. One's failure to find the subject when one is day-
dreaming, imagining, introspecting etc., must be distinguished from
one's failure to find the subject in the world. Wittgenstein is

heading for a qualitatively different kind of tragedy from that

274. Notebooks, p. 89. 275. Ibid.
276. Insight and Illusion Backer, p. 59.
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with which Hume suffered..Wittgenstein is certainly not using the
Humean argument of the non-encounterability of the self. Though
Hume fails to find the subject, he does succeed in finding its sub-
stitutes, the substitutes being the experiences of love and hatred,
pleasure and pain etc. For Wittgenstein there is no subject, but
so also are there no substit-:utes, or, if you wish, the substitutes

are such objects as tables and chairs, not very likeable Sbstitutes.
'S

Strawson is quite cautious in not being misled by Wittgenstein's

denial of the subject in the Tractatus. The fact that the subject

is denied does not mean that one accepts the no-subject theory of
experiences. No-subject theory of experiences is possible only when
one believes in the existence of experiences. Had Wittgenstein rejec-
ted the subject without rejecting its experiences, then it would
have certainly been possible to level the charge of the no-subject
theorist on him. While charging Wittgenstein for holding the no-

subject views on experiences Strawson refers to "Wittgenstien's

Lectures in 1930-35", later published by Moore in the Mind, Vol.
LXIV. This was the period of the composition of what is now known

as the Blue Book. And this was also the time when Wittgenstein comes

out of his Tractarian Cave. What is the no-subject theory of experi-

ences which Wittgenstein developed in his lectures of 1930-35, and

which was later attacked by Strawson in his Individuals. Let us

consider this theory briefly so as to see whether or not we can

find its roots in the Tractatus.

Referring to Moore's articles in Mind Vol. LXIV Strawson comments
on Wittgenstein's no-subject theory of experiences, "He is reported
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to have held that the use of 'I' was utterly different in the case
of 'I have a tooth ache'...from its use in the case of ‘'I've got
a bad tooth'...He thought...that in one of them 'I' was replaceable
by 'this body'...But he also said that in the other use (the use
exemplified by 'I have a toothache' as opposed to 'I have a bad

tooth), the 'I' does not denote a possessor, and that no Ego is

involved in thinking or in having toothache, and referred with appa-
rent approval to Litchenberg'’s dictum that instead of saying 'I

think' we (or Descartes) ought to say 'There is a tought."277

The view of Wittgenstein, as stated by Strawson above, refers

to two uses of 'I'. In his Blue Book Wittgenstein calls these uses.

as 'the use as subject' and 'the use as object 27 8 Wittgenstein
does not deny the use of 'I' as object, he simply denies the use
of 'I'as subject. But what gives flavour to his view is not the

fact that he denies the use of 'I' as subject, for in his Tractatus

too he expressed a similar view. The flavour comes from the fact
that Wittgenstein now allows the thoughts and ideas to occur in
the world, not only independently of the subject but also independen-
tly of other objects of the world. He doespot suggest the reduction
of ideas and thoughts to the world. Thus, his view now is not very
different from the view of Hume so far as his treatment of 'I' as
subject 1is concerned. Therefore the rejection of 'I' as subject

now is quite unlike its rejection in the Tractatus. So also the

present use of 'I' as object was just missing in both the works,

Tractatus and Notebooks. What he now calls as the legitimate and

genuine use of 'I* (i.e., its use as object) was no kind of uw,e

277. Individuals, London, 1959, p. 95 footnote.
278. Blue Book, second edition, 1969, p- 66.
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in his earlier work. In his earlier work he did not allow the reduc-
tion of 'I' to 'my body'. It would be quite misleading to say that
Wittgenstein rejected the use of 'I' as subject in his earlier work
and continued to reject it even in his later work. For the use of
'I' which has been rejected in the 'Lectures of 1930-35' is contras-
ted with the use of 'I' as object. No such contrast was appealed

to in his earlier work.

The contrast to which Strawson is referring in his Individuals,

is a different kind of contrast from that to which Wittgenstein
was attracted in his earlier work.. The earlier contrast was the
contrast in which the use of 'I' as subject was ocontrasted with
the use of 'I' as metaphysical. The Cartesian self was distinguished
from the metaphysical self, rather than from the physical self.
Therefore, what is interesting in the context of his earlier thought
is how Wittgenstein arrived at the contrast between the Cartesian

subject and the metaphysical subject.

To understand his earlier view I would like to refer to two

remarks from the Notebooks. First remark has already been quoted

earlier in.this section. This remark is "All experience is world

and does not need the subject:."z-’9

And the second remark is “Phy-
siological life is of course not 'life'. And neither is psychological
life. Life is the world.*280 fnese I consider the key remarks for
understanding Wittgenstein's earlier view, for understanding the
contrast between the Cartesian subject and the metaphysical subject.
These remarks clearly show that Wittgenstein gives no importance
to the ‘'experiential® or ‘'psychological' life. Life is the world.

But then the question of the bearer of the psychological does not

279. mteMksl p. 89. 280- Ibidol po 77.
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arise. There is no Cartesian soul or that the Cartesian soul is
illusory, for there is nothing significant existing for such a soul
to be the bearer of. Instead of asking the question "Who is the
bearer of the psychological?® we should have asked the question
"Who is the bearer of the world?". And the proper answer is not
"The Cartesian soul is the bearer of the psychological®”. The proper
answer is "The metaphysical soul is the bearer of the ;aorld'. For

the bearer of the world could not be in the world. If it is in the

world, then it is impossible for it to be its bearer. Therefore,

Wittgenstein is led to say in the Tractatus "The subject does not

belong to the world : rather, it is a metaphysical limit."281 1t
would not be the subject if it is not metaphysical. Wittgenstein
raises the question "Where in_ the world is a metaphyiscal subject
to be found." 282 The subject would simply not be metaphysical if
it is found in the world. Could a bearer of psychological state
be a constituent of that state ? It could noﬁbe. it must lie outside
the psychological state. On a similar pattern the bearer of the
world could not be a constituent of the world, could not be an object
existing in the world. It is to elucidate this point that Wittgen-
stein brings the analogy of the eye and the visual field. The eye
is not a part of the visual field. "You do not see the eye."283

The subject is not a part of the world. You do not see the subject.

Now consider the nature of the 'will’® which is one of the items

mentioned in the Book entitled The world as I found jt. Will is

not an experiesnce hence the willing subject cannot be an experienc-

ing or a thinking subject. Rather Wittgenstein introduces the willing

281. Tractatus, 5.632. 282. Ibid., 5.633. 283. Tractatus, 5.633.
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subject in such a fashion that it gives the impression as if the
willing subject replaces the thinking subject. As he says, "Thinking
subject is surely mere illusion. But the willing subject ex:.st%?e
But what kind of existence is the existence of the willing subject?
Willing subject is the same as the metaphysical subject, a 1limit
of the world and not a part of it. Wittgenstein does not intend

to introduce the willing subject in the place vacated by the thinking

subject, — —?d-=a—— —rb—— A oc—WOE s

if it occupies the place vacated by the Cartesian subject, it would
be part of the world rather than its limit. For the hypothetical
Cartesian subject, being the bearer of the psychological, should
be a part of the world. Whether the willing subject could or could
not be a part of the world cannot be decided by introspection or
day—dreaming, the kind of activity in which Hume got himself involved.
Wittgenstein uses a kind of deductive reasoning. As he says, "The
willing subject exists." "If the will did not exist, neither would
therec be the centre of the world, which we call the 1.285 The
I to which Wittgenstein refers in this remark is neither the ‘I'

as subject nor the 'I' as object of the Blue Book. For the Blue

Book 'I' im neither of its two senses is the centre of the world.

The necessity for postulating a willing subject arises also
because of ethics. For "Good and evil enter only through the sub-

ject."286 But the willing subject is transcendental, so ethics also

becomes transcendental. And Wittgenstein is led to accept the view

“Ethics does not treat of the world. Ethics must be a condition

284. Notebooks, p. 80. 285. Ibid.

286. Ibid., 79.
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of the world like logic."287 papg being a condition of the world
it is an essential character of the I. As Wittgenstein says, “What
is good and evil is essentially the I, not the world.?88  ana
concerning this I he says, "The I, the I is what is deeply myste-—
rious."289 However, inspite of its mysterious character Wittgen-
stein is sure that this "'I" is not an object.'zgo Though I "con-

291

front every object but not the I. And concerning this I Wittgen-

stein said in a conclusive tone, "So there really is a way in

which there can and must be mention of I in a non-psychological
sense in philosophy.” 292 Philosopher's concern is not the psycho-

logical sense of 'I'.

The above discussion shows that the usual interpretations

of the remark 5.631 of the Tractatus must be rejected. For it

is not the psychological I but the non-psychological I which Witt-
genstein attempted to isolate, about which he said that it cannot

be mentioned in the book entitled The world as I found it. What

Wittgenstein fails to encounter in the world is not the Cartesian
or the Humean subject, but the willing subject, the meta-physical
limit; the subject about which he said that it is not a part of
the world but a presupposition of its existence. Thus, to view
the Tractarian Wittgenstein as a neo-Humean is obviously wrong.
He was not searching for the ‘thinking subject®’, therefore, he
did not fail in his search. What he was searching for in the world
is a willing subject, and he failed. Hacker is quite right when

he points out that "Schopenhauer's distinction between the illusory

287. Ibidol 77. 288. Ibid.’ 80. 289. Ibid.' 2.

290. Ibid. 291. Ibid. 292. Ibid.
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Cartesian self and the transcendental self was adopted by Witt-

293

genstein.” '

The relation between the transcendental subject and the world
can best be understood by the example of the imaginary landscape:

to which Wittgenstein refers in his Investigations. "I think of

a picture of a landscape, an imaginary landscape with a house
in it. - Someone asks "whose house is that ?" - The answer, by
the way., might be "It belongs to the famer who is sitting on
the bench in front of it." But then he cannot for example enter
his house." 294 The transcendental subject is like the farmer sitt-
ing on the bench in front of the hqise. The house is the world.
And just as the pictured farmer cannot enter into the pictured
house, inspite of the fact that he is its owner, so also the trans-
cendental subject cannot enter into the world inspite of the fact
that it owns it. The fact that the subject is transcendental does
not mean that it is without any limitation. It has all kinds of
limitations. "I cannot bend the happenings of the world to my

w295 In such a situation it is

will" I am completely powerless.
natural for Wittgenstein to develop the attitude of renunciation.
"I can only make myself independent of the world - and so in a
certain sense master it - by renouncing any influence on happen-

ings."296

Human Soul, Human Body and Human Being : After 1930 Wittgen-

293. Insight and Illusion Hacker, p. 66.

294. Investigations, 398.

295. Notebooks, p. 73. 296. Ibid.
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stein passes through a great philosophical turbulence. And this
turbulence continued till the end of his life. He started question-
ing his earlier views. Transcendental subject seems to have lost
its hold on his thought, and we do not hear anymore of the metaphy-
sical subject or the subject that used to be the presupposition
of the world's existence. Attack on the Cartesian subject for
some years became his obsession. He devised very persuasive arqu-
ments against it. The Cartesian subject is undoubtedly to be reje-
cted, but it has to be rejected with due respect. For it is not
Descartes who invented the myth of the psychological self: Descar-
tes' role was only the recording of this myth. Therefore it is
a serious issue how the simple and honest people, and not only
the philosophers, were misled by their language to arrive at the
myth of the psychological self. Again the human bodies seem to
have obtained a greater significance in Wittgenstein's later life.
Perhaps because as we grow in our age we take more interest in
our bodies than at the earlier stages. Our bodies become the centre
of aesthetic, religious and moral values. They are certainly not
such centres at the earlier stages. And early Wittgens_tein was
afterall a child-prodigy: he completely ignored the history of

philosophy. In his Notebooks Wittgenstein says, “The human body

...is @ part of the world among others, among beasts, plants,

stones etc., etc.” 297

No special attention was paid to the human
body inspite of the fact that Wittgenstein was aware of the fact
that the human will successfully operates only on the human body.

