6 Introductory

doubt of fundamental importance as well. I propose to discuss
the problem of ‘private language’ initially without mentioning
these latter sections at all. Since these sections are often
thought to be the ‘private language argument’, to some such a
procedure may seem to be a presentation of Hamlet without
the prince. Even if this is so, there are many other interesting
characters in the play.”

7 Looking over what [ have written below, I find myself worried that the

reader may lose the main thread of Wittgenstein’s argument in the
extensive treatment of finer points. In particular, the treatment of the
dispositional theory below became so extensive because I heard it urged
more than once as an answer to the sceptical paradox. That discussion
may contain somewhat more of Kripke’s argumentation in support of
Wittgenstein rather than exposition of Wittgenstein’s own argument
than does most of the rest of this essay. (See notes 19 and 24 for some of the
connections. The argument is, however, inspired by Wittgenstein’s
original text. Probably the part with the least direct inspiration from
Wittgenstein's text is-the argument that our dispositions, like our actual
performance, are not potentially infinite. Even this, however, obviously
has its origin in Wittgenstein’s parallel emphasis on the fact that we
explicitly think of only finitely many cases of any rule.) The treatment
below (pp. 38-39) of simplicity is an example of an objection that, as far
as I know, Wittgenstein never considers himself. I think that my reply is

" clearly appropriate, assuming that I have understood the rest of
Wittgenstein’s position appropriately. I urge the reader to concentrate,
on a first reading, on understanding the intuitive force of Wittgenstein’s
sceptical problem and to regard byways such as these as secondary.
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The Wittgensteinian
Paradox

»

In mun.: Wittgenstein says, “this was our paradox: no course
of action could be determined by a rule, because o,.\nnw course
of action can be made out to accord with the rule.” In this
section of the present essay, in my own way | SE attempt
to develop the ‘paradox’ in question. The ‘paradox’ is n%w@
the central problem of Philosophical Investigations. Mﬁum mogww
one A\ro disputes the conclusions regarding ‘private lan-
guage’, and the philosophies of mind, mathematics, and logic
that Wittgenstein draws from his problem, might Mg: re Mmm
the problem itself as an important contribution to _.urmomomv
It may Un.momm&oa as anew form of philosophical mnnﬁanwmsw\ .
.mo:os::m Wittgenstein, I will develop the problem initiall ‘
with respect to a mathematical example, though the nn_nﬁnvm
m.nﬂusot problem applies to all meaningful uses of language. I
like &5me all English speakers, use the word ‘plus’ wsm ﬁ.rm
wﬁjvg +’ to denote a well-known mathematical function
maa:_oz. The function is defined for all pairs of vom:?m
_:Hmmnnw..mé means of my external symbolic representation
E&.w:% nternal mental representation, [ ‘grasp’ the rule fo
addition. One point is crucial to my ‘grasp’ of this HEM
Although I myself have computed only finitely many sums :w
the past, the rule determines my answer for indefinitely man
new sums that [ have never previously considered. ,vam is arM




8 The Wittgensteinian Paradox

whole point of the notion that in learning to add 1 grasp a rule:
my past intentions regarding addition determine a unique
answer for indefinitely many new cases in the future.

Let me suppose, for example, that ‘68 + 57’ is a computation
that I have never performed before. Since I have performed -
even silently to myself, let alone in my publicly observable
behavior — only finitely many computations in the past, such
an example surely exists. In fact, the same finitude guarantees
that there is an example exceeding, in both its arguments, all
previous computations. I shall assume in what follows that
‘68 + 57’ serves for this purpose as well.

I perform the computation, obtaining, of course, the
answer ‘125’. 1 am confident, perhaps after checking my
work, that ‘125’ is the correct answer. It is correct both in the
arithmetical sense that 125 is the sum of 68 and 57, and in the
metalinguistic sense that ‘plus’, as ] intended to use that word
in the past, denoted a function which, when applied to the
numbers I called ‘68’ and ‘57’ yields the value 125.

Now suppose | encounter a bizarre sceptic. This sceptic
questions my certainty about my answer, in what I just called
the ‘metalinguistic’ sense. Perhaps, he suggests, as [ used the
term ‘plus’ in the past, the answer I intended for ‘68+ 57
should have been ‘s’! Of course the sceptic’s suggestion 1s
obviously insane. My initial response to such a suggestion
might be that the challenger should go back to school and learn
to add. Let the challenger, however, continue. After all, he
says, if I am now so confident that, as I used the symbol ‘+’,
my intention was that ‘68+ 57’ should turn out to denote 125,
this cannot be because I explicitly gave myself instructions that
125 is the result of performing the addition in this particular
instance. By hypothesis, I did no such thing. But of course the
idea is that, in this new instance, I should apply the very same
function or rule that I applied so many times in the past. But
who is to say what function this was? In the past I gave myself
only a finite number of examples instantiating this function.
All, we have supposed, involved numbers smaller than 57. So
perhaps in the past ] used ‘plus’ and ‘+’ to denote a function
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which I will call ‘quus’ and symbolize by ‘®’. It is defined by:

xPy=x+y, ifx, y < $7
=4 otherwise.

aSwo is to say that this is not the function I previously meant by
472
H.rn sceptic claims (or feigns to claim) that I am now
" misinterpreting my own previous usage. By ‘plus’, he says, 1
always meant quus;® now, under the influence of some insane
mnnsu.ﬁ or about of LSD, I have come to misinterpret my own
previous usage. , :
Ridiculous and fantastic though it is, the sceptic’s hypo-
.Eomwm is not logically impossible. To see this, assume the
‘common sense hypothesis that by ‘+’ I did mean addition.
hen it would be possible, though surprising, that under the
influence of a momentary ‘high’, I should misinterpret all my
past uses of the plus sign as symbolizing the quus function, and
proceed, in conflict with my previous linguistic intentions, to
compute 68 plus 57 as 5. (I would have made a mistake, notin
mathematics, but in the supposition that I had accorded with
my previous linguistic intentions.) The sceptic is proposing
that I have made a mistake precisely of this kind, but with a
plus and quus reversed.
Now if the sceptic proposes his hypothesis sincerely, he is-
crazy; such a bizarre hypothesis as the proposal that I always
meant quus is absolutely wild. Wild it indubitably is, no doubt
it is false; but if it is false, there must be some fact about my
past usage that can be cited to refute it. For although the
hypothesis is wild, it does not seem to be a priori impossible.
¥ Perhaps I should make a remark about such expressions as “By ‘plus’ 1
meant quus (or plus),” “By ‘green’ I meant green,” etc. | am not familiar
with an accepted felicitous convention to indicate the object of the verb ‘to
n.:ww:n There are two problems. First, if one says, “By ‘the woman who
&m.noiu.& radium’ I meant the woman who discovered radium,” the
oEn.Q can be F:&?Q& in two ways. It may stand for a woman AMS»HR
Curie), in which case the assertion is true only if ‘meant’ is used to mean

referred to (as it can be used); or it may be used to denote the meaning of
the quoted expression, not a woman, in which case the assertion is true
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Of course this bizarre hypothesis, and the references to
LSD, or to an insane frenzy, are in a sense merely a dramatic
device. The basic point is this. Ordinarily, I suppose that, in
computing ‘68+s7" as I do, I do not simply make an
unjustified leap in the dark. I follow directions I previously
gave myself that uniquely determine that in thi¥ new instance |
should say ‘125’. What are these directions? By hypothesis, 1
never explicitly told myself that I should say ‘125’ in this very
instance. Nor can I say that I should simply ‘do the same thing

with ‘meant’ used in the ordinary sense. Second, as is illustrated by
‘referred to’, ‘green’, ‘quus’, etc. above, as objects of ‘meant’, one must
use vartous expressions as objects in an awkward manner contrary to
normal grammar. (Frege’s difficulties concerning unsaturatedness are
related.) Both problems tempt one to put the object in quotation marks,
like the subject; but such a usage conflicts with the convention of
philosophical logic that a quotation denotes the expression quoted. Some
special ‘meaning marks’, as proposed for example by David Kaplan,
could be useful here. If one is content to ignore the first difficulty and
always use ‘mean’ to mean denote (for most purposes of the present
paper, such a reading would suit at least as well as an intensional one;
often I speak as if it is a numerical function that is meant by plus), the second
problem might lead one to nominalize the objects - ‘plus’ denotes the ptus
function, ‘green’ denotes greenness, etc. I contemplated using italics
(“‘plus’ means plus”; “‘mean’ may mean denote”), but I decided that
normally (except when italics are otherwise appropriate, especially when
a neologism like ‘quus’ is introduced for the first time), 1 will write the
object of ‘to mean’ as an ordinary roman object. The convention I have
adopted reads awkwardly in the written language but sounds rather
reasonable in the spoken language.

Since use—mention distinctions are significant for the argument as I
give it, I try to remember to use quotation marks when an expression is
mentioned. However, quotation marks are also used for other purposes
where they might be invoked in normal non-philosophical English
writing (for example, in the case of “ ‘meaning marks’” in the previous
paragraph, or “‘quasi-quotation’” n the next sentence). Readers familiar
with Quine’s ‘quasi-quotation’ will be aware that in some cases I use
ordinary quotation where logical purity would require that 1 use
quasi-quotation or some similar device. 1 have not tried to be careful
about this matter, since I am confident that in practice readers will not be
confused.
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I &a.ew%m did,” if this means ‘compute according to the rule
exhibited by my previous examples.” That rule could just as
well have been the rule for quaddition (the quus function) as
for addition. The idea that in fact quaddition is what I meant
that in a sudden frenzy I have changed my previous usa nv
dramatizes the problem. &
In the discussion below the challenge posed by the sceptic
takes two forms. First, he questions whether there is any fact
that I meant plus, not’quus, that will answer his sceptical
challenge. Second, he questions whether I have any reason to
be so confident that now I should answer ‘12 s’ rather than ‘s’
The two forms of the challenge are related. [ am confident Epw
I should answer ‘125’ bécause I am confident that this answer
also wnnoH.mm with what I meant. Neither the accuracy of my
computation nor of my memory is under dispute. So it ought
to be agreed that if T meant plus, then unless I wish to change
my usage, I am justified in answering (indeed compelled to
answer) .HN s’, not ‘s’. An answer to the sceptic must satisfy
two conditions. First, it must give an account of what fact it is
(about my mental state) that constitutes my meaning plus, not
quus. But further, there is a condition that any @cnm,&g
candidate for such a fact must satisfy. It must, in some sense
mwog\. v.oé I am justified in giving the answer ‘125’ to ‘68+ mqm
The &.nmnaonm, mentioned in the previous paragraph nrwm
momaHBE.n what I should do in each instance, must moB,nFoé
be nosﬁwEnm, in any candidate for the fact as to what [ meant
Otherwise, the sceptic has not been answered when he ToEW
that my present response is arbitrary. Exactly how this
2.5&505 operates will become much clearer below, after we
&mnc.mw Wittgenstein’s paradox on an intuitive level, ,Svg we
consider various philosophical theories as to what the fact that
[ meant plus might consist in. There will be many specific
objections to these theories. But all fail to give a candidate for a
fact as to what I meant that would show that only ‘12§°, not
‘s’, is the answer I ‘ought’ to give. “
The ground rules of our formulation of the problem should
be made clear. For the sceptic to converse with me at all, we
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must have a common language. So I am supposing that the
sceptic, provisionally, is not questioning my present use of the
word ‘plus’; he agrees that, according to my present usage, ‘68
plus 57” denotes 125. Not only does he agree with me on this,
he conducts the entire debate with me in my language as [
presently use it. He merely questions whether my present usage
agrees with my past usage, whether I am presently conforming
to my previous linguistic intentions. The problem is not “How
do I know that 68 plus 57 is 125?”, which should be answered
by giving an arithmetical computation, but rather “How do [
know that ‘68 plus §7°, as I meant ‘plus’ in the past, should
denote 125?” If the word ‘plus’ as [ used it in the past, denoted
the quus function, not the plus function (‘quaddition’ rather
than addition), then my past intention was such that, asked for
the value of ‘68 plus §7’, I should have replied ‘5.

I put the problem in this way so as to avoid confusing
questions about whether the discussion is taking place ‘both
inside and outside language’ in some illegitimate sense.® If we
are querying the meaning of the word ‘plus’, how can we use it
(and variants, like ‘quus’) at the same time? So [ suppose that
the sceptic assumes that he and I agree in our present uses of the
word ‘plus’: we both use it to denote addition. He does nof — at
least initially ~ deny or doubt that addition is a genuine
function, defined on all pairs of integers, nor does he deny that
we can speak of it. Rather he asks why I now believe that by
‘plus’ in the past, I meant addition rather than quaddition. If1
meant the former, then to accord with my previous usage I
should say ‘125" when asked to give the result of calculating ‘68
plus 57°. If I meant the latter, I should say ‘s’

The present exposition tends to differ from Wittgenstein’s
original formulations in taking somewhat greater care to make
explicit a distinction between use and mention, and between
questions about present and past usage. About the present
example Wittgenstein might simply ask, “How do I know
that I should respond ‘125’ to the query ‘68+ 57°?” or “How do

® I believe I got the phrase “both inside and outside language” from a
conversation with Rogers Aibritton.
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I know that ‘68+ 57’ comes out 125?” I have found that when
the problem is formulated this way, some listeners hear it as a
sceptical problem about arithmeticc “How do I know that
68+57 1s 125?” (Why not answer this question with a
mathematical proof?) At least at this stage, scepticism about
arithmetic should not be taken to be in question: we may
assume, if we wish, that 68+57 is 125. Even if the question is
reformulated ‘metalinguistically’ as “How do I know that
‘plus’, as I use it, denotes a function that, when applied to 68
and §7, yields 125?”, one may answer, “Surely I know that
‘plus’ denotes the plus function and accordingly that ‘68 plus
57’ denotes 68 plus §7. Butif I know arithmetic,  know that 68
plus 571is 125. So I know that ‘68 plus 57’ denotes 125!” And
surely, if I use language at all, I cannot doubt coherently that
‘plus’, as Inow use it, denotes plus! Perhaps I cannot (at least at
this stage) doubt this about my present usage. But I can doubt
that my past usage of ‘plus’ denoted plus. The previous
remarks — about a frenzy and LSD - should make this quite
clear.

Let me repeat the problem. The sceptic doubts whether any
instructions I gave myself in the past compel (or justify) the
answer ‘125’ rather than ‘s’. He puts the challenge in terms of a
sceptical hypothesis about a change in my usage. Perhaps
when [ used the term ‘plus’ in the past, I always meant quus: by
hypothesis I never gave myself any explicit directions that
were incompatible with such a supposition.

Of course, ultimately, if the sceptic is right, the concepts of
meaning and of intending one function rather than another
will make no sense. For the sceptic holds that no fact about my
past history — nothing that was ever in my mind, or in my
external behavior — establishes that I meant plus rather than
quus. (Nor, of course, does any fact establish that I meant
quus!) But if this is correct, there can of course be no fact about
which function I meant, and if there can be no fact about which
particular function 1 meant in the past, there can be none in the
present either. But before we pull the rug out from under our
own feet, we begin by speaking as if the notion that at present
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we mean a certain function by ‘plus’ is unquestioned and
unquestionable. Only past usages are to be questioned.
Otherwise, we will be unable to formulate our problem.

. Another important rule of the game is that there are no
limitations, in particular, no behaviorist limitations, on the
facts that may be cited to answer the sceptic. The evidence is
not to be confined to that available to an external observer, who
can observe my overt behavior but not my internal mental
state. It would be interesting if nothing in my external be-
havior could show whether I meant plus or quus, but
something about my inner state could. But the problem here is
more radical. Wittgenstein’s philosophy of mind has often
been viewed as behavioristic, but to the extent that Wittgen-
stein may (or may not) be hostile to the ‘inner’, no such
hostility is to be assumed as a premise; it is to be argued as a
conclusion. So whatever ‘looking into my mind’ may be, the
sceptic asserts that even if God were to do it, he still could not
determine that I meant addition by ‘plus’.

This feature of Wittgenstein contrasts, for example, with
Quine’s discussion of the ‘indeterminacy of translation’.™
There are many points of contact between Quine’s discussion
and Wittgenstein’s. Quine, however, is more than content to
assume that only behavioral evidence is to be admitted into his
.mGncmmwoP Wittgenstein, by contrast, undertakes an extensive
introspective'" investigation, and the results of the investiga-

' See W. V. Quine, Word and Object (MIT, The Technology Press
,OmB_..im.mn, Massachusetts, 1960, xi+ 204 pp-), especially chapter N“
Translation and Meaning’ (pp. 26-79). See also Ontological Relativity and
O..%Q Essays (Columbia University Press, New York and London, 1969,
Viii+165 pp.), especially the first three chapters (pp. 1-90); and see also
“On the Reasons for the Indeterminacy of Translation,” The Journal of
Philosophy, vol. 67 (1970), pp. 178-83.

Quine’s views are discussed further below, see PP- 55-7.
I do not mean the term ‘introspective’ to be laden with philosophical
doctrine. Of course much of the baggage that has accompanied this term
would be objectionable to Wittgenstein in particular. I simply mean that
he nw.w_nam use, in his discussion, of our own memories and knowledge of
our ‘inner’ experiences.
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tion, as we shall see, form a key feature of his argument.
Further, the way the sceptical doubt is presented is not
behavioristic. It is presented from the ‘inside’. Whereas Quine
presents the problem about meaning in terms of a linguist,
trying to guess what someone else means by his words on the
basis of his behavior, Wittgenstein’s challenge can be pre-
sented to me as a question about myself: was there some past
fact about me — what I ‘meant’ by plus — that mandates what
should do now?

To return to the sceptic. The sceptic argues that when I
answered ‘125’ to the problem ‘68+57’, my answer was an
unjustified leap in the dark; my past mental history is equally
compatible with the hypothesis that I meant quus, and
therefore should have said ‘s’. We can put the problem this
way: When asked for the answer to ‘68+$7’, I unhesitatingly
and automatically produced ‘125’, but it would seem that if
previously I never performed this computation explicitly I
might just as well have answered ‘s’. Nothing justifies a brute
inclination to answer one way rather than another.

Many readers, I should suppose, have long been impatient
to protest that our problem arises only because of a ridiculous
model of the instruction I gave myself regarding ‘addition’.
Surely I did not merely give myself some finite number of
examples, from which I am supposed to extrapolate the whole
table (“Let ‘+’ be the function instantiated by the following
examples: . . .”). No doubt infinitely many functions are
compatible with that. Rather I learned — and internalized
instructions for — a rule which determines how addition is to be
continued. What was the rule? Well, say, to take it in its most
primitive form: suppose we wish to add x and y. Take a huge
bunch of marbles. First count out x marbles in one heap. Then
count out y marbles in another. Put the two heaps together and
count out the number of marbles in the union thus formed.
The result is x+y. This set of directions, I may suppose, |

explicitly gave myself at some earlier time. It is engraved on
my mind as on a slate. It is incompatible with the hypothesis
that I meant quus. Itis this set of directions, not the finite list of
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particular additions I performed in the past, that justifies and
determines my present response. This consideration is, after
all, reinforced when we think what I really do when I add 68
and 57. I do not reply automatically with the answer ‘125’ nor
do I consult some non-existent past instructions that I should
answer ‘125’ in this case. Rather I proceed according to an
algorithm for addition that I previously learned. The algorithm
1s ‘more sophisticated and practically applicable than the
primitive one just described, but there is no difference in
principle.

Despite the initial plausibility of this objection, the sceptic’s
response is all too obvious. True, if ‘count’, as I used the word
in the past, referred to the act of counting (and my other past
words are correctly interpreted in the standard way), then
‘plus’ must have stood for addition. But I applied ‘count’, like
‘plus’, to only finitely many past cases. Thus the sceptic can
question my present interpretation of my past usage of ‘count’
as he did with ‘plus’. In particular, he can claim that by ‘count’
[ formerly meant quount, where to ‘quount’ a heap is to count it
in the ordinary sense, unless the heap was formed as the union
of two heaps, one of which has $7 ormoreitems, in which case
one must automatically give the answer ‘5. It is clear that if in
the past ‘counting’ meant quounting, and if I follow the rule
for ‘plus’ that was quoted so triumphantly to the sceptic, I must
admit that ‘68+57" must yield the*answer ‘s’. Here I have
supposed that previously ‘count’ was never applied to heaps
formed as the union of sub-heaps either of which has 57 or
more elements, but if this particular upper bound does not
work, another will do. For the point is perfectly general: if
‘plus’ is explained in terms of ‘counting’, a non-standard
interpretation of the latter will yield a non-standard Interpreta-
tion of the former. 2

** The same objection scotches a related suggestion. It might be urged that
the quus function is ruled out as an interpretation of ‘+’ because it fails to
satisfy some of the laws I accept for ‘+’ (for example, it is not associative:
we could have defined it 5o as not even to be commutative). One merﬁq
even observe that, on the natural numbers, addition is the only function
that satisfies certain laws that [ accept—the ‘recursion equations’ for +: (x)
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It1s pointless of course to protest that I intended the result of
counting a heap to be independent of its composition in terms of
sub-heaps. Let me have said this to myself as explicitly as
possible: the sceptic will smilingly reply that once again I am
misinterpreting my past usage, that actually ‘independent’
formerly meant quindependent, where ‘quindependent’
means . .

Here of course I am expounding Wittgenstein’s well-
known remarks about “a rule for interpreting a rule”. It is
tempting to answer the sceptic by appealing from one rule to
another more ‘basic’ rule. But the sceptical move can be
repeated at the more ‘basic’ level also. Eventually the process
must stop — “justifications come to an end somewhere” —and |
am left with a rule which is completely unreduced to any
other. How can Ijustify my present application of such a rule,
when a sceptic could easily interpret it so as to yield any of an
indefinite number of other results? It seems that my applica-
tion of it 1s an unjustified stab in the dark. I apply the rule
blindly.

Normally, when we consider a mathematical rule such as
addition, we think of ourselves as guided in our application of it
to each new instance. Just this is the difference between
someone who computes new values of a function and
someone who calls out numbers at random. Given my past
intentions regarding the symbol ‘+’, one and only one answer

(x+0=x) and (x) (y) (x+y'=(x+y)") where the stroke or dash indicates
successor; these equations are sometimes called a ‘definition’ of addition.
The problem is that the other signs used in these laws (the universal
quantifiers, the equality sign) have been applied in only a finite number of
mstances, and they can be given non-standard interpretations that will fit
non-standard interpretations of ‘+’. Thus for example ‘(x)’ might mean
for every x<h, where h is some upper bound to the instances where
universal instantiation has hitherto been applied, and similarly for
equality.

In any event the objection is somewhat overly sophisticated. Many of
us who are not mathematicians use the ‘+’ sign perfectly well in
ignorance of any explicitly formulated laws of the type cited. Yet surely
we use ‘+’ with the usual determinate meaning nonetheless. What
justifies us applying the function as we do?
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1s dictated as the one appropriate to ‘68+57’. On the other
hand, although an intelligence tester may suppose that there is
only one possible continuation to the sequence 2, 4, 6, 8
.Emnroswnnm_ and philosophical sophisticates m.sméc. &,S.ﬁ.mm
indefinite number of rules (even rules stated in terms of
Bmﬁr.gpmc.n& functions as conventional as ordinary poly-
nomials) are compatible with any such finite initial segment Wo
if H.To tester urges me to respond, after 2, 4, 6, 8, ... /Sﬁ:. the
unique appropriate next number, the proper nommommo 1s that
no m:nv unique number exists, nor is there any unique (rule
determined) infinite sequence that continues the given one
Hw@ mnoEnB can then be put this way: Did I myself, in &z."
directions for the future that I gave myself nnmmn&m ‘+’
really differ from the intelligence tester? True, I Bmm% :om
Bn.nn? stipulate that ‘+’ is to be a function wnwnmsmmﬁm& by a
m.Ema dsavﬂ, of computations. In addition, I may give m mM_m
directions for the further computation of ‘4’ stated in S«H.Em
o.m oﬁvmn functions and rules. In turn, I 5,3\ give myself
directions for the further computation of these functions and
E.rwm. and so on. Eventually, however, the process must sto
with ‘ultimate’ functions and rules that I have stipulated mwm
.B%mo.:. only by a finite number of examples, just as in the
intelligence test. If so, is not my procedure as arbitrary as that
of the man who guesses the continuation of the intelligence
test? F what sense is my actual computation Eonomﬁ‘n
mo:o/.S:m an algorithm that yields ‘125’, more Justified by m :
past instructions than an alternative procedure that éoEM

rm<onnm:_8&5,%.u>8~=oﬁ m._ . ..
fiable impulse?*3 Pty following an unjusti-

3 Few nn.»n_owr I suppose, will by this time be tempted to appeal a
&n.wonag.s»con, to “go on the same way” as before. Indeed. Eg%%: it at
this pomnt primarily to remove a possible Bmmcnmanmmun&n of th
mnnvc.nﬁ argument, not to counter a possible reply to it. Some Mv:oi .
of Wittgenstein ~ perhaps occasionally Wittgenstein himself rnnm
thought that his point involves a rejection of ‘absolute identity’ ~A< .
opposed to some kind of ‘relative’ identity). I do not see that nEmMm o
whether or not doctrines of ‘relative’ identity are correct on ﬁwo,
grounds. Letidentity be as ‘absolute’ as one pleases: it holds only voﬁ“oonh
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Of course, these problems apply throughout language and
are not confined to mathematical examples, though it is with
mathematical examples that they can be most smoothly
brought out. I think that I have learned the term ‘table’ in such
a way that it will apply to indefinitely many future items. So |
can apply the term to a new situation, say when I enter the
Eiffel Tower for the first time and see a table at the base. Can
answer a sceptic who supposes that by ‘table’ in the past I
meant tabair, where a ‘tabair’ is anything that is a table not
found at the base of the Eiffel Tower, or a chair found there?
Did I think explicitly of the Eiffel Tower when I first ‘grasped
the concept of” a table, gave myself directions for what I meant
by ‘table’? And even if I did think of the Tower, cannot any
directions I gave myself mentioning it be reinterpreted
compatibly with the sceptic’s hypothesis? Most important

each thing and itself. Then the plus function is identical with itself, and
the quus function is identical with itself. None of this will tell me whether
I referred to the plus function or to the quus function in the past, nor
therefore will it tell me which to use in order to apply the same function
now. :

Wittgenstein does insist (§§215-16) that the law of identity (‘every-
thing is identical with itself’) gives no way out of this problem. It should
be clear enough that this is so (whether or not the maxim should be
rejected as ‘useless’). Wittgenstein sometimes writes (§§22 §-27) as if the
way we give a response in a new case determines what we call the ‘same’,
as if the meaning of ‘same’ varies from case to case. Whatever impression
this gives, it need not relate to doctrines of relative and absolute identity.
The point (which can be fully understood only after the third section
of the present work) can be put this way: If someone who computed
‘4 a5 we do for small arguments gave bizarre responses, in the style
of ‘quus’, for larger arguments, and insisted that he was ‘going on the
same way as before’, we would not acknowledge his claim that he was
‘going on in the same way’ as for the small arguments. What we call
the ‘right’ response determines what we call ‘going on in the same way’.
None of this in itself implies that identity is ‘relative’ in senses that
‘relative identity’ has been used elsewhere in the literature.