I can will to lift my arm but not to lift the building which I

297. Notebooks, p. 82.
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own. Only my body is subject to my will, yet bodies were not given
any significance. But now Wittgenstein has a very different concept
of the human body. "The human body has become now "The best picture
of the human soul.” 222 Wittgenstein has now come down from his
transcendental height to the mundane 1level. What attracts him
now are the human soul and the human body; for none of them is
beyond reach:; both have the name 'human' attached to them. Even
at the time at which Wittgenstein talked so much about the trans-
cendental self, the transcendental self was a “deep mystergr?9
to him. While talking about it he said, 'I am conscious of the
complete unclarity of all these sentences."3%  Yet this mystery
continued haunting him. It is only in the later phase of his philo~
sophy that he gives up the mysterious universe. Now he is occupied
with the "body", something concrete, a part of the physical world,
not its metaphysical limit. The body becomes a 'genuine subject'
and the 'metaphysical subject' has given way, as we shall see,

to a new distinction between ‘'the psychological subject' and ‘the

bodily subject'. In his Tractatus Wittgenstein said, "The philoso~

phical self is not the human being, not the human body, or the
human soul, with which psychology deals, but rather the metaphysical
subject, the limit of the world - not a part of it.*301 Byt now
the philosophical self is the same with which psychology is concer-
ned. He is now interested in human being, human soul and the human
body. They were rejected earlier because they were parts of the

world. They are accepted now exactly because of the same reason.

298. Investigations, 1l. iv. 299. Notebooks, p. 80.

300. Ibid., - 79. . . 301. Tractatus, 5.64l.
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What was earlier a philosophical crime is now a philosophical
achievement. The focus of philosophical interest has changed.
Of course Wittgenstein does not suggest that we have to accep?the

verdict of the psychologists. We remain philosophers.

Before we proceed further it would be interesting to compare
the views of Wittgenstien with the views of Aristotle. By saying
that the human body is the best picture of the human soul Wittgen-
stein's views on the relation between the human soul and the human
body comes very close to the view of Aristotle. Aristotle revolts
against the Pythagorean-Platonic conception of the soul. Pythago-
rean-Platonic view allows a soul to enter into any kind of body. .
The soul which is associated with the body of a man in this life
may be associated with the body of a dog or a plant in other lives.
For Plato bodies can be distinguished into kinds, but no such
distinction of kinds, exists for souls. But Aristotle finds it
absurd to think that the human soul may enter into the body of
a dog or a plant. The human soul is restricted only tofhe human

body: for it requires the form of the human body and this form

is lacking in other animals and vegetables. As Aristotle says,
"Most theories about the soul involve the following absurdity:
they all join the soul to a body, or place it in a body, without
adding any specification of the reason oftheir union, or of the
bodily conditions required for it...they do not try to determine
anything about the body which is to contain it, as it were possible
as in the Pythagorean myths, that any soul could be clothed upon

any body ~ an absurd view, for each body seems to have a form
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and shape of its own. It is a absurd to say that the art of carpen-
try could embody itself in flutes; each art must use its tools,
each soul its body."302 Not all dresses fit all kinds of beings.
The dress which fits a human being is unfit for a dog or a ;;lant.
If the human body is the dress of the human soul, then it is im—
possible for the body of a dog or a tree to accommodate the human
soul. The human soul is restricted to the human body. Wittgenstein's
metaphor of 'the body as the best picture of the soul'® can easily
be substituted for Aristotle's metaphor of 'the body as the dress
of the soul'. The fact that the human body is the best picture
of the human soul shows that no other kind of body would picturise
the human soul so well. This also shows that one way, if not the
only way, to understand the..naturqbf the human soul is to under-
stand the nature of the human body. (The dress of a man shows

whether he is a rogue or a gentleman). Both Aristotle and later

Wittgenstein reject the a priori understanding of the human soul,

the kind of understanding which Pythagoras and Plato exhibited.
Human bodies give us glimpses of the human soul. Without there
being human bodies there is no question of our having glimpses
of human souls. Of course this glimpse of the human soul is not

any kind of inference. It is not the case that 'I have inferred

the existence of a ‘'soul' by ‘observing the human body'. If I

have to depend on ‘inference'*' then I could have had no glimpse
[

of the human soul. For the requirements of inference are not satis-

fied in this case.
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302. "On The Souls", Basic Works of Aristotle, ed. Richard Mc
Keon, Random House, p. 546.
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Wittgenstein at times does not distinguish the concept of
‘human body' from the concept of ‘'human being'. In his Remarks

On The Philosophy of Psychology the human soul has been picturised

by the human being. As he says, "The human being is the best pic-

ture of the human soul.” 303

This indifferent attitude to the
distinction between the concept of a human being and the concept
of a human body shows that Wittgenstein in his later work gives
much importance to the concept of a human body, that this concept

is equated with the concept of a human being.

Had Aristotle anticipated the further consequences of Witt-
genstein's later thought he would have certainly imposed more
restrictions on Plato's view of souls. Not only would it have
been impossible for Plato to allow the entry of human soul into
the body of a dog or a plant, but that it would have been impossi-
ble for Plato to allow plants to have any kind of souls, and in
the case of animals having souls would have been quite compli-
cated. For Wittgenstein's concept of 6oul, . in his later writing,
is the concept of a thinking experiencing subject. In his -earlier
writing he sacrificed this concept for the concept of a 'willing
subject', and therefore, he failed to find it either in the world
or outside it. It is in the search for the human soul in the world
that Wittgenstein's attention is diverted towards the human body.
If human body could also function as the thinking experiencing
subject or else in some way could lead us to such a subject then
it is possible for us to have discovered the human souls. The

search for a soul is the search for a thinking experiencing subject,
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Only those things (to use 'things' vaguely) have souls to which
it is possible for us to ascribe ‘*thoughts' and 'experiences'.
Prohibiting the ascription of thoughts and experiences to a thing
is prohibiting that it is (has) soul. This becomes clear from
Wittgenstein's raising the question whether a stone has a soul.
"In what sense will the stone have the pains...In what sense will
they be ascribed to a stone ? And can he say of the stone that
it has a soul and that is what has the pain? What has a soul,
or pain, to do with a stone?"304 Thus, one of the ways in which
an objéct could be conceived of as having a soul is that experience
are ascribed to it. The soul is the subject of experiences. So
the issue whether something has a soul depends on the issue whether

experiences could be ascribed to it.

But what leads us to say that something has experiences?
We ascribe experiences to a thing by observing its behaviour.

As in his Investigations Wittgenstein reacts about this view "But

doesn't what you say come to this : that there is no pain, for
example, without pain—behaviour."3°5 In this context Wittgenstein
has no intention of reducing 'pain' to its ‘bodily expression®
But the f'act that pain cannot be reduced to its bodily expression,
does not mean that it could exist independently of all its connec-
tions with the bodily behaviour. It simply makes no sense to talk
about 'pain' without using ‘behavioural criteria'. Pain is supposed
to be an inner process. “An inner process] as Wittgenstein points
out "is in need of outward criteria.® 30° On the basis of all this
Wittgenstein is led to say "Only of a living human being and what

304. Investigations, 283. 305. Investigations, 28l.
306. Ibid., 580.
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resembles (behave 1like) a 1living human being can one say : it
has sensations; it sees; is blind; hears; is deaf: is consciouS
or unconscious."307 ye ascribe experiences to living human beings-
And this we are able to do by observing their bodily behaviour-
If they did not behave in the way they do behave, we would have
failed to ascribe experiences to them. This implies that the living
human beings are according to Wittgenstein the thinking experiencing
subjects; they are the souls to which experiences are ascribed.

In this Tractatus Wittgenstein did not give any importance tO

human souls, human beings and human bodies. They were supposed
to be the kind of things with "which psychology deals."308 But
‘now he does not restrict himself only to human souls, he goes
to an even lower level. All those living beings are the subjects
for the ascription of experiences that behave like the 1living
human beings. Wittgenstein clearly makes ‘human behaviour' as
the paradigm for the ascription of experiences. A living being
which is different from the human being could be a thinking experi-
encing subject, could be a soul, if its bodily behaviour resembles
the bodily behaviour of the human being. So the human body is
not only the paradigm for the ascription of experiences, it is
also a paradigm for saying that something has a soul. As Wittgen-
stein says, "If one considers the behaviour of a living thing
one sees its soul.*3® consider the variety of living beings to
which Wittgenstein succeeds in ascribing experiences. “Look at

a wriggling fly...pain seems able to get a foothold here.alo

307. Ibid., 28l. 308. Tractatus, 5.64l.
309. Investigations, 357. 310. Ibid., 284.
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'wriggling fly' does not seem to very unlike a ‘crying man'. It
is because we say of a man who is crying that he is in pain, that
we also say of a wriggling fly that it is in pain. Wittgenstein
further says, "One can imagine an animal angry, frightened, unhappy

startled.” 511

One can imagine the psychical experiences in connec-—
tion with an animal because of the fact that the behaviour of
an animal resembles the behaviour of man. But if it is possible
for us to ascribe experiences to animals, it is also possible
for us to say that they have souls. Can experiences be ascribed
to plants? Can we- say of tomatoes and cabbages that they have
souls ? Why not? Wittgnestein does not hesitate in allowing vege-
tative life to have thoughts and experiences, to have souls. As
he says, "When you see trees swaying about they are talking to
one another.” Everything has a soul", you compare the branches

w312 riye Plato, Wittgenstein seems to have permitted

with arms.
everything 1living to have soul, to have thoughts and experiences.
He seems to have accepted the Aristotelian restriction that the
human soul is restricted only to the human body. Perhaps animals

have their own variety of souls, so also the vegetable world its

own.

Wittgenstein's view, however, is not as simple as that of
Plato or Aristotle. What his one hand gives to the animals and
plants, the other hand takes away from them, and the result is
that they remain animals and plants, qQualitatively different from
men and women. At first step we can see Wittgenstein assimilating

vegetables to:gzgdinary material objects. As he reacts, "But doesn't

311. Ibid, part ii, i.p. 174.
312Lectures On Aesthetics, ed. Cyril Barret, pp. 2-3.
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one say that a man has consciousness, and that a tree or a stone
does not ?"313 This implies that trees are not unlike stones.
Upto this stage we have the picture that only human beings and
animals have souls. But why do we deprive the material objects
and vegetables to have consciousness ? Does the behaviour of
a stone or a plant fail to resemble the behaviour of a man ?
It does. Wittgenstein refers to a chair to see whether experiences
could be ascribed to it. Where do the experiences occur if they
occur ¢gtoa chair. "In one of its parts ? Or outside it body.':‘)14

This kind of questioning is justified, for "we want to know how
the chair 1is supposed to be 1like a human being, whether, for
instances, the head is at the top of the back and so on."315
So also if a rose is allowed to be conscious, we would like to
see how does its body resemble the human body. Suppose it is
said, "A rose has no teeth”. Is it like the raising of the ques-
tion "A new born babe has no teeth"? Wittgenstein comments “One
has no notion in advance where to look for teeth in a ros?e%ﬁ
So the question of ascribing experiences to a rose does not arise.
Thus, Wittgenstein has restricted Plato's souls to the animal
kindgom, for men too are a species of animals (of course men
suffer from the self-deception that they have something of the

divine in them. Perhaps animals do not have any such suffering.)

What follows may be taken as the next step of Wittgenstein.
He himself introduces difficulties for considering animals as

the thinking experiencing subjects. Consider his reaction to

313. Investigation, 418. 314. Ibid., 361.
315. Ibid. 316. 1Ibid., part 11,xi,221-

222
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the use of the expression 'think'. Wittgenstein remarks "We learn
to say it perhaps only of human beings 2 We learn to assert oOr
deny it of them . The question "Do fishes think?" does not exist

among our application of language, it is not used.=317 similar

is the remark, "We don't say of a table and chair that they think:
neither do we say this of a plant, a fish, and hardly of a dog:
only of human beings. And not even of all human beings.'?’18 If
we have been taught to assert or deny ‘thinking' to human beings,
then we cannot extend its application to fishes, dogs and flies.

As in his Investigations Wittgenstein remarks, "“If a concept

refers to a character of human handwriting, it has no application
to beings that do not write." 319 e concept of thinking refers
to a human being, therefore it has no application to those acbjects
that are not human beings. Fishes, dogs and flies are not human
beings. The concept of thinking is tied to language: or, rather
'Our concept of thinking is tied to our language. ‘'Fishes, dogs
and flies do not use our language: hence we do not know what
would it be for these animals to use our language. As Wittgenstein
says, "If a lion could talk, we could not understand him.=2°
Therefore, we just do not know, hence, do not say, what it is

for an animal to think.

Wittgenstein has introduced for us a paradoxical situation
concerning his views. On the one hand he has led us to think
that not only animals have souls even trees have souls. On the
other hand he means to say that only human beings have souls,
because in a legitimate sense we ascribe experiences only to

317. Philosophy of Psychology, 201. 318. Ibid., 192.
319. Investigations, part 11, i.,p.174.

320. Ibid.' part ll' xi' 223.
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human beings. One solution could be that Wittgenstein deprived
the animals and plants only from having reason, from having thou-
ghts. He allows them to have sensations. So his view is not very
different from the view of Aristotle. Animals and plants too
have souls, for they are experiencing subjects, not thinking
subjects. This solution prohibits the entry of human soul into
the body of a dog or a fly. But when Wittgenstein denies 'thinking
to animals and trees his denial also covers the having of ‘'sensa-
tions' by the animals and plants. For our concept of sensation,
like our concept of thinking, involves a linguistic structure.
If we cannot ask the question "Do fishes think ?" We can also
not ask the question "Do fishes feel?". How to recoincile Witt-
'genstein's denial that animals are thinking experiencing subjects
and his assertion that they are such subjects? The solution seems
to be that when he denies thoughts and experiences to animals
he denies them only in the secondary sense. In the primary sense
thoughts and experiences can be ascribed only to human beings.
It is only in the secondary derivative sense that animals have
thoughts and experiences. But this solution would keep Wittgenstein
away not only from Plato but also from Aristotle. Our ascription
of experiences to animals would not be very different from our
ascription of experiences to dolls and pots. So also ascription
of souls to animals is in no better situation. Only human beings
have experiences, and it is only in connection with human beings
that we can say that they have souls. It is only in a secondary
sense that we talk about a dog or a tree that it talks and feels

sensations, that it possesses a soul.
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Two Uses of 'I' : It has been pointed out earlier in this chapter,

that Wittgenstein makes a distinction between the use of ‘If
as subject and its use as object. The period when he was charmed

by this distinction can be described as the Blue Book period,

it spreads over the years 1930-35. In the preceeding section
we have seen that the concept of a human being is not complete
if only the human body is mentioned, we must also take note of
human experiences. Now the question arises whether experiences
can be ascribed to the body, whether the body can function as
the thinking experiencing subject. Suppose my hand is injured.
Do I say that my hand feels pain. Though I have no qualms in
saying that my hand is injured, 1 have qualms in saying that
my hand feels pain. We do not say of our hands and heads that
they feel pain. For it is I who feels pain in this hand or head.
As Wittgenstein raises the question, "Isn't it absurd to say
of A\body that it has pain.?":‘21 Wherein lies the absurdity ?
Wittgenstein reacts, "What makes it plausible to say that it

is not the body ? - Well, something like this, if someone has

pain in his hand, then the hand does not say so (unless it writes
it) and one does not comfort the hand, but the sufferer."322
Wittgenstein does not equate the ‘sufferer® with the ‘hand’,
The sufferer, the thinking experiencing subject, is not the body.
Bodies could be injured or wounded, so they are the subjects
of such injuries and wounds. But they cannot be the subjects

of pains and pleasures. We must introduce a different subject

for experiences in case we reject bodies as their subjects. All

321. Investigations, 286. 322. Ibid.
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this has led Wittgenstein to differentiate between the two uses
of 'I'. As he says "There are two different cases in the use
of the word 'I' (or, "my") which I might call "the use as abject”
and the "use as subject®™. Example of the first kind of use are
these : "My arm is broken". "I have grown six inches®, "I have
a bump on my forehead", "The wind blows my hair about®”. Examples
of the second kind are : "I see so-and-so", "1 hear so—and-so",
"I try to lift my arm", "I think it will rain®", "I have tooth-
aéhe."323 In the case of 'I' as object 'I' refers to the body,
but it is certainly not the body that is being referred to when

'I' is used as subject.

In his Individuals Strawson has attaced Wittgenstein for

his distinction between the two uses of 'I'. For Wittgenstein
intends to show that the use of 'I' as subject is illegitimate,
it is not required. The legitimate use of 'I' is made only when
it is used as object, when it is used to stand for the body.
This conclusion according to Strawson makes Wittgenstein a no-
subject theorist, a theorist who believes that there is no think-
ing experiencing subject, that thoughts and experiences could
manage their affairs by themselves. While explaining Wittgen-
stein's view Strawson remarks, "He thought that there were two
uses of 'I', and that in one of them °'I' was replacable by ‘this
body'...But he also said that in the other use (the use exempli-
fied by 'I' have a toothache' as opposed to ‘I have a bad tooth’)

the °'I' does not denote a possessor, and that no Ego is involved

in thinking or in having toothache: and referred with apparent

approval to Lichtenberg's dictum that, instead of saying °I think®,

323. Blue and Brown Books, pp. 66-7.
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we (or Descartes) ought to say 'There is a thought =324 wittgen—
stein is clearly a no-subject theorist. For he retains thought
wihout retaining the thinking subject. His position jg different
from the position of Hume, for he retains th?)ody. But his position
is also different from the position of Descartes, for he rejects

the thinking experiencing subject.

Before we go further into the details of Wittgenstein's
rejection of the Cartesian subject some minor clarification con-
cerning Strawson's characterisation of his view is essential.
Strawson says, "We may notice...a possible connection between
the no-owner ship doctrine and the Cartesian position. The latter
is, straight forwardly enough, a dualism of two subjects, or
two tybes of subjects . The former could, a little paradoxically,
be called a dualism too : a dualism of one subject - the body
- and one non-subject. We might surmise that the second dualism,
paradoxically so called, arises out of the first dualism, non-
paradoxically so called:; in other words, that if we try to think
of that to which one's states of consciousness are ascribed as
something utterly different from that to which certain corporeal
characteristics are ascribed, then indeed it becomes difficult
to see why states of consciousness should be ascribed to, thought
of as belonging to, anything at all.” 322 I do not know whether
Strawson has given a criticism of Wittgenstein's view or an accu~
rate representation of his view. I simply do not find anything
critical in it, except perhaps a critical tone. Por Strawson

accepts that if we try to think of that to which experiences

324. Individuals, 95 (footnote) 325. Individuals, p. 98.
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are ascribed as something utterly different from that to which
certain corporeal characteristics are ascribed then it becomes
difficult to see why states of consciousness are ascribed to
anything at all. This means that if we start with the Cartesian
dualism of two subjects then we must end with the Wittgensteinian
no-subject position (of there being no subject for experiences.)
And this is what Wittgenstein wanted to show. No-subject doctrine
is a natural heir of Cartesian dualism, therefore Cartesian
dualism must be rejected. The kind of no-ownership view which
Wittgenstein has proposed is straight forwardly dualistic. There
is no paradoxicality or roundaboutness about it, for Wittgenstein
was certainly not pleading for the neo-Humean analysis of experi-
ences. If there is no reduction of experiences to physical states
then the view is undoubtedly dualistic. But the oconsequence
of dualism is solipsism. In rejecting the 'I' of the soplipst
Wittgenstein is rejecting both Cartesian dualism and solipsism
as oridinarily understood. Strawson does not recognise the servicec
rendered by the no-ownership theorist. Strawson finds Descartes
mistaken, and the no-ownership theorist doubly mistaken. For
the no-ownership theorist as depicted by Strawson carries all
the difficulties of the Cartesian dualism plus a few more.But
Wittgenstein is certainly not pleading for Descartes. He is
simply showing that Descartes is mistaken, that from his assump-
tion solipsims follows and from solipsism follows the rejection
of the thinking experiencing subject. So Cartesian dualism involves
;:: death. The no-ownership theory is a concrete rejection of

both, Descartes and Hume, by mirroring the features of both.
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Wittgenstein's distinction between the use of *'I' as subject
and its use as object should be studied along with his introductory
remarks on this distinction. What leads him to make this distin-
ction, and what purpose does this distinction serve. Wittgen-—
stein says, just before proposing this distinction, "When I said,
from my heart, that only I see, I was also inclined to say that
by "I" I didn't really mean L.W....I could almost say that by
*"I" I mean something which just now inhabits L.W., something
which the others can't see. (I meant my mind, but could only
point to 'it via mybody.)"326 It is evident from these remarks
that there is a clear connection between solipsism and dualism.
Solipsism helps dualism and dualism helps solipsism: they survive
on each others mutual assistance. Unless the thinking experiencing
subject is totally different from the body, though hidden in
the body, dualism does not get started. And thinking experiencing
subject could be independent of the body only in the condition
when its sole function is to stand as the subject for the ascrip-
tion of experiences. As Wittgenstein points out, "in the cases
in which "I" is used as subject we don't use it because we re-
cognise a particular person by his bodily characteristics; and
this creat:EJ the illusion that we use this word to refer to someth-
ing bodiless, which, however, has its seat in our body. In fact
this seems to be the real eqgo, the one of which it was said,
"Cogito, ergo sum®.*327  ymether such an €ego is jillusory or not
would be seen later. Suppose it is not illusory, then is there

any way for it to push aside the body? Is there any way for this

326. Blue and Brown Books, 66. 327. Ibid., 69.
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ego to peep through the body ? But without pushing aside the
body, how could this ego, how could this subject, have the glimpse
of other egoes, other subjects? So there is only one ego, one
thinking experiencing subject. Only I am real, I am the only
thinking e€xperiencing subject. Nei}:her this type of solipsism
is coherent nor this type of dualism is coherent. Both solipsism
and dualism are internally incoherent. To be a clear and ccherent
sopilsist ‘one must reject the myth of thinking experiencing sub-
ject. One must show that the pure ego is a myth. So Wittgenstein
makes an attempt to present himself as a ccherent and consistent
solipsist. His kind of solipsism is solipsism without the myth

of the thinking experiencing subject.

According to the notes dictated to Alice Ambrose and Margaret
Macdonald, Wittgenstein remakred, "(Getting into the soplipsistic
mood means not using the word "I™ in describing a personal experi-
ence) (Acceptance of such a change is tempting) because the des-
cription of a sensation does not contain a reference to either
a person or a sense organ."328 So Wittgenstein's solipsistic
mood is very different from the solipsistic mood of an ordinary
solipsist. We must distinguish Wittgenstien's solipsism from
ordinary solipsism. When an ordinary solipsist gets {nto his
mood he starts perfacing his experiential reports with *I®, for
he thinks that all experiences are his experiences. In the solip~
sistic notation of an ordignky solipsist the use of *“I°, “"my”
and "mine” become supremely important: nothing is to be spoken
without prefacing one's speech with one of these expressions.

Wittgenstein is aware that using one or any of these expressions
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is self-defeating: for their use presupposses the use of "you",

*she", "his" etc. if all experiences are declared as mine then

no experience can be declared as mine. Hence the solipsist would

be preaching an inccherent doctrine if he uses such expressions
as "I", "My" and "mine". They should be removed fram the descri-
ption of experiences. Ordinary solipsism gives way to Wittgen-
steinian solipsism, incoherent solipsism gives way to ccherent

solipsism.

It is to bring coherence to the solipsistic doctrine that
Wittgenstein becomes a no-subject theorist, first a qualified
no-subject theorist then a fulfledged no-subject theorist. At
times Wittgenstein simply denies "I" as the subject of experiences
without denying Smith or Jones as the subject of experiences.
When he 1is denying only "I" as the subject of experiences he
is a qualified no-subject theorist. Let us consider the remarks
vhich show that Wittgenstein is a qualified no-subject theorist.
Again let us take the notes of Alice Ambrose. "The function x
has toothache” has various values, Smith, Jones etc., But not
I. T is in a class by itself. The word "I” does not refer to
a possession in sentences about having an experience, unlike
its use in "I have a cigar.“329 I can possess a cigar but not
a toothache. The question arises what praohibits me from possessing
a toothache but not a cigar ? And we have to answer this question
keeping in view that it is only I who have been refused to possess
a toothache, no such refusal for Smith and Jones, for they are
values of the function "x has toothache®. Though 1 can possess
only a cigar, Smith can possess both a cigar and a tocthache.

The easiest interpretation which would occur to an interpreter
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is that something is wrong with the sense of possession or owner-
ship in the case of .experiences like toothaches and he.adaches-
Wittgenstein is using 'possession' and ‘'ownership® in a sense
that I am deprived of possessing and owning experiences. In the

case of experiences the possession and ownership is necessary:

it makes no sense to say that an experience is unowned or unposse-
ssed or that it is being transferred to another person. But the
concept of ‘'necessary ownership' or ‘necessary possession' is
illegitimate, hence it is impossible for me to possess or own
an experience. Referring to Wittgenstein's views on this issue
Hacker points out, "It makes no sense to speak of an owner, because
it makes no sense to speak of an owned pain. A matchbox can have
an owner, because it can lack one. It makes sense to speak of

=30 pue

ownership only when it makes sense to speak of none.
this simply could not be the exclusive reason for denying I to
own experiences. For in this sense even Smith should not own
experiences. The sense of ownership of toothache remains the
same whether "toothache®” occurs in the sentence "Smith has tooth-
ache" (uttered by Smith) and "I have toothache®" (uttered by Smith)
Since Wittgenstein allows Smith but not ®I" as the value of the

function "x has toothache®, there is a deeper reason for denying

)
experiences to be owned by me.