In fairness to Peter Geach, the leading advocate of the ‘relativity’ of
identity, I should mention (lest the reader assume I had him in mind) that
he is not one of those I have heard expound Wittgenstein’s doctrine as
dependent on a denial of ‘absolute’ identity.
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for the ‘private language’ argument, the point of course
applies to predicates of sensations, visual impressions, and the
like, as well: “How do I know that in working out the series + 2
I must write “20,004, 20,006” and not “20,004, 20,008”? - (The
question: “How do I know that this color is ‘red’?” is
similar.)” (Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics, 1, §3.) The
passage strikingly illustrates a central thesis of this essay: that
Wittgenstein regards the fundamental problems of the philo-
sophy of mathematics and of the ‘private language argument’
— the problem of sensation language ~ as at root identical,
stemming from his paradox. The whole of §3 is a succinct and
beautiful statement of the Wittgensteinian paradox; indeed the
whole initial section of part I of Remarks on the Foundations
of Mathematics is a development of the problem with special
reference to mathematics and logical inference. It has been
supposed that all I need to do to determine my use of the word
‘green’ is to have an image, a sample, of green that I bring to
mind whenever I apply the word in the future. When I use this
to justify my application of ‘green’ to a new object, should not
the sceptical problem be obvious to any reader of Goodman?'+
Perhaps by ‘green’, in the past I meant grue,"s and the color
image, which indeed was grue, was meant to direct me to
apply the word ‘green’ to grue objectsalways. If the blue object
before me now is grue, then it falls in:the extension of ‘green’,
as [ meantitin the past. Itis no help to suppose that in the past I
stipulated that ‘green’ was to apply to all and only those things
‘of the same color as’ the sample. The sceptic can reinterpret
‘same color’ as same schmolor,’® where things have the same
schmolorif . . .

" See Nelson Goodman, Fact, Fiction, and Forecast (3rd ed., Bobbs-Merrill,

Indianapolis, 1973, xiv+131 pp.), especially ch. III, §4, pp. 72-81.
'$ The exact definition of ‘grue’ is unimportant. It is best to suppose that
past objects were grue if and only if they were (then) green while present
objects are grue if and only if they are (now) blue. Strictly speaking, this s
not Goodman’s original idea, but it is probably most convenient for
present purposes. Sometimes Goodman writes this way as well.
‘Schmolor’, with a slightly different spelling, appears in Joseph Ullian,
“More on ‘Grue’ and Grue,” The Philosophical Review, vol. 70 (1961),
pp- 386-9.
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Let us return to the example of ‘plus’ and ‘quus’. We have
just summarized the problem in terms of the basis of my
present particular response: what tells me that I should say
‘125" and not ‘s’ Of course the problem can be put
equivalently in terms of the sceptical query regarding my
present intent: nothing in my mental history establishes
whether I meant plus or quus. So formulated, the problem
may appear to be epistemological - how can anyone know
which of these I meant? Given, however, that everything in
my mental history is compatible both with the conclusion that
I meant plus and with the conclusion that I meant quus, it is
clear that the sceptical challenge is not really an epistemolo-
gical one. It purports to show that nothing in my mental
history of past behavior — not even what an omniscient God
would know — could establish whether I meant plus or quus.
But then it appears to follow that there was no fact about me
that constituted my having meant plus rather than quus. How
could there be, if nothing in my internal mental history or
external behavior will answer the sceptic who supposes that in
fact I meant quus? If there was no such thing as my meaning
plus rather than quus in the past, neither can there be any such
thing in the present. When we initially presented the paradox,
we perforce used language, taking present meanings for
granted. Now we see, as we expected, that this provisional
concession was indeed fictive. There can be no fact as to what I
mean by ‘plus’, or any other word at any time. The ladder
must finally be kicked away.

This, then, is the sceptical paradox. When I respond in one
way rather than another to such a problem as ‘68+57’, I can
have no justification for one response rather than another.
Since the sceptic who supposes that I meant quus cannot be
answered, there is no fact about me that distinguishes between
my meaning plus and my meaning quus. Indeed, there is no
fact about me that distinguishes between my meaning a
definite function by ‘plus’ (which determines my responses in
new cases) and my meaning nothing at ail.

Sometimes when I have contemplated the situation, I have
had something of an eerie feeling. Even now as I write, I feel
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confident that there is something in my mind - the meaning I
attach to the ‘plus’ sign ~ that instructs me what [ ought todoin
all future cases. I do not predict what I will do - see the
discussion immediately below - but instruct myself what I
oughtto do to conform to the meaning. (Were I now to make a
prediction of my future behavior, it would have substantive
content only because it already makes sense, in terms of the
instructions I give myself, to ask whether my intentions will
be conformed to or not.) But when I concentrate on what is
now in my mind, what instructions can be found there? How
can I be said to be acting on the basis of these instructions when
Tactin the future? The infinitely many cases of the table are not
in my mind for my future self to consult. To say that thereis a
general rule in my mind that tells me how to add in the future
1s only to throw the problem back on to other rules that also
seem to be given only in terms of finitely many cases. What
can there be in my mind that [ make use of when I act in the
future? It seems that the entire idea of meaning vanishes into
thin air.

Can we escape these incredible conclusions? Let me first
discuss a response that I have heard more than once in
conversation on this topic. According to this response, the
fallacy in the argument that no fact-about me constitutes my
meaning plus lies in the assumption that such a fact must
consist in an occurrent mental stite. Indeed the sceptical
argument shows that my entire occurrent past mental history
might have been the same whether I meant plus or quus, but
all this shows is that the fact that I meant plus (rather than
quus) is to be analyzed dispositionally, rather than in terms of
occurrent mental states. Since Ryle’s The Concept of Mind,
dispositional analyses have been influential; Wittgenstein’s
own later work is of course one of the inspirations for such
analyses, and some may think that he himself wishes to
suggest a dispositional solution to his paradox.

The dispositional analysis I have heard proposed is simple.
To mean addition by ‘+’is to be disposed, when asked for any
sum ‘x+y’ to give the sum of x and y as the answer (in
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particular, to say ‘125’ when queried about ‘68+ 57°); to mean
quus is to be disposed when queried about any arguments, to
respond with their quum (in particular to answer ‘s’ when
queried about ‘68+57’). True, my actual thoughts and
responses in the past do not differentiate between the plus and
the quus hypotheses; but, even in the past, there were
dispositional facts about me that did make such a differentia-
tion. To say that in fact I meant plus in the past is to say — as
surely was the case! — that had I been queried about ‘68 + 57, I
would have answered ‘125°. By hypothesis I was not in fact
asked, but the disposition was present none the less.

To a good extent this reply immediately ought to appear to
be misdirected, off target. For the sceptic created an air of
puzzlement as to my justification for responding ‘125’ rather
than ‘s’ to the addition problem as queried. He thinks my
response 1s no better than a stab in the dark. Does the
suggested reply advance matters? How does it justify my
choice of ‘125’2 What it says is: “‘125’ is the response you are
disposed to give, and (perhaps the reply adds) it would also
have been your response in the past.” Well and good, I know
that ‘125’ is the response I am disposed to give (I am actually
giving it!), and maybe it is helpful to be told — as a matter of
brute fact — that I would have given the same response in the
past. How does any of this indicate that — now or in the past -
‘125" was an answer justified in terms of instructions I gave
myself, rather than a mere jack-in-the-box unjustified and
arbitrary response? Am I supposed to justify my present belief
that I meant addition, not quaddition, and hence should
answer ‘125’, in terms of a hypothesis about my past disposi-
tions? (Do I record and investigate the past physiology of my
brain?) Why am I so sure that one particular hypothesis of this
kind is correct, when all my past thoughts can be construed .
either so that I meant plus or so that I meant quus?
Alternatively, is the hypothesis to refer to my present disposi-
tions alone, which would hence give the right answer by
definition?

Nothing is more contrary to our ordinary view - or
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Wittgenstein’s — than is the supposition that “whatever is

going to seem right to me is right.” (§258). On the contrary,

143

that only means that here we can’t talk about right” (ibid.). A

candidate for what constitutes the state of my meaning one
function, rather than another, by a given function sign, ought
to be such that, whatever in fact I (am disposed to) do, there is
a unique thing that I should do. Is not the dispositional view
simply an equation of performance and correctness? Assum-
ing determinism, even if  mean to denote no number theoretic
function in particular by the sign “*’, then to the same extent as
it 1s true for ‘+’, it is true here that for any two arguments m
and n, there is a uniquely determined answer p that I would
give."” (I choose one at random, as we would normally say,
but causally the answer is.determined.) The difference
between this case and the case of the ‘+’ function is that in the
former case, but not in the latter, my uniquely determined
answer can properly be called ‘right’ or ‘wrong’.*®

So it does seem that a dispositional account misconceives

the sceptic’s problem — to find a past fact that justifies my
present response. As a candidate for a ‘fact’ that determines
what I mean, it fails to satisfy the basic condition on such a
candidate, stressed above on p.11, that it should tell me what I
ought to do in each new instance. .Ultimately, almost all
objections to the dispositional account boil down to this one.
However, since the dispositionalist does offer a popular

7 We will see immediately below that for arbitrarily large m and n, this

18

assertion is not really true even for “+’. Thatis why I say that the assertion
is true for ‘+’ and the meaningless ‘*’ ‘to the same extent’.

Imight have introduced ‘*’ to mean nothing in particular even though the
answer I arbitrarily choose for ‘m*n’ is, through some quirk in my brain
structure, uniquely determined independently of the time and other
circumstances when I am asked the question. It might, in addition, even
be the case that I consciously resolve, once I have chosen a particular
answer to ‘m*n’, to stick to it if the query is repeated for any particular
case, yet nevertheless I think of “*” as meaning no function in particular.
What I will not say is that my particular answer is ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ in

terms of &n meaning I assigned to “*’, as [ will for ‘+°, since there is no
such meaning.
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candidate for what the fact as to what I mean might be, it is
worth examining some problems with the view in more
detail.

As Isaid, probably some have read Wittgenstein himself as
favoring a dispositional analysis. I think that on the contrary,
although Wittgenstein’s views have dispositional elements,
any such analysis is inconsistent with Wittgenstein’s view.'?

"9 Russell’'s The Analysis of Mind (George Allen and Unwin, London, in the
Muirhead Library of Philosophy, 310 pp.) already gives dispositional
analyses of certain mental concepts: sce especially, Lecture III, “Desire
and Feeling,” pp. 58—76. (The object of a desire, for example, is roughly
defined as that thing which, when obtained, will cause the activity of the
subject due to the desire to cease.) The book is explicitly influenced by
Watsonian behaviorism; see the preface and the first chapter. I am
inclined to conjecture that Wittgenstein's philosophical development was
influenced considerably by this work, both in the respects in which he
sympathizes with behavioristic and dispositional views, and to the extent
that he opposes them. I take Philosophical Remarks (Basil Blackwell,
Oxford, 1975, 357 pp.. translated by R. Hargreaves and R. White),
§§21ff., to express a rejection of Russell’s theory of desire, as stated in
Lecture Il of The Analysis of Mind. The discussion of Russell’s theory
played, I think, an important role in Wittgenstein’s development: the
problem of the relation of a desire, expectation, etc., to its object
(‘intentionality’) is one of the important forms Wittgenstein's problem
about meaning and rules takes in the Investigations. Clearly the sceptic, by
proposing his bizarre interpretations of what I previously meant, can get
bizarre results as to what (in the present) does, or does not, satisfy my past
desires or expectations, or what constitutes obedience to an order I gave.
Russell’s theory parallels the dispositional theory of meaning in the text
by giving a causal dispositional account of desire. Just as the dispositional
theory holds that the value I meant ‘+’ to have for two particular
arguments m and # is, by definition, the answer I would give if queried
about ‘m+n’, so Russell characterizes the thing I desired as the thing
which, were I to get it, would quiet my ‘searching’ activity. I think that
even in the Investigations, as in Philosophical Remarks (which stems from an
earlier period), Wittgenstein still rejects Russell’s dispositional theory
because it makes the relation between a desire and its object an ‘external’
relation (PR, §21), although in the Investigations, unlike Philosophical
Remarks, he no longer bases this view on the ‘picture theory’ of the
Tractatus. Wittgenstein’s view that the relation between the desire
(expectation, etc.) and its object must be ‘internal’, not ‘external’,
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simply too large for my mind - or my brain — to grasp. When
given such sums, I may shrug my shoulders for lack of
comprehension; I may even, if the numbers involved are large
enough, die of old age before the questioner completes his
question. Let ‘quaddition’ be redefined so as to be a function
which agrees with addition for all pairs of numbers small
enough for me to have any disposition to add them, and let it
diverge from addition thereafter (say, itis 5). Then, justas the
sceptic previously proposed the hypothesis that I meant
quaddition in the old sense, now he proposes the hypothesis
that I meant quaddition in the new sense. A dispositional
account will be impotent to refute him. As before, there are
infinitely many candidates the sceptic can propose for the role
of quaddition.
I have heard it suggested that the trouble arises solely from
too crude a notion of disposition: ceteris paribus, I surely will
respond with the sum of any two numbers when queried. And
ceteris paribus notions of dispositions, not crude and literal
notions, are the ones standardly used in philosophy and in
science. Perhaps, but how should we flesh out the ceteris paribus
clause? Perhaps as something like: if my brain had been stuffed
with sufficient extra matter to grasp large enough numbers,
and if it were given enough capacity to perform such a large
addition, and if my life (in a healthy state) were prolonged
enough, then given an addition problem involving two large
numbers, m and n, I would respond with their sum, and not
with the result according to some quus-like rule. But how can
we have any confidence of this? How in the world can I tell
what would happen if my brain were stuffed with extra brain
matter, or if my life were prolonged by some magic elixir?
Surely such speculation should be left to science fiction writers
and futurologists. We have no idea what the results of such
experiments would be. They mightlead me to go insane, even
to behave according to a quus-like rule. The outcome really is
obviously indeterminate, failing further specification of these
magic mind-expanding processes; and even with such spe-
cifications, it is highly speculative. But of course what the
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mistakes.?* For example, when asked to add certain numbers
some people forget to ‘carry’. They are thus disposed, for
these numbers, to give an answer differing from the usual
addition table. Normally, we say that such people have made a
mistake. That means, that for them as for us, ‘+’ means
addition, but for certain numbers they are not disposed to give
the answer they should give, if they are to accord with the table
of the function they actually meant. But the dispositionalist
cannot say this. According to him, the function someone
means is to be read off from his dispositions; 1t cannot be

2! However, in the slogan quoted and in §202, Wittgenstein seems to be
more concerned with the question, “Am I right in thinking that I am still
applying the same rule?” than with the question “Is my application of the
rule right?” Relatively few of us have the disposition - as far as [ know —
bizarrely to cease to apply a given rule if once we were applying it.
Perhaps there is a corrosive substance present in my brain already (whose
action will be ‘triggered’ if I am given a certain addition problem) that
will lead me to forget how to add. I might, once this substance is secreted,
start giving bizarre answers to addition problems —answers that conform
to a quus-like rule, or to no discernible pattern at all. Even if I do think
that I am following the same rule, in fact lam not.

Now, when [ assert that I definitely mean addition by ‘plus’, am 1
making a prediction about my future behavior, asserting that there is no
such corrosive acid? To put the matter differently: I assert that the present
meaning I give to ‘4’ determines values for arbitrarily large amounts. 1 do
not predict that I will come out with these values, or even that I will use
anything like the ‘right’ procedures to get them. A disposition to go
berserk, to change the rule, etc., may be in me already, waiting to be
triggered by the right stimulus. I make no assertion about such
possibilities when I say that my use of the ‘+’ sign determines values for
every pair of arguments. Much less do I assert that the values I will come
out with under these circumstances are, by definition, the values that
accord with what is meant.

These possibilities, and the case mentioned above with “*’, when [ am
disposed to respond even though I follow no rule from the beginning,
should be bome in mind in addition to the garden-variety possibility of
error mentioned in the text. Note that in the case of ‘*’, it seems
intuitively possible that I could be under the impression that 1 was
following a rule even though I was following none - see the analogous
case of reading on pp. 45—6 below, in reference to §166.
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the ‘noise’ to be ignored without presupposing a prior notion
of which function is meant. A little experimentation will
reveal the futility of such an effort. Recall that the subject has a

Wittgenstein’s position, not my own; but I certainly do not mean,
exegetically, to assert that Wittgenstein himself would reject the distinc-
tion. But what is important here is that the notion of ‘competence’ is itself
not a dispositional notion. It is normative, not descriptive, in the sense
explained in the text.

The point is that our understanding of the notion of ‘competence’ is
dependent on our understanding of the idea of ‘following a rule’, as is
argued in the discussion above. Wittgenstein would reject the idea that
‘competence’ can be defined in terms of an idealized dispositional or
mechanical model, and used without circularity to explicate the notion of
following a rule. Only after the sceptical problem about rules has been
resolved can we then define ‘competence’ in terms of rule-following.
Although notions of ‘competence’ and ‘performance’ differ (at least)
from writer to writer, I see no reason why linguists nced assume that
‘competence’ is defined prior to rule-following. Although the remarks in
the text warn against the use of the ‘competence’ notion as a solution to
our problem, in no way are they arguments against the notion itself.

Nevertheless, given the sceptical nature of Wittgenstein’s solution to
his problem (as this solution is explained below), it is clear that if
Wittgenstein's standpoint is accepted, the notion of ‘competence’ will be
seenin a light radically different from the way itimplicitly is seen in much
of the literature of linguistics. For if statements attributing rule-following
are neither to be regarded as stating facts, nor to be thought of as
explaining our behavior (see section 3 below), it would seem that the use of
the ideas of rules and of competence in linguistics needs serious
reconsideration, even if these notions are not rendered ‘meaningless’.

(Depending on one’s standpoint, one might view the tension revealed
here between modern linguistics and Wittgenstein's sceptical critique as
casting doubt on the linguistics, or on Wittgenstein's sceptical critique ~
or both.) These questions would arise even if, as throughout the present
text, we deal with rules, like addition, that are stated explicitly. These
rules we think of ourselves as grasping consciously; in the absence of
Wittgenstein’s sceptical arguments, we would see no problem in the
assumption that each particular answer we produce is justified by our

‘grasp’ of the rules. The problems are compounded if, as in linguistics,

the rules are thought’of as tacit, to be reconstructed by the scientist and

inferred as an explanation of behavior. The matter deserves an extended
discussion elsewhere. (See also pp. 97 to 99 and n. 77 below.)
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E_:WS W..«J:Muﬁn? Wittgenstein’s Philosophy of Mathematics,” The
Ooo@%vhnrnm_:ﬂt. <o_” 68 Qo.mov, PP- 32448, see p. 331; anlmn& in
r (ed.), Wittgenstein: The Philosophical Investigations (Mac-
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really a form of the dispositional account, for that account can

be viewed as if it interpreted us as machines, whose output
mechanically yields the correct result.

We can interpret the objector as arguing that the rule can be
embodied in a machine that computes the relevant function. If1
build such a machine, it will simply grind out the right
answer, in any particular case, to any particular addition
problem. The answer that the machine would give is, then,
the answer that I intended.

The term ‘machine’ is here, as often elsewhere in philoso-
phy, ambiguous. Few of us are in a position to build a machine
or draw up a program to embody our intentions; and if a
technician performs the task for me, the sceptic can ask
legitimately whether the technician has performed his task
correctly. Suppose, however, that]am fortunate enough to be

such an expert that I have the technical facility required to
embody my own intentions in a computing machine, and I
state that the machine is definitive of my own intentions. Now
the word ‘machine’ here may refer to any one of various
things. It may refer to a machine program that I draw up,
embodying my intentions as to the operation of the machine.
Then exactly the same problems arise for the program as for
the original symbol ‘+’: the sceptic can feign to believe that the
program, too, ought to be interpreted in a quus-like manner.
To say that a program is not something that I wrote down on
paper, but an abstract mathematical object, gets us no further.
The problem then simply takes the form of the question: what
program (in the sense of abstract mathematical object) corres-
ponds to the ‘program’ I have written on paper (in accordance

with the way I meant it)? (‘Machine’ often seems to mean a

program in one of these senses: a Turing ‘machine’, for

example, would be better called a “Turing program’.) Finally,
however, I may build a concrete machine, made of metal and

millan, 1966, pp. 420-47), see p. 428. The quoted objection need not
necessarily be taken to express Dummett's own ultimate view of the

matter.
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of the fact that wires melt or gears slip, so thata machine that s
‘malfunctioning’ for me is behaving perfectly for him.
Whether a machine ever malfunctions and, if so, when, 1snota
property of the machine itself as a physical object but is well
defined only in terms of its program, as stipulated by its
designer. Given the program, once again the physical objectis
superfluous for the purpose of determining what function is
meant. Then, as before, the sceptic can concentrate his
objections on the program. The last two criticisms of the use
of the physical machine as a way out of scepticism — its finitude
and the possibility of malfunction — obviously parallel two
corresponding objections to the dispositional account.**

24 Wittgenstein discusses machines explicitly in §§193—5. See the parallel
discussion in Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics, part1, §§118-30,
especially §§119-26; see also, e.g., u [m], §87, and m [1v], §§48-9
there. The criticisms in the text of the dispositional analysis and of the
use of machines to solve the problem are inspired by these sections.

In particular, Wittgenstein himself draws the distinction between the
machine as an abstract program (“der Maschine, als Symbol” §193) and
the actual physical machine, which is subject to breakdown (“do we
forget the possibility of their bending, breaking off, melting, and so on?”
(§193)). The dispositional theory views the subject himself as a kind of
machine, whose potential actions embody the function. So in this sense
the dispositional theory and the idea of the machine-as-embodying-the-
function are really one. Wittgenstein’s attitude toward both is the same:
they confuse the ‘hardness of a rule’ with the ‘hardness of a material’
(RFM, u [m], §87). On my interpretation, then, Wittgenstein agrees
with his interlocutor (§194 and §195) that the sense in which all the values
of the function are already present is not simply causal, although he
disagrees with the idea that the future use is already present in some
mysterious non-causal way.
Although, in an attempt to follow W1
distinction between concrete physical machines and their abstract
programs in what I have written above, it might be instructive to look at
the outcome when the limitation of machines is idealized as in the
modern theory of automata. A finite automaton, as usually defined, has
only finitely many states, receives only finitely many distinct inputs, and
has only finitely many outputs, butitis idealized in two respects: it has no
problem of malfunction, and its lifetime (without any decay or wearing
out of its parts) is infinite. Such a machine can, in a sense, perform
computations on arbitrarily large whole numbers. If it has notations for

ttgenstein, | have emphasized the
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The moral of the present discussion of the dispositional y
account may be relevant to other areas of concern to philo- ]
sophers beyond the immediate point at issue. Suppose I do “
mean addition by ‘+’. What is the relation of this supposition
to the question how I will respond to the problem ‘68+57’?
The dispositionalist gives a descriptive account of this relation: if
‘+’ meant addition, then I will answer ‘125’. But this is not the
proper account of the relation, which 1s normative, not
descriptive. The point is not that, if [ meant addition by “+’, I
will answer ‘125’, but that, if I intend to accord with my past
meaning of ‘+’, I should answer ‘125’. Computational error,
finiteness of my capacity, and other disturbing factors may
lead me not to be disposed to respond as I should, butifso, T have
not acted in accordance with my intentions. The relation of «
meaning and intention to future action is normative, not 1

multiply. 1
SE% W“ nwﬂ%% »,E.H_nsou computed by such a machine that purports to be
Sﬁrnw_u jead on sm_ _Mw ,mon large .naocmr arguments, exhibit ‘quus-like’ (or
rac cco.aom.mammu M_ e vmwaovon:nm at sufficiently large arguments. Even if
1d€alized as finite automata, a dj iti . e
, adis 1
imacepeable g S positional theory would yield
Suppose we ideali
ealized even further i
: and considered a Turi 1
i \ T a a Turing ma
e mn”mrmm atape to use which is infinite in both directions mcnrmm Emmwﬂn
; : . e
S:roﬁ:”“ _annnm at ¢very moment, in addition to an infinite lifetime
s mal _Mnnncocm. H%Dnm M:»nrimm can multiply correctly, but it is
at ¢ven here there are many funct “
el ko Y functions we can define
o MOQ Wc MHM_M can _un. MoEonm by no such machine. A crude dispositional
attribute to us a non 1
t . -standard inter i
th retation
wonﬁnnn»amoa at all) for any such function. (See above Mono 20.) for ne
a “ .
mcuo:,owww o::M &.Sn ._uonr the crude dispositional theor
. s-embodied-in-a-machine come up frequently whe

descriptive. :
In the beginning of our discussion of the dispositional

analysis, we suggested that it had a certain air of irrelevance
with respect to a significant aspect of the sceptical problem —
that the fact that the sceptic can maintain the hypothesis that I
meant quus shows that L had no justification for answering ‘125’
rather than ‘s’. How does the dispositional analysis even
appear to touch this problem? Our conclusion in the previous
paragraph shows that in some sense, after giving a number of
the received philosoph o more specific criticisms of the dispositional theory, we have
phulosophy of mind in the USA. Especiall 1h . . . S .
some readers of the discussion in the ¢ »- Especially I have feared that returned full circle to our original intuition. Precisely the fact
precisely the way to modify the cru aMMM.W% .&Ew that ‘functionalism’ is ] that our answer to the question of which function I meant is
the criticisms (especially those that rel nr&:wn»_ theory 50 as to meet : justificatory of my present response is ignored in the disposi-
clauses). (I report, how ¥ on the circularity of ceteris paribus ] . - . .
’ ever, that thus far I have not run into such . tional account and leads to all its difficulties.
,, I shall leave the dispositional view. Perhaps I have already

reactions in practice.) I cannot dj i i
withour stabpche 2 o .&mncm.m functionalism  at length here
g trom the main point. But | offer a brief hint belabored it too much. Let us aavc&»nm Glomv\ o

.~u n on ~ &Cm hozumuwnus ps _:v Og1( m~ states to t € aDstract
uncti alists are m.o: W yc H g S r T C

y and the

‘functi ismn’ ici
1onalism’ explicitly, even though various forms of it ha

attractive to so :.szw Om n?.ﬂ Tﬂmﬂ recent writers nan it T»m N—=~Omn Tﬂﬁonﬂo

states of a (Turing) machj
achine, though some- ) —_—e
imitati . ’ me are cogniz i . . .. .
limitations of the comparison. All regard psycholo gnizant of certain , us which program he should be regarded as instantiating? In particular,
oMzm»_ connections, analogous to the causal M@nnwamw Mmm.m:sms ﬂ% aset of does he compute ‘plus’ or ‘quus’? If the remarks on machines in my own
a . -, e
n%n the remarks of the text stand here as well: any co fachune. But v (and Wittgenstein’s) text are understood, I think it will emerge that as far
object can be viewed as an imperfect aom__.nuaonw £ e vr%ﬂ.n»_ as the present problem is concerned, Wittgenstein would regard his
programs. Taking a human organism as a cong cn.v many machine remarks on machines as applicable to ‘functionalism’ as well.
rete object, what is to cell , I hope to elaborate on these remarks elsewhere.
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su 1 1 |
ggestion. Let no one — under the influence of too much

Mgrmomowv%.om science - suggest that the hypothesis that |
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make one hypothesis true rather than another. To say this is
simply to repeat, in colorful terminology, the assertion that
the two hypotheses do state genuinely different matters of

fact.
Now Wittgenstein's sceptic argues that he knows of no fact

about an individual that could constitute his state of meaning

plus rather than quus. Against this claim simplicity considera-

tions are irrelevant. Simplicity considerations would have
been relevant against a sceptic who argued that the indirect-
ness of our access to the facts of meaning and intention prevents
us ever from knowing whether we mean plus or quus. But such
merely epistemological scepticism is not in question. The
sceptic does not argue that our own limitations of access to the
facts prevent us from knowing something hidden. He claims
that an omniscient being, with access to all available facts, still
would not find any fact that differentiates between the plus
and the quus hypotheses. Such an omniscient being would
have neither need nor use for simplicity considerations. 3

25 A different use of ‘simplicity’, not that by which we evaluate competing
theories, might suggest itself with respect to the discussion of machines
above. There | remarked that a concrete physical machine, considered as
an object without reference to a designer, may (approximately) instanti-
ate any number of programs that (approximately, allowing for some
‘malfunctioning’) extend its actual finite behavior. If the physical
machine was not designed but, so to speak, ‘fell from the sky’, there can
be no fact of the matter as to which program it ‘really’ instantiates, hence
no ‘simplest hypothesis’ about this non-existent fact.