It is interesting to read the immediatley succeeding remarks
of Wittgenstein as Alice Ambrose reproduces them. These remarks
also show that Wittgenstein is a qualified no—-subject theorist.

"We could have a language from which ®"I® is omitted from sentences

330. Insight And Illusion, p. 189.
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describing a personal experience. (instead of saying "I think"”
or "I have an ache" and might say "It thinks" like "It rains"),
and in place of "I have an ache", "There is an ache®". Under certaif!
circumstances one might be strongly tempted to do away with the
nyw =331

simple use of The temptation is restricted to doing

away with the simple use of "I" (the use of "I" as subject).
This temptation is not extended to doing away with Smith and
Jones etc. Wittgenstein does not suggest the use of "it" in the
place of Smith. There is nothing wrong with "Smith has toothache®,
for "I" is in a class by itslef. In doing away with "I" Wittgen-
stein is removing the monoply of ego. As he says. "The statement
"Only I have real toothache", either has a commonsense meaning,
or, if it is grammatical proposition, it is meant to be a state-
ment of a rule. The solipsist wishes to say, ®"I should like to
put, in” stead of the notation 'I have real toothache' ‘'there
is toothache'." What the solipsist wants is not the notation
in which the ego has monopoly, but one in which the ego vanisheg?z
So Wittgenstein is opposing the concentration of ego in one person
And he considers 'I' as the representative of the ego in the
language-game. Perhaps Smith does not represent ego in our lan<
guage, therefore Wittgenstein does not have any objections to

retaining Smith.

So far as solipsism is concerned there seems to be somg
incocherence in retaining Smith and doing away with *I°'. What

would be the use of the name Smith for a solipsist 2?2 Are thery

331. Alice Ambrose, p. 21. 332. Ibid.. p. 22.
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any Jones, Hicks and Toms, so that Smith maybe distinguished
from them ? If in the solipsistic notation 'I' is a useless piece
so would Smith be a useless piece. Qualified no-subject doctrine
must give pllace to an unqualified no-subject doctrine. Wittgen—
stein perhaps is aware of this, therefore, he suggests the use
of "There is real toothache™ instead of "Smith (the solipsist)
has toothache." 333 "We could adopt the following way of represen-—
ting matters; if I, L.W., have toothache then that is expressed

334

by means of the proposition 'There is toothahce.” So like

'I' Smith too is not the value of the function °'X has toothache'.
Wittgenstein was certainly wrong in thinking that °'I*' is in a
class by itself. So far as solipsism is concerned, Smith belongs
to the same class as 'I'. It is to eliminate the subject of ex-

periences that in his Investigations Wittgenstein was led to

think that it is a contingent fact that experiences are ascribed
to a person, they could very well have been ascribed to physical
objects like plants and stones. As he says, "Let us imagine the
following : the surfaces of the things around us (stones, plants
etc.) have patches and regions which produce pain in our skin
when we touch them...In this case we should speak of pain-patches
on the leaf of a particular plant just as at present we speak

of red-patches. «335

Lastly on this issue I would like to draw attention to some
remarks of Wittgenstein which remind us of the metpahysical sub-

ject. Wittgenstein says, "Does a person enter into the description

333. Ibid., p. 22. 334. Philosophical Remarks, 53.

335. philosophical Investigations, 312.
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of the visual sensation ? If we describe the visual field, no
person necessarily comes into it...The same applies to the des—
cription of an auditory sensation...The audible phenomenon is
in a auditory space, and the subject who hears has nothing to
do with the physical body. Similarly, we can talk of a toothache.-.
Pains have a space to move in, as to & -auditory experiences

and visual d.ata."336 In the Tractatus he said that the willing

subject is not a part of the world. Now the experiencing subject
is not a part of experience. There is some kind of helplessness
in allowing the subject to occur as a constituent of an experience
It is like the painted farmer who is sitting in front of his
painted house, who owns the house but cannot enter it. Nothing
corresponds to the use of 'I' as subject in experiences, so it

is redundent. But 'I' as object must be retained. As Wittgenstein

says in his Philosophical Remarks, ® "I" clearly refers to my

body, for I am in this room.*337 The consequence of Aaistinguishing
'I' as subject from 'I' as object is doing away with the former -
sense of 'l'. Thus, in order to save solipsism from its inccherence
Wittgenstein has produced a highly controversial doctrine, no

less controversial than the doctrines of Descartes and Hume.

Identifying Persons and their Experiences : On the one hand

Wittgenstein has succeeded in generating a spirit of admiration
for his views, on the other he is also responsible for generating
more heat: of course not an unusual situation for a great philo-

sopher. In this sectionI have chosen Strawson's reactions to Witt-

genstein views. Strawson is one of those critics of Wittgenstein

336. Alice Ambrose, 22-3. 337. philosophical Remarks, 58.
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whose writing has perhaps been much influenced by Wittgenstein.
If one reads such critics of Wittgenstein as Chamsky and Katz
one would feel that these critics have an extremely superificial
study of Wittgenstein. Of course philosophy for the lingu‘:'Sts
is a side affair, and therefore one should not expect much from
them. But if one reads carefully then one may feel thait Strawson's

Individuals is a good ladder for understanding some of the issues

of Wittgenstein's philosophical psychology. Strawson has a rare
insight into Wittgnestein's thought. Because of this one may
even feel that Strawson's position on nature of persons, their
identification and identity is the logical culmination of Witt-
genstein's position. Strawson has taken those steps which Wittgen-

stein has only suggested but not taken.

At times the kind of difficulties which Strawson raises
against Wittgenstein's view could easily be raised against Straw-
son's own views. At other times Strawson's views appear to be
the modified version of Wittgenstion's own views. Sometimes Straw-
son disagrees with Wittgenstein simply because he is 1looking
.at Descartes in a fashion quite different from that in which

Wittgenstein is looking at Descartes.

Strawson, as we have already seen in the ptet.:;ding section,
finds Descartes views as straighforward dualistic, dualism of
two independent subjects, quite distinct from each other. Rather,
the dualism which is presupposed by Wittgenstein's no-subject
theory is not straightforward. For it is "a dualism of one subject

338

the body - and one non-subject.” The expression “non-subject®

is not a special kind of subject, therefore no regiest has been




172

made to search for a subject corresponding to the expression
"non-subject”. This characterisation which S.trawson uses for
Wittgenstein's view is precisely the characterisation which Witt-
genstein uses for the view of Descartes. To Wittgenstein Cartesian
dualism appears quite paradoxical. It is a dualism of two subjects
"Mr. Body and Mr. Nobody". Wittgenstein feels that the Cartesian
subject "Mr. Nobody" is a myth. How could such a myth as the
myth of "Mr. Nobody"™ arise? It is interesting to know about the
generation of such myths. On the genesis of the myth "Mr. Nobody"
Wittgenstein reflects, "Imagine a language—game in which, instead
of "I found nobody in the room", one said "I found Mr. Nobody
in the room". Imagine the philosophical problems which would
arise out of such a convention. Some philosophers brought up
in this language would probably feel that they dian‘'t like the
similarity of the expressions "Mr. Nobody" and Mr. Smith"?ag
It is in the context of distinguishing "I have pain® from “He
has pain" that Wittgenstein brings the analogy of "Mr. Nobody*®.
The use of "I" in "I have pain® is like the use of "Mr. Nobody*®.
And the use of "he" in "he has pain® is like the use of “Mr.
Smith". As Wittgenstein points out concerning the distinction
between 'I' and ‘'he'. “The difference between the propositions
"I have pain® and "he has pain® ielnot like that of "L.W. has
pain® and "Smith has pain®. Rather it corresponds to the difference
between meaning and saying that someone mc:an:..‘340 Saying that
'I have pain' is nothing but moaning. The fact that the word
‘I' has occured in this sentence 'I have pain’ does not mean

339. Blue and Brown Books, p. 69.
340. Tbid., p. 68.
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that this word is the name of, or refers to, a person. g4
the word 'pain' is not necessarily a name or a description. As

Wittgenstein remarks "Words are connected with the primitive,
the natural, expressions of the sensation and used in thejr place.

"The - verbal expression of pain replaces crying and goes not

describe!ﬂ:."3411f 'Pain' has not been used as the name of a sensa-

tion, if its use is only as an expression of a sensation, then

neither pain nor anything else has been described by the use
of this word. Therefore, the expression 'having pain®' also denotes
no sort of possession. But if ‘'pain' has lost its descriptive
function in the sentence "I have pain®", the word 'I' too has
lost its referring and naming function. I cannot be merely referr-

ing to something if I am not in a position to say something about

it. If in saying 'I have pain' I am not ascribing a sensation
to a person'then I have also failed in referring to that person:
the word 'I' in such a situation has become a non-starter. The
wo;d 'I' in such a situation is performing the role of *"Mr. Nobody®,
it is not performing the role of "Mr. Smith®", hence it is better

to translate the sentence in terms of the sentence “There is

pain”.

It is possible that Descartes was not aware of the above
difficulties. Perhaps he was not cautious that in distinguishing
the subject of experiences from the body, he was not distinguish~
ing any subject from the body, that no subject existed which

e
correspondnto the verbal expression of the subject as the body

341. Philosophical Investigations, 410.
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ed

correspond, to the verbal expression of the subject for the ascrip-

tion of physical states. Descartes invented the hidden ®ego®
to stand for the non-subject, to convert the non-subject into
a subject. Since the ego is hidden its existence cannot be dis-

proved.

Strawson would oppose Wittgenstein's distinction between
'T have pain' and 'he has pain'. According to him these sentences
are not only grammatically similar but also logically similar...
As he says, ""In pain" means the same whether one says 'I am
in pain' or 'he is in pain'. The dictionaries do not give two
sets of meaning for every expression which describes a state
of consciousness : a first person meaning and a second-and-third
person meaning."342 There is no doubt that we do not find in the
dictionaries two sets of meanings for 'in pain',for the reason
that the dictionaries are. not concerned with the phrase-meanings
and sentence meanings; they are concerned with the word-meaning.
'In pain' is a phrase and not a word, it can occur as a part
of a sentence in a different sense than that in which a word
occurs as a part of a sentence. So far as the dictionaries are
concerned the expression 'in pain' has neither one set of meaning
nor two sets of meanings. Since the dictionaries are concerned
with the word-meanings one may find the meanings of both the
words in it, 'in’ and ‘pain®' separately. Once the meanings of
these words are secured from the dictionaries, one may use them
in framing phrases and sentences: 'in pain®’ is one of such phrases

And the fact that a word is given its meaning in the dictionaries

342. Individuals, p. 95.
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does not mean that its uses are also given in the dictiomaries.
It is neither tragic nor comic that philosophers go beyond the
dictionaries; for anyone who uses phrases and sentences goes
beyond the dictionary-meanings. Moreover Philosophical problems
cannot be solved by making an appeal to dictionaries. Saying
that a word is "the description of..” "The name of ..." etc.
etc., is doing philosophy, is doing something which goes beyond
the dictionaries. Granted that there are occasions on which the
word ‘pain' is used in those sentences that are descriptive,
" how does it imply that there are no occasions on which the word

'pain' is used in those sentences (or putative sentences) which

express one's experiences. What Wittgenstein maintains is that
the word 'pain' has a manifold role in lanquage; a role which
is descriptive, but also a role which is expressive. Wittgenstein

is drawing attention to the complexities of human language.

a
If the statement 'I have pain®' is a description of person's
A

experience, as Strawson suggests, then it is possible to be mis-
taken about its truth. Two kinds of mistakes are possible with
respect to this statement. One is concerning the experience
game—designated by 'pain' and the other is concerning the subject
designated by 'I'. What would it be to be mistaken about one's
experience? And what would it be to be mistaken about oneself
These questions are not absurd, for they are connected with the
question concerning the identification of persons and their ex-
periences. I must have criteria for identifying experiences:

so also I must have criteria for identifying persons. Strauson
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too does not deny the issue of identifying experiences. So also
he does not deny that there is such an issue as the issue of
identifying persons. As he says, "A twinge of toothache or a
private impression of red cannot in general be identified in

our common language except as twinge which such and such an iden-

tified person suffered."343 But if an experience depends for

its identification on a person, then it should be possible to
identify the person in question. .As he says further, "It would
be necessary, in order for the experience-description to be given
currency, that someone or other, who gave it currency, should
also have been able to give an independent identification of

the sufferer of the experience."344

Granted that persons and their experiences are the items
to be identified. But then it is a precondition of identification
that sometimes I misidentify those items which at other times
I succeeded in identifying. Success in a game goes along with
failure. If there is no possibility of my ever losing a game
then it is also not possible for me to have won the game. Victory
presupposes a possible defeat. Identification presupposes mis-
identification. Further, talking about the identification of
pains and visual experiences provides to them some kind of inde-
pendent status. Pains and visual experiences have to be assimjla-
ted to wallets, shoes and jackets, for we have the same sort

of concern about both the group of cbjects. In his Philosophical

Remarks Wittgenstein did not hesitate in treating toothache on

343. Ibid., p. 4l. 344. Ibid.
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par with a wallet. Referring to the identification of other's
toothache Wittgenstein remarked : ®"But what does ‘he' mean and
what does ‘'have toothache®' mean ? Is this a relation toothache
once had to me and now has to him 2 So in that case I would also
be conscious of toothache now and of his having it now, just
as I can now see a wallet in his hand that I sa\.veatlielz'inming‘.15
Treating a toothache exactly in the same fashion as a wallet
is the consequence of Wittgenstein's distinguishability criteria
for two toothaches. As he remarks, "How are toothaches to be
distinguished from one another ? By intensity and similar charac-
teristics, and by location."346 If a toothache is to be identified
in terms of its intensity, location etc., then it is not absurd
to say that the toothache midlj:\have is the same as the toothache
which you have (had). Wittgenstein goes a step further in assimi-
lating toothaches to wallets. If it is logically ruled out for
me to own his wallet, then it is also logically ruled out for
me to own any wallet, including mine. The expression ‘ownership’
means that it is trasnferable from him to me and from me to him.

It is in this spirit that he remarked in the Blue Book, "If we

exclude the phrase 'I have his toothache®’ from language, we thereby
also exclude ‘I have (or feel) gx_tooth.zscl'\e.‘347 It is clear
why toothaches are to be treated like wallets. If they are not
so treated then there is no question of 1i1dentifying them, {.e.
for saying that they are mine. Pains and visual experiences must

be given the same treatment as shoes, j)ackets and swallets. A

345. Philosophical Remarks, 62. 346. Ibid., 6l.
347. Blue Books, p. 55.
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pair of shoes and a jacket fit mybodyd)esrntmantl‘;atthey
could not have fitted to the body of some other person. It is
a contingent fact that I own a given pair of shoes and a given
jacket; they could have very well have been owned by some other
person. Similarly, it is a contingent fact that I own a given
toothache and a given visual experience, they oould have been

owned by some other person.

The assimilation of toothaches and visual exgeriences to
shoes, jackets and wallets has its own difficulties, and Wittgen-
stein is quite aware of them. On occas?ion I have been searching
for my jacket, it got mixed up with the jackets of other people.
Ultimatley I succeeded in searching it ocut. I succeeded in identi-
fying it, in recognising it as my own. I separated it from the
jackets of other people. Similarly, on occasgions my shoes got
mixed up with the shoes of other people. I have been searching
for them. I try my feet in this pair of shoes and that pair of
shoes. Ultimately, I succeeded in identifying my shoes. Have
my experiences ever behaved in this fashion ? Have my visual
experiences and toothaches ever got mixed up with the visual
experiences and toothaches of other people? Did I ever have the
same sort of confusion about my private sensations which I had
about my shoes and jackets ? Wittgenstein connects the jssue
of ’'misidentifying experiences' with the issue of ‘'misidentifica-
tion of persons'. So also he compares ‘'misidentifying experiences®
with ‘misidentifying bodily states'. Concerming the misidenti-

fication of bodily states he says, "It is possible that, say



179

arm at my side, and think that it is mine, when it really is
my neighbour's. And I could looking into a mirror, mistake the
bump on his forehead for one on mine.” 348 SO someone else's arm
or the bump on his forehead could easily be confused as mine.
Therefore, it makes sense to say that I identify my arm or the
bump on my forehead. But toothahce and visual experiences do
not behave in the same fashion. As he says, "There is no question
of recognising a person when I say I have toothache. To ask “"Are
you sure that it's you who have pains?® would be nonsensical®...
"It is as impossible that in making the statement 'I have a tooth-
ache' 1 should have mistaken another person for myself, as it
is to moan with pain by mistake, having mistaken someone else

for me." 349

Misidentifying a toothache is impossible, because
such misidentification presupposes misidentification of a person.
And it makes no sense to say that I confused myself with someone
else. To talk about identifying my arm makes sense. For saying
that an arm is mine means that it is not someone else's. B«
it could have been someone else's And it is because it could
have been someone else's that it makes sense to say that I iden-
tify or recognise that it is mine. The same analysis however
does not r?}d good for my toothache. Could it have been someone
else's? Does it make sense to say that I misidentify my toothache?
Do 1 say °'As a matter of fact this toothache is someone else's,
only I confused it as mine’. Then how could I say that it is
mine? I do not fail, so also I do not succeed in {dentifying

a toothache as mine. No such difficulty exists for the toothache

348. Ibid., p. 67.
349. Ibid.
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of some other person.

Attacking Wittgenstein, Strawson remarks, “"States, or experi-
ences, one might say, owe their identity as particulars to the
identity of the person whose states of experiences they ar:e.'3So
This 1is to reject Wittgenstein's distinguishability criteria
for two toothaches in terms of intensity, location etc. And this

is to accept Wittgenstein's other suggestion that experiences

are defined'in terms of persons. But Wittgenstein is worried

that if experiences are identified in terms of persons then in
what sense would 'I have pain' be an assertion. Strawson has
not even attempted to remove Wittgenstein's worries. While putting
forward an alternative suggestion to identifying toothaches in
terms of intensity, location etc., Wittgenstein remarks, ®“But
if it is objected that the distinction is simply that in the
one case I have it, in the other he; thus the owner is the defin-
ing mark of the toothache itself: but then what does the propo-
sition 'I have toothache' (or someone else does) assert? Nothing
at all.” 351 Thus, like Strawson, Wittgenstein also contemplated
the possibility of identifying toothaches and visual experiences

in terms of their owners, but rejected it.

The fact that the identification of a toothache is postponed
till the identification of the person who ouns it, is simply
postponing the difficulties. For the person in question has to
be identified independently of identifying this toothache. Such
a kind of identification is essential in order to awvoid viciocus
circularity. If the identification of atoothache depends on the

identification of a person, then the person's 11dentification.

350. Individuals, p. 97. 351. Philosophical Remarks, 6l.
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to avoid vicious circularity, should not depend on the identifi-~
cation of his toothache. Would the identification of the person
in question be conducted in terms of his body — my body in the
case of 'I have: toothache'? But what is "My body” doing here?
Isn't it the body in which I feel my toothache? So my body itself
demands its identification prior to identifying a person. And
if my body too is identified in terms of my experiences, then
neither the services of my experiences nor the services of my
body can be utilised while conducting identification of person
(in this case 'myself'). How is a person identified independently
of identifying his body and his experiences, is a mystery. If
a toothache is identified as my toothache, whatever be the means,
methods or ways of doing so, we must allow the possibility that
it could possibly be someone else's. We must allow the possibility
of defeat otherwise we cannot be victorious. We must allow misid-
entification in order to have identification. But once the possi-
bility of misidentification is accomodated in the game of identi-
fication, then the experiences would not be owned in the sense
of "logically non-transferable kind®*. I am not convinced that
Strawson has provided a satisfactory solution to Wittgenstein's
worries ooncerning either the identification of experiences or

the identification of those who happen to oun experiences.

Strawson has of course succeeded in showing, inspite of
his failure on specific issues, that our philosophical worriles
concerning mind and body would continue if we d not in scme

way jump out of the Cartesian circle. Most of the Wittgensteinian
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worries were the outcome of the Cartesian circle. Wittgenstein
failed to jump ocut of the circle. Strawson has certainly succeeded
in jumping out of the circle. The inspection of 'I am tall' and
'T see a spider on the ceiling' have not led Strawson to make
a distinction between the two senses of 'I' but to discover that
there is only one sense of 'I' though two different uses of the
word. It is one and the same entity that is involved in having
two different kind of predicates. Similar thought is present
in Wittgenstein but he did not develop it. Consider Wittgenstein's
remark, "Pain-behaviour can point to a painful place - but the
subject of pain is the person who gave it expression.'asz The
person who is the subject of pain is also the subject of bodily-
states, otherwise it would be impossible for him to give physical
expresssion to his pain. The remarks such as the present one
are found in Wittgenstein's later work. Only Wittgenstein did
not develop this line of thinking. Perhaps he had no wish to
jump out of the Cartesian circle. Whatever may be said against
Descartes his thinking is extremely bewitching. Much of what
Wittgenstein says on the issues of philosophical psychology is

a reaction to Cartesian thinking.

352. Investigations, 302.
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Philosophy of Science

One could say "every view has its charm, "but
that would be false. The correct thing to say
is that every view is significant for one who
seés it as significant.

Remarks on Frazer's Golden Bough.

Early Wittgenstein : Early Wittgenstein's thoughts have been res-

tricted to science, even if his thoughts were philosophical early
Wittgenstein cannot express his philosophical thoughts. He cannot
express those thoughts because he has laid a ban on philosophy,
a ban on the expression of philosophy. It is not as if philosoph)
could have been given expression if Wittgenstein had not laid thi:
restriction but that early Wittgenstein finds the expression o:
philosophy to be inherently impossible. Impossible because it {:
like the logic of language which cannot be expressed in language
But the unexpressed is more important to Wittgenstein than the ex

pressible for he says about his Tractatus : "My work consists o

two parts :the one presented here plus all that I have not written.

And it is precisely this second part that is the important one.352

For early Wittgenstein we have unimportant things that can be expre
ssed (science) and important things that cannot be expressed (phi

losophy). But by maintaining silence one does not wish them

352. Letter to Ludwig Ficker, quoted in The Fly and the Fly-Bottle

p- 41.



184

out of existence perhaps, they exist silently without making
much noise (like the scientists). The existence of the inexpress-
ible is given credence by his view that what cannot be said,

can be shown.

Why do we say or show anything? Saying and showing is concer-
ned with something or someone other than oneself, i.e., it is
used mainly for communication with others. If there were no other
persons there would not be any need to communicate wxr_h others.
However, now that there are people present besides ourselves we
do communicate with them and explain to them whatever we want

to. But what is the vehicle of communication?

According to Wittgenstein, "with propositions we make oursel-
ves understood also "It belongs to the essence of a proposition
that it should be able to communicate a new sense to us."353
Syntactical rules of a language or picture cannot be stated in
the language or picture itself, they are shown or exhibjited thro-
ugh the picture but not stated in the same medium as Wittgenstein

points out "A picture cannot however depict its pictorial form:

it displays it:":"s4 In the Tractatus the unsayable is connected

with the mystical and so cannot be said. In the Notebooks Wittgen-

stein further remarks. "In order that you should have a language
which can express or say everything that can be said, this lan-

guage must have certain properties; and when this is the case,
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353. Tractatus 4.027, 354. Ibid., 2.172.
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that it has them can no longer be said in that language or any
language."355 Also emphasising the comnection between a proposi-
tion i.e. what is stated and reality or the world he says "every
real proposition shows something, besides what it says, about

the Universe : for, if it has no sense, it can't be used;

and if it has a sense, it mirrors some logical property ©Of the
356
Universe.” Perhaps this is the reason why he says that "the

357 It has

totality of true thoughts is a picture of the world®
also led him towards his correct Tractarian method of doing philo-
sophy. He states "The correct method in philosophy would really
be the following : to say nothing except what can be said, i.e.
propositions of natural science- i.e. something that has nothing
to do with philosophy - and whenever someone else wanted to say
something metaphysical, to demonstrate to him that he had failed
to give meaning to certain signs in his ptopositia\a.'358 Here
we see that Wittgenstein has banned expression of philosophy
and expression is reserved only for the sciences because the
sciences deal with the concrete verifiable things of the universe
and not with anything metaphysical. When Wittgenstein reccommends

S9 na

"What we cannot speak about we must passover in sjilence
maintains silence over those subjects only e.g. metaphysics which

were thrown into flames even by Hume.

Yet even as early as the Tractatus Wittgenstein has given

355. Notebooks 1914-1916 p. 108. 3%6. Ibid.
357. Tractatus 3.01. 353. Ibid., 6.53.

359. Ibidol 7.
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a paradigmatic explanation of sicence. He calls his world picture
signifying laws of nature as "a priori insights about the forms

360ﬂ .

in which the propositions of science can be cast.”
sights though useful in giving a unified description of the world
need not remain fixed. One may have a choice between alternate
modes of description of the world. Wittgenstein explains, “Let
us imagine a white surface with irregular balck spots on it.
We then say that whatever kind of picture these make, I can always
approximate as closely as 1 wish to the description of it by
covering the surface with a sufficiently fine square mesh, and
then saying of every square - Whather it is black or white. In
this way I shall have imposed a unified form on the description
of the surface. The form 1s optional, since I could have achieved
the same result using a net with a triangualr or hexagonal mesh...
The different nets correspond to different systems of describing
the w..ror:ld."361 This remark of early Wittgenstein seems to be
in tune with the later remarks of Wittgenstein on World - Pictures

and exhibits a continuity between the two Wittgensteins the

earlier and the later, at least in some aspects.