Nevertheless, given a physical machine, one might ask what is the
simplest program that the physical machine approximates. To do this one
would have to find a measure of the simplicity of programs, a measure of
the trade-off of the simplicity of the program with the degree to which
the concrete machine fails to conform to it (malfunctions), and so on. I
who am no expert, nor even an amateur, am unaware that this problem
has been considered by theoretical computer scientists. Whether or not it
has been considered, intuition suggests that something might be made of
it, though it would not be trivial to find simplicity measures that give
intuitively satisfying results.

I doubt that any of this would illuminate Wittgenstein’s sceptical
paradox. One might try, say, to define the function I meant as the one
that, according to the simplicity measure, followed the simplest program
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The 1dea that we lack ‘direct’ access to the facts whether we
mean plus or quus is bizarre in any case. Do I not know,
directly, and with a fair degree of certainty, that I mean plus?
Recall that a fact as to what I mean now is supposed to justify
my future actions, to make them inevitable if I wish to use
words with the same meaning with which I used them before.
This was our fundamental requirement on a fact as to what [
meant. No ‘hypothetical’ state could satisfy such a require-

~ment: If I can only form hypotheses as to whether I now mean
plus or quus, if the truth of the matter is buried deep in my
unconscious and can only be posited as a tentative hypothesis,
then in the future I can only proceed hestitatingly and
hypothetically, conjecturing that I probably ought to answer
‘68+57" with ‘125’ rather than ‘s’. Obviously, this is not an
accurate account of the matter. There may be some facts about
me to which my access is indirect, and about which I must
form tentative hypotheses: but surely the fact as to what I
mean by ‘plus’ is not one of them! To say that it s, is already to
take a big step in the direction of scepticism. Remember that I
immediately and unhesitatingly calculate ‘68 + §7°as I do, and
the meaning I assign to ‘+’ is supposed to justify this
procedure. I do not form tentative hypotheses, wondering
what I should do if one hypothesis or another were true.

Now the reference, in our exposition, to what an omni-
scient being could or would know is merely a dramatic device.
When the sceptic denies that even God, who knows all the

approximately compatible with my physical structure. Suppose brain
physiologists found — to their surprise — that actually such a simplicity
measure led to a program that did not compute addition for the ‘+
function, but some other function. Would this show that I did not mean
addition by ‘+°? Yet, in the absence of detailed knowledge of the brain
(and the hypothetical simplicity measure), the physiological discovery in
question is by no means inconceivable. The justificatory aspect of the
sceptic’s problem is even more obviously remote from any such
simplicity measure. I do not justify my choice of ‘125’ rather than ‘s’ as an
answer to ‘68+ 57’ by citing a hypothetical simplicity measure of the type
mentioned. (I hope to claborate on this in the projected work on
functionalism mentioned in note 24 above.)

The Wittgensteinian Paradox 41

facts, could know whether I meant plus or quus, he is simply
giving colorful expression to his denial that there is any fact
of the matter as to which I meant. Perhaps if we remove the
metaphor we may do better. The metaphor, perhaps, may
seduce us towards scepticism by encouraging us to look for a
reduction of the notions of meaning and intention to some-
thing else. Why not argue that “meaning addition by ‘plus’”
denotes an irreducible experience, with its own special quale,
known directly to each of us by introspection? (Headaches,
tickles, nausea are examples of inner states with such qualia.)*
Perhaps the “decisive move in the conjuring trick” has been
made when the sceptic notes that I have performed only
finitely many additions and challenges me, in the light of this
fact, to adduce some fact that ‘shows’ that I did not mean quus.
Maybe I appear to be unable to reply just because the
experience of meaning addition by ‘plus’ is as unique and
irreducible as that of seeing yellow or feeling a headache, while
the sceptic’s challenge invites me to look for another fact or
experience to which this can be reduced.

I referred to an introspectible experience because, since each
of us knows immediately and with fair certainty that he means
addition by ‘plus’, presumably the view in question assumes
we know this in the same way we know that we have
headaches — by attending to the ‘qualitative’ character of our
own experiences. Presumably the experience of meaning
addition has its own irreducible quality, as does that of feeling a
headache. The fact that I mean addition by ‘plus’ is to be
identified with my possession of an experience of this quality.

Once again, as in the case of the dispositional account, the
proffered theory seems to be off target as an answer to the
original challenge of the sceptic. The sceptic wanted to know
why I was so sure that I ought to say ‘125°, when asked about
‘68+ 57°. I had never thought of this particular addition before:
is not an interpretation of the ‘+’ sign as quus compatible with
everything I thought? Well, suppose I do in fact feel a certain

26 It is well known that this type of view is characteristic of Hume’s
philosophy. See note 51 below.
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headache with a very special quality whenever I think of the
“+7 sign. How on earth would this headache help me figure
out whether [ ought to answer ‘125’ or ‘s’ when asked about
‘68+57°? If I think the headache indicates that I ought to say
‘125°, would there be anything about it to refute a sceptic’s
contention that, on the contrary, it indicates that I should say
‘s’ The idea that each of my inner states — including,
presumably, meaning what I do by ‘plus’ - has its special
discernible quality like a headache, a tickle, or the experience
of a blue after-image, is indeed one of the cornerstones of
classical empiricism. Cornerstone it may be, butitis very hard
to see how the alleged introspectible quale could be relevant to
the problem at hand.
Similar remarks apply even to those cases where the classical
empiricist picture might seem to have a greater plausibility.
This picture suggested that association of an image with a
word (paradigmatically a visual one) determined its meaning.
For example (§139), a drawing of a cube comes to my mind
whenever I hear or say the word ‘cube’. It should be obvious
that this need not be the case. Many of us use words such as
‘cube’ even though no such drawing or image comes to mind.
Let us suppose, however, for the moment that one does. ‘In
what sense can this picture fit or fail to fit a use of the word
“cube’? ~ Perhaps you say: “It’s quite simple; - if that picture
comes to me and I point to a triangular prism for instance, and
say it’s a cube, then this use of the word doesn’t fit the
picture.” But doesn’t it fit? I have purposely so chosen the
example that it is quite easy to imagine a method of projection
according to which the picture does fit after all. The picture of
the cube did indeed suggest a certain use to us, but it was
possible for me to use it differently.’ The sceptic could suggest
that the image be used in non-standard ways. ‘Suppose,
however, that not merely the picture of the cube, but also the
method of projection comes before our mind? — How am I to
imagine this? — Perhaps I see before me a schema showing the
method of projection: say a picture of two cubes connected by
lines of projection. — But does this really get me any further?
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Can’t I now imagine different mwm:,nwmonw A.um this schema
too?’ (§141). Once again, a rule for interpreting a nEn” No
internal impression, with a quale, could possibly tell me in it-
self how it is to be applied in future cases. Z.oH can any pile up
of such impressions, thought of as E._nm for H:nmnvnmczm E_mw,
do the job.?” The answer to the sceptic’s wBEQM, What tells
me how [ am to apply a given rule in a new Smn.m , .Bmmﬁ come
from something outside any images or .m:.m_.:mm:\.m mental
states. This is obvious, in the case of ‘plus’ —it1s clear o.:ocmw
that no internal state such as a headache, a anE.m, an image,
could do the job. (Obviously I do not have an image of the
infinite table of the ‘plus’ function in my mind. Some such
image would be the only candidate that even rw.m m:mmmno
plausibility as a device for telling me roé. to mmnF Ecm ) H.ﬁ
may be less obvious in other cases, such as ‘cube’, butin fact it
is also true of such cases as well. R
So: If there were a special experience of ‘meaning’ addition
by ‘plus’, analogous to a 73.%079 it éoc_m. son, rm<ow the
properties that a state of meaning m&&ﬁ@d by ‘plus’ ought to
have — it would not tell me what to do in new cases. In fact,
however, Wittgenstein extensively argues in .»ma:ﬂo:.&wﬁ the
supposed unique special aanlnﬁnm.om meaning Am&&:oz by
‘plus’, etc.) does not exist. His investigation here is an
introspective one, designed to show that .nrm supposed cmﬁwm
experience is a chimera. Of all the .ﬁnvrnm S.mrm sceptic he
combats, the view of meaning as an introspectible experience
is probably the most natural and mcwmmansgr But for the
present day audience I dealt with it sm.:rna first nor at mnn».ﬁoWH
length, for, though the Humean picture of an irreducible
‘impression’ corresponding to each .@anowomunm_. state or
event has tempted many in the past, it tempts R.FHZ.&M\ few
today. In fact, if in the past 1t was too R.w&? and &Ewrmc.nm_E
assumed, at present its force is — at least in my personal opinion
~ probably too little felt. There are several reasons for this. Odo
is that, in this instance, Wittgenstein’s critique of alternative

27 The remarks above, p. 20, on the use of an image, or even a physical
sample, of green make the same point.
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views has been relatively well received and absorbed. And
related writers — such as Ryle — have reinforced the critique of
the Cartesian and Humean pictures. Another reason —
unattractive to the present writer — has been the popularity of
materialistic-behavioristic views that ignore the problem of
felt qualities of mental states altogether, or at least attempt to
analyze all such states away in broadly behavioristic terms. 2®

It is important to repeat in the present connection what I
have said above: Wittgenstein does not base his considerations
on any behavioristic premise that dismisses the ‘inner’. On the
contrary, much of his argumentation consists in detailed
introspective considerations. Careful consideration of our
inner lives, he argues, will show that there is no special inner
experience of ‘meaning’ of the kind supposed by his opponent.
The case is specifically in contrast with feeling a pain, seeing
red, and the like.

It takes relatively little introspective acuteness to realize the
dubiousness of the attribution of a special qualitative character
to the ‘experience’ of meaning addition by ‘plus’. Attend to
what happened when I first learned to add. First, there may or
may not have been a specifiable time, probably in my
childhood, at which I suddenly felt (Eureka!) that I had grasped
the rule for addition. If there was not, it is very hard to see in
what the suppositious special experience of my learning to add
consisted. Even if there was a particular time at which I could
have shouted “Eureka!” — surely the excéptional case — in what
did the attendant experience consist? Probably consideration
of a few particular cases and a thought — “Now I’ve got it!” —or
the like. Could just this be the content of an experience of
‘meaning addition’? How would it have been different if I had

** Although there are clear classical senses of behaviorism in which such
current philosophies of mind as ‘functionalism’ are not behaviorist,
nevertheless, speaking for myself, I find much contemporary ‘functional-
ism’ (especially those versions that attempt to give ‘functional’ analyses of
mental terms) are far too behavioristic for my own taste. It would require
an extensive digression to go into the matter further here.

The Wittgensteinian Paradox 45

meant quus? Suppose I perform a particular addition now, say
‘s+7’. Is there any special quality to the experience? Would it
have been different if  had been trained in, and performed, the
corresponding quaddition? How different indeed would the
experience have been if 1 had performed the corresponding
multiplication (‘s X7’), other than thatI would have responded
automatically with a different answer? (Try the experiment
yourself.)

Wittgenstein returns to points like these repeatedly
throughout Philosophical Investigations. In the sections where
he discusses his sceptical paradox (§§137-242), after a general
consideration of the alleged introspectible process of under-
standing, he considers the issue in connection with the special
case of reading (§§156-78). By ‘reading’ Wittgenstein means
reading out loud what is written or printed and similar
actvities: he is not concerned with understanding what is
written. I myself, like many of my coreligionists, first learned
to ‘read’ Hebrew in this sense before I could understand more
than a few words of the language. Reading in this sense is a
simple case of ‘following a rule’. Wittgenstein points out that a
beginner, who reads by laboriously spelling words out, may
have an introspectible experience when he really reads, as
opposed to pretending to ‘read’ a passage he has actually
memorized in advance; but an experienced reader simply calls
the words out and is aware of no special conscious experience
of ‘deriving’ the words from the page. The experienced reader
may ‘feel’ nothing different when he reads from what the
beginner feels, or does not feel, when he pretends. And
suppose a teacher is teaching a number of beginners to read.
Some pretend, others occasionally get it right by accident,
others have already learned to read. When has someone passed
into the latter class? In general, there will not be an identifiable
moment when this has happened: the teacher will judge of a
given pupil that he has ‘learned to read’ if he passes tests for
reading often enough. There may or may not be an identifiable
moment when the pupil first felt, “Now [ am reading!” but the
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presence of such an experience is neither a necessary nor a

sufficient condition for the teacher to judge of him that he is
reading.

Again (§160), someone may, under the influence of a drug,
or in a dream, be presented with a made-up ‘alphabet’ and
utter certain words, with all the characteristic ‘feeling’ of
reading, to the extent that such a ‘feeling’ exists at all. If, after
the drug wears off (or he wakes up), he himself thinks he was
uttering words at random with no real connection with the
script, should we really say he was reading? Or, on the other
hand, what if the drug leads him to read fluently from a

genuine text, but with the ‘sensation’ of reciting something
learned by heart? Wasn’t he still reading?

It is by examples like these — Philosophical Investigations
contains a wealth of examples and mental thought experi-
ments beyond what [ have summarized — that Wittgenstein
argues that the supposed special ‘experiences’ associated with
rule following are chimerical.*® As I said, my own discussion

* The point should not be overstated. Although Wittgenstein does deny
that there is any particular ‘qualitative’ experience like a headache, present
when and only when we use a word with a certain meaning (or read, or
understand, etc.), he does acknowledge a certain ‘feel’ to our meaningful
use of a word that may under certain circumstances be Jost. Many have
had a fairly common experience: by repeating a word or phrase again and
again, one may be able to deprive it of its normal ‘life’, so that it comes to
sound strange and foreign, even though one is still able to utter it under
the right circumstances. Here there is a speciil feeling of foreignness in a
particular case. Could there be someone who always used words like a
mechanism, without any ‘feeling’ of a distinction between this mechanis-
tic type of use and the normal case? Wittgenstein is concerned with these
matters in the second part of the Investigations, in connection with his
discussion of ‘seeing as’ (section xi, pp. 193-229). Consider especially his
remarks on ‘aspect blindness’, pp. 213~14, and the relation of ‘seeing an
aspect’ to ‘experiencing the meaning of a word’, p. 214. (See his examples
on p. 214: “What would you be missing . . . if you did not feel that a
word lost its meaning and became a mere sound if it was repeated ten
times over? . . . Suppose I had agreed on a code with someone; “tower”
means bank. [ tell him “Now go to the tower” — he understands me and
acts accordingly, but he feels the word “tower” to be strange in this use, it
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has not yet ‘taken on’ the meaning.” He gives many examples on
pp- 213-18.)

Compare (as Wittgenstein does) the feeling of meaning a word as
such-and-such (think of ‘till’ now as a verb, now as anoun, etc.), with the
idea of visual aspects discussed at length in section xi of the second part of
the Investigations. We can see the duck-rabbit (p. 194) now as a rabbit,
now as a duck; we can see the Necker cube, now with one face forward,
now with another; we can see a cube drawing (p. 193) as a box, a wire
frame, etc. How, if at all, does our visual experience change? The
experience is much more elusive than is anything like the feeling of a
headache, the hearing of a sound, the visual experience of a blue patch.
The corresponding ‘aspects’ of meaning would seem to be introspectively
even more elusive.

Similarly, although some of the passages in §§156-78 seem to debunk
the idea of a conscious special experience of ‘being guided’ (when
reading) altogether, it seems wrong to think of it as totally dismissed. For
example, in §160, Wittgenstein speaks both of the ‘sensation of saying
something he has learnt by heart’ and of the ‘sensation of reading’, though
the point of the paragraph is that the presence or absence of such
sensations is not what constitutes the distinction between reading, saying
something by heart, and yet something else. To some extent, I think
Wittgenstein’s discussion may have a certain ambivalence. Nevertheless,
some relevant points made are these: (i) Whatever an ‘experience of being
guided’ (in reading) may be, it is not something with a gross and
introspectible qualitative character, like a headache (contrary to Hume).
(i) In particular cases of reading, we may feel definite and introspectible
experiences, but these are different and distinct experiences, peculiar to
each individual case, not a single experience present in all cases. (In the
same way, Wittgenstein speaks of various introspectible ‘mental pro-
cesses’ that in particular circumstances occur when Iunderstand a word - see
§§151—5, but none of these is the ‘process’ of understanding, indeed
understanding is not a ‘mental process’ — see pp. 49-s51 below. The
discussion of reading, which follows §§151—5 immediately, is meant to
illustrate these points. (iii) Perhaps most important, whatever the elusive
feeling of being guided may be, its presence or absence is not constitutive
of whether I am reading or not. See, for example, the cases mentioned
above in the text, of the pupil learning to read and of the person under the
influence of a drug.

Rush Rhees, in his preface to The Blue and Brown Books (Basil
Blackwell, Oxford and Harper and Brothers, New York, 1958,
xiv+18s pp.) emphasizes (see pp. xii-xiv) the problem created for
Wittgenstein by ‘meaning blindness’, and he emphasizes that the
discussion of ‘seeing something as something’ in section xi of the second
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can be brief because this particular Wittgensteinian lesson has
been relatively well learned, perhaps too well learned. But
some points should be noted. First, to repeat, the method of
the investigation, and of the thought-experiments is deeply
Introspective: it is exactly the kind of Investigation a strict
psychological behaviorist would prohibit.3° Second, although
Wittgenstein does conclude that behavior, and dispositions to
behavior, lead us to say of a person that he is reading, or
adding, or whatever, this should not, in my opinion, be
misconstrued as an endorsement of the dispositional theory:

he does not say that reading or adding is a certain disposition to

behavior.3*
T

part of Philosophical Investigations is motivated by an attempt to deal with
the elusive question. Earlier portions of the Investigations repudiate
traditional pictures of internal, qualitative states of meaning and under-
standing; but later Wittgenstein seems, as Rhees says, to be worried that
he may be in danger of replacing the classical picture by an overly
mechanistic one, though certainly he still repudiates any idea that a
certain qualitative experience is what constitutes my using words with a
certain meaning. Could there be 2 ‘meaning blind’ person who operated
with words just as we do? If s0, would we say that he is as much in
command of the language as we? The ‘official’ answer to the second
question, as given in our main text, is ‘yes’; but perhaps the answer
should be, “‘Say what you want, as long as you know the facts.” It is not
clear that the problem is entirely resolved. Note that here, too, the
discussion is introspective, based on an Investigation of our own
phenomenal experience. It is not the kind of investigation that would be
undertaken by a behaviorist. No doubt the matter deserves a careful and
extended treatment. .
§314 says: “It shows a fundamenta] misunderstanding, if [ am inclined to
study the headache I have now in order to get clear about the fundamental
philosophical problem of sensation.” If this remark is to be consistent
with Wittgenstein’s frequent practice as outlined in the text above and
note 29, it cannot be read as generally condemning the philosophical use of
introspective reflections on the phenomenology of our experience.

* Ishould not deny that Wittgenstein has important affinities to behavior-
ism (as to finitism — see PP. 105-7 below). Such a famous slogan as “My
attitude towards him is an attitude towards a soul (Seele). I am not of the
opinion that he has a sou]” (p. 178) sounds much too behavioristic for me.
I personally would like to think that anyone who does not think of me as
conscious is wrong about the facts, not simply ‘unfortunate’, or ‘evil’, or

3o
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Wittgenstein’s conviction of the contrast between states of
understanding, reading and the like, and ‘genuine’, intro-
spectible mental states or processes is so strong that it leads
him — who is often regarded as a (or the) father of ‘ordinary
language philosophy’, and who emphasizes the importance of
respect for the way language is actually used - into some
curious remarks about ordinary usage. Consider §154: “In the
sense in which there are processes (including mental processes)
which are characteristic of understanding, understanding is
not a mental process. (A pain’s growing more and less; the
hearing of a tune or sentence: these are mental processes.)” Or
again, at the bottom of p. s9, “‘Understanding a Swam a
state. But a mental state? — Depression, excitement, pain, are
called mental states. Carry out a grammatical investiga-
tion . . .” The terms ‘mental state’ and ‘mental process’ havea
somewhat theoretical flavor, and I am not sure how firmly one
can speak of their ‘ordinary’ use. However, my own linguistic
intuitions do not entirely agree with Wittgenstein’s
remarks.3? Coming to understand, or learning, seems to me to

even ‘monstrous’ or ‘inhuman’, in his ‘attitude’ (whatever that might
mean).

(If “Seele’ is translated as ‘soul’, it might be thought that the ‘attitude’
(Einstellung’) to which Wittgenstein refers has special religious connota-
tions, or associations with Greek metaphysics and the accompanying
philosophical tradition. But it is clear from the entire passage that the
issue relates simply to the difference between my ‘attitude’ toward a
conscious being and toward an automaton, even though one of the
paragraphs refers specifically to the religious doctrine of the immortality
of the soul (‘Seele’). Perhaps in some respects ‘mind’ might be a less
misleading translation of ‘Seele’ in the sentence quoted above, since for
the contemporary English speaking philosophical reader it is somewhat
less loaded with special philosophical and religious connotations. | feel
that this may be so even if ‘soul’ captures the flavor of the German ‘ Seele’
better than ‘mind’. Anscombe translates ‘Seele’ and its derivatives
sometimes as ‘soul’, sometimes as ‘mind’, depending on the context. The
problem really seems to be that German has only ‘Seele’ and ‘Geist’ to do
duty where an English speaking philosopher would use ‘mind’. See also
the postscript below, note 11.

3* These are my intuitions in English. I have no idea whether any differences
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be a ‘mental process’ if anything is. A pain’s growing more
and less, and especially the hearing of a tune or sentence, are
probably not ordinarily thought of as ‘mental’ processes at all.
Although depression and anxiety would ordinarily be called
‘mental’ states, pain (if genuine physical pain is meant) is
probably not a ‘mental’ state. (“It’s all in your mind” means
that no genuine physical pain is present.) But Wittgenstein’s
concern is not really with usage but with a philosophical
terminology. ‘Mental states’ and ‘mental processes’ are those
introspectible ‘inner’ contents that I can find in my mind, or
that God could find if "he looked into my mind.3? Such

with the German (‘seelischer Vorgang’ and ‘seelischer Zustand’}, in nuance or
usage, affect the matter.

33 Or so it would seem from the passages quoted. But the denial that
understanding is a ‘mental process’ in §154 is preceded by the weaker
remark, “Try not to think of understanding as a ‘mental process’ at all -
for that is the expression which confuses you.” In itself, this seems to
say that thinking of understanding as a ‘mental process’ leads to mis-
leading philosophical pictures, but not necessarily that it is wrong. See
also §§305-6: * “But you surely cannot deny that, for example, in re-
membering, an inner process takes place.”—What gives the impression
that we want to deny anything? . . . What we deny is that the picture of
the inner process gives us the correct use of the word “to remember”
. . . Why should I deny that there is a mental process? But “There has
just taken place in me the mental process of remembering . . .” means

nothing more than: “I have just remembered . . .” To deny the mental

process would mean to deny the remembering; to deny that anyone ever
remembers anything.” This passage gives the impression that of course
remembering is a ‘mental process’ if anything is, but that this ordinary
terminology is philosophically misleading. (The German here is

‘geistiger Vorgang’ while in the earlier passages it was ‘seelischer Vorgang’

(§154) and ‘seelischer Zustand’ (p. $9), but as far as I can see, this has no

significance beyond stylistic variation. It is possible that the fact that

Wittgenstein speaks here of remembering, while earlier he had spoken

of understanding, is significant, but even this seems to me to be unlikely.

Note that in §154, the genuine ‘mental processes’ are a pain’s growing

more or less, the hearing of a tune or sentence — processes with an

‘introspectible quality’ in the sense we have used the phrase. For Witt-

genstein remembering is not a process like these, even though, as in the

case of understanding in §154, there may be processes with introspec-
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phenomena, inasmuch as they are introspectible, ‘qualitative’
states of the mind, are not subject to immediate sceptical
challenge of the present type. Understanding is not one of
these.

Of course the falsity of the ‘unique introspectible state’ view
of meaning plus must have been implicit from the start of the
problem. If there really were an introspectible state, like a
headache, of meaning addition by ‘plus’ (and if it really could
have the justificatory role such a state ought to have), it would
have stared one in the face and would have robbed the sceptic’s
challenge of any appeal. But given the force of this challenge,
the need philosophers have felt to posit such a state and the loss
we incur when we are robbed of it should be apparent. Perhaps
we may try to recoup, by arguing that meaning addition by
‘plus’ is a state even more sui generis than we have argued
before. Perhaps it 1s simply a primitive state, not to be
assimilated to sensations or headaches or any ‘qualitative’
states, nor to be assimilated to dispositions, but a state of a
unique kind of its own.

Such a move may in a sense be irrefutable, and if it is taken in
an appropriate way Wittgenstein may even accept it. But it
seems desperate: itleaves the nature of this postulated primitive
state — the primitive state of ‘meaning addition by “plus”’ -
completely mysterious. It is not supposed to be an introspect-
ible state, yet we supposedly are aware of it with some fair
degree of certainty whenever it occurs. For how else can each
of us be confident that he does, at present, mean addition by
‘plus’? Even more important is the logical difficulty implicitin
Wittgenstein’s sceptical argument. I think that Wittgenstein
argues, not merely as we have said hitherto, that introspection
shows that the alleged ‘qualitative’ state of understanding is a

tible qualities that take place when we remember. Assuming that the
examples given in §154 are meant to be typical ‘mental processes’, the
examples would be very misleading unless remembering were taken not
to be a ‘mental process’ in the sense of §154. Remembering, like un-
derstanding, is an ‘intentional’ state (see note 19 above) subject to Witt-
genstein’s sceptical problem.) See also the discussion of ‘incorporeal
processes’ in §339.)
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chimera, but also that it is logically impossible (or at least that
there is a considerable logical difficulty) for there to be a state
of ‘meaning addition by “plus”’ at all. .

Such a state would have to be a finite object, contained in
our finite minds.3* It does not consist in my explicitly thinking
of each case of the addition table, nor even of my encoding
each separate case in the brain: we lack the capacity for that.
Yet (§195) “in a queer way” each such case already is “in some
sense present”. (Before we hear Wittgenstein’s sceptical
argument, we surely suppose — unreflectively — that some-
thing like this is indeed the case. Even now | have a strong
inclination to think this somehow must be right.) What can
that sense be? Can we conceive of a finite state which could not
be interpreted in a quus-like way? How could that be? The
proposal I am now discussing brushes such questions under
the rug, since the nature of the supposed ‘state’ is left

3* We have stressed that I think of only finitely many cases of the addition
table. Anyone who claims to have thought of infinitely many cases of the
table is a liar. (Some philosophers - probably Wittgenstein — go so far as
to say that they sce a conceptual incoherence in the supposition that
anyone thought of infinitely many such cases. We need not discuss the
merits of this strong view here as long as we acknowledge the weaker
claim that as a matter of fact each of us thinks of only finitely many cases.)
It is worth noting, however, that although it is useful, following
Wittgenstein himself, to begin the presentation of the puzzle with the
observation that I have thought of only finitely many cases, it appears that
in principle this particular ladder can be kicked away. Suppose that [ had
explicitly thought of all cases of the addition table. How can this help me
answer the question ‘68+ 57'? Well, looking back over my own mental
records, Ifind that I gave myself explicit directions. “If you are ever asked
about ‘68+57", reply ‘125! Can’t the sceptic say that these directions,
too, are to be interpreted in a non-standard way? (See Remarks on the
Foundations of Mathematics, 1, §3: “If I know it in advance, what use is this
knowledge to me later on? I mean: how do I know what to do with this
earlier knowledge when the step is actually taken?”) It would appear that,
if finiteness is relevant, it comes more crucially in the fact that
“justifications must come to an end somewhere” than in the fact that I
think of only finitely many cases of the addition table, even though
Wittgenstein stresses both facts. Either fact can be used to develop the
sceptical paradox; both are important.
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mysterious. “But” — to quote the protest in §195 more fully —
“] don’t mean that what I do now (in grasping a mosmo.v
determines the future use causally and as a matter of experi-
ence, but that in a queer way, the use itself is in some sense
present.” A causal determination is the kind of analysis
supposed by the dispositional theorist, and we 7»./6 &nom&\
seen that that is to be rejected. Presumably the n.o_mﬁwn now in
question grounds some entailment roughly Ema” If H. now
mean addition by ‘plus’; then, if | remember this meaning in
the future and wish to accord with what I meant, .mbm do not
miscalculate, then when asked for ‘68457, I will menzm
‘125°.” If Hume is right, of course, no past state of my mind
can entail that [ will give any particular response in Hr.n future.
But that  meant 12§ in the past does not itself entail @:mw 1 Eﬁmm
remember what I meant, and so on. Zo<mnrn._nwm it remains
mysterious exactly how the G&ﬁm:.nn of any finite past state of
my mind could entail that, if I wish to accord with F. and
remember the state, and do not miscalculate, I must give a
determinate answer to an arbitrarily large addition m:,o.zna. 33
Mathematical realists, or ‘Platonists’, have anrmSNna .En
non-mental nature of mathematical obnam.u.. The addition
function is not in any particular 5&.&. nor is it Hrﬁo common
property of all minds. It has an independent, ‘objective’,
existence. There is then no problem - as far as H.Wn present
considerations go — as to how the wa&aos. mp.sﬁcon (taken,
say, as a set of triples)?® contains within it w.= its instances, such
as the triple (68, 57, 125). This simply is in the nature of ﬂ.wn
mathematical object in question, and it may well be an infinite

35 See p. 218: “Meaning it is not a process which wnno._.:?wanm a ﬁowm. .mon
no process could have the consequences of meaning.” This ap gonws
makes the general point sketched in the text. No process can entail w wm
meaning entails. In particular, no process could entail the roug
conditional stated above. See the discussion below, pp. 93—4, of
Wittgenstein’s view of these nos&non&m. - . "

38 Of course Frege would not accept the anacmo»con OM‘ a function with a
set of triples. Such an identification violates his conception of functions as
‘unsaturated’. Although this complication is very important for mnnmn s
philosophy, it can be ignored for the purposes of the present presentation.
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object. The proof that the addition function contains such a
triple as (68, 57, 125) belongs to mathematics and has nothing
to do with meaning or intention.

Frege’s analysis of the usage of the plus sign by an individual
posits the following four elements: (a) the addition function,
an ‘objective’ mathematical entity; (b) the addition sign ‘+’, a
linguistic entity; (c) the ‘sense’ of this sign, an ‘objective’
abstract entity like the function; (d) an idea in the individual’s
mind associated with the sign. The ideaisa ‘subjective’ mental
entity, private to each individual and different in different
minds. The ‘sense’, in contrast, is the same for all individuals
who use ‘+’ in the standard way. Each such individual grasps
this sense by virtue of having an appropriate idea in his mind.
The ‘sense’ in turn determines the addition function as the
referent of the ‘4’ sign.

There is again no special problem, for this position, as to the
relation between the sense and the referent it determines. It
simply is in the nature of a sense to determine a referent. But
ultimately the sceptical problem cannot be evaded, and it
arises precisely in the question how the existence in my mind
of any mental entity or idea can constitute ‘grasping’ any
particular sense rather than another: The idea in my mind is a
finite object: can it not be interpreted as determining a quus
function, rather than a plus function? Of course there may be
another idea in my mind, which is supposed to constitute its
act of assigning a particulat interpretation to the first idea; but
then the problem obviously arises again at this new level. (A
rule for interpreting a rule again.) And so on. For Wittgen-
stein, Platonism is largely an unhelpful evasion of the problem
of how our finite minds can give rles that are supposed to
apply to an infinity of cases. Platonic objects may be self-
interpreting, or rather, they may need no interpretation; but
ultimately there must be some mental entity involved that
raises the sceptical problem. (This brief discussion of Platon-
1sm is meant for those interested in the issue. Ifit is so brief that
you find it obscure, ignore it.)

N

The Solution and the
‘Private Language’

Argument

The sceptical argument, then, remains unanswered. There can
be no such thing as meaning anything by any word. Each new
application we make is a leap in the dark; any present intention
could be interpreted so as to accord with anything we may
choose to do. So there can be neither accord, nor conflict. Thisis
what Wittgenstein said in §201.

Wittgenstein’s sceptical problem is related to some work of
two other recent writers who show little direct influence from
Wittgenstein. Both have already been mentioned above. The
first is W. V. Quine,’” whose well-known theses of the
indeterminacy of translation and the inscrutability of reference
also question whether there are any objective facts as to what
we mean. If I may anticipate matters that the present
exposition has not yet introduced, Quine’s emphasis on
agreement 1s obviously congenial to Wittgenstein’s view.3* So

37 See pp. 14-15 above, and note 10.

3 For ‘agreement’ and the related notion of ‘form of life’ in Wittgenstein,
see pp. 96~8 below. In Word and Object, p. 27, Quine characterizes
language as “the complex of present dispositions to verbal behavior, in
which speakers of the same language have perforce come to resemble one
another”; also see Word and Object, §2, pp. 5~8. Some of the major
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the single digits from zero through nine, inclusive, it can receive
arbitrarily large positive whole numbers as inputs simply by being given
their digits one by one. (We cannot do this, since our effective htetimes
are finite, and there is a minimum time needed for us to understand any
siugle digit.) Suchanautomaton can add according to the usual algorithn
i dechmal notation {the digits for the numbers being added should be fed
into the machine starting from the last digits of both summands and
going backwards, as in the usual algorithin). However, it can be proved
that. in the same ordinary decimal notation. such a machine cannot
multiply. Any tunction computed by sucha smachine that purports 1o be
multiplication will, for large enough arguments, exhibit ‘quus-like” (or
rather, ‘quumes-like?) propertics at sufficienty large arguments. Even if
we were idealized as finite automata, a dispositional theory would yield
unaceeptable resules.

Suppose we idealized even further and considered a Turing machine
which bas a tape to use which is mifinite in both directions. Such a machine
luas infinite extent at every momnent, 1o addition to an infinite lifetime
without malfunctions. Turing machies can multiply correctly, but it is
well known that cven here there are many functions we can define
explicitly that cau be computed by no such machine. A crude dispositional
theory would attribute to us a non-standard interpretation (or no
interpretation at all) for any such function. (See above, note 20.)

1 have found that both the crude dispositional theory and the
function-as-embodied-in-a-machine come up frequently when Wittgen-
stein's paradox is discussed. For this reason. and becausc of their close
relation to Wittgenstein's text, T have expounded these theories, though
sometimes §have wondered whether the discussion of them is excessively
Jong. On the other hand, 1 have resisted the temptation to discuss
Sunctionalism’” explicity, even though various forms of it have been so
attractive to so many of the best recent writers that it has almost become
the recetved plnfosophy of mind in the USA. Especialty Thave feared that
some readers of the discussion in the text will think that ‘functionalisin’is
precisely the way to modify the crude dispositional theory so as to meet
the criticisins (especially those thatrely on the circularity of ceteris paribus
ctauses). (1 report, however, that thus far | have not run into such
reactions in practice.) I cannot discuss functionalism at length here
without straying from the nain point. But | offer a brief hint,
Functionalists are fond of comparing psychological states to the abstract
tates of a (Turing) machine, though some are cognizant of certain
Titations of the comparison. All regard psychology as given by asetof

causal connections, analogous to the causal operation of a machine. But
then the remarks of the text stand here as well: any concrete physical
object can be viewed as an imperfect reahization of many machine

‘Taking a human organism as a concrete object, what is to tell

_:‘C.ﬁ:::m
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The moral of the present discussion of the dispositional
account may be relevant to other areas of concern to philo-
sophers beyond the immediate point at issue. Suppose 1 do
mean addition by “+°. What is the relation of this supposition
to the question how I will respond to the problem ‘68+7'?
The dispositionalist gives a descriptive account of this relation: if
‘4> meant addition, then I will answer “125°. But this is not the
proper account of the reladon, which is normative, not
descriptive. The point is nof that, if I meant addition by 4, |
will answer ‘125’ but that, if I intend to accord with :\J‘ ?Mmﬁ
Ew»:m:m Om,fr.. I should answer ‘125, Computational error
fimiteness of my capacity, and other disturbing factors _:3.\
lead me not to be disposed to respond as should, butif so, Fhave
not mm.?d in accordance with my intentions. The relation of
meaning and intention to future action is nonmative, not
descriptive. ,

In ﬁ.ro beginning of our discussion of the dispositional
u:.u_«,m_m, we suggested that it had a certain air of irrelevance
with respect to a significant aspect of the sceptical problem —
that the fact that the sceptic can maintain the hypothesis that I
meant quus shows that Lhad no justification for answering 125’
rather than ‘s’. How does the dispositional analysis even
appear to touch this problem? Our conclusion in :E\Enio:f,
paragraph shows that in some sense, after giving a number o,m
more specific criticisms of the &mtomao:r& theory, we have
returned full circle to our original intuition. _vacamm? the fact
that our answer to the question of which function I meant is

Justificatory of my present response 1s ignored in the disposi-

tional account and leads to all its ditficulties.
I'shall leave the dispositional view. Perhaps I have already
belabored it too much. Let us repudiate briefly another

us which program he should be regarded as instantiating? In particular

docs rc.nc::ﬁ:c ‘plus’ or ‘quus’? If the remarks on :Eﬁf::cz mmy oee..w

(and Wittgenstein's) text are understood, 1think it will emerge that as far

as the present problem is concerned, Wittgenstein would re ::m rn?

EE...:_S. on machines as applicable to ‘functionalism’ as well ¢ ,
T hope to claborate on these remarks clsewhere. .
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i Let no one — under the influence of z,u.c :ﬂﬁ_.nr~
suggestion. Lw cience — suggest that the hypothesis :,:,:
tr:?f.ﬁﬁﬁw WM :”ﬁrm EZ‘.E._.& as the simplest rMﬁcﬁrn.fﬂpﬂ.w\”c
e ere o Amplicity 1s relative, or that 1035
:_CM, e ;Mmﬁ__ﬁc ﬂﬁ_%\“MMM_“H,@,_“_MHW:MM_:L the quus function J:Mw_gﬁ
B O function. Such replics may have consider:
:Z:. " 1:.,,. ‘*ﬂ__~M“””N__M.LWMMW_M_,_ﬁwm._”.Mtc.,; to u,.::v:n:x 15 5*3,?.
N :E :u.h _r.._ yoeal must be based cither on a nusuni :1
7.,5:4.4 J:L_A ,w:, :w :wDL problem, or of the role ot m::w:r:w,
f?:_a_:m c._ ﬁ _Ar .fr‘ w::r Recall that the scepuical E.CZF.:.H /,fv
Q:Z;E;:_c:ﬂ ﬁ_ﬂ:w. ,;c sceptic argues that thereisno S,ﬁ :M
ety c?wﬂr” 5.&272 plus or quus. Zc/ew m::ﬁ:CwJ
o /,Hr,: _. :F.;,_., , Lelp us decide between competing _Jﬁo.a 1-
c::.r.iﬁs,:_c:.w hm_ws:v%: can never tell us what the mc:EoH:,,.m
e 93. Mg L, ve do not understand what two :éo%nvnw
_Ztczzw.,cm ;hr,n._f, .:( mean to say that one is ‘'more probable
what doc :

e : . 2SeS are
e ‘simpler’? If the two competing hypothese
S

R I " genuine matters of
o wine hypotheses, not asscraons of genul
N > 1Y , : : Bt , N
e o s licity™ constderations will make them Mh |
act, no sump S ms | e st elece
fac -« are two contlicting hypotheses ab
e b imental data. 1f our own
Jns. both confirmed by the experniment. da i 1four own
view [ statements about clectrons 1srealis : et
ment: we will view these assertions as E;* g
| iy’ sctr sod, or
about some ‘reality’ about clectrons. Tcﬁ,
, i ould ‘see’ the facts about
being who could fsee t

VICW
Snstrumentalist’,
{actual asscrtions
e ”;,‘?,M.;‘,,:.,ﬁ__ﬂ/w would have no need for n.,xvn_..::c:.ﬁw_
Zc.n:,::u :.:p., 3 W:QZ. considerations to decide between
T e /w%, *é::\ lack such capacities, must rely ME,
Eﬁ.:::,mc.w le r_m, »;,_.c‘_: the cffects of the clectrons on S_M.
:::?A.A o n._“p.f;i;cc?. to decide between the :v‘.@o:,cmcw‘..

S i m_, i J,,,:F.,ﬂj are indistinguishable as far as thelr
e o obic “ts are concerned, then we must fall Gwnw
c:.cp_.? 0 chf,”””_»ﬂ””ﬁ“w»:” 1o decide between them. A 7&:@
o ,f,_::::.:,w .MA, I who could ‘sce” the facts ;7.:5 c_cm:c:m
. :2 C:,_\ﬁ iw.,.# have no need to invoke simplicity no:minsn,
:.,:_6.3_% 2::%.7. .c: indirect evidence to deaide Tcﬁw.nc: the
hypr _::_4 Mc:_cpﬁ.w:_z ‘directly perecive’ the relevant facts that
yotheses: \

vy

;
£
1
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make one hypothesis true rather than another. To say this is
simply to repeat, in colorful ternunology, the assertion that
the two hypotheses do state genumnely ditferent mateers of
fact.

Now Wittgenstein's sceptic argues that he knows of 1o fact
about an individual that could constitute his state of me
plus rather than quus. Against this cl

aning
aim snuplicity considera-
tions are irrelevant. Stmplicity considerations would have
been relevant against a sceptic who arguced that the direct-
ness of our aceess to the facts of meaning and intention prevents
us ever from knowing whether we mean plus or quus. But such
merely cpistemological scepticism is nof in question. The
sceptic does not argue that our own limitations of access to the
facts prevent us from knowing something hidden,

He claims
that an ommniscient being, with access to afl available facts, still
would not find any fact that differentiates between the

plus
and the quus |

rypotheses. Such an ommniscient being would

have neither need nor use for simplicity considerations, 25

35 A diffecent use of "simplicity’, not that by w
theories, might suggest itself with r
above. T]

hich we evaluate competing
spect to the discussion of machines
ere Lremarked that a conerete physical machine, considered as
an object without reference to a designer, may (approximately) instanti-
ate any number of programs that {(approximately,
‘malfunctioning’)

allowmng for some
extend its actual finite behavior, If t}

1 physical
machine was not desiy

ned but, so to speak, *fell trom the sky’, there can
be 1o fact of the matter as to which program it ‘really’ instantiates, hence
no ‘simplest hypothesis” about this non-cxistent fact.
Nevertheless, given a physical machine, one mght ask whar is the
simplest program that the physical machine approximates. To do this one
would have to find a micasure of the simplicity of programs, a measure of
the trade-off of the simplicity of the program with the

degree to which
the conerete machine fails to conform to 1t (malfunctions)
who am no expert, nor even an amateur, am un

has been consider

,and so on. 1
aware that this problem
cd by theoretical computer scientists. Whether or not it
has been considered, intuition suggests that something nrghr be made of
it, though ir would not be trivi
intuitively satisfying results,
Idoubt that any of this would Hluminate Wittge
paradox. One might try, say, to define the
that, according to the simplhicity measure,

al to find simplicity measures that give

nstein's sceptical
tunction I meant as the once
followed the stmplest prograng
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-ds with the same . used e
T ntal requirement on a fact as to wh

his was our fundame b astowhat ]
“_:_H”:zm.iﬂ.fém:,:%tcﬁri.F,.:, state could mu:m_J\. _szw MCMM‘L_MMM:
ment: I 1Tcan only form 3%@:.33 as to whet Fw jo e

.. if the truth of the matter s 7::.? deep m

. only be posited as a tentative _Jﬁc:#w;ﬁw
then in the future 1 can only proceed _EVJMMEMMW_W;“WQ
hypothetically, conjectiiring n_::,_,tag,v:\ ,ﬁ_v:mﬂw:; 7,,_:,; o
68+ 57" with ‘125" rather :E:w s Cvfc:w Y. .?n.?, o an
e account of the matter. There may be mo:J ‘..: AN
me to which my access is indirect, and pvc:ﬁ, /w 1i¢ st
{ ntative hypotheses: but surely the ﬁn.ﬁ as to wil
B o s of them! To say that it s, is already ?w
take a big step in the n::,n:.o: of wcﬂm.cﬁ_ﬁnuﬂwﬂ;ﬂvrwﬂwm““:_uwﬂuﬁwwma
i EM; \ﬁﬁwﬁwz.““:m“r& rw,wpmsﬂmomcg to justify this
whgc .”ﬂ,:ﬁrmc:: tentative hypotheses, .c,wc:.ac::m
what 1 should do if one hypothesis or u.:cﬁrnﬂ ﬁJ.MM”%@::T

Now the reference, m our cxv,cm_:o:, to *<<. 1 mﬁwm omnr
scient being could or would know s :uﬁ.o; w ¢ ?M”cém ovice:
When the sceptic denies that even God, who

:_:,C:wﬁ.:u:m D:& Can

accurate

¢ I N
mean by ‘plus’ s notone

the meanin
ﬁ::.ng:?..

I d ) ) 1 al stry w: w.CmF —uﬂ,ﬁ:
wt CZ:: :r—< PCZ;Ln: ﬁﬁ (z:T my *:/m:;— structure. v ; .ﬁ.
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S ZT: actua S
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fun :OS. T:m somc C:ur/ﬂ tunction. W C_:r,_ ﬁ—:v ,J.TCCr nrbn I n_:,w not :v—ﬁu.:

i wﬁ ion b +77 Yot mn Z:« absence of LPTZ—#L know r.n jus OA .
aadinion by ! N < ¢ m <. t o
A_:& :; T%CC»TPZ#&L ,,J::T:F—nw measut ﬁv. :_ﬁ * 7/ Hfm.uC—C»J:ﬁb_ A:mn very m
_h_: 1011 18 —. S 1 1CC Vi ~ C ' ~ [ justificatg Ty uw—v [

1 1 C :mv— — 1 u ) wect of the

(} CS s by no nican mcot ‘
¥ 1§ cven mnore CT( —CC.J#/ remaote from any v_.::

ccoptic’s problem . “ract or ‘s7asan
sceptic's g ify my choice of ‘124" rather than s

1 icity measure. Tdonotjust .
simphicity measure. choic 129" racher han § 390
* r :N ‘68 57 by ciringa _J.tc::.:?__ simplicity :Fw y r«M:
answe 8+« \ ¢ s . e of the!
tioned. (I hope to claborate on this in the projec
men . : . :
functionalism mentioned in note 24 above.)
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facts, could know whether I meant plus or quus, he is simply
giving colorful expression to his denial that there is any fact
of the matter as to which [ meant. Perhaps if we remove the
metaphor we may do better. The metaphor, perhaps, may
seduce us towards scepticism by encouraging us to look for a
reduction of the notions of meaning and intention to some-
thing else. Why not argue that “meaning addition by ‘plus’”
denotes an irreducible experience, with its own special
known directly to cach of us by introspection? (He
tickles, nausea are examples of inner states

Q::b.,
adaches,
with such qualia )
Perhaps the “decisive move in the conjuring trick” has been
made when the sceptic notes that 1 have performed only
finitely many additions and challenges me, in the light of this
fact, to adduce some fact that ‘shows’ that I did not mean quus.
Maybe T appear to be unable to reply just because the
experience of meaning addition by ‘plus’ is as unique and
irreducible as that of seeing yellow or feeling a headache, while
the sceptic’s challenge invites me to look for another fact or
experience to which this can be reduced.

Ireferred to an intraspectible experience because, since ¢
ofus knows immediately and with fair certainty that he means
addition by ‘plus’, presumably the view in question assumes
we know this in the same way we know that we have
headaches — by attending to the ‘qualitative’ character of our
own expericnces. Presumably the experience of meaning
addition has its own irreducible quality, as does that of fe
headache. The fact that I mean addition by “pl
identified with my possession of an e

ach

eling a
us’ is to be
xperience of this quality.
Once again, as in the case of the dispositional account, th

¢
proffered theory seems to be

off target as an answer to the
original challenge of the sceptic. The sceptic wanted to know
why I was so surc that L ought to say ‘125", when asked
‘68+57". T had never thought of this particular addition b
IS not an interpretation of the ‘+° sign as quus
everything I thought? Well, suppose [
* 1t is well known that this type of view
philosophy. See note 51 below.

about
efore:
compatible with
do in fact feel a certain

15 characteristic of Flume's
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headache with a very special quality whenever T think of the
‘4 st How on carth would this headache help me bgure

answer ‘1257 or 57 when asked about
out whether Tought to answer 1257 or '3

‘6845777 111 think the headache indicates that ~ ought to say
W . ! refute a sceptic’s
‘1257, would there be anvthing about 1t to refute a sceptic

-y

. it indicates should say
contention that, on the contrary, it indicates that Tshould say

) i - s — including,
577 The idea that cach of my mmner states mcluding

presumably, meaning what T do by .,t_:m. - E.,f ,:‘.f, er_p,_ﬁ_n_
discernible quality fike a headache, a :nm_c. or :wn .C%C r «“
of a blue atter-image, s mdeed one ot the nc_,:.r,n.f“ﬁ.:.:.wu:g
classical empiricism, A,\.E.:c?ﬁ::.c it may be, but MH.F ,,_r._ J:“ﬂ !
to see how the alleged introspectible guale could be relev:
> problem at hand. |
ﬂrwmunmﬂ..__.n remarks apply even to those cases where the LM».HF:
empiricist picture might seem to _,Z/..m a greater t_w:f_;uwm_meﬂ
This picture suggested zz.ﬁ association n.; q_:.w:.Z,,J“:,,::::,
word (paradigmatically a Em.:i C:,cv ;c:;:,::rw s 1 .. ::_fa
For example (§139), a drawing ot a a:.Tc COmes :_u _,5~ nne
whenever I hear or say the word “cube - It should ‘uw‘c. :.ﬂﬁ 7
that this need not be the casce. Z...:? 2. us use ,f:,,v such ,*.
‘cube’ even though no such drawing or image Q::CW m: g,:_:.w.H
Let us suppose, however, tor the moment that one n:,rm. "
picture tit or ful to fita use ,i the wort
“cube”? = Perhaps you say: “It’s quite ﬁ:.;:ﬁ.t : H,_r: WFA.—:.M,
comes to me and [ pomttoa S;:m.:r; prism for :%?,::m_ .:M:.,
sav it's a cube, then this use of the word Lcc,f_,d t ,w,: m_?.
t?::.c.: But doesn't it fit? T have t.p:.tomc; 50 &:%nmgﬂ. “N
example that 1t 1s quite casy to imagine ::i@,\~ A.w,\ E.G:. ,:cn.
according to which the picture does hratter all. _‘ 1 ?,Z.:Fin.
the cube did mdeed suggest a certain use to us, g:,: /U
possible for me to use it differentdy.” The sceptic cc:f .J:,Eop.u.ﬁ
that the tmage be used m :C:Jf::g..:; Ways. w:w,,tc”»,,
however, that not merely the ?,m::.c ot z_.c E._vﬁ g:w 50 ” 1
method of projection comes 73.02, our mind? — How am wC.
imagine this? = Perhaps 'see betore mie a schema showing the

what sense can this

method of projection: say a picture of two cubes nc::cmﬂcp_w UM
’ y ] ol 4 Al N ¥ - N.-\
lines of projection. — But does this really get me any furthe
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Can’t I now imagine different applications of this schema
too?” (§r41). Once agam, a rule for mterpreting a rule. No
mternal mpression, with a quale, could possibly tell me in it~
selthow it is to be applied in future cases. Nor can any pile up
ot such impressions, thought of as rules for meerpreting rules,
do the job.*" The answer to the sceptic’s problem, “What tells
me how Lam to apply a given rule inanew case?”. must come
from something outside any mages or ‘qualitative’ mental
states. This 1s obvious, in the case of ‘plus’ ~ it is clear cnough
that no internal state such as a headache, a tickle, an mage,
could do the job. (Obviously I do not have an image of the
mfmite table of the “plus’ function in my mnd. Some such
image would be the only candidate that cven has surface
plausibility as a device for telling me how to apply ‘plus’) It
may be less obvious in other cases, such a5 ‘cube’, butin face it
15 also truc of such cases as well.

So:If there were a special experience of ‘meaning” addition
by ‘plus’, analogous to a headache, it would not have the
properties that a state of meaning addition by “plus’ ought to
have — it would not tell me what to do in new cases. In fact,
however, Wittgenstein extensively argues in addition that the
supposed unique special experience of meaning (addition by
‘plus’, cte.) does not exist. His investigation here s an
Introspective one, designed to show that the supposed unigue
experience is a chimera. Of all the replies to the sceptic he
combats, the view of meaning as an introspectible experience
is probably the most natural and tundamental. But for the
present day audience I dealt with it neither tirst nor at greatest
lengeh, for, though the Humean picture of an irreducible
‘impression’ corresponding to cach psychological state or
event has tempred many i the past, it temprs relatively few
today. In fact, if in the pastit was too readily and sunplistically
assumed, at present its force is — at Jeast inmy personal opinion
= probably too litrle felt. There are several reasons for this, One
is that, in this instance, Wittgenstein’s critique of alternative
7 The remarks above, p. 20, on the use of an lmage, or cven

a physical
sample, of green make the same point.
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vicws has been relatively well received and absorbed. And
related writers — such as Ryle — have reinforced the eninque of
the Cartesian and Humecan  pictures.  Another reason -
unattractive to the present writer — has been the popularity of
materialistic-behavioristic views that jgnore the problem of

or at least attempt to

felt qualities of mental states altogether,
2%

analyze all such states away in broadly behavioristic terms.