Even though Wittgenstein gives much importance to science.

all along the Tractatus he exhibits his dissatisfaction with

science when he makes the observation that “We feel that even
when all possible scientific questions have been answered the
problems of life renmain completely untc:v.xched.":’62 Since wy work
is primarily related to later Wittgenstein I wish to devote grea-

ter length to it and therefore now concentrate sy attention to-

3&. Ibidot 6.34. 361. Ibid.' 6.341.
362. 1bid., 6.341.
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wards his later work.

Later Wittgenstein : It has already been mentioned in Chapter

1 that lanquage game is a source of anxiety to both the Wittgen—
steins, so also to the two schools of thought that he inspired,
i.e. Logical Analysis and Ordinary Language Analysis Movewment.
However there are further aspects which one has to consider when
reading Wittgenstein's views on language-games. When Wittgenstein

discusses the various language games in the Philosophical Investi-~

gations he is discussing them not merely as different languages
but as different language games which includes the language-game
of science,. When he makes a comparison between lanuages (2),
(8) and our everyday language he suggests that we should not
consider language (2) or (8) to be incomplete languages because
they consist of orders only uwhen compared to our everyday lan-
guage. His questioning whether our language was complete before
the symbolism of chemistry was added points to the fact that
when he is referring to a language it includes scientific language
and also that no language is incomplete. For according to Witt-
genstein, 'to imagine a language means to imagine a form of 1&?2?2

Augustine's example is used as an jllustration of a particular

picture of the essence of human lanquage |.e.,Every word has

a meaning.

In the Philosophical Investigations Wittgenstein refers

to the¥"ostensive teaching of words.® - 1 say that 1t will form

364
an important part of the training®. In the case cf leaming
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a scientific language ostensive teaching can refer to e€xperiments
and training of scientists in a particular research tradition.
For scientists have their own meanings associated tO particular
words and oconcepts. Further he states that "This ostensive teach—
ing of words can be said to establish anassociation between a
word and a thing....But if the ostensive teaching has this effect,

am I to say that it effects an understanding of the word2=365

Wittgenstein agrees that ®“with different training the same
ostensive teaching of these words would have effected a quite
different understanding.® 366 The same thing is called by Kuhn
by the name of different research traditions formed by the esote-
ric training received by the scientists. Kuhn has specifieed
this only in the case of language games of science whereas Witt-

genstein thinks this is true of all language games.

The views of later Wittgenstein especially in his On Cer-
367
tainty’  have a striking resemblance to the views of Kuhn as

3e8
expregsed in his Structure of Scientific Revolutjions. Histo-

rical curiosity led me to write on Wittgenstein's anticipation
of Kuhn's thoughts. My curiosity was aroused by some remarks
Professor von Wright made in his book on Wittgenste: 369 Though

von Wright does not go into the details, he has hinted at the
similarity between Wittgenstein and Kuhn. I have tried to add

details to von Wright's analysis. My discussion {s purely exposi-

365. Ibid. 366. Ibid. 367. Trans. by G.E.M. Anscombe
and G.H. von Wright, Basil Blackwell, 1977.

368. Intermational Encyclopedia of Unified Sciences, The lniver-
sity of Chicago, 1962.

369. Wittgenstein, Basil Blackwell, Cxford, 1982.
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tory. I shall use the short symbolitc expression SSR for Structure

of Scientific Revolutions and OC for On Certainty.

The key: concept in Kuhn's SSR is the notion of a paradigm.
To the notion of a paradigm corresponds Wittgenstein's notion
of 'world-picture' as mentioned in OC. (The idea of the ‘language—
game' is the precursor of the idea of the °'world-picture'. Refer-
ring to this correspondence von Wright remarks, “Wittgenstein's
investigations into the role of the concept of a world-picture
have, I think inter%ting applications to the sociology of know-
1edge."370 The work on the sociology of knowledge to which he
then refers is Kuhn's SSR_. He finds Kuhn's paradigm to be a
"good illustration for Wittgenstein's idea about the role of
wor:ld—picture."37l But von Wright does not take further steps,
rather he deviates to the issue of the distinction between "the

72
natural science and the sciences of mn.} Therefore 1 would

like to continue the steps suggested by von Wright but nclactually
taken by him.

Kuhn has not clearly defined what a paradigm means. In fact,

Margaret Masterman has pointed out 22 djifferent ways in uhich

Kuha uses the expression 'patadigm'?’3 But this is not a serious

cbjection. Though Kihn has failed in defining a paradigm he has

certainly succeeded in showing what a paradiga does. It does

so many different things. He gives a justification for his fajilure

in defining a paradigm by referring to the concept of ‘family

370. Ibid., p.80- 371 1bid., pp.180-181. 372.Ibid.,p. 8l.

373. Cf. "The Nature of Paradigm®, Criticism and the Growh of
Scientific Knowledge, Eds,Imre Lakatos and Alan NMusgrave,
Cambridge, 1970.
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resemblance' held by Wittgenstein, i.e., giving instances of
games, chairs, etc., rather than defining game, chair etc. Kéhn
refers to Wittgenstein, saying, "For Wittgenstein, in short,
games and chairs, and leaves are natural families, each constitu—
ted by a network of overlapping and crisscross resemblances.

The existence of such a network sufficiently accounts for our

success in identifying the corresponding object or activity.'374

Thus, through the Wittgensteinian escape-route KAuh avoids the
definition of a paradigm. Instead of defining a paradigm he gives
its concrete cases. And one case cannot be substituted for the
other as- chess cannot be played in the place of football. This
becomes further evident from his introductory remark on his use

of paradigm. ®"The concept of paradigm will often substitute for

a variety of familiar notions.'375

Kuh1 wonders about the priority of concrete scientific achie-
vements, over concepts, laws and theories. He asks, "Why i{s the
concrete scientific achievement prior to the various concepts,
laws, theories and points of view that can be abstracted from
it?"376 According to Wittgenstein too it is the "concrete cases,
which alone could have helped him to understand the usage of
the general term.*” 31 Here may I suggest ‘paradigm’ to be a gene-
ral term just as ‘'game' or ‘leaf' is a general ters, and that
it can be got hold of only by ocbserving concrete particular in-
stances. Kuhn follows Wittgenstein in drawing ocur attention from
the general to the particular cases and so both ¥ittgenstein
and Kuh1 are anti-essentialists and therefore anti-plazonists.

374. S&l. po450 375.Ibid.' pollo 376. Ibld-
377. The Blue & Brown Books, Basil Blackwell,Oxford,19738 p. 19.
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According to Kohn "the study of paradigms....is what mainly
prepared the student for membership in the particular scientific
commmity....his subsequent practice will seldom evcke overt
disagreement over fundamentals."378 Similarly Wittgenstein points
out "When Moore says he knows such and such, he is really emume-
rating a lot of empirical propositions, that is, which have a
peculiar logical role in the system of our empirical proposi-
tion.'s."‘?‘—]9 The ‘'propositions' of Wittgenstein which have a pecu-
liar logical role in our system of empirical propositions are
no different from the propositions that form the core of a para-
digm, e.g., "whatever may happen in the future, - we know that

upto now it has behaved thus in innumerable instances. This

fact is fused into the foundations of our language game.'aeo

Reflecting further on the nature of the core Kuhn remarks,

"Men whose research is based on shared paradigms are committed
to the same rules and standards for scientific practice. That
commitment and the apparent consensus it produces are prerequisites

for normal science, i.e., for the genesis and continuation of

381 But this commitment to

a particular scientific tradition.”
rules does not mean that I can interpret these rules successfully
or even make a list of them. As he remarks, "lack of a standard

interpretation or an agreed reduction to rules will not prevent
382

a paradigm from gquiding research.® According to hims research
378. SSR p. 15. 379. &C. 1l3o.
380.  Ibid.. 558. 38l. SR, p. 11.

382. Ibidol 9044



192

is "aided by but does not depend upon the formulation of rules
and assmnptions."383 He goes to the extent of saying, "Indeed,
the existence of a paradigm need not even imply that any full

384
set of rules exists."

The corresponding view held by Wittgenstein about his world-
picture is as follows : "The propositions describing world-picture
....are like rules of a game: and the game can be learnt purely

385

practically, without learning any explicit rules.” He further

adds, "I do not explicitly learn the propositions that stand

fast for me. I can discover them subsequently like the axis around

which a body rotates."386 Wittgenstein even blames rules. He
says, "Our rules leave loopholes open, and the practice has to
speak for itself.” 387 Thus like Kuhn Wittgenstein accepts commit-
ment to rules, yet this commitment does not mean that first I

must learn these rules.

Corresponding to Kuhn's idea of fixed core and fluid peri-
phery Wittgenstein states - ="It might be imagined that some
propositions, of the form of empirical propositions, were hardened
and functioned as channels for such empirical propositions as

were not hardened but ﬂ.uid.'388

In a more picturesque way he
further states, ®“the bank of that river consists partly of hard
rock, subject to no alteration or only an irperceptible one,
partly of sand, which, now in one place now in ancther gets washed
away or deposited.” 389 In a non-picturesq:e way he refers to
the system of beliefs formed by a child, "in that system some

things stand unshakeably fast and some are mcre or less liadble

383. Ibido 384-Ibid.911385- (@ & 9.95. 386. Ibldo' 152o
387. 1bid. 139. 388.0c 96. 389. Ibid., 93
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to shift. What stands fast does so, not because it is intrinsic-
ally obvious or convincing: it is rather held fast by what lies
around it."39o Elaborating on the idea of the core and periphery
Wittgenstein further states, "I have arrived at the rock bottaoam
of my convictions. And one might almost say that these foundation—
walls are carried by the whole house."391

But can there be any Jjustification for having the proposi-
tions which we do have as the core? It seems that no justification
can be given. Wittgenstein raises the question, "Does my telephone
call to New York strengthen my conviction that the earth exists?"sz
He reacts to this question, "Much seems to be fixed, and it is
removed from the trafic. It is so to speak shunted on to an unused
siding."'393 This shunting to an unused siding does not make it
useless, rather Wittgenstein means that such facts 4 not require
justification at every stage. In fact for Kuhn such questions
do not arise at all because of the nautre of paradigm inititation
which is "a dogmatic initiation in a pre-established tradition

394

that the student is not equipped to evaluate.” This is an

echo of Wittgenstein's view, "Now it gives our way of looking
at things and our researches, their form. Perhaps {t was once

disputed. But perhaps, for unthinkable ages, it has belomged

to the scaffolding of our thon.xg!'\ts."335

390. Ibid., 144, 391. Ibid., 248.

392. Ibid., 1l44.

393. Ibid. 394. "Essential Tension:Tradition and Revoluzion
in Scientit ¢ Research.” Scientific Creativity: Its Recogni-
tion and L .elooment, EJ. Taylor & Barron, p.ﬁ:.

395. @C 136.
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The worldpicture of OC has its genesis in the language—

game of The Blue and Brown Books."396 Concerning "language-games®™

Wittgenstein remarks in the Blue Book, "children are taught their
native langquage by means of such games....we are not however,
regarding the language games which we describe as incomplete

parts of a language, but as languages complete in themselves,

397 Here the require-

as complete systems of human cammmication.”
ment of language games to be complete in themselves has its ana-
logue in Kuhn's requirement of paradigms to be complete in them-
selves and of paradigm initiation, i.e., of children being taught

these paradigms.

In his OC too Wittgenstein often substitutes language-game
for world-picture. Consider his remark, "You must bear in mind
that the language game is so to say something unpredictable.
I mean it is not based on grounds. It is not reasonable (or un-
reasonable.) It is there - -~ like our 11&."398 Like Kuhn's para-
digm Wittgenstein's language-game or world-picture is not questio-

ned. Its acceptance is neither rational nor irrational.

Even though the acceptance of a world-picture is neither
rational nor irrational, the acceptance of one world-picture
does not hold us captive forever. We do change our world view

and adopt others.