[t is important to repeat in the present connection what 1
have said above: Wittgenstein does not base his considerations
behavioristic premise that dismisses the ‘inner’. On the
contrary, much of his argumentation consists in detailed
introspective considerations. Carcful consideration of our
inmer lives, he argues, will show that there is no special inner
experience of ‘meaning of the kind supposed by his opponent.
The case is specifically in confrast with fecling a pam, seeing

QN any

red, and the like.

It takes relatively little introspective acuteness to realize the
dubiousness of the attribution of a special qualitative character
to the ‘experience’ of meaning addition by ‘plus’. Attend to
what happened when I first learned to add. First, there may or
may not have been a specitiable time, probably in my
childhood. at which Tsuddenly felt (Enrekal) that 1 had grasped
Idition. If there was not, it is very hard to see in

the rule tor ac
what the suppositious special experience of my learning toadd
consisted. Even if there was a particular time at which 1 could
have shouted “Enrekal” = surely the exceptional case —in what
did the attendant experience consist? Probably consideration
ofa few particular cases and a thought - “Now I've gotit!” —or
the like. Could just this be the content of an expericnce of
‘meaning addition’? How would it have been different if I had

2% Although there are clear classical senses of behaviorism in which such

current philosophies of nund as ‘functionalism’ are not behaviorist,
crtheless, speaking for mysclt, [ find much contemporary ‘functional-
(especiaily those versions thatatteipt to give ‘functional” analyses of
A terms) are far too behavioristic for my own taste. It would require

nev
s’
ment
an extensive digression to go into the matter further here.
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meant quus? S 1

e ﬂm v Supposc | mqlqo:d a particular addition now, say

o ~. : aﬂ«.» any special quality to the experience? Would it
ﬂ.\v V A Y2) > 1 - 1 3 .

h ,nn: iffe 2,:3:. had been trained in, and performed. the

‘ ﬁ?%c.:r:m quaddition? How different indeed would the

experience have been i ¢

Ep:. ~,: _.:<nﬁ been if I had performed the corresponding
iplication ("X 77), other than t} , d

< , rthan that I would ]

multiplica ‘ oth atlv d haveresponded

automatically with a different answer? (Try w

vourself.) .

Wittgenstein  returns  to

the experiment
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presence of such an experience is neither a necessary nor a
sutficicnt condition for the teacher to judge ot him that he is

reading . .

Again (§100), someone niay, under the mfluence of a n.:.:m
or in a dream, be presented with a made-up ,;:&:7.2 w:&,
utter certain words, with all the characteristic ,Zc_:,f .2
reading, to the extent that such a ‘feeling’ cﬁim, ..:.,,_:. I, afre
the drug wears oft (or he wakes up), he himselt thinks he was

uttering words at random with no real connection with the
script, should we really say he was reading? Or, on ﬁ:. other
hand, what if the drug leads him to read Huently from a
genuine text, but with the ‘sensation” of reaiting something
fearned by heart? Wasn’t he still reading? o

[t is by examples bike these — Philosophical Investigations
contains a wealth of examples and mental thought experi-
ments beyond what T have summarized — that Wittgenstein
arzues that the supposed special ‘experiences” as ssociated with
rule following are chimerical.® As I said, my own discussion

The point should not be overstated. Although Wittgensten doces deny
that there s . .
when and only when we use a word with a certain meaning (or read, or
understard. et hie does acknowledge a certain “feel to our meaningtul

tse ol 4 word that mav under certain circumstances be Jost. Many have

any particular ‘qualitative’ experience like a headache, present

had a fairly common experience: by repeating a word or phrase again and
again, c:c. nay be able to deprive it ot'its pormal life’, so that it comes to
sound .i?_:mn‘._:; {orcign, cven though one is still able fo utter it ::.;5
the right circumstances. Here there is a special feehing ot ::.Qm..::cw.,w ina
particular case. Could there be someone who always used 4.:27 :r.w

mechanism, without any ‘tecling” of a distinction between this mechanis-
tic type of use and the normal case? Wittgenstein is coneer :,.L ?.:: :7&.0
matters in the second part of the :::.,,.:.;G::,:.f in connection with Em
discussion of ‘secing as’ (section xi. pp. 193-229). Consider es nca.:_,:% his
remarks on faspect bhindness’, pp. 21314, ::L the relation :.» ‘secing an
aspect to experiencing the meaning ota word', P2t A.vcr, _:m‘cxu::;cw
on p. 214 " What would you be missing .t vou did not feel that

word lost its meaning and becane a mere sound it it was repeated ten
times over? . Suppose Hiad agreed ona n:Lc with somecone: “tower”
mreans bank. T el him “Now go to the tower” - he understands me and

wcts accordinglv, but he fecls :F, word “tower” to be strange i this use, 1t
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1 ”

has not yet ‘taken on
pp. 213-18))

the meaning.” He gives many examples on

Compare (as Wittgenstein does) the fecling of meaning a word as
such-and-such (chink of “till’ now as a verb, now as anoun, ete.), with the
idea of visual aspects discussed at length in section xi of the second part of
the Investications, We can see the duck-rabbit {p. 104) now as a rabbit,
now as a duck: we can see the Necker cube, now with onc face forward,
now with another; we can see a cube drawing (p. 193) as a box, a wire
frame, cte. How, it at all, does our visual experience change? The

experience is much more clusive than is anything like the feeling of a
headache. the hearing of a sound, the visual r.i:.: cnce of a blue patch.
The corresponding ‘aspects’ of incaning would seem to be mtrospectively
cven more clusive.

Sinnlarly, alchough somc of the passages in §§156-78 scem to debunk
the idea of a conscious special experience of ‘being guided” (when
reading) altogether, it secms wrong to think of itas 32:« dismissed. For
example, m §160, Wittgenstein speaks both of the ‘sensation of saying
something he has learnt by heart” and of the *sensation of reading’, though
the point of the paragraph is that the presence or absence of such
sensations 1s not what constitutes the distinction between reading, saying

something by heart, and yet something else. To some extent, 1 think
Q\Emc:ﬁﬁ: s discussion may have a certain ambivalence. Nevertheless,
some relevant points made are these: (1) Whatever an ‘¢ xperience of being
guided” (in reading) may be, it is not somethin 1z with a gross u:a
introspectible qualitative character, like a headache (contrary to Hune).
(i) In partieular cases of reading, we may feel definite and mtrospectible
experiences, but these arce g_:Q,E: and distinet experiences, pecutiar to
cach individual case, not a single expericnce present in all cases. (In the
same way, Wittgenstein f_z.,_r,, of various introspectible ‘mental pro-
cesses” that in particular circimstances occur when Tunderstand a word - see
§9151-5, but none of these is the “process’ of understanding, indeed
::;n?ﬁ.:&:x is not a ‘mental process’ ~ sce pPp. 49-s1 below. The
discussion of reading. which follows §§151-5 unmediately,

1s meant to
ustrate these point:

(i13) Perhaps most important, whatever the clusive
fecling ot being guided may be, its presence or absence is not constitutive
of whether | am reading or not. See, for example, the cases mentioned

above in the text, of the pupil learning to read and of the person under the
mfluence of a drug.

Rush Rhees, in his preface to The Blue and Brown Books (Basil
Blackwell, Oxford and Harper and Brothers, New York, 1058,
xivHi8s pp) emphasizes (see pp. xii-xiv) the problem created for
Wittgenstennr by ‘mcaning blindnes
discussion of ‘secing something

. and he cmphasizes that the

as something” in section xi of the second
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can be brief because this particular /<w:ma:m~n:w_w~.~‘ _mmM%:WHM
been relatively well F“::naw ﬂ‘wlétﬁm ﬁo,ﬁmn,/“w&ﬁrma_ﬂﬂﬁrwa o
some points should be noted. First, to Mn : ._:E:m oty
the investigation, and of the :E.:mrvavnM:. S is. .mﬂ
introspective: it is exactly the kind &.,.Nw‘Mm.ﬁmmwwouw_w_ﬂwmwr
psychological behaviorist would N:\::;.E. A J ” Jrﬁ:c:mwc
/Szmc:ﬂi: docs conclude ,Hr.: Tcrmiﬂﬂw. .:Mn, .,?,, M‘..w&:p ©
?,::,SC? lead us to say of a person that he \, :,.::om, o
adding, or whatever, this should not, _AJ my .hmi :Z,OJ,”
misconstrued as an endorsement .sz..n &_%c‘m_m@w ,of.ao: v
he does not say that reading or adding is a certam dispo: :

top
behavior. o
- . i fo1s 1 ivate an attempt to deal with
vart of Philosophical Investigations is motiv ated by an actemy Lt
» ) ; ) " 1 . > i1y '] v; ¢ a
J tusive question. Earlier portions of the Investigations ﬁ*t *
teaditio : itative states of meaning and under-
traditional pictures of internal, qualitative states ot Ef.:—:;u under
o . , 1 'S Says > worried the
1 SCENS hees says, to be w
ing. r Wittgenstein scems, as 1 y
standing; but later ge : Rhews says, tobe wornied that
he may be in danger of replacing the classical picture vg overly
f i 1 > st : ates any idea tha
mechanistic one, though certainly he sull 23:9.:3. any o that @
tain qualitative experience is what constitutes my using 5_3» :
certain qualits 3 . s my s vords with
tain meaning. Could there be a ‘meaning blind’ person who of e
with s just as : 'Cosay > is as much 1n
th words just as we do? 1f so, would we say that he 1s J m
o of the | ? The ‘otticial’ answe 1€ second
imand of the language as we? The ‘otticial ._:wfﬂa to a. ond
comma : ) e ;  the answe
ucstion, as given in our main text, 15 yes but per ww [ mewer
¢ as g , . o )
ﬂ_ nuld T,n “Say what you want, as long as you know ”rn _.: ts : o
e Cthe | \ 1 solve > "that here, too, the
oblem 1s entirely resolved. Note
Jear that the problem 1s en y : e tha
L.C: ~ . trospective, based on an invesngation of our CB\:
discussion 1s 1ntros ’e, ¢ ! nvestigat [ our own
henomenal experience. Ttis not the kind of investigation that b
shen al e sugation that wou e
* lertaken by a behaviorist. No doubt the matter deserves ac
underts y
xtended treatment. o
! W,ﬁ:: “It shows a fundamental misunderstanding, if Tam inchined ZM
Y83 says: “lts > . Jear about the fundamenta
ot sadache I have now in order to get clear abo .
study the headachell _r:rwc v in order to et dearabout the fundaments
philosophical problem of sensation. If this rema ﬂ ¢ consisteny
) ) Y g ae > H £y 5.4 a rC D
with Wittgenstein's frequent practice as outlined in t e tex ahowe anc
v 1 N C v ~
te 20, it carmot be read as generally condemning the c_:_omcm 11ca
ntrosp. . : s of cxperience.
::_.Cf,_:.n:a.». reflections on the E:.:c:::o_cmv of O—.ﬂn n.V.ﬁ: e vior
1 stein has 1 affinities to beha -
c Wittgenstein has important
¥ T should not deny that ortant a : chavio
1smu {as to finitism — sce pp. 105-7 below). Sucha D_:%w?_m_cmm n,. :__M
titud un i attitude rards a soul (Seele). Tam not o
itude towards is an attitude towards a m |
attitude towards him , cl). Lam ot of th
inion that he has a soul” (p. 178) sounds much too behavioristic ‘
opinion tha ‘ | < st for me.
,N ronally would like to think that anyone who doces not think o i
NUSTE / , 10 de  think o
: 3 rtunate’, or ‘evil’, or
Q*Eﬁ,wo:m 1s wrong about the facts, not simply ‘unfortunate’,
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Wittgenstein's conviction of the contrast betwe

en states of
::&038:&:@

reading and the like, and ‘genuine’, intro-
spectible mental states or processes is so strong that it leads
him - who is often regarded as a (or the) father of ‘ordinary
language philosophy’, and who emphasizes the importance of
respect for the way language is actually used — into some
curious remarks about ordinary usage. Consider §ts4: “In the
sense in which there are processes (including mental processes)
which are characteristic of understanding, I

understanding is
not a mental process. (A pain’s growing more and less; the
hearing of a tune

or sentence: these are mental processes.)” Or
agam, at the bottom of p. 59, ““Understanding a word': a
state. But a mental state? ~ Depression, excitement, pain, are
called mental states. Carry out a grammatical mnvestiga-
tion . . .” The terms ‘mental state’ and ‘mental process’ have a
somewhat theoretical lavor, and Iam not sure how firmly one
can speak of their ‘ordinary’ use. Howeve

r, my own linguistic
mtuitions do not entirely

agree with W :mmc:mnﬁw:.m
emarks. 32 Coming to ::Qrgﬂmﬂw:a_ or _Q:.:m: 4
r & 5

————

sccmstometo

cven ‘monstrous” or ‘inhuman’, in his ‘attitude’ (whatever that might
mean).

({*Seele’ s translated as ‘soul’, it might be thought that the “attitude’
(Einstellung”) to which Wittgenstein refers has special religious connota-
tions, or associations with Greek metaphysics and the accompanying
philosophical tradition. Bue it is clear trom the entire passage that the
issuc relates simply to the difference between my “attitude’
conscious being and toward an automaton, ev

paragraphs refers specttically to the religious doctrine of the immortality

of the soul (‘Secle’). Perhaps in some respects *‘mind’ might be a less
musleading translation of “Seele’ in the sentence quoted above, since for
the contemporary English speaking philosophical reader it is somewhat
less loaded with special philosophical and religious connotations. | feel
that this may be so cven if ‘soul’ captures the flavor of the Germian *Seele’
better than ‘mind’. Anscombe translates “Seele” and its derivatives
sometimes as ‘soul’, sometimes as “mind’, depending on the context. The
problent really scems to be that German has only “Seele’ and *Geist” to do
duty where an English speaking philosopher would use ‘maind’

the postscript below, note 11.

** Theseare my intuitions in English. Fhave

toward a
en though one of the

. See also

no idea whether any differences
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be a ‘mental process” if anything is. A pan's growing more

and less, and especially the hearing ot a tune or sentence, are
s 3 e ¢ N M AQ .

probably not ordinarily thought of as ‘mental’ processes at all.

Although depression and anxiety would ordinarily be called
‘mental’ states. pain (if genuine physical pain 1s meant) 1s

state. (M1 ; ans
probably not a ‘mental’ state. (“It’s all in your mind” meai

that no genuine physical pain s prese

concern

nt.) But Wittgenstein's
is not really with usage but with a philosophical

* ¢ > . N C QT
terminology. “Mental states” and mental processes’ are those

introspectible ‘inner” contents that I can find in my mind, or
I : T e
hat God could find if he looked mto my mind.** Such

LR

with the German (seelischer argang” and seclischer Zustand ™) innuance or

usage, atfect the matter. . .
Or so it would scem from the passages quoted. But the dental that
115 s preceded by the weaker

understanding is a ‘mental process’ m , ~
remar k. “Try not to think of understanding as a mental process” atall -
for that is the expression which confuses you. In itself, this seems to

‘mental process’ Jeads to mis-

say that thinking of understanding as 4 s i
Jeading phitosophical pictures, but not necessarily :,..,: It is wrong. See
also §5305-6: ¢ “But vou surcly cannot deny that, tor qz..:_:,_c. in re-
membering, an inmer process takes place."—What gives the impression
that we want to deny anything? . What we deny is that the picture ot

the 1ner process gives us the correct use of the :d_,L, “to ?,:A_E:_vn.i,
... Why should 1 deny that thereis a _:2:.;_ Ecﬁ.ﬁm.\._r: Z.Mc_.n rﬁ
just taken place in me the mental process of nc_:n_:v,ma_:m o means
,::::_E more than: “1 have just remembered .. .7 To deny the mental
process would mean to deny the remembering; to deny .:r: anyone ever
remembers anything.” This passage gives the impression _:,.: of conrse
remembering is a ‘mental process’ it anything is. but that this ordimmary

6

terminology is philosophically misleading. (The C»A:Z: mc?. rJ
‘weistiver Vargung' while n the carbier passages it was ‘seclischer ‘_\,:.‘r::_.m
(§154) and ‘seelischer Zustamd” (p. s9). butas fara v‘~ can sece, ::.J has no
.,,,E::.:..::.c beyond stylistic variation. Ieis possible that the fact that
/A\.,:Ec:r:.w: speaks here of remembering,. while carlier he had vﬁ.cr,c:
Cw:m;c?r::::ﬁ. is significant, but even this seems to me to be ::__r,n..;.
are 4 pain’s growing

)

Note that in 6154, the genuine ‘mental processces
more or less. the hearmy of a tune or sentence — processes ?::.::
“ntrospectible quality” i the sense we have used the phrase. For .45:-
genstein remembering 18 nota process fike these, even though, as in the
,?7c of understanding in §154. there may be pracesses with mtrospec-
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phenomena, inasmuch as they are introspectible, ‘qualitative’
states of the mind, arc not subject to immediate sceptical

challenge of the present tvpe. Understanding is not one

of
these.

.O» course the falsity of the ‘unique introspectible state’ view
of meaning plus must have been implicit from the start of the
problem. If there really were an introspectible state, like a
headache, of meaning addition by ‘plus’ (and if it really could
have the justificatory role such a state ought to have), it would
have stared one in the face and would have robbed the sceptic’s
challenge of any appeal. But given the force of this challenge
the .:cmg philosophers have felt to posit such a state and the _N,mw
we mcur when we are robbed of it should be apparent. Perhaps
we may try to recoup, by arguing that meaning additi /
,w:‘;* Is a state even more sui ,n%:q\:. than ,,\orriww:hwmﬁﬁwm
before. Perhaps it is simply a primitive state, not to be
asstmilated to sensations or headaches or any ‘qualitative’
states, nor to be assimilated to dispositions, but a state of a
unique kind of'its own.

Such amove may inasense be irrefutable, and if it is taken in
an appropriate way Wittgenstein may even accept it. But it
seems desperate: itleaves the nature of this postulated primitive
state ~ the primitive state of ‘meaning addition by “plus™’ -
completely mysterious. It is not supposed to be an introspect-
ible state, yet we supposedly are aware of it with some fair
mmmamwow Q:M.\::J. whenever it occurs. For how else can each
of us be confident that he does, at present, mean addit] ’
.E.:m,m Even more important is the _Mm?,m_ L:‘mm:_JM%MMM%W
Wittgenstein's sceptical argument. I think that Wittgenstein
argues, not merely as we have said hitherto, that ::acw.vcnno:
shows that the alleged ‘qualitative’ state of understanding is a

tible qualities that take place when we re
examples given in §154 are
examples would be

member. Assuming that the
meaut to be typical ‘mental processes’. the
very misleading unless remembering were taken not
to be a ‘mental process’ in the sense
derstanding, is an “intentional” state (
genstein’s sceptical problem.)
processes’ in §339.)

of §154. xn_:c_:v»i:m. like un-
sce note 19 above) subject to Witt-
See also the discussion of ‘incorporeal
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chimera, but also that it is logically impossible (or at least that
there is a considerable logical difficulty) for there to be a state
of ‘meaning addition by “plus™” at all.

Such a state would have to be a finite object, contained in
our finite minds. ** It does not consist in my explicitly thinking
of cach case of the addition table, nor even of my encoding
cach separate case in the brain: we lack the capacity for that,
Yet (§195) “ina queer way” cach such case already 1s “in some
sense present”. (Before we hear Wittgenstein's sceptical
argument, we m:_.c_% suppose — :E.cmcm:/é; — that some-
thing like this is indeed the case. Even now [ have a strong
inclination to think this somehow must be right.) What can
that sense be? Can we conceive of a finite state which could not
be interpreted in a quus-like way? How could that be? The
proposal 1 am now discussing brushes such questions under
the rug, since the nature of the supposed ‘state’ is lett

’

4 We have stressed that 1 think of only finitely many cases of the addition
table. Anyone who claims to have thought of infinitely many cases of the
table 15 a liar. (Some philosophers — probably Wittgenstein — go so far as
to say that they sce a conceptual incoherence in the supposition that
anvone thought of infinitely many such cases. We need not discuss the
merits of this strong view here as long as we acknowledge the weaker
claim that as a matter of fact cach of us thinks of only finitely nany cascs.)
It is worth noting, however, that aldhough it is usctul, following
Wittgenstein himsclt. to begin the presentation of the puzzle with the
observation that Thave thought of only finitely many cases, it appears that
w principle this particular ladder can be kicked away. Suppose that T had
explicitly thought ot all cases of the addition table. How can this help me
answer the question 68+ 57'7 Well, looking back over my own mental
records, Hind that T gave myselfexphcit directions. “If youare cver asked
about 68+ 57", reply 125" Can't the sceptic say that these dircctions,

too, are to be mterpreted in a non-standard way? (See Remarks on the
Foundations of Mathematics, 1, §3: “If I know it i advance, what usc is this
knowledge to me later on? I mean: how do I know what to do with this
carlier knowledge when the stepis actually taken?”) It would appear that,
it finiteness is relevant, it comes more crucially in the fact that
“justifications must come to an end somewhere™ than in the fact that 1
think of only finitely many cases of the addition table, even though
Wittgeustein stresses both facts. Either fact can be used to develop the

sceptical paradox; both arc important.

Che Wittgensteinian Paradox $3

w:\m:ﬂwc:m. “But” - to quote the protest in §195 more fully —
I ao:.ﬁ mean that what [ do now (in wEm?:m a ﬁm:x.
determines the future use causally and as a matter of ow awnv
ence, gm.ﬁ that in a gueer way, the use itself is in mo_:n. M:MH
present.” A causal determination is the kind ,cw anal ,,.n
supposed by the dispositional theorist, and we have ur.nwma
seen H.r,,: that is to be rejected. Presumably the relation now "
question mwo::&m some entailment roughly like: w
mean addition by ‘plus’; then, if I remember this .535: 1
nr.m D__S:._c and wish to accord with what I meant, u:m acm:_“
miscalculate > n ‘
L5 Ui b of ot e s e
R > right, , past state of my mind
can entail that [ will give any particular response in the futur
But that I meant 12 in the past does not itselt entail this: | _mm
remember what | meant, : e

If I now

e e | me u,:m,.mo on. Zm<n2,rc._omm it remains
. exactly how the existence of any finite past state of
my mind could entail that, if I wish to accord with it - N
remember the state, and do not nis oo
déterminate answer to an arbitrarily |
Mathematical realists, or :

calculate, T must give a
ranily arge addition ECEG:,:
roathemati alist a .c_.:mﬂm , r.uwc emphasized the
pon-men ature of mathematical entitics. The addition
unction 1s not m any particular mind, nor is it the comn

property of all minds. It has an independent dv.an::w.:
existence. There is then no problem — as far .S ﬁrn_tﬁom,\cww

considerati - ition fi

| erations £0 — as to how the addition function (taken
say, as a set ot triples)*® contains w ,
as the triple (68, 57, 125)
mathematical object in g

15 within it all its instances, such
- This simply is in the nature of the

uestion, and it may well be an infinite

3 Seen. 218 “Meaning i ;
Seep. 218 "Meaning it is not a process which

Lf accompanics a w -
no process could have the conse ; o

quences of meaning.” This ; !
no process coul . , . g, 11s aphorism
" s the ge :JZ: point sketched in the texr. No process can G:m: what
wanng entails. In particula N o
5. J ar, no process could ¢
ing cnt ! 5 cntail the roug
no.:a_:o:.:. stated above. Sce the discussion below Pp- ¢ o
Wittgenstein’s view of these conditionals B
Of course Fre ’ . identif;
ol corse ?mme *,__,. ould not accept the identification of a function with a
es. identificat i i ‘
ool tﬂ g :>n_ _u: identification violates his conception of functions as
saturated’. Although this ¢ Ication i i o
. omplication is very i )
oporated . Althou : 5 y mmportant for Frege's
t ophy, it can be ignored for the purposes of the present v?.#.:::ﬂ
s s 1.

-4, of
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object. The proof that the addition function contains such a
triple as (68, 57, 125) belongs to mathematics and has nothing
to do with meaning or intention.

Frege's analysis of the usage of the plus sign by an individual
posits the following four clements: (a) the addition function,
an ‘objective’ mathematical entity; (b) the addition sign “+’, a
linguistic entity; (¢) the ‘sense’ of this sign, an ‘objective’
abstract entity like the function; (d) an idea in the individual’s
mind associated with the sign. The idea is a ‘subjective’ mental
entity, private to cach individual and different in different
minds. The ‘sensc’, in contrast, is the same for all individuals
who use ‘4 in the standard way. Each such individual grasps
this sense by virtue of having an appropriate idea in his mind.
The ‘sensc’ in turn determines the addition. function as the
referent ot the *+7sign.

There is again no special problem, for this position, as to the
relation between the sense and the referent it determines. It
simply is in the nature of a sense to determine a referent. But
ultimately the sceptical problem cannot be evaded, and it
arises precisely in the question how the existence in my mind
of any mental entity or idea can constitute ‘grasping’ any
particular sense rather than another. The idea in my mind is a
finite object: can it not be interpreted as determining a quus
function, rather than a plus function? Of course there may be
another idea in my mind, which is supposed to constitute its
act of assigning a particular interpretation to the first idea; but
then the problem obviously arises again at this new level. (A
rule for interpreting a rule again.) And so on. For Wittgen-
stein, Platonism is largely an unhelpful evasion of the problem
of how our finite minds can give rules that are supposed to
apply to an infinity of cases. Platonic objects may be self-
interpreting, or rather, they may need no interpretation; but
ultimately there must be some mental entity involved that
raises the sceptical problem. (This brief discussion of Platon-
isim is meant for those interested in the issue. Ifitis so brief that
you find it obscure, ignore it.)

The Solution and the

‘Private Language’
Argument

The sceptical argument, then, remains unanswered. There can
be no m:.mr thing as meaning anything by any word. Each new
application we make is aleap in the dark; any present ::m::m:
could be interpreted so as to accord with anything we ma
choosetodo. Sothere can beneither accord, nor conflict. Thi <
what Wittgenstein said in §2o1. , S
Wittgenstein’s sceptical problem is related to some work of
two other recent writers who show little direct influence from
Q\:nmﬁ:mﬂm_:. Both have already been mentioned above. The
.w:.ﬁ 15 /x\ V. Quine,*” whose well-known theses c.m the
mdeterminacy of translation and the inscrutability of reference
also question .s}ﬁrﬁ there are any objective facts as to what
we mean. It T may anticipate matters that the present
exposition has not yet introduced, Quine’s emphasts on
agreement 1s obviously congenial to Wittgenstein's view. ** So

ﬁ See pp. 14-15above, and note 10.

* For ‘agreement” and the related notion of ‘form of life’ in Wittgenstei
see pp. 96-8 below. In Word and Object, p- 27, Quine nr.:”rﬂr, C:.
_m:m:umc as “the complex of present &_..mﬁcw:mo:m to verbal Uc.:‘ ior. in
which speakers of the same language have perforce come to rese m,_\g__o,ﬁ .
another”; also sce Word and Object, §2, pp. 5-8. Some o%”_ﬁ nn..““”
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object. The proof that the addition function contains such a
triple as (68, 57, 125) belongs to mathematics and has nothing
to do with meaning or intention.

Frege’s analysis of the usage of the plus sign by an individual
posits the following four elements: (a) the addition function,
an ‘objective’ mathematical entity; (b) the addition sign “+’, a
linguistic entity; (c) the ‘sense’ of this sign, an ‘objective’
abstract entity like the function; (d) an idea in the individual’s
mind associated with the sign. The idea is a ‘subjective’ mental
entity, private to each individual and different in different
minds. The ‘sense’, in contrast, is the same for all individuals
who use ‘+’ in the standard way. Each such individual grasps
this sense by virtue of having an appropriate idea in his mind.
The ‘sense’ in turn determines the addition function as the
referent of the ‘+’ sign.

There is again no special problem, for this position, as to the
relation between the sense and the referent it determines. It
simply is in the nature of a sense to determine a referent. But
ultimately the sceptical problem cannot be evaded, and it
arises precisely in the question how the existence in my mind
of any mental entity or idea can constitute ‘grasping’ any
particular sense rather than another: The idea in my mind is a
finite object: can it not be interpreted as determining a quus
function, rather than a plus function? Of course there may be
another idea in my mind, which is supposed to constitute its
act of assigning a particular interpretation to the first idea; but
then the problem obviously arises again at this new level. (A
rule for interpreting a rule again.) And so on. For Wittgen-
stein, Platonism is largely an unhelpful evasion of the problem

of how our finite minds can give rules that are supposed to
apply to an infinity of cases. Platonic objects may be self-
interpreting, or rather, they may need no interpretation; but
ultimately there must be some mental entity involved that
raises the sceptical problem. (This brief discussion of Platon-
ism is meant for those interested in the issue. If it is so brief that
you find it obscure, ignore it.)

Hr@.moﬁcao: and the
Private Language’

Argument
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object. The proof that the addition function contains such a
triple as (68, 57, 125) belongs to mathematics and has nothing
to do with meaning or intention.

Frege’s analysis of the usage of the plus sign by an individual
posits the following four elements: (a) the addition function,
an ‘objective’ mathematical entity; (b) the addition sign ‘+’, a
linguistic entity; (c) the ‘sense’ of this sign, an ‘objective’
abstract entity like the function; (d) an idea in the individual’s
mind associated with the sign. The idea is a ‘subjective’ mental
entity, private to each individual and different in different
minds. The ‘sense’, in contrast, is the same for all individuals
who use *+” in the standard way. Each such individual grasps
this sense by virtue of having an appropriate idea in his mind.
The ‘sense’ in turn determines the addition function as the
referent of the ‘+’ sign.

There is again no special problem, for this position, as to the
relation between the sense and the referent it determines. It
simply 1s in the nature of a scnse to determine a referent. But
ultimately the sceptical problem cannot be evaded, and it
arises precisely in the question how the existence in my mind
of any mental entity or idea can constitute ‘grasping’ any
particular sense rather than another. The idea in my mind is a
finite object: can it not be interpreted as determining a quus
function, rather than a plus function? Of course there may be
another idea in my mind, which is supposed to constitute its
act of assigning a particular interpretation to the first idea; but
then the problem obviously arises again at this new level. (A
rule for interpreting a rule again.) And so on. For Wittgen-
stein, Platonism is largely an unhelpful evasion of the problem
of how our finite minds can give rules that are supposed to
apply to an infinity of cases. Platonic objects may be self-
interpreting, or rather, they may need no interpretation; but
ultimately there must be some mental entity involved that
raises the sceptical problem. (This brief discussion of Platon-
ism is meant for those interested in the issue. Ifit is so brief that

you find it obscure, ignore it.)

The Solution and the
‘Private Language’
Argument

The sceptical argument, then, remains unanswered. There can
be no such thing as meaning anything by any word. Each new
application we make is a leap in the dark; any present intention
could be interpreted so as to accord with anything we may
choosetodo. Sothere can be neither accord, nor conflict. Thisis
what Wittgenstein said in §201.

Wittgenstein’s sceptical problem is related to some work of

“two other recent writers who show little direct influence from

Wittgenstein. Both have already been mentioned above. The
first is W. V. Quine,*” whose well-known theses of the
indeterminacy of translation and the inscrutability of reference
also question whether there are any objective facts as to what
we mean. If I may anticipate matters that the present
exposition has not yet introduced, Quine’s emphasis on
agreement is obviously congenial to Wittgenstein’s view.3* So

77 See pp. 14-15 above, and note 1o0.

* For ‘agreement’ and the related notion of ‘form of life' in Wittgenstein,
see pp. 96-8 below. In Word and Object, p. 27, Quine characterizes
language as “the complex of present dispositions to verbal behavior, in

which speakers of the same language have perforce co

p me to resemble one
another

» also see Word and Object, §2, pp. 5-8. Some of the major
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Wittgenstein has invented a new form of scepticism.
Personally I am inclined to regard it as the most radical and
original sceptical problem that philosophy has seen to date,
one that only a highly unusual cast of mind could _5<.m
produced. Of course he does not wish to leave us with his
problem, but to solve it: the sceptical conclusion 1s insane and
intolerable. It is his solution, 1 will argue, that contains the
argument against ‘private language’; for allegedly, the solu-
tion will not admit such a language. But it is important to see
that his achicvement in posing this problem stands on its own,
independently of the value of his own solution of it and the
resultant argument against private language. For, if we see
Wittgenstein's problem as a real one, itis clear that he has often
been read from the wrong perspective. Readers, my previous
self certainly included, have often been inclined to wonder:
“How can he prove private language umpossible? How can |
possibly have any difficulty identifying my own sensations?
And if there were a difficulty, how could ‘public’ criteria help
me? I must be in pretty bad shape it' I needed external help to
identify my own sensations!”#7 But if I am right, a proper

+7 Especially for those who know some of- the literature on the ‘private
language argument’, an claboration of this point miay be useful. Much of
this literature, basing itself ou Wittgenstein’s discussions following §243,
thinks that without somie external check on my identification of my own
sensations, I would have no way of knowing that T have identified a given
sensation correctly (in accord with my previous intentions). (The
question has been interpreted to be, “How do Tknow Tam right that this
is pain?”’, or it might be, *How do 1 know that I am applying the right
rule, using ‘pain’ as [ had intended it?”" Sec note 21 above.) But, it is
argued, if I have no way of knowing (on one of these interpretations)
whether Lam making the right identification, it is meaningless to speak of
an identitication at all. To the extent that I rely on my own impressions or
memorices of what I meant by various sensation signs for support, I have
no way of quclling these doubts. Quly others, who recognize the
corrcctness of my identification through my external behavior, can
provide an appropriate external check.
A great deal could be said about the argument just obscurely
summarized, which is not easy to follow even on the basis of longer
presentations in the literature. But here | wish to mention one reaction: If
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I really were in doubt as to whether I could identify any sensations
correctly, how would a connection of my sensations with external
behavior, or confirmation by others, be of any help? Surely I can identify
that the relevant external behavior has taken place, or that others are
confirming that I do indeed have the sensation in question, only because 1
can identify relevant sensory impressions (of the behavior, or of others
confirming that [ have identified the sensation correctly). My ability to
make any identification of any cxternal phenomenon rests on my ability
to identify relevant sensory (especially visual) impressions. 1f [ were to
entertain a general doubt of my ability to identify any of my own mental
states, it would be impossible to escape from it.

It is in this sensc that it may appear that the argument against private
language supposes that I nced external help to identify my own
sensations. For many presentations of the argument make it appear to
depend on such a general doubt of the correctness of all my identifications
of inner states. It is argued that since any identification I make needs some
kind of verification for correctness, a verification of one identification of
an inner state by another such identification simply raises the very same
question (whether I am making a correct identification of my sensations)
over again. As A. J. Ayer, in his well known exchange with Rush Rhees
(*Can there be a Private Language?” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society,
Supp. Vol. 28 (1954), pp. 6394, reprinted in Pitcher (ed.), Wittgenstein:
The Philosophical Investigations, pp. 251-8s, sce especially p. 256),
summarizes the argument, “His claim to recognize the object [the
sensation], his behief that it really is the same, is not to be aceepted unless it
can be backed by further evidence. Apparently, too, this evidence must
be public . . . Merely to check one private sensation by another would
not be enough. For if one cannot be trusted to recognize one of them,
neither can one be trusted to rccognize the other.” The argument
concludes that I can make a genuine verification of the correctness of my
identification only if I break out of the circle of *private checks’ to some
publicly accessible evidence. But if I were so sceptical as to doubt all my
identifications of inner states , how could anything public be of any help?
Does not my recognition of anything public depend on the recognition of
my inner states? As Ayer puts it (immediately following the carlier
quotation), “But unless there is some thing that one is allowed to
recognize, no test can ever be completed . . . 1 check my memory of the
time at which the train is due to leave by visualizing a page of the
time-table; and I am required to check this in its turn by looking up the
page. [He is alluding to §265.] But unless I can trust my eyesight at this
point, unless I can recognize the figures that I see written down, I am still
no better off . . . Let the object to which I am attempting to refer be as
public as you please . . [y assurance that I am using the word correctly

must in the end rest on the testimony of the senscs. It is through
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may well ask, What causes induce us to believe in the existence of
body? but 'tis in vain to ask, Whether there be body ornot? Thatis a
point, which we must take for granted in all our reasonings. ”**
Yet this oath of fealty to common sense begins a section that
otherwise looks like an argument that the common concep-
tion of material objects is irreparably incoherent!

When Hume is in a mood to respect his professed deter-
mination never to deny or doubt our common beliefs, in what
does his ‘scepticism’ consist? First, in a sceptical account of the
causes of these beliefs; and second, in sceptical analyses of our
common notions. In some ways Berkeley, who did not regard
his own views as sceptical, may offer an even better analogy to
Wittgenstein. At first blush, Berkeley, with his denial of
matter, and of any objects ‘outside the mind’ seems to be
denying our common beliefs; and for many of us the impres-
sion persists through later blushes. But not for Berkeley. For
him, the impression that the common man is committed to
matter and to objects outside the mind derives from an
erroncous metaphysical interpretation of common talk. When
the common man speaks of an ‘external material object’ he
does not really mean (as we might say sotto voce) an external
material object but rather he means something like ‘an idea
produced in me independently of my will’. %

Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1888), Book 1, Part 1v, Section 1{p. 183 in the
Selby-Bigge edition).

53 Hume, ibid., Book 1, Part 1v, Scction 1t (p. 187 in the Selby-Bigge
edition). Hume's accasional affinities to ‘ordinary language’ philosophy
should not be overlooked. Consider the following: “Those philosophers,
who have divided human reason into knowledge and probability, and have
defined the first to be that evidence, which arises from the comparison of ideas, are
obliged to comprehend all our arguments from causes or cffects under &n
gencral term of probability. But tho” everyone be free to use his terms in
what sensc he pleases . . . "tis howcever certain, that in common discourse
we readily affirm, that many arguments from causation exceed probabil-
ity, and may be received as a superior kind of evidence. One EOC.E
appear ridiculous, who would say, that 'tis only probable the sun will rise
tomorrow, or that all men must dye . .." (ibid., Book 1, Part i,
Scction x1, p. 124 in the Selby-Bigge edition). )

s+ George Berkeley, The Principles of Human Knowledge, §§29-34. Of course
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Berkeley’s stance is not uncommon in philosophy. The
philosopher advocates a view apparently in patent contradic-
tion to common sense. Rather than repudiating common
sense, he asserts that the conflict comes from a philosophical
musinterpretation of common language — sometimes he adds
that the misinterpretation is encouraged by the ‘superficial
form’ of ordinary speech. He offers his own analysis of the
relevant common asscertions, one that shows that they do not
really say what they seem to say. For Berkeley this philo-
sophical strategy is central to his work. To the extent that
Hume claims that he merely analyses common sense and does

-not oppase it, he invokes the same strategy as well. The

practice can hardly be said to have ceased today.

Personally 1 think such philosophical claims are almost
invariably suspect. What the claimant calls a ‘misleading
philosophical misconstrual’ of the ordinary statement is
probably the natural and correct understanding. The real
misconstrual comes when the claimant continues, “All the
ordinary man really means is . . .” and gives a sophisticated
analysis compatible with his own philosophy. Be this as it
may, the important point for present purposes is that Wittgen-
stein makes a Berkeleyan claim of this kind. For — as we shall
see — his solution to his own sceptical problem begins by
agreeing with the sceptics that there is no ‘superlative fact’
(§192) about my mind that constitutes my meaning addition
by ‘plus’ and determines in advance what I should do to accord
with this meaning. But, he claims (in §§183—93), the appear-
ance that our ordinary concept of meaning demands such a fact
is based on a philosophical misconstrual - albeit a natural one -

the characterization may be oversimplified, but it suffices for present
purposes.

It 1s almost ‘analytic’ that I cannot produce a common contemporary
example that would not meet with vigorous opposition. Those who hold
the cited view would argue that, in this case, their analyses of ordinary
usage are really correct. I have no desire to enter into an irrclevant
controversy here, but I myself find that many of the ‘topic-neutral’
amalyses of discourse about the mind proposed by contemporary
materialists are just the other side of the Berkeleyan coin.
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considered by themselves alone, no causal notions are applic-
able. This Humean conclusion might be called: the impossibil-
ity of private causation.

Can one rcasonably protest: surcly there is nothing the
event a can do with the hielp of other events of the same type
that it cannot do by itsclf! Indeed, to say that 4, by itself, 1s a
sufficient cause of b is to say that, had the rest of the universe
been removed, a still would have produced b! Intuitively this
may well be so, but the intuitive objection ignores Hume’s
sceptical argument. The whole point of the sceptical argument
is that the common notion of one event ‘producing’ another,
on which the objection relies, is in jeopardy. It appears that
there is no such relation as ‘production’ at all, that the causal
relation is fictive. After the sceptical argument has been seen to
be unanswerable on its own terms, a sceptical solution is
offered, containing all we can salvage of the notion of
causation. It just is a feature of this analysis that causation
makes no sense when applied to two isolated events, with the
rest of the universe removed. Only inasmuch as these events
are thought of as instances of event types related _.u< a
regularity can they be thought of as causally connected. .: two
particular cvents were somchow so sui generis that it was
logically excluded that they be placed under any ?.ch%;
natural) cvent types, causal notions would not be applicable to
them.

OFf course I am suggesting that Wittgenstein’s argument
against private language has a structure similar to .Zc::w,m
argument against private causation. Wittgenstein also
states a sceptical paradox. Like Hume, he accepts his own
sceptical argument and offers a ‘sceptical wo_:&o:.‘ to over-
come the appearance of paradox. His solution 5<07.~nm a
sceptical interpretation of what is involved in such cn@:.m..Q
assertions as “Jones means addition by ‘+°.” The ::womm_g_.:«\
of private language cmerges as a corollary of Em.mn.m.w:n&.
solution of his own paradox, as does the :ﬁﬁomw&:_Q. ot
‘private causation’ in Hume. It turns out that the sceptical
solution does not allow us to speak of a single individual,
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considered by himself and in isolation, as ever meaning
anything. Once again an objection based on an intuitive
feeling that no one else can affect what I mean by a given
symbol ignores the sceptical argument that undermines any
such naive intuition about meaning,.

1 have said that Wittgenstein's solution to his problem is a
sceptical one. He does not give a ‘straight’ solution, pointing
out to the silly sceptic a hidden fact he overlooked, a condition
in the world which constitutes my meaning addition by ‘plus’.
In fact, he agrees with his own hypothetical sceptic that there1s
no such fact, no such condition in either the ‘internal’ or the
‘external’ world. Admittedly, [ am expressing Wittgenstein’s
view more straightforwardly than he would ordinarily allow
himself to do. For in denying that there is any such fact, might
we not be expressing a philosophical thesis that doubts or
denies something everyone admits? We do not wish to doubt
or deny that when people speak of themselves and others as
meaning something by their words, as following rules, they
do so with perfect right. We do not even wish to deny the
propricty of an ordinary use of the phrase ‘the fact that Jones
meant addition by such-and-such a symbol’, and indeed such
expressions do have perfectly ordinary uses. We merely wish
to deny the existence of the ‘superlative fact’ that philosophers
misleadingly attach to such ordinary forms of words, not the
propriety of the forms of words themselves.

It is for this reason that I conjectured above (p. s), that
Wittgenstein's professed inability to write a work with
conventionally organized arguments and conclusions stems at
least in part, not from personal and stylistic proclivities, but
from the nature of his work. Had Wittgenstein — contrary to
his notorious and cryptic maxim in §128 —stated the outcomes
of his conclusions in the form of definite theses, it would have
been very difficuilt to avoid formulating his doctrines in a
form that consists in apparent sceptical denials of our ordinary
assertions. Berkeley runs into similar difficulties. Partly he
avoids them by stating his thesis as the denial of the existence
of ‘matter’, and claiming that ‘matter’ is a bit of philosophical
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jargon, not cxpressive of our common sensc view. Neverthe-

less he is forced at one point to say — apparently contrary to his
usual official doctrine — that he denies a doctrine ‘strangely
prevailing amongst men’.*7 If, on the other hand, we do not
state our conclusions in the form of broad philosophical
theses, it is casier to avoid the au:mnm of a denial of any
ordinary belief, cven if our imaginary interlocutor (e.g. §189;
see also §19¢)%* accuses us of doing s0. /x\.se.:gﬁ. our
opponent insists on the perfect propriety of an oﬁ_:uJ\ form
of cxpression (e.g. that ‘the steps are determined by the
formula’, ‘the future application is already present’), we can
insist that if these expressions are properly understood, we
agree. The danger comes when we try to m?m. a precise
formulation of exactly what it is that we are denying — what
‘erroncous interpretation’ our opponent is Em&:m.c: @nm:T
ary means of cxpression. It may be hard to do this .<S.~ro~.:
producing yet another statement that, we must admit, is still
‘perfectly all right, properly ::aonmﬁoo.&...é ‘

So Wittgenstein, perhaps cagily, might well disapprove of
the straightforward formulation given here. Zm<02_~.m_nwm [
choose to be so bold as to say: Wittgenstein holds, with the

7 Berkeley, The Principles of Huntan 3::_.:.%&.. $4- C”.. course .ma«xn_nv‘
might mean that the prevalence of the doctrine mﬁm_:m.?cE the Em:ﬁ,ﬂmn
of philosophical theory rather than common sense, as indeced he asserts in
the next section. o .

8 §189: “But are the steps then :Eaﬁn::w:nm.g\ n.rc h:mnvg.a formula?” In
Wv:n of Wittgenstein’s interpretation within his own E:w.omcw_Q of the
ordinary phrase “the steps are determined U%. :F.. nc::.:_.w , ?c impress-
ion persists that the interlocutor’s characterization of his view is really

correct. See §195: “But [ don’t mean that what 1 do now (in grasping a .

sense) determines the future use causally and as a matter Omman.”mc:na. but
that in a queer way, the use itself is in some sense present, (i:n:. are H,rn
words of the interlocutor, and the bland reply, “But of course it is, ‘in
some sense’! Really the only thing wrong with what you say 1s the
cxpression “in a queer way”. The rest is alt right; and the sentence only
scems queer when one imagines a different language-game for it from the
one in which we actually usc it.”

>: example of the kind of tension that can be involved appeared already
above—sce pp. 49-5t and note 33.

<4
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sceptic, that there is no fact as to whether I mean plus or quus.

Butifthis is to be conceded to the sceptic, is this not the end of

the matter? What can be said on behalf of our ordinary

attributions of meaningful language to oursclves and to
others? Has not the incredible and self-defeating conclusion,
that all language is meaningless, already been drawn?

In reply we must say something about the change in
Wittgenstein’s philosophy of language from the Tractatus to
the Investigations. Although in detail the Tractatus is among the
most difficult of philosophical works, its rough outlines are
well known. To each sentence there corresponds a (possible)
fact. It such a fact, obtains, the sentence is true; if not, false. For
atomic sentences, the relation between a sentence and the fact
it alleges is one of a simple correspondence or isomorphism.
The sentence contains names, corresponding to objects. An
atomic sentence is itself a fact, putting the names in a certain
relation; and it says that (there is a corresponding fact that) the
corresponding objects are in the same relation. Other sent-
ences are (finite or infinite) truth-functions of these. Even
though the details of this theory have struck some as an
implausible attempt to give natural language a chimerical a
priori structure based on logical analysis alone, similar ideas,
often advanced without any specific influence from the
Tractatus, are much alive today.*

% Donald Davidson's influential and important theory of natural language
has many features in common with the Tractatus, even if the uaderlying
philosophy is difterent. Davidson argues that some simple, almost a priori
considerations (not requiring detailed empirical investigation of specific
natural languages) put strong constraints on the form of a theory of
meaning for natural languages (it must be a finitely axiomatized
Tarski-style theory of truth conditions). (Although the form of a theory is
determined without detailed empirical investigation, for a particular
language the specific theory adopted is supposed to require detailed
empirical support.) The fact that a theory of meaning must have this
form, it is argued, puts strong constraints on the logical form, or deep
structure, ot natural language — very probably that it ought to be close to
classical extensional first order logic. All these ideas are close to the spirit
of the Tractatus. In particular, like the Tractatus, Davidson holds (i) that
truth conditions arc a key element in a theory of language; (i) that the
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The simplest, most basic idea o:ra. ,N.Em::_.; can ru.::% be
dismissed: a declarative sentence gets 1ts meaning by virtue of
its fruth conditions, by virtue of its no:nmwo:an.:nm to facts ﬁwwn
must obtain if it is true. For example, :.".rn catis on the mat” is
understood by those speakers who aﬂ.w__.Nn that it is true Rm—wn_a
onlyifa certain catisona certain mat itis false o&n.aé_m.a. r:w
presence of the cat on the mat is a fact or condition-in-the-
world that would make the sentence true (express a truth) 1f 1t

obtained. . .
So stated, the Tractatus picture of the meaning of declarative
uncovering of a hidden deep structure Cm.—u:msmmc is Q:in.:__ .nc a wnoﬁcw”
theory of interpretation; (ii1) that the .oﬁB oﬂ the mi,._u v.ﬁmm c.zﬂ
constrained in advance by theoretical, quasi-logical nosm&o—,»:o:m_‘ (iv)
that, in particular, the constraints show that the annﬁ‘ﬁ_gn.:.:.ovwﬂwﬁw
logical form close to that of a formal _m:m_:umn ow@:&@:w om,ﬁ,ﬂ? . ASW
in particular, sentences arc builtup ?o:.u atomss’ by FW_Q. Aon.:u n.z,m.u_ ki
that, in particular, the decp structure of natural language F_ ownw:,m.ﬂws "
spite of the misleading appearances c*.m:n.?mn. structure. > 1t 1ese _ cas
the Tractatus arc repudiated in the ?_sz_..nz:E:.. which is hostile to m:w<
attempt to analyze language by uncovering a :.:Eg annv m.ﬁp._mnﬂn. n
this last respect, modern transformational linguistics, m.::w cm:“
Chomsky, has been closer to the Tractatus than to the Investigations. ( u
for transformational grammarians, even .Hrn 35.— .Om the ‘Q.MA.VQ is
established by specific empirical nc:mwmn:so:w requiring detailed inves-

igati ecific natural languages. .
:rmM._ncM_MM Mmr programs of the linguists who called themselves mwsns.m
tive semanticists’ and of Richard Montague. Of course Euzxo?rﬁ mnwm o
the Tractatus, or of ‘logical atomism’, have not been revived in any of these
arnﬁ“%ﬂ.“ In recent transformational ::m:wmsnw..dn,nv structure’ r% a
specific technical meaning. ‘Generative semanticists made the a.n%: ;_m
tion of ‘deep structure’ a key plank of their platform. In the prece __:m. it
is best to take ‘deep structure’ in the general sense of ‘under MEM
structure. Anyonc whose theory of language _wumm him to wvv._»: _n e
doctrine of Tractatus 4.002 — that the understanding o:m:m:wmn involves
countless tacit conventions, invisible to the naked eye, that m_wm:_m,n. form
-~ believes in decp structure in this broad sense. ‘Deep structure W z%
specific sensc was a special theory of Qnmm structure thus go»m;.mn ed;
that is one reason why it was an appropriate term. Most recent r:.m._:mﬂn
theories that rejected ‘decp structure’ in the specific sense accepted itin the
broader sensc.)
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sentences may seem not only natural but even tautological.
Nonetheless, as Dummett says, “the Investigations contains
implicitly a rejection of the classical (realist) Frege—Tractatus
view that the general form of explanation of meaning is a
statement of the truth conditions”.®* In the place of this view,
Wittgenstein proposes an alternative rough general picture.
(To call it an alternative theory probably goes too far.
Wittgenstein disclaims (§65) any intent of offering a general
account of language to rival that of the Tractatus. Rather we
have different activities related to each other in various ways.)
Wittgenstein replaces the question, “What must be the casce for
this sentence to be true?” by two others: first, “Under what
conditions may this form of words be appropriately asserted
(or denied)?”; second, given an answer to the first question,
“What is the role, and the utility, in our lives of our practice of
asserting (or denying) the form of words under these condi-
tions?”

Of course Wittgenstein does not confine himself to declara-
tive sentences, and hence to assertion and denial, as T have just
done. On the contrary, any reader of the carlier parts of
Philosophical Investigations will be aware that he is strongly
concerned to deny any special primacy to assertion, or to
sentences in the indicative mood. (See his carly examples
“Slab!”, “Pillar!”, etc.) This in itself plays an important role in
his repudiation of the classical realist picture. Since the
indicative mood 1s not taken as in any sense primary or basic, it
becomes more plausible that the linguistic role even of
utterances in the indicative mood ‘that superficially look like
assertions need not be one of ‘stating facts’.®* Thus, if we
speak properly, we should not speak of conditions of ‘asser-
% Dummett, “Wittgenstein’s Philosophy of Mathematics,” p. 348 in the

oniginal; reprinted in Pitcher (ed.), Wittgenstein: The Philosophical Duyes-
tigations, pp. 446—7.