Concerning the change of paradigms Kuhn points out, “ihen

396. Basil Blackwell, 1978.Further referred as B3.

397. 88 p. al. 398. Imid., S559.
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paradigms change the world itself changes with thEl-'399 There
is a sense in which a new paradiga brings with it a new world.
As Kvhn points out, “"paradigm changes do cause scientists tO
see the world of their research engagement differently.c----
after a revolution scientists are responding to a different
world."4oo But these scientists are not aware of the changes.
As he clarifies, "If perceptual switches accompany paradiga chan-
ges. Werray not expect scientists to attest to these changes
directly. Looking at the moon, the convert to copernicanism does
not say, "I used to see a planet, but now I see a satellite®...the
scientist with a new paradigm sees differently from the way he

had seen before. «401

Wittgenstein exhibits a similar view when he remarks, “I
do not say that Moore could not convert a king to his view,
but it would be a conversion of a special kind: the king would
be brought to look at the world in a different my.'m The switch
from one world-picture to the other is a kind of conversion:
it is looking at the world in a different way. The same {dea
is expressed when Wittgenstein says, "Further experiments cannot

give the lie to our earlier ones, at most they may change our
403

whole way of looking at things.® But this change, this switch

is not easy so long as a given world-picture has a grip over

me - “"What could induce me to believe the opposite 2....nothing

in my picture of the world speaks in favour of the o;maito.'m

If I believe the cpposite I must give up By present wrld-picTure.
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399. SSR p.1l1l. 400. Ib2d. 401. Imid. p. 115,
40p. oC 92. 403. bid.  93. 254, 1hid. 93.
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ittgenstein's remarks concerning "the conversion of natives®

the com;ersion f a child to believe in God'A05 have their echo
in Khun. Khun considers conversion to a new paradigm as if it
is a conveersion to a new _religion. Kuhn explains the switchFan
one paradigm to the other in\terms of ‘'conversion', because the

406

switch "must occur all at once." \\ First he makes an attempt
to explain this sudden change in terms of 'gestalt switch' and
'duck rabbit switch'. Later he refers to paradigm shift in terms
equivalent to political and religious conversion. Talking of
the decision made about paradigm conversion he state;Na decision

of that kind can only be made on faith.” 407 Thus the switch from

one paradigm to the other is based on faith, like the conversiog

from one religion to the other.

Kuhn. 's idea of two paradigms being incommensurable has
an analogue in Wittgenstein, when he remarks “When children play
at trains their game is connected up with their knowledge of
trains. It would nevertheless be possible for children of a tribe
unacquainted with trains to learn this game from others, and
play it without knowing that it was copied from anything. One
might say that the game did not make the same sense to them as
to us.” 408 This remark is similar to Hanson's example of Kepler
and Tycho Brahe standing on a hill watching the sun. “Kepler

regarded the sun as fixed, it was the earth that moved. But Tycho

405 —Fbi+d—r—52. 406. SSR—p=156+
407 .Ibid—p-—158- 403. Philoscophical Investigations,

Basil Blackwell, Oxford 1976, 282, further referred as P.Il.
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followed Ptolemy and Aristotle in this much at least:; the earth
was fixed and all other celestial bodies moved around it.$0°
This raises the question whether "Kepler and Tycho see the same
thing in the east at dawn?"4lo

Kepler and Tycho Brahe in a sense see the same event but
in a sense they see different things because they belong to diff-
erent paradigms, and the sunrise. is only one event in the string
of events. According to Wittgenstein's world-picture "What I

411
hold fast to is not one proposition but a nest of propositions.”

412
"Our talk gets its meaning from the rét of our proceedings.”
So whether Kepler and Tycho see the same thing will be known

if the conclusions that follow from their data are the same,

and obviously their conclusions are not the same.

Sometimes one may use terminology that belongs to different
world-pictures or paradigms as will be evident from the history
of any one scientific word like ‘force' or ‘atom'. Wittgenstein
too considers the use of 'time' in two different paradigms. He
says about the use of terms like *“"five o'clock", “an hour®,
*a long time", "a short time” etc., in one case in connection

413
with a clock, in the other independent of one." He goes on

to say that "We have now two uses of these terms, and no reason

414
to say that one of them is less real and pure than the other."

409. Patterns of Discovery, N.R. Hanson, Cambridge Univ. Press

1958' p. 5-
410. Ibid. 411, OC 225.
412. Ibid., 229. 413. BB. p. 106 game 53.

414. Ibid.
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When a petson is within one paradigm or world—picture he is in
the grip of, as Kuhn would put "strong network of commitments
conceptual, theoretical, instrumental, and methodological."415
These then are the circumstances under which a person must learn
particular concepts of a paradigm. In fact, particular concepts
within a paradigm make sense only because of the surrounding
network of commitments. In Wittgenstein's words "we .- patiently
' examine how this sentence is to be applied. What things look

416
like round about 1it"

Talking of the priority of theories or world-picture Wittgen-
stein states "a language-game does not have its origin in conside-

‘ration. Consideration is part of a lanquage game. And that is

why a concept is in 1its element within the language--game.“u‘7

He further states. "My judgements themselves characterise the

way I judge, characterise the nature of judgement."‘u8 i.e.,

the acceptance of a particular world-picture characterises the

way I make all further judgements. Wittgenstein adds —"Our know-

ledge forms an enormous system. And only within thi&; ystem has
419

a particular bit the value we give it." He means to say that

only within the vast knowledge that has been accepted, and sys-
tematised by our world-picture can individual problems find a
place and be able to seek solutions. Kuhn expresses similar views
in his statement -— "What a man sees depends both upon what he
looks at and also upon what his previous visual experience has

taught him to see. In the absence of such training there can

415. SSR . p. 42. 416.Zcllel 272,

417. Ibid., 391. 418. ©C. 149. 419. 0C 410
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only be, in William James's phrase, a bloomin' buzzin' confusmﬁ{2

For Khun the life of a science is divided into normal science
and revolutionary science. Wittgenstein too makes such a distinc-
tion when he says, "It is only in normal cases that the use of
a word is clearly prescribed, we know, are in no doubt, what
to say in this or that case. The more abnormal the case, the
more doubtful it becomes what we are to say. And if things were
quite different from what they actually are ...if rule became
exception and exception rule: or if both became phenomena of
roughly eciual frequency - -this would make our normal language-
games lose their point.'420 Thus normal scientific tradition

will be shattered and revolutionary science will set in, i.e..,

a state of crisis will emerge.

Kuhn also considers separately how progress is made in these
two stages, the stage of normal science.and’ that of revolutionary
science, which occur repeatedly in the growth and development
of any mature science. I shall discuss progress in normal science
first - - Kuha points out “the reception o/fa common paradigm
has freed' the scientific community fron't.he need oconstantly to
re—-examine its first principles...Inevitably, that does increase
both the effectiveness and the efficiency with which the group
as a whole solves new problems."421 The solution of new problems

surely means progress. But much importance is given to the scien-

tific community. The scientific commmity plays a pivotal role

419b SSR p. 113. 420. PI 142.

421. SSR pp. 163-164.
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to evaluate progress within a paradigm as well as during revolu-
tionary science when it helps in the choice of a new paradigm.
"There are losses as well as gains in scientific revolutions,
and scientists tend to be peculiarly blind to the former:.'422

Wittgenstein's 'mistake' in a lanquage game is similar to
Kuha's 'anomaly' within a paradigm. Emergence- of anomaly has
a place only in a paradigm. As Wittgenstein remarks “There is
a differenc:'e between mistake for which as it were, a place is
prepared in the game, and a complete irregularity that happens
as an exception.™23 In a similar tone Kuhn states “Anamaly appears

only against background provided by the paradigm."424

How an anomaly leads to paradigm change is explained by
Kuhn in the following words, "Anomaly appears only against the
background provided by the paradigm. The more precise and far-
reaching the paradigm is, the more sensitive an indicator it
provides of anomaly and hence of an occasion for paradigm d1ange4.%5
If we study closely the following remark of Wittgenstein it says
a similar thing. "It would strike me as ridiculous to want to
doubt the existence of Napoleon, but if someone doubted the exist-
ence of the earth 150 years ago, perhaps I should be more .willing
to listen, for now he is doubting our whole system of evidence.
It does not strike me as if this system is more certain than

426

a certainty with it. Doubting the existence of Napoleon

422. Ibid.l p. 1670 423. m 647.
424. SSR p. 65. 425. Ibid.

426. OC 185.
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the existence of the earth before 150 years leads to the rejection
of our whole system of evidence, our world-picture. In order
to accomodate the view that the earth did not exist before 150

years we must give up our present paradigm or world-view.

Regarding testing Wittgenstein raises some fundamental ques-
tions. He says, "An empirical proposition can be tested (we say).

"But how ? and through what ? What counts as its test? -—But

427

is this an adequate test? Wittgenstein further questions,

"what is to be tested by what>® 428 e has then bracketted the
next important question" (who decides what stands fast)."429
Kuhn has answered this bracketted question of Wittgenstein by
adopting a sociological approach.‘430 According to RKuhn it is
the scientific community which determines the paradigm by a common
consensus and then it is this paradigm, i.e., a particular para-
digm that decides 'what stands fast?' and hence also 'what is
to be tested by what?' Wittgenstein too exhibits his sociologi-
cal approach in the following remark, "So you are saying that
human agreement decides what is true and what is false?"—It
is what human beings say that is true and false, and they agree

in the language they use."431

Even within a paradigm testing can take place only, of one
item at a time, one cannot doubt the whole paradigm within which
something is being tested, we have to take something for granted

i.e., we take the paradigm for granted. It is only within the

427. Ibid., 109-110. 428. 1bid., 125.
429. Ibid. 430. Cf. SSR p. 65.

431. PI 241.
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context of a paradigm that testing can take place. As Wittgenstein
too points out, "Does anyone ever test whether this table remains
in existence when no one is paying attention to it? We check
the story (‘)f Napoleon, but not whether all the reports about
him are based on sense-deception, forgery and the like. For when-
ever we test anything, we are already presupposing something
that is not tested. Now am I to say that the experiment which
perhaps I make in order to test the truth of a proposition pre-
suppbses the turth of the proposition that the apparatus I believe
432

I see is really there (and the like)? Obviously there are
some things which. are taken for granted, when one statement
is tested it is tested-on the basis of others. Even for Kuhn
the statements which form the core of the paradigm are not doubted

once the paradigm has been accepted.

Talking of reasoning and the tendency of clinging to the
core Wittgenstein states, "If someone doubted whether the earth

had existed a hundered years ago, I should not understand, for

this reason : I would not know what such a person would still
allow to be counted as evidence and what not:."d33 Because “only
the accustomed context allows what is meant to come through clear-
ly." Obviously one is not accustomed to doubt ‘whether the
earth had existed a hundrel years ago' because in our world
picture such statements are not doubted but taken for granted.
as Wittgenstein elucidates - - -"so far I have no system at all

within which this doubt may exist.® 33° *If someone said that

432. OC 163. 433. 1bid., 231. 434 .1bid.., 237.
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he doubted the existence of his hands, kept looking at them
from all sides, tried to make sure it wasn't ‘all done by mirrors®
etc., we should not be sure whether we ought to call that doubt-

ing. We might describe his way of behaving as like the behaviour

of doubt, but, his game would .not be ours."436

reasonable man does not have certain doubts."437 In fact, Witt-

Because "The

genstein says, "- - I cannot depart from this judgement without
toppling all, other judgements with it."438 If I wish to topple
one such judgement "then in that case the foundation of all judg-
ing would be taken away from me." 439 That is to say a paradigm
or world-picture allows some doubts but doubting the foundations
of a paradigm or a world-picture will only lead to its toppling.
Even "to make a mistake" according to Wittgenstein " a man must

already judge in conformity with mankind."44o

It is not easy to give up the core and Wittgenstein states
the difficulty to relent the hold on the core thus, "we shall
stick to this opinion, unless our whole way of seeing nature
changes. "How do you know that?" —I believe it."441w1ttgenstein
further states "But it isn't just that I believe in this WaYesoooo
but that every reasonable person does. At the foundation of well
founded belief lies belief that is not founded.” 442 This however

does not mean that it is, ill grounded.