 See, for example, §304, where Wittgenstein is dealing with sensation

language: “The paradox disappears only if we make a radical break with

the idea that language . . . always serves the same purpose: to convey

thoughts — which may be about houses, pains, good and evil, or anything
else you please.”
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tion’, but rather, more generally, of the conditions when a
move (a form of linguistic expression) is to be made in the
‘langunage game'. If, however, we allow ourselves to adopt an

oversimplified terminology more appropriate to a m.vm.n:__
range of cases, we can say that Wittgenstein proposes a picture
of language based, not on truth conditions, but on assertability

’

o . .. L6 . i . .
conditions or justification conditions:** under what circumstances
are we allowed to make a given assertion? Pictures, indeed
explicit theorics, of this kind are hardly unknown before

63 Speaking of ‘justitication conditions’ does not mq_mmnmw the w.«.::un.% of the
indicative mood as much as ‘assertability conditions’, but it has its own
drawbacks. For Wittgenstein, thercisan ::cc:a:,n_»mm of cascs where a
usc of language properly has no w:mcvnzaﬁ:t.&::ﬁ.:o: @%Q than 5....
speaker’s inclination to speak thus on that occasion (e.g. saying 2#:.030 is
in pain). In such cases, Wittgenstein says (§289), “Tousc a word é_w.:\o:.m
a justification (Rechtfertigung) does not mean to use it zn Unrec _.~.
Anscombe's translation of *zu Unrecht’ is not consistent. _,: :.ﬁ szm_.u:owu
of Philosophical Investigations, §289, she translates it i_mroca :m.r.ﬁ .
However, in her translation of Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics,
v, §33 [v1, §40), where almost exactly the same On.::u.ﬁ sentence occurs,
she translates it as ‘wrongfully’. The German-English g_n:n:ui Thaveat
hand (Wildhagen-Heraucourt, Brandstetter Verlag, 4\,_83%5, M.:E
Allen and Unwin, London, 6th ed., u.oawv... :.u:m._uﬁ.am N:. C.:.ml‘: u_m_
‘unjustly, unfairly’; ‘Unrecht’ in general is an “injustice’ or a wrong’. A
this is reasonably consistent with ‘wrongfully’ but gives r.z_m support to
‘without right’, even though the idea that we _S.<mw Jm_: tousca <.<o~.m
v certain circumstances without ._':m:mnu:c:. A.xa;.?_é.m::,n ) is
obviously in harmony with the pomt Wittgenstein is trying to :uprmn.
However, by ‘zu Unrecht” Wittgenstein seems to mean that ~7.n mmr,o a
word without independent justification need not be a wrongful” use of
the word — one without proper epistemic or linguistic mﬁ,.ﬁc_,n..O: the
contrary, it is essential to the workings of our language that, in some
cascs, such a usc of language is perfectly proper. When we use the
terminology of ‘justification conditions’, we must no:.m::m..%ﬂ: o
include such cases (where Wittgenstein S,G:E say ﬂrwao is no ._.:m:mn»»
tion'). (Simply ‘wrongly’, might be a more idiomatic .:.M.:m,_w:c: than
‘wrongfully’. ‘Without right’ sounds to mc too :EQW asifa &;m.n::.:ni
technical term is being introduced. The point is that “zu Unrecht’, being a
fairly ordinary German oz_u?.mmw.c:, should not .vm E:Lnn& wo um_ﬂc
appear to be an unusual technical expression in English) See also
pp- 87-8 and note 75 below.
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Wittgenstein and probably mfluenced him. The positivist
verification theory of meaning is one of this kind. So, in a
more special context, is the intuitionistic account of mathe-
matical statements. (The classical mathematician’s emphasis on
truth conditions 1s replaced by an emphasis on provability
conditions.) But of course Wittgenstein’s rough picture
should not be identified with cither of these. Its second
component is distinct: granted that our language game
permits a certain ‘move’ (assertion) under certain specifiable
conditions, what 1s the role in our lives of such permission?
Such a role must exist if this aspect of the language game is not
to be idle.

Wittgenstein's alternative picture of language is already
clearly suggested in the very first section of Philesophical
Investigations. Many philosophers of mathematics ~ in agree-
ment with the Augustinian conception of ‘object and name’ —
ask such questions as, “What entities (‘numbers’) are denoted
by numerals? What relations among these entities (‘facts’)
correspond to numerical statements?” (Nominalistically
inclined philosophers would counter, sceptically, “Can we
really believe that there are such entities?”) As against such a
‘Platonmist’ conception of the problem, Wittgenstein asks that
we discard any a priori conceptions and look (“Don’t think,
look!™) at the circumstances under which numerical assertions
are actually uttered, and at what roles such assertions play in
our lives.* Supposc I go to the grocer with a slip marked “five

% In some ways Frege can be taken to be the target here. Itis he who insists
on regarding numbers as objects, and on asking about the nature of these
objects (even insisting that we can ask whether Julius Caesar is a number
ornot). On the other hand, the famous contextual principle of Grundlagen
der Arithmetik (that one should ask for the signification of a sign only in the
context of a sentence) and his emphasis in particular on asking how
numerical expressions are actually applied arc in the spirit of Wittgen-
stein’s discussion. Perhaps the best conception of Wittgenstein’s relation
to Frege here is to say that Wittgenstein would regard the spirit of Frege's
contextual principle as sound but would criticize Frege for using ‘name
of an object’ as a catch-all for uses of language that arc “absolutcly unlike’

(§10).
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red apples’, and he hands over apples, reciting by heart the
numerals up to five and handing over an apple as each numeral
is intoned. It is under circumstances such as these that we are
licensed to make utterances using numerals; the role and utility
of such a license is obvious. In §§8—r10, Wittgenstein imagines
the letters of the alphabet, recited in alphabetical order, used in
a miniature language game, just as the numbers are in this
cxample. We have little inclination to wonder about the nature
of the entities ‘denoted’ by the letters of the alphabet.
Nevertheless, if they are used in the way described, they can
properly be said to ‘stand for numbers’. Indeed, to say words
stand for (natural) numbers is to say that they are used as
numerals, that is, used in the way described. Nevertheless the
legitimacy, in its own way, of the expression ‘stand for
numbers’ should not lead us to think of numerals as similar to
expressions such as ‘slab’, ‘pillar’, and the like, except that the
entitics ‘denoted’ are not spatio-temporal. If the use of the
expression ‘stands for numbers’ misleads in this way, it would
be best to think in terms of another terminology, say, that an
cxpression ‘plays the role of a numeral’. This role, as
Wittgenstein describes it, is plainly in strong contrast with the
role of such expressions as ‘slab’, ‘pillar’, ‘block’, in the
language games he describes in his early sections. (See §10.)
The case is a fine example of various aspects of Wittgen-
stein’s technique in the Investigations. Animportant view in the
philosophy of mathematics is suggested Uanmv\ almost en
passant, almost hidden in a general discussion of the nature of
language and ‘language games’.®* In the style discussed above,
65 paul Benacerral, in “What Nuinbers Could Not Be,” The Phulosophical
Review, vol. 74 (1963), pp- 47-73, sce especially pp. 71-2, concludes
with suggestions strikingly similar to Wittgenstein's though much of the
preceding argumentation has no direct parallel in Wittgenstein. It is
possible that one reason the resemiblance of the views to those of a fairly
well-known portion of the Investigations was not noticed is the en passant
way Wittgenstein introduces the issue in the philosophy of mathematics
in the context of a more general discussion. (Although 1 do not take it
upon myself to criticize Wittgenstein in this essay, it seems to me that a
great deal of further work must be done if one wishes to defend
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Wittgenstein suggests that such an expression as ‘stands for a
number’ is in order, but is dangerous if it is taken to make a
certain metaphysical suggestion. In the sense this is intended
by ‘Platonists’, one suspects him of denying that numerals
stand for entities called ‘numbers’. Most important for the
present purpose, the case exemplifies the central questions he
wishes to ask about the use of language. Do not look for
‘entities’ and ‘facts’ corresponding to numerical assertions, but
look at the circumstances under which utterances involving
numerals arc made, and the utility of making them under these
circumstances.

Now the replacement of truth conditions by justification
conditions has a dual role in the Investigations. First, it offers a
new approach to the problems of how language has meaning,
contrasted with that of the Tractatus. But second, it can be
applied to give an account of assertions about meaning
themselves, regarded as assertions within our language. Recall
Wittgenstein’s sceptical conclusion: no facts, no truth condi-
tions, correspond to statements such as “Jones means addition
by “+°.” (The present remarks about meaning and use do not
in themselves provide such truth conditions. According to
them, Jones now means addition by ‘4’ if he presently intends
to use the *+’ sign in one way, quaddition if he intends to use it
another way. But nothing is said to illuminate the question as
to the nature of such an intention.)

Now if we suppose that facts, or truth conditions, are of the
essence of meaningful assertion, it will follow from the
sceptical conclusion that assertions that anyone ever means
anything are meaningless. On the other hand, if we apply to
these assertions the tests suggested in Philosophical Investiga-
tions, no such conclusion follows. All that is needed to
legitimize assertions that someone means something is that

Wittgenstein’s position here, since mathematics involves much more by
way of apparently treating numbers as cntities than can be covered by the
simple casc of counting. Perhaps some later authors can be interpreted as

attempting to carry out such a project, but it is not my task to discuss
these issues here.)
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there be roughly specifiable arcumstances under i:.wnr they
arc legitimately assertable, and that the game of asserting wr.m_:
under such conditions has a role in our _:.Sm. No supposition
that ‘facts correspond’ to those assertions is needed.
[ would therefore give the following rough structure to
Philosophical Investigations (but the vnmmrm between parts m:m.
not sharp and to an cxtent arc EG:.SJQ.‘ Awwul_: m..:<n
Wittgenstein's preliminary refutation of the .~ ractatus theory
of language, and suggest the no&mr picture he intends .no .?: n
its place. These sections come first for more :mu: one ?Wm,os.
First, Wittgenstein himself once found the Tractatus theory
natural and inevitable — Malcolm says that even in his _paﬁ%q
period he regarded itas the only alternative to _:.m later work® ~
and sometimes he writes as if the reader will :u.ES:< be
‘nelined to the Tractatus theory unless he cﬁ.mo:usw intervenes
to prevent it. Thus the initial sections contau a chmmm_ws,mﬂ_om
only of the most basic and ;@vu«n.:nz inevitable nrco:pv.o ,Fm
I'ractatus (such as meaning as staung facts), but u_mo. of many Om
its more special doctrines (such as n:.mﬁ of a mmn.ﬁ.& F.m:d 0
‘simples’).”? Wittgenstein's contrast m these ::.Su_ mnnco:mm
between his new way of looking at matters and _m:m old Eu<m
thinking ranges from such special views of the 1.~E~.§:a to the
nature of philosophy. This first aspect of the ::Sﬁ.wons.o:m
has, 1 think, been clear to most Rumﬁm.. Less ﬁwwﬁocm 1s u_
sccond aspect. The sceptical paradox 1s the E¢a»3ﬁ%»
problem of Philosophical Investigatiots. _mgz,ﬁmn:mnm:,. is rig Wr
we cannot begin to solve it it we remain in ﬁrw grip of the
natural presupposition that meaningful declarauive sentences

: . . P o

66 gee Norman Malcolm, Ludwig Wittgensteut: A Memoir, é,mr w@?
, i 3. b i ford Universit ress,
graphical sketch by G. H. von Wright (Ox y
London, 1958), p. 09. A o o . .

7 Although Wittgenstein's concernin thesc initial sections 18 E::u:__«h s:.n”
his own carlier way of thinking, of course he is concerned as we wit m
celated views (the ‘object and name’ model of language, the ?Q_En cr
sentences ‘as corresponding to facts’, ctc.) in other .S.:SG, event :M.:mw
these writers may have views that differ in detail from :.cmcm the

3 H . N > > O

Tractatus. He wishes to relate the discussion to larger issues as weil as t

his own specific views.
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must purport to correspond to facts; if this 1s our framework,
we can only conclude that sentences attributing meaning and
intention are themselves meaningless. Whether or not Wirtt-
genstein 1s right in thinking that the entire Tractatus view is a
consequence of natural and apparently inevitable presupposi-
tions, he is surely right about this fundamental part of it. The
picture of correspondence-to-facts must be cleared away
before we can begin with the sceptical problem.

Sections 138-242 deal with the sceptical problem and its
solution. These scctions — the central sections of Philosophical
Investigations — have been the primary concern of this essay.
We have not yet looked at the solution of the problem, but the
astute reader already will have guessed that Wittgenstein finds
a useful role in our lives for a ‘language game’ that licenses,
under certain conditions, assertions that someone ‘micans
such-and-such’ and that his present application of a word
‘accords’ with what he ‘meant’ m the past. It turns out that this
role, and these conditions, involve reference to a community.
They are inapplicable to a single person considered in 1sola-
tion. Thus, as we have said, Wittgenstein rejects ‘private
language’ as early as §202.

The sections following §243 - the sections usually called ‘the
private language argument’ — deal with the application of the
general conclusions about language drawn in §§138-242 to the
problem of sensations. The sceptical conclusion about rules,
and the attendant rejection of private rules, is hard enough to

swallow in general, but it seems especially unnatural in two

arcas. The first is mathematics, the subject of most of the
preceding discussion in the present essay (and of much of
Wittgenstein’s in §§138-242). Do I not, in elementary
mathematics, grasp rules such as that for addition, which
determine all future applications? Is it not in the very nature of

‘such rules that, once I have grasped one, I have no future

choice in its application? Is not any questioning of these
assertions a questioning of mathematical proof itself? And is
not the grasping of a mathematical rule the solitary achieve-
ment of cach mathematician independent of any interaction
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with a wider community? True, others may have taught me
the concept of addition, but they acted only as heuristic aids to
an achievement — the ‘grasping of the concept’ of addition -
that puts me in a special relation to the addition function.
Platonists have compared the grasping of a concept to a special
sense, analogous to our ordinary sensory apparatus but
percipient of higher entitics. But the picture does not require a
special Platonic theory of mathematical objects. It depends on
the observation — apparently obvious on any view — that in
grasping a mathematical rule T have achieved something that
depends only on my own inner state, and that is immune to
Cartesian doubt about the entire external material world.**
Now another case that seems to be an obvious counter-
example to Wittgenstein’s conclusion is that of a sensation, or
mental image. Surely I canidentify these after  have felt them,
and any participation in a community is irrelevant! Because
these two cases, mathematics and inner experience, secm soO
obviously to be counterexamples to Wittgenstein's view of
rules, Wittgenstein treats each in detail. The latter case is
treated in the sections following §243. The former case is
treated in remarks that Wittgenstein never prepared for

publication, but which are excerpted in Remarks on the

Foundations of Mathematics and elsewhere. He thinks that only

if we overcome our strong inclination to ignore his general

conclusions about rules can we see these two areas rightly. For

this reason, the conclusions about rules are of crucial impor--

tance both to the philosophy of mathematics and to the

philosophy of mind. Although in his study of sensations n

8 Although Wittgenstein’s views on mathematics were undoubtedly

influenced by Brouwer, itis worth noting here that Brouwer’s ntuition-

ist philosophy of mathematics is, if anything, even more solipsistic than
its traditional ‘Platonist’ rival. According to this conception, mathema-
tics can be idealized as the isolated activity of a single mathematician
(*creating subject’) whose theorems are assertions about his own mental
states. The fact that mathematicians form a community is irrelevant for
theoretical purposes. (Indeed, Brouwer himself is said to have held
mysterious ‘solipsistic’ views that communication is impossible. The
point would remain even if we left these aside.)
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§243 onward he does not simply cite his general conclusions
but argues this special case afresh (he does the same for
Em%c:;:nm clsewhere), we will only increase our difticulties
in understanding an already difficult argument if we call §243
onward ‘the private language argument’ and study it in

_isolation from the preceding material. Wittgenstein had a

definite plan of organization when he placed this discussion
where 1t 1s. : .
AO* course the division is not sharp. The initial ‘anti-
NEZE:M‘, sections contain several anticipations of the ‘para-
dox’ of §§138-242,% and even of its solution. Sections 28—36
and scctions 848 are examples. Even the very first section of
the Investigations can be read, with hindsight, as anticipating
the problem.” Nevertheless these anticipations, being nJﬁsw
allusions to the problem in the context of the problems of
earlier discussion, do not fully develop the paradox and o,mm:
elide the main point into other subsidiary ones.
E O.o:mamn first the anticipation in sections 84-8, especially
section 86, where Wittgenstein introduces the ambiguity of
wEmm and the possibility of an infinite regress of ‘rules to
interpret rules’. Knowing the central problem of Philosophical
b:\.m&.%a:.c:r it is easy to see that in these sections Wittgen-
stein is concerned to bring out this problem, and even to allude
to part of his approach to a solution (end of §87: “The sign post
is in order if, in normal circumstances, it serves its purpose”).

In the context, however, Wittgenstein shades his deep para-

dox into a much more straightforward point — that typically

] : i is f: !
-9 Barry Stroud emphasized this fact to me, though the responsibility for

the examples and exposition in the following paragraphs is my own
.mg..,:w—: how does he know where and how he is to look up the cvcn&

red’” and what he is to do with the word *five’? - Well, I assumc that he acts
wm M n._awm:&nm. Explanations come to an end somewhere.” (§1) In

indsight, this is a statement o . 1 i

‘blindly’, without u:<g.:m::Q:QM.MCJ.(QMQM__MOmmm_us.ﬂﬂh_ﬂ_wﬂ J_ercm:oi .qﬂnm
. \ justi . uggestion
_in the section that nothing is wrong with this situation, provided that m
use of ‘five’, ‘red’, etc. fits into a proper system of activities in nrM

Mo_E_:E:Q. anticipates Wittgenstein’s sceptical solution, as expounded
elow.

20
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uscs of language do not give a v.:wn._mm.mﬁoﬂ.:::umﬂw: of ﬁﬁro.ﬂ.m
application in all cases. (Sec the discussion om.mw:Fw in _wqu T
use the name . . . without a fixed meanng ,o::n. chair :
in §80; ‘Stand roughly here’ in §88.) 1tis true, as acamn:m?;:w
says. that his paradox shows, among, other n.g:m.w. that every
explanation of a rule conld conceiv ably be misunderstood, and
that in this respect the most apparently precisc use of language
does not differ from ‘rough’ or ‘inexact’, or ‘open-textured’
uses. Nevertheless, surely the real point of Wittgenstein’s
paradox is not that the rule of addition is somehow vague, or
leaves some cascs of its application undetermined. On the
contrary, the word ‘plus’ denotes a function whose determina-
tion is completely precise — in this respect it does not resemble
the vague notions expressed by ‘large’, ‘green’, and the like.
The point is the sceptical problem, outlined above, that
anything in my head leaves it undetermined what function
‘plus’ (as I use it) denotes (plus or quus), what ‘green’ denotes
(green or grue), and so on. The ordinary observation, made in
abstraction from any scepticism about the meaning of ‘green’,
that the property of greenness is itself only vaguely defined for
some cases, is at best distantly related. In my opinion,
Wittgenstein’s sceptical arguments in no way show, in this
sense, that the addition function is only vaguely defined. The
addition function — as Frege would emphasize — yields one
precise value for cach pair of numerical arguments. This much
is 2 theorem of arithmetic. The sceptical problem indicates no
vagueness in the concept of addition (in the way there is
vagueness in the concept of greenness), or in the word ‘plus’,
granting it its usual meaning (in the way the word ‘green’ is
vague). The sceptical point is something else.”!

71 Though perhaps vagueness, in the ordinary sensc, enters into Wittgen-
stein's puzzle in this way: when a teacher introduces such a word as *plus’ to
the learner, if he does not reduce it to more ‘basic’, previously learned
concepts, he introduces it by a finite number of examples, plus the
instructions: “Go on in the same way!” The last clause may indeed be
regarded as vague, in the ordinary sense, though our grasp of the most
precise concept depends on it This type of vagueness is intimately
connected with Wittgenstein's paradox.
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In the sections under discussion, Wittgenstein is arguing
that any explanation may fail of its purpose: if it does not in fact
fail, it may work perfectly, even if the concepts involved
violate the Fregean requirement of ‘sharp boundaries’ (§71).
See §88: “If I tell someone “Stand roughly here” may not this
explanation work perfectly? And cannot every other one fail
too?” At least two issucs are involved here: the propriety of
vagueness, of violations of the Fregean requirement (actually
Wittgenstein questions whether this requirement, in an
absolute scnse, is well-defined); and an adumbration of the

- sceptical paradox of the second portion (§§138-242) of the

Investigations. In its present context, the paradox, briefly
foreshadowed, is not clearly distinguished from the other
considerations about vagueness and sharp boundaries. The
real development of the problem is yet to come.

Similar remarks apply to the discussion of ostensive defini-
tion in §§28-36, which is part of a larger discussion of naming,
one of the important topics for the first portion (§§1-137) of
the Investigations. Wittgenstein emphasizes that ostensive
definitions are always in principle capable of being misunder-
stood, even the ostensive definition of a color word such as
‘sepia’. How someone understands the word is exhibited in
the way someone goes on, “the use that he makes of the word
defined”. One may go on in the right way given a purcly
minimal explanation, while on the other hand one may goonin
another way no matter how many clarifications areadded, since
these too can be misunderstood (a rule for interpreting a rule
again; see especially §§28-9).

Much of Wittgenstein’s argument is directed against the
view of a special, qualitatively unique experience of under-
standing the ostensive definition in the right way (§§33-6).
Once again Wittgenstein’s real point, here in the context of
naming and ostensive definition, is the sceptical paradox. The
case of ostensive definition of a color (‘sepia’) has a special
connection with the so-called ‘private language argument’, as
developed for sensations in §§243ff. Here too, however, the
argument is adumbrated so briefly, and is so much embedded
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in a context of other issucs, that at this stage of the argument
the point can casily be lost.”? S y

Yet another feature of the situation indicates how .ﬁrn.ioum
can be connected in a way that cuts across the indicated
divisions of Philosophical Investigations. %rm. m:mm part A.cv 8.
§137), as we have said, criticizes Wittgenstein's carlier ?nwc.:.
of the nature of language and attempts to suggest .,.:o:nw..
Since Wittgenstein's sceptical mo_::.O: ot his paradox 15
possible only given his later conception of language and 1s

O

ruled out by the carlier one, the &mn:mmﬁ: in the mnmosa cmwz,
(§§138-242) 18 dependent on that cﬂﬁrn first. The point to be
Hrwic here is that, at the same E.:F the ma.nc:a m.;: 1s
important for an ultimate understanding of the first. Wittgen-

72 | these sections, Wittgenstein does not cite Q.B.:.t,_n.m like .m«:c,ﬂw ,,nc:”
but begins by emphasizing the 39:@@ possibilities mo._‘ ﬂ:ﬂ:? mqvn“””a
ing an ostensive definition. Many philosophers who _Ee_o ,.r;p.w :n M_u: “
by Wittgenstein have happened also to be ﬁ:a.c?.a to n, 1¢ _.r_f” ﬁ_: anac
of ostension is 11l detined unless itis p_nmc:.:d..:_n& —,,Q,u ch.q_,_ { n e en ,.w_:..
am pointing to’ versus ‘the color Fam pointing to’, ﬁrc. s %U.J.. - -
table .. ., ctc.). Then morals regarding ‘naming and 1d .,::5. _
associated with ‘sortal terms’) are drawn from ::.m fact. ._ ”m\_wnnn,,n
impression that many of these _a_:_c.mc_:_n,am would ::_MJ:Q ,:_:W....nhﬂ_a
stein’s §§28-9 as making the same pomnt. {See, c.g., 7> ) :_:#:m.. : nw
Qv:nréc_‘nr, London, 1973, XXV + 6y8 pp.), pp- GCIvP and _‘EM”_:.mM
clsewhere.) However, it scems clear to me that the main *JC_JHW he
sections is almost the exact opposite. It mrc:_r_ be m_n.wq from an.u.. _:.m_ww.c
that the idea of adding a sortal A,:E:m. mnber 1s 2:.& H.En.v vr.;
introduced by Wittgenstein's ::M_m.:m:.% interlocutor. As ”m,::_i. ” “:mm

Wittgenstein replics that the point is in a mm:ma.wo:”om,r. _V,:_HJM””._::»E
original ostensive definition — without a sortal — 1s _u:, nmﬁ.v cy e
provided that it leads the learner to uﬁﬁ_xm:a:uioa as ‘two .moann,.m. y '
the future, while evenif the sortal term is addced, the _uomm__m_,__.< c,~ :M.—Mp“_
misapplication is not removed, since the sortal too :EN u ~.::”q‘v“.m:u-
incorrccdy (and this problem cannot vn. 8:53& by :.: Hﬁ_‘nm%w i
tions). Really there are two separable issues, as 1n :,ﬁ n..,ﬂ, cﬁ., ._..NM E._
One issuc is analogous to the one about vagueness in §§ .T,J n.Zr

ostenstve definition without an accompanying mcn,S._ 1 <um~._w._ The Mw,nn
which clearly is the main poing, is g:nmm:mﬁn:; mnnﬁ.:ﬁ., ﬁﬂ,c. n‘:”
presented hereimterms ofthe possibility of misunderstanding an ostensiv

definition.
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stein’s carlier work had taken for granted a natural relation of

interpretation between a thought in someone’s mind and the
“fact’ it ‘depicts’. The relation was supposed to consist in an
isomorphism between one fact (the fact that mental elements
are arranged in a certain way) and another (the fact-in-the-
world ‘depicted’). Some of Wittgenstein’s attack on this earlier
idea is developed in the first part through a criticism of the
notion, crucial to the Tractatus theory of isomorphism, of a
unique decomposition of a complex into its ‘ultimate’ ele-
ments (sce, for example, §§47-8). Clearly, however, the
paradox of the second part of the Investigations constitutes a
powertul critique of any idea that ‘mental representations’
uniquely correspond to ‘facts’, since it alleges that the
components of such ‘mental representations’ do not have
nterpretations that can be ‘read off’ from them in a unique
manner. So a fortiori there is no such unique interpretation of
the mental ‘sentences’ containing them as ‘depicting’ one *fact’
or another.”* In this way the relationship between the first and
the second portions of the Investigations is reciprocal. In order
for Wittgenstein’s sceptical solution of his paradox to be
intelligible, the ‘realistic’ or ‘representational’ picture of
language must be undermined by another picture (in the first
part). On the other hand, the paradox developed in the second
part, antecedently to its solution, drives an important final nail
(perhaps the crucial one) into the coffin of the representational
picture.” No doubt this is one reason Wittgenstein introduces
foreshadowings of the paradox already in the sections of the
first part. But it also illustrates that the structural divisions [
have indicated in Philosophical Investigations are not sharp. The
Investigation goes ‘criss cross in every direction’ (preface).

™ The criticisms of the earlicr ideas about *isomorphisnt’ are thus criticisms
of a special alleged way of obtaining a unique interpretation of a mental
representation. For Wittgenstein, given his earlier views, criticisms of the
notion of isomorphism are thus of obvious special importance as a stage
setting for his paradox. They arc relatively less important as such a stage
setting for someone who is not working his way out of this special miliex.

Michael Dummett emphasized this point to me, though the responsi-
bility for the present formulation is my own.
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license such assertions and what role this license actually plays.
It is important to realize that we are not looking for necessary
and sufficient conditions (truth conditions) for following a
rule, or an analysis of what such rule-following ‘consists in’.
Indecd such conditions would constitute a ‘straight’ solution
to the sceptical problem, and have been rejected.

First, consider what is true of one person constdered in
isolation. The most obvious fact is one that might have
escaped us after long contemplation of the sceptical paradox. It
holds no terrors in our daily lives; no one actually hesit
when asked to produce an answer to an addition problem!
Almost all of us unhesitatingly produce the answer ‘125" when
asked for the sum of 68 and 57, without any thought to the
theoretical possibility that a quus-like rule might have been
appropriate! And we do so without justification. Of course, if
asked why we said “125°, most of us will say that we added 8
and 7 to get 15, that we put down s and carried 1 and so on.
But then, what will we say if asked why we ‘carried’ as we do?
Might our past intention not have been that ‘carry’ meant

ates

. .2 The entire point of the
sceptical argument is that ultimately we reach a level where we
act without any reason in terms of which we can Justify our
action. We act unhesitatingly but blindly.