Wittgenstein remarks, "Here I have arrived at the foundation

of all my beliefs.” This position I will hold." But isn't that

436. Ibid., 225. 437. Ibid., 220. 438. Ibid., 419

439. Ibid,. 614. 440. Ibid., 156. 441. Ibid., 291.
442. 1bid., 252.
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precisely, only because I am completely convinced of it? — what
is 'being completely convinced like?#43 Wittgenstein. attempts
to answer this question with reCourge to repeatedly confirmed
experience, as seen in the following remarks. What is the belief
that all human beings have parents based on ?0n experience --.-.-
But then is that really a proof? Isn't this an hypothesis, which,
as I believe, is again completely confirmed ? Mustn't we say

444
at every turn. "I believe this with certainty?”
}

Wittgenstein states the important role that persuasion plays
in the acceptance of a particular world-picture or paradigm -
“I can imagine a man who had grown up in quite special circums-
stances and been taught that the earth came into being 50 years
ago, and therefore believed this. We might instruct him : the
earth has long ...etc. - - We should be trying to give him our
picture of the world. This would happen through a kind of persua-
sion." 45Ku.hn too states similar views - - "Debates over theory-
choice cannot be cast in a form that fully resembles logical
or mathematical prof...that debate is about premises and its
recourse is to persuasion as a prelude to the possibility of
proof."q'46 He states more strongly that "to persuade someone
is, I take it, to convince him that one's own view 1is superior
and ought therefore, supplant his own. That much is occasionally
achieved without recourse to anything like tranSIatim.c“.’ The

same idea is expressed in Wittgenstein's remark "I wanted to

443. Ibid., 246. 444. 1Ibid., 240-242. 445.1bid.,262

446. SSR p. 199. 447. 1Ibid., p. 156.
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put that picture before him, and his acceptance of the picture
consists in his now being inclined to regard a given case diff-
erently : that is to compare it with this rather than that set

of pictures. I have changed his way of looking at thingsfu'18

In science it is not always reason but persuasion which has

its role. Referring to the aesthetic appeal of theories Kbhn
remarks, "By the time their full aesthetic appeal can be developed
most of the community has been persuaded by other means."449
Referring to the element of persuasion Wittgenstein says, "I
would ‘'combat' the other man, but wouldn't I give him reasons?
Certainly : but how far do they go ? At the end of reasons comes
persuasion. (Think what happens when missionaries oonvert na-

450
tives.)" Of course Wittgenstein, as is obvious from this remark

treats persuasion differently from Kuha. Persuasion becomes an

instrument when reasons fail. But no such distinction is maintai-

ned by Kuhn.
Wittgenstein's remarks concerning "the conversion of natives*

and the "conversion of kings" and his further remark concerning

451

the conversion " of a child to believe in God" have their

echo in Kuha. Kuhi considers conversion to a new paradigm as
if it is conversion to a new religion, Kuna explains the switch

from one paradigm to another in terms of ‘conversion®', because

452
the switch must occur all at once." First he makes an attempt

to explain this sudden change in terms of ‘'gestalt switch®’ and

448. PI 144 449. SSR p. 156.
450. OC 612. 451. Ibid., 107.452. SSR p. 156.
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'‘duck rabbit switch'. Later he refers to paradigm shift in terms
equivalent to political and religious conversion. Talking of
the decision made about paradigm conversion he states "a decision
of that kind can only be made on faitl'n."‘]tﬁ3 Thus the switch from
one paradigm to the other is based on faith, like the conversion

from one religion to the other.

I noteiogvithout some surprise that not only Wittgenstein
but Kuhn too refers to different world-pictures or paradigms
as different language games or different language communities.
Kuhn states " "What the participants in a communication breakdown
can do is recognise each other as members of different language
communities and then become translatorsz.l'?‘lﬂe further states -
"If they can sufficiently refrain from explaining anomalous be-
haviour as the consequence of mere error or madness, they may
in time become predictors of each other's behaviour.* 3> However,
there is a slight difference here in Kuhi's and Wittgenstein's
view. Kuhn wants %to refrain himself from calling a person be-
longing to another paradigm, mad and hopes that in time the two
paradigms though disagreeable may be able to predict the behaviour

of each other.

Wittgenstein on the other: hand does not fear to declare
the persons belonging to the other paradigm or world-picture

(whom he was unable to persuade) as fool and heretic. Wittgenstein

453. Ibid., p. 158. 454. 1bid.., p. 202.
455. Ibid.
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states: "Where two principles really do meet which cannot be
reconciled with one another, then each man delcares the other
a fool and heretic.” 456 He also considers the misunderstanding
between two such paradigms to be total and there is no chance
of one predicting the behaviour of the other because predictions
can be made only after understanding the other person but refusmg

dccePt L. But Wif.l,ﬁe nslein is not only PduSina 1o

to Aaccept the other person's world-picture, he is refusing (ge-

nuinely) to understand his world-picture.

In introducing the possibility of translation Kuhn has sacri-
ficed incommensurability. Unless I go beyond my own paradigm
there is no question of understanding a thing belonging to another

paradigm.

Peter Winch agrees with Wittgenstein and so does Taylor
concerning the plurality of standards of rationality — "The
discourse in which matters are articulated in different societies
can be very different....The standards are different, because
they belong to incommensurable activities."457 However, both
Winch and Taylor use this fact to arrive at incommensurable con-
clusions. Winch arrives at the conclusion that the plurality
of rationality rules out judgements of superiority, whereas Taylor

uses the plurality of rationality as the 'door to such judgements’

Talking of scientific revolutions Kuhn states that they

are "those non-cumilative development episodes in which an older

456. OC 611. 457. 'Rationality"* P- 105
Rationality and Relativism, Basil Blackwell 1982
ed. Hollis & Lukes.
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paradigm is replaced in whole or in part by an incompatible new
one." 458 This idea of paradigm change (in part or whole) has
an analogue‘ in Wittgenstein where Wittgenstein likens a world
picture to be "part of a kind of mythology.” 459And concerning
this kind of mythology he says that "the mythology may change
back into a state of flux, the river-bed of thoughts may shift.
But I distinguish between the movement of the waters on the river-
bed and the shift of the bed itself:; though there is not a sharp
division of the one from the other."460 Here Wittgenstein.. has

made a distinction between paradigm articulation or paradigm

refinement and paradigm shift.

The aspect of paradigm articulation has been highlighted
by Khun when he talks about paradigms in terms such as, "like
an accepted judicial decision in the common law it is an object
for further articulation and specification under new or more
stringent conditions."461 Corresponding to this is Wittgenstein's
remark: "Our empirical propositions do not all have the same
status, since one can lay down such a proposition and turn it
from an empirical proposition into a norm of de:sc:ript:ion.‘}'62
He further remarks, "It might be imagined that some propositions
were hardened and functioned as channels for such empirical propo-
sitions as were not hardened but fluid; and that this relation
altered with time, in that fluid propositions hardened, and hard

463
one's became fluid." The above idea is similar to Kum's where

458. SSR p. 92. 459. OC 95. 460. Ibid., 97.

461. SSR p. 23. 462. 167. 463. OC 96.
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he says, "The assimilation of a previocusly anomalous visual field

464
has reacted upon and changed the field itslef." However, for

Wittgenstein, "the bank of that river consists partly of hard
rock subject to no alteration or only animperceptible one, partly

of sand, which now in one place now in another gets washed away,

or depositied. w465

For Wittgenstein.. "knowledge is in the end based on acknow-

w4d66

ledgement. _He further states, "not only I know, or believe,

all that but the others do too. Or rather I believe that they
know, that all that is in fact so."tl67 This acknowledgement aff-
irms that sociology of knowledge 1is the base of epistemblogy.

Wittgenstein reiterates his position quite clearly in the followin.d
remarks where he is talking of rationality with respect to cer-
tainty. Wittgenstein regards this certainty not as something
akin to hastiness or superficiality, but as a form of lifg.G"
"I want to conceive it as something animal.‘f169 *“But doesn't
it come out here that knowledge is related to a decision‘?"-,o

This decision once made need not remain fixed for all time and
nor is it based on any objective criteria for, "what men consider

reasonable or unreasonable alters. At certain periods men find

reasonable what at other periods they found unreasonable. And

) 471
vice versa.

Acceptance of a paradigm and so also its change depends

464. SSR p. 1l12. 465. OC 99. 466. Ibid 378

467. Ibid., 289. 468. Ibid., 358.469. Ibid., 359.

470. Ibid., 362. 471. Ibid., 336.
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political institutions, that between competing paradigms proves
to be a choice between incompatiable modes of comminity li4f7ez.'
This point is further emphasised, "As in political revolutions,
so in paradigm choice -there is no standard higher than the assent
of the relevent cormn_mit:y."473 Similarly for Wittgenstein "™'we
~are quite sure of it' does not mean just that every single person
is certain of it, but that we belong to a community which is bound
together by science and educat:ion."'174 "We are satisfied that
the earth is round." 475 Thus, Wittgenstein highlights the role

of 'scientific community' and ‘'scientific education' in the acce-

ptance of a world-picture.

Kuhn clearly maintains a similar position as Wittgenstein's
view: stated above when he says, "there are no other professional
communities in which individual creative work is so exclusively
addressed to and evaluated by other members of the profess‘lgr?"
Concé Yning education he says, "The effects of insulation from
the larger society are greatly intensified by another character-
istic of the professional scientific commnity, the nature of
its educational initiation."477

During a paradigm conversion the minority that does not
convert to the new paradigm is ignored and is left out of the

mainstream. As Kuhn says, "There are always some men who cling

475. Ibid., 299. 476. SSR p. 164. 477. SSR p. 164.
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Each concept is restricted to a language-game. Consider
Wittgenstein's remark, "A tribe has two concepts, akin to our
'pain'. One 1is applied where there is visible damage - - the
other is used for storﬁache—ache - - "But then do they really
not notice the similarity ? The question is " Is the similarity
important to them ? And need it be so ? And why should their
concept 'pain' not split ours up? 483 "But™, reacts Wittgensteir;
"his concept Jjust is fundamentally different from ours ....But

in that case it surely is as if his word could not designate

the same as ours. Or only part of that. But of course it must

. . . . , 4
look like that, if his concept is d1fferent."48

Mixing up two incommensurable activities feels Taylor, will
only lead to confusion. He says, "The very attempt to identify
separate activities here, two different goals, would have to
be based on a confusion. The difference between the two...is
not that they have made different selections or combinations
out of the same catalogue of activities, but that their very
catalogues are different and what is more inoo«mxensurable.:;as
By his . reference to different catalogues Taylor is referring
to different paradigms because ‘'selections or combinations®' out
of the same paradigm will not give rise to confusion. Confusion
arises only when items from one paradigm are placed in another
and an attempt is made to understand them in another paradigm.

This is not possible because the meaning of each concept within

484 . Ibid., 381.
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a paradigm is based on the surrounding network of commitments.

Kuhn's answer to the possibility of inter-theoretic dis-
course is also negative though the negativeness is softened by
his acceptance of the thesis of translatability. For Wittgenstein
on the other hand this question as well as others like it, seek
an answer with finality, as 1if to say once they are answered
nothing else matters and he is against such seeking, such finality,
because for him, "In philosophising we may not terminate a disease

486
of thought. It must run its natural course.”

But how is the scientific community, which generally answers
such questions, formed? A person who is initiated into a paradigm
QOes not start questioning it. As Khun says, "his subsequent
practice will seldom evoke overt disagreement over fundament:a]f‘lss.‘z
Again, the M™process of learning by finger exercise or by doing

continues throughout the process of professional init:iation.é88

Similarly Wittgenstein states, “The child learns by believing

A89  less one is initiated

the adult. Doubt comes after belief.
into a paradigm the question of revolting against the paradigm
does not arise. How does paradigm initiation take place? Kuhn
reacts * ‘'normal science' means research firmly based upon (one
or more past scientific achievements) achievements that some
particular scientific community acknowledges for a time as supply-
ing the foundation for its further practice. Today such achieve-
ments are recounted - - by science text-books elementary and

490
advanced.* The initiation into the commmity thus takes place
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with the help of text-books. Text-books and teachers help in

the process of initiation.

Wittgenstein states his views on the text-book tradition
thus, "In general I take as true what is found in text-books,
of geography for example, why? I say : All these facts have been
confirmed a hund_red times over. But how do I know that ? what

is my evidence for it .? I have a ‘»rorld-pict:ure.'{191

Why should
I accept what is written in the text-books ? I accept it, because
I have a world-picture and text-books are part of that world-

picture.

"The child", says Wittgenstein, "learns to react, in such-
and-such a way : and in reacting it doesn't so far know anything.
Knowing only begins at a later level.*492 mat is to say, the
initiation is so smooth and begins so early that the realisation

of being in a particular scientific tradition comes much later.

I began writing this section out of historical curiosity
and would 1like to end it with Kuhn's view on the relationship
between history and science. Commenting on Whjitehead's views
Kuhn remarks, “Whitehead caught the unhistorical spirit of the
scientific community when he wrote. "A science that hesitates
to forget its founders is lost." Yet he was not quite right,
for the sciences: like other professional enterprises do need

their heroces and do preserve their names. Fortunately instead

491. OC_162. 492. Ibid.., 538.
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of forgetting these heroes, scientists have been able to forget
or revise their works.“493 Kuhn has not revised Wittgenstein's
work, but he has also not forgotten it. Though a sheer coincidence
the structure of his SSR does coincide with some aspects of Witt-

genstein's CC.

493. SSR pp. 138-139.
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