This then is an important case of what Wittgenstein calls
speaking without ‘justification’ (‘Rechtfertigung’), but not
‘wrongfully’ (“zu Unrecht’).7$ It is part of our language game of
speaking of rules that a speaker may, without ultimately
giving any justification, follow his own confident inclination
that this way (say, responding ‘125") is the right way to

75 See note 63. Note that in Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics, v, §33
[vis, §40], Wittgenstein develops this point with respect to his general
problem about rules, agreement, and identity, while the parallel passage
in Philosophical Investigations, §289, is concerned with avowals of pain.
This illustrates again the connection of Wittgenstein's ideas on sensation
language with the general point about rules. Note also that the RFAL
passage is embedded in a context of the philosophy of mathematics. The
connection of Wittgenstein's discussions of mathematics with  his
discussions of sensations is another theme of the present essay.
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respond, rather than another way (c.g. qomwo.:&.:m ‘s’). That
is, the ‘assertability conditions’ that license an 5.95&:&.3 say
that, on a given occasion, he ought to follow his rule this way
rather than that, are, ultimately, that he does what he 1s
inclined to do. ;
The important thing about this case 1s nru.r it we no:m:n
ourselves to looking at one person alone, his psychological
states and his cxternal behavior, this is as far as we can go. We
can say that he acts confidently at numr.u@v:nwco: of a rule;
that he says — without further justification ~ Hr.m; the way he
acts, rather than somc quus-like alternative, is the way to
respond. There are no circumstances under which we can say
that, cven if he inclines to say ‘125°, he should ru.<n. said ‘§’, or
vice versa. By definition, heis licensed to mw.<n. without further
justification, the answer that strikes him as natural and
inevitable. Under what circumstances can he be wrong, say,
following the wrong rule? No one else by _ocwim at his :.::m
and behavior alone can say something like, “He 1s wrong _m.rm
does not accord with his own past intentions”; the whole point
of the sceptical argument was that there can be no facts about
him in virtue of which he accords with his intentions or not.
All we can say, if we consider a single person in 5059@3, is
that our ordinary practice licenses him to apply the rule in the
way it strikes him. .
But of course this is not our usual concept of following a
rule. It is by no means the case that, just vnnu:mn... someone
thinks he is following a rule, there is no room for uEQmQ.:Q:
that he is not really doing so. Somecone —a nr:a, an individual
muddled by a drug — may think he is following a n:_o. even
though he is actually acting at random, n unnonmms% with no
rule at all. Alternatively, he may, under the _:mcgna of a
drug, suddenly act in accordance with a quus-like rule
changing from his first intentions. If there could be no
justification for anyonc to say of a person o?vc m:.mﬁ type that
his confidence that he is following some rule is ::mm_mnmm, or
of a person of the second type that he is no longer in wnn.oa
with the rule that he ﬁnnio:m; followed, there would be little
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content to our idea that a rule, or past intention, binds future
choices. We are inclined to accept conditionals of such a rough
type as, “If someonc means addition by ‘+’ then, if he
remembers his past intention and wishes to conform to it,
when he is queried about ‘68+57°, he will answer ‘125".” The
question is what substantive content such conditionals can
have.

If our considerations so far are correct, the answer is that, if
one person 1s considered in isolation, the notion of a rule as
guiding the person who adopts it can have no substantive
content. There are, we have seen, no truth conditions or facts
in virtue of which it can be the case that he accords with his
past intentions or not. Aslong as we regard him as following a
rule ‘privately’, so that we pay attention to his justification
conditions alone, all we can say is that he is licensed to follow
the rule as it strikes him. This is why Wittgenstein says, “To
think one is obeying a rule is not to obey a rule. Hence it is not
possible to obey a rule ‘privately’; otherwise thinking one was
obeying a rule would be the same thing as obeying it.” (§202)

The situation is very different if we widen our gaze from
consideration of the rule follower alone and allow ourselves to
consider him as interacting with a wider community. Others
will then have justification conditions for attributing correct
or incorrect rule following to the subject, and these will not be

“simply that the subject’s own authority is unconditionally to

be accepted. Consider the example of a small child learning
addition. It 1s obvious that his teacher will not accept just any

“responsce from the child. On the contrary, the child must fulfill

various conditions if the teacher is to ascribe to him mastery of
the concept of addition. First, for small enough examples, the
child must produce, almost all the time, the ‘right’ answer. Ifa
child insists on the answer *7” to the query ‘2+3°, and a ‘3" to
2+2°, and makes various other clementary mistakes, the
teacher will say to him, “You are not adding. Either you are
computing another function” — I suppose he would not really
talk quite this way to a child! - “or, more probably, you are as
yet following no rule at all, but only giving whatever random
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answer enters your head.” Suppose, however, the child gets
Almost all “small’ addition problems right. For r:mnm. com-
putations, the child can make more ::ms_an.m than for m_:u_._
problems, but it must get a certain number n._m_: E,a. when un
is wrong, i1t must recognizably be ‘trying to follow nr.n ?omg
procedure, not a quus-like vnonca‘:%. even ‘Hrosm: it JS cs
mistakes. (Remember, the teacher is not judging how u.nwcnumﬁ“
or adept the child is asan adder, but whether he can be said Mc M
following the rule for adding.) Now, 2?:. dol Emn:w,,;\ #:;
say that the teacher judges that, for certain nummm,rﬁ, e ﬁ%?
must give the ‘right’ answer? | mean that the teacher ju m_mw
that the child has given the same answer that Jn ?_:wnz.foc
give. Similarly, when I said that the teacher, in order S_ca.mn
that the child is adding, :Em:.c&mo.ﬁrum, for a problem ,.»,M._m,
larger numbers, heis applying the ‘right m:oﬁmm:n.o evenl _ e
comes out with a mistaken result, I mean that r.c _.:ammm that
the child is applying the procedure he himself is inclined to
mvm_omrcz::m similar is truc for adults. If someonc é_,o_ﬁ I
judge to have been computing a :owsz_ addition m::,n:ﬁ_v:
(that 1s, somcone whom 1 judge to give, when he adds, the
same answer 1 would give), mcmmn:_w\ gives answers unnc?r:.w
to procedures that differ bizarrely from my own, ﬁrm:m Ep
judge that something must have rmvvmﬁc& to him, and t umnw e
is no longer following the rule Tn.v?;:c:m; followed. 1t this
happens to him generally, and his responses scem nm Mﬂ_n Mo
display little discernible pattern, [ will judge him probably to
have gone msanc.

From this we can discern rough assertability conditions tor

such a sentence as “Jones means addition by ..n_:m..: Jones 1s
entitled, subject to correction by others, provisionally to say,
“I mean addition by ‘plus’,” whenever he has Hr.n mm.nr:m om.
confidence — “now I can go on!” — that he can give .n.o:nnn
responses in New Cascs; and he 1s nscz.ca. again provisionally
and subject to correction by others, to judgea new response to
be ‘correct’ simply becausc it is the response r.c is 5&50& to
give. These inclinations (both Jones’s general inclination that

i
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he has ‘got it” and his particular inclination to give particular

answers in particular addition problems) are to be regarded as
primitive. They are not to be justified in terms of Jones’s
ability to interpret his own intentions or anything clse. But
Smith need not accept Jones’s authority on these matters: Smith
will judge Jones to mean addition by ‘plus’ only if he judges
that Jones’s answers to particular addition problems agree
with those lie is inclined to give, or, if they occasionally
disagree, he can interpret Jones as at least following the proper
procedure. (If Jones gives answers for very small problems
disagrecing with those Smith is inclined to give, it will be
difficult or impossible for Smith to interpret Jones as follow-
ing the proper procedure. The same will hold if Jones’s
responses to larger problems are too bizarre to be errors in
addition in the normal sense: for example, if he answers ‘5’ to
‘68+57'.) If Jones consistently fails to give responses in
agreement (in this broad sense) with Smith’s, Smith will judge
that he does not mean addition by ‘plus’. Even if Jones did
mean it in the past, the present deviation will justify Smith in
judging that he has lapsed.

Sometimes Smith, by substituting some alternative inter-
pretation for Jones’s word ‘plus’, will be able to bring Jones’s
responses in line with his own. More often, he will be unable
to do so and will be inclined to judge that Jones is not really
following any rule at all. In all this, Smith's inclinations are
regarded as just as primitive as Jones’s. In no way does Smith
test directly whether Jones may have in his head some rule
agreeing with the one in Smith’s head. Rather the point is that
if, in enough concrete cases, Jones's inclinations agree with
Smith’s, Smith will judge that Jones is indeed following the
rule for addition.

Of course if we were reduced to a babble of disagreement,
with Smith and Jones asserting of each other that they are
following the rule wrongly, while others disagreed with both
and with cach other, there would be little point to the practice
just described. In fact, our actual community is (roughly)
uniform in its practices with respect to addition. Any indi-
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vidual who claims to have mastered the concept of addition
will be judged by the community to have done so if his
particular responses agree with those of the community in
cnough cases, especially the simple ones (and if his ‘wrong’
answers are not often bizarrely wrong, asin ‘s’ for ‘68-+ 57, but
scem to agree with ours in procedure, even when he makes a
‘computational mistake’). An individual who passes such tests
is admitted into the community as an adder; an individual who
passes such tests in cnough other cases is admitted as a normal
speaker of the language and member of the community.
Those who deviate are corrected and told (usually as children)
that they have not grasped the concept of addition. One who is
an incorrigible deviant in enough respects simply cannot
participate in the life of the community and in communica-
tion.

Now Wittgenstein’s general picture of language, as
sketched above, requires for an account of a type of utterance
not merely that we say under what conditions an utterance of
that type can be made, but also what role and utility in our
lives can be ascribed to the practice of making this type of
utterance under such conditions. We say of someone else that
he follows a certain rule when his responses agree with our
own and deny it when they do not; but what is the utility of
this practice? The utility is evident and can be brought out by
considering again a man who buys something at the grocer’s.
The customer, when he deals with the grocer and asks for five
apples, expects the grocer to count as he does, not according to
some bizarre non-standard rule; and so, if his dealings with the
grocer involve a computation, such as ‘68+7’, he expects the
grocer’s responscs to agree with his own. Indeed, he may
entrust the computation to the grocer. Of course the grocer
may make mistakes in addition; he may even make dishonest
computations. But as long as the customer attributes to him a
grasp of the concept of addition, he expects that at least the
grocer will not behave bizarrely, as he would if he were to
follow a quus-like rule; and onc can even expect that, in many
cases, he will come up with the same answer the customer
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would have given himself. When we pronounce that a child
has mastered the rule of addition, we mean that we can entrust
him to react as we do in interactions such as that just
mentioned between the grocer and the customer. Our entire
lives depend on countless such interactions, and on the ‘game’
of attributing to others the mastery of certain concepts or
rules, thereby showing that we expect them to behave as we
do.

This expectation is not infallibly fulfilled. It places a
substantive restriction on the behavior of each individual, and
is not compatible with just any behavior he may choose.
(Contrast this with the case where we considered one person
alone.) A deviant individual whose responses do not accord
with those of the community in enough cases will not be
judged, by the community, to be following its rules; he may
even be judged to be a madman, following no coherent rule at
all. When the community denies of someone that he is
following certain rules, it excludes him from various trans-
actions such as the one between the grocer and the customer. It
indicates that it cannot rely on his behavior in such trans-
actions.

We can restate this in terms of a device that has been
common in philosophy, inversion of a conditional.” For
example, it is important to our concept of causation that we
accept some such conditional as: “If events of type A cause

76 As will be seen immediately, inversion in this sense is a device for
reversing priorities. William James summarized his famous theory of the
emotions (The Principles of Psychology, Henry Holt & Co., New York,
1913, in 2 volumes; chapter 25 (vol. 2, 442-85), “The Emotions”) by the
assertion, . . . the . . . rational statemient is that we feel sorry because
we cry . . . not that we cry . . . because we are sorry . . .” (p. 450).
Many philosophies can be summed up crudely (no doubt, not really
accurately) by slogans in similar form.: “We do not condemn certain acts
because they are immoral; they are immoral because we condemn them.”
“We do not accept the law of contradiction because it is a necessary truth;
it is a necessary truth because we accept it (by convention).” “Fire and
heat are not constantly conjoined because fire causes heat; fire causes heat
because they are constantly conjoined” (Hume). “We do not all say
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cvents of type B, and if an event ¢ of type A occurs, then an
event ¢’ of type B must follow.” So put, it appears that
acceptance of the conditional commits us to a belief in a nexus
so that, given that the causal connection between event types
obtains, the occurrence of the first event e necessitates (by
fulfilling the antecedent of the conditional), that an event ¢ of
type B must obtain. Humeans, of course, deny the existence of
such a nexus; how do they read the conditional? Essentially
they concentrate on the assertability conditions of a contra-
positive form of the conditional. It is not that any antecedent
conditions nccessitate that some event ¢’ must take place;
rather the conditional commits us, whenever we know thatan
event e of type A occurs and 1s not followed by an event of type
B, to deny that there is a causal connection between the two
event types. If we did make such a claim, we must now
withdraw it. Although a conditional 1s equivalent to its
contrapositive, concentration on the contrapositive reverses
our prioritics. Instead of sceing causal connections as primary,
from which obscrved regularities ‘flow’, the Humean instead
sces the regularity as primary, and - looking at the matter
contrapositively —observes that we withdraw a causal hypoth-
esis when the corresponding regularity has a definite counter-
instance.

A similar inversion is used n the present mstance. It 1s
essential to our concept of a rule that we maintain some such
conditional as “If Jones means addition by “+°, then if he 1s
asked for ‘68+ 7', he will reply ‘1257 (Actually many clauses
should be added to the antecedent to make it strictly correct,
but for present purposes let us leave 1t in this rough form.) As
in the causal case, the condinional as stated makes it appear that

12+7= 19 and the like because we all grasp the concepr of addition; we say
we all grasp the concept of addition because we all say 12+7=19 and the
like” (Wittgenstein).

The device of inversion ot a conditional in the text achieves the effect of
reversing priorities in a way congenial to such slogans. Speaking for
mysclf, I am suspicious of philosophical positions of the types illustrated
by the slogans, whether or not they arc so crudely put.
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some mental state obtains in Jones that guarantees his per-
formance of particular additions such as ‘68+$7 — just what
the sceptical argument denies. Wittgenstein’s picture ot the
true situation concentrates on the contrapositive, and on
justification conditions. If Jones does not come out with ‘125’
when asked about ‘68+57’, we cannot assert that he means
addition by ‘+’°. Actually, of course, this is not strictly true,
because our formulation of the conditional is overly loose;
other conditions must be added to the antecedent to make 1t
true. As the conditional is stated, not even the possibility of
computational error is taken into account, and there are many
complications not casily spelled out. The fact remains that if
we ascribe to Jones the conventional concept of addition, we
do not expect him to exhibit a pattern of bizarre, quus-like
behavior. By such a conditional we do not mean, on the
Wittgensteinian view, that any state of Jones guarantees his
correct behavior. Rather by asserting such a conditional we
commit ourselves, if in the future Jones behaves bizarrely
enough (and on enough occasions), no longer to persist i our
assertion that he is following the conventional rule of addition.

The rough conditional thus expresses a restriction on the
community’s game of attributing to onc of its members the
grasping of a certain concept: if the individual in question no
longer conforms to what the community would do in these
circumstances, the community can no longer attribute the
concept to him. Even though, when we play this game and
attribute concepts to individuals, we depict no special ‘state’ of
their minds, we do something of importance. We take them
provisionally into the community, as long as further deviant
behavior does not exclude them. In practice, such deviant
behavior rarely occurs.

It is, then, in such a description of the game of concept
attribution that Wittgenstein’s sceptical solution consists. It
provides both conditions under which we are justified in
attributing concepts to others and an account of the utility of
this game in our lives. In terms of this account we can discuss
briefly three of Wittgenstein’s key concepts.
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First, agreement. The entire ‘game’ we have described — that
the community attributes a concept to an individual so long as
he exhibits sufficient conformity, under test circumstances, to
the behavior of the community — would lose its point outside a
community that generally agrees in its practices. If one person,

’

when asked to compute ‘68+ 57" answered ‘1257, another ‘s’,
and another ‘13’, if there was no general agreement in the
community responses, the game of attributing concepts to
individuals — as we have described it — could not exist. In fact of
course there is considerable agreement, and deviant quus-like
behavior occurs rarely. Mistakes and disagreements do occur,
but these are another matter. The fact is that, extreme cases of
uneducability or insanity aside, almostall of us, after sufficient
training, respond with roughly the same procedures to
concrete addition problems. We respond unhesitatingly to
such problems as ‘68 + 57, regarding our procedure as the only
comprehensible one (see, ¢.g., §§219, 231, 238), and we agree
in the unhesitating responses we make. On Wittgenstein’s
conception, such agreement is essential for our game of
ascribing rules and concepts to each other (see §240).

The set of responses in which we agree, and the way they
interweave with our activities, is our form of life. Beings who
agreed in consistently giving bizarre quus-like responses
would share in another form of life. By definition, such
another form of life would be bizarre and incomprehensible to
us. (“If a lion could talk, we could not understand him”
(p- 223).) However, if we can imagine the abstract possibility
of another form of hife (and no a priori argument would seem to
exclude it), the members of a community sharing such a
quus-like form of life could play the game of attributing rules
and concepts to cach other as we do. Someone would be said,
in such a community, to follow a rule, as long as he agrees in
his responses with the (quus-like) responses produced by the
members of that community. Wittgenstein stresses the
importance of agreement, and of a shared form of life, for his
solution to his sceptical problem in the concluding paragraphs
of the central section of Philosophical Investigations (§§240-2;
see also the discussion of agreement on pp. 225-7).
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On Wittgenstein's conception, a certain type of traditional —
and overwhelmingly natural — explanation of our shared form
of life is excluded. We cannot say that we all respond as we do
to ‘68+57" because we all grasp the concept of addition in the
same way, that we share common responses to particular
addition problems becanse we share a common concept of
addition. (Frege, for example, would have endorsed such an
explanation, but one hardly needs to be a philosopher to find it
obvious and natural.) For Wittgenstein, an ‘explanation’ of
this kind ignores his treatment of the sceptical paradox and its
solution. There 1s no objective fact - that we all mean addition
by ‘+’, or even that a given individual does — that explains our
agreement in particular cases. Rather our license to say of each
other that we mean addition by ‘+is part of a ‘language game’
that sustains itself only because of the brute fact that we
generally agree. (Nothing about ‘grasping concepts’ guaran-
tees that it will not break down tomorrow.) The rough
uniformities in our arithmetical behavior may or may not
some day be given an explanation on the neurophysiological
level, but such an explanation is not here in question.”” Note
again the analogy with the Humean case. Naively, we may
wish to explain the observed concomitance of fire and heat by
a causal, heat-producing, ‘power’ in the fire. The Humean
alleges that any such use of causal powers to explain the
regularity is meaningless. Rather we play a language game
that allows us to attribute such a causal power to the fire as
77 Modern transformational linguistics, inasmuch as ot explains all my

specific utterances by my ‘grasp’ of syntactic and semantic rules
gencrating infinitely many sentences with their interpretation, scems to
give an explanation of the type Wittgenstein would not permit. For the
explanation is not in terms of my actual ‘performance’ as a finite (and
fallible) device. It is not a purcly causal (neurophysiological) explanation
in the sensc explained in the text; see note 22 above. On the other hand,
some aspects of Chomsky’s views are very congenial to Wittgenstein's
conception. In particular, according to Chomsky, highly species-
specific constraints —a ‘form of life’ — Iead a child to project, on the basis of
exposure to a limited corpus of sentences, a variety of new sentences for
new situations. There is no a prieri incvitability in the child’s going on in
the way he does, other than that this 1s what the species docs. As was
already said in note 22, the matter deserves a more extended discussion.
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long as the regularity holds up. The .Zm:_u:Q :wcmﬁ mnwurn:
as a brute fact. So too for aS:mn:mﬁQmﬂ.Q.:N%ov” What has to
be accepted, the given, 1s . . ..%:\::A of life. 7 o
Finally, criteria. The exact w._:n,.%acsco: and nxnmwn.zm om
Wittgenstein’s concept of a criterion .r.,_m rmo:. z,F. subject m
much discussion among wE&m:ﬁm.cm../x\._:mm:mnn.:g, s r:.nn EOM .
Criteria play a fundamental role in dc_:m.n:m::s s mm:_cmov HM
of mind: “An ‘inner process’ mE:am n :.mam. of o:ncwwn_
criteria” (§580). Often the necessity for criteria for .:.F:S*.
concepts has been taken, Uomv by advocates m:a_ critics Om
Wittgenstein's philosophy of mind, as a fundamental premise o

7% Can we imagine forms of lifc other than o:_,.oéz, that is, can ,Aaé ::wmw:mﬂ
creatures wha follow rules in bizarre n_:smcr.rr” ,ﬁ_xmw It m”oJ_u to _Mwn ﬂm_”.n
there may be a certain tension in /x\:nmn:.mﬁ,n_: s philosop JN, .n*qo. ~ n e
one hand, it would seem that Wittgenstemn's paradox uqm:r_m._ﬂwun n_‘o:.:a
no a priori reason why a creature could not follow a quus-h n «—m_n,, M_O:
thus in this sense we ought to regard w:nr,nneﬁ:?.m as nc:nc_u.,mﬁ,_ rr.
the other hand, it is supposed to be part of our very form Omm_ ¢ nm,w: <<M
find it natural and, indeed, inevitable n:‘m: we mG:.“.v.c.,.\ the rule ._c—, J sEnM:
in the particular way that we do. . Aw.mo §231: . wcwn m:wp, y szro "
sce .. .2" That is just the characteristic expression o moEQ.u:—r ho s

under the compulsion of a rule.”) But then it seems that ,._,F\..m.._cﬁsv ‘ ”.
unable to understand ‘from the inside’ (cf. the notion of *} n._,,ﬂﬁn.ﬁ: _~,
various German writers) how any creature could follow a quus- ~=n :m,p.n
We could describe such behavior extensionally and vn_SSCEN:n.v Y, c_
we would be unable to find it intelligible how ar.n creaturc finds it _ﬁﬂw.“mr
to behave in this way. This consequence docs, indeed, scem to go w1
Wittgenstein’s conception of the matter. o , e
Of course we can define the quus ?:n:wF ._::omcnn a m<:,~ao ! w
and follow the appropriate rule for computing its f..:mm,. 1 ?:F. c_:cn,\“op“H
this very essay. What it sccms may be Eg.y_:ns_m”m_r ﬂm :Nr_nm uM&:c:
intelligent creature could get the very training we 1ave for he addinot
function, and yet grasp the appropriate A»::Q._o.: ina L.::T i _M Ec«msa
such a possibility were really no_:v_ﬁ.e:, ::n:_m_m_n to ,“w., «.zo.c e
it so inevitable to apply the plus functionas we do? <.2 t =mv__:o<_ y
an essential part of Wittgenstein's own solution to _:m. *,:w 0.5., Can we
The point is cven stronger with respect toa term :—wn mm?ns . Can
grasp how someonc could be vﬂcmcznwa with a :.::&n.ﬂwo mnoo: m:_n_ n.ﬁ
and be told to apply the term ‘green _:m.a to nr_:wm._,_ ct ”r.mnn..mén D«M:*
apply the term learnt as ifit meant .min ? It woul ,.vrﬁ: .H at 1
our own continuation to be inevitable, in some sense we cannot.
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his private language argument. Critics have sometimes argued

- that it constitutes an undefended and indefensible verification-
ist assumption. Some advocates respond that if it is a
verificationist premise of some sort, that form of verification-
ism is clearly correct.

Itis not my present purpose to enter into the finer exegetical
points involved in Wittgenstein’s notion of a criterion,” but
rather to sketch the role of the notion in the picture we have
been developing. Wittgenstein's sceptical solution to his
problem depends on agreement, and on checkability — on one
person’s ability to test whether another uses a term as he docs.
In our own form of life, how does this agreement come about?
In the case of a term like ‘table’, the situation, at least in
elementary cases, is simple. A child who says “table” or
“That’s a table” when adults see a table in the arca (and does
not do so otherwise) is said to have mastered the term ‘table’
he says “That's a table”, based on his observation, in
agreement with the usage of adults, based on their observa-
tion. That is, they say, “That’s a table” under like circum-
stances, and confirm the correctness of the child’s utterances.

How does agreement cmerge in the case of a term for a
sensation, say ‘pain’? It is not as simple as the case of ‘table’.
When will adults attribute to a child mastery of the avowal “I
am in pain”?*° The child, if he learns the avowal correctly, will
utter it when he feels pain and not otherwise. By analogy with
the case of ‘table’, it would appear that the adult should
endorse this utterance if he, the adult, feels (his own? the
child’s?) pain. Of course we know that this is not the case.
Rather the adult will endorse the child’s avowal if the child’s
behavior (crying, agitated motion, etc.) and, perhaps, the

7 One detailed attempt to enter into such issues is Rogers Albritton, “On
Wittgensteinr’s Use of the Term ‘Criterion’,” in Pitcher (ed.), Wittgen-

stein: The Philosophical Investigations, pp. 231-50, reprinted with a new
postscript from The Journal of Philosophy, vol. 56 (1959), pp. 845-57.

% Following recent (perhaps not wholly attractive) philosophical usage, 1
call a first person assertion that the speaker has a certain sensation (c.g. "1
am in pain”) an ‘avowal’.
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external circumstances surrounding the child, indicate that he
is in pain. If a child gencrally avows pain under such
appropriate behavioral and external circumstances and gener-
ally does not do so otherwise, the adult will say of him that he
has mastered the avowal, “Iamin pain.”

Since, in the case of discourse on pain and other sensations,
the adult’s confirmation whether he agrees with the child’s
avowal is based on the adult’s observation of the child’s
behavior and ¢ircumstances, the fact that such behavior and
circumstances characteristic of pain existis essential in this case
to the working of Wittgenstein’s sceptical solution. This,
then, is what is meant by the remark, “An ‘inner process’
stands in need of outward criteria.” Roughly speaking,
outward criteria for an inner process arc circumstances,
observable in the behavior of an individual, which, when
present, would lead others to agree with his avowals. If the
individual generally makes his avowals under the right such
circumstances, others will say of him that he has mastered the
appropriate expression (“Iamn pain,” “Ifeelitchy,” etc.). We
have scen that it is part of Wittgenstein’s general view of the
workings of all our expressions attributing concepts that
others can confirm whether a subject’s responses agree with
their own. The present considerations simply spell out the
form this confirmation and agreement take in the case of
avowals.

It should then be clear that the demand for ‘outward criteria’
is no verificationist or behaviorist premise that Wittgenstein
takes for granted in his ‘private language argument’. If
anything, itis deduced, in a sense of deduction akin to Kant’s.®
8t Gee also the postscript below, note §.

Note that it would be difficult to imagine how a causal neurophysiolo-
gical explanation of the uniformities in our attributions of sensations to
others (of the type mentioned on p. 97 above) could be possible if there
were no ‘outward’ manifestations of sensations. For — except perhaps in
minute or subliminal ways — the sensations of one person are causally
connected to those of others only by the mediation of external signs and

behavior. (I assume that ‘extrasensory perception’ is not in question
here.) If the mediating external correlates did not exist, how could the fact
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A sceptical problem is posed, and a sceptical solution to that
problem is given. The solution turns on the idea that cach
person who claims to be following a rule can be checked by
others. Others in the community can check whether the
putative rule follower is or is not giving particular responses
that they endorse, that agree with their own. The way they
check this is, in general, a primitive part of the language
game;"? it need not operate the way it does in the case of ‘table’.

that others agree in their judgement that a given individual has a certain
sensation have a causal cxplanation? Causally, it would have to be a
coincidence. (Similarly for the uniformitics in our mathematical judge-
ments mentioned on pp. 1056 below.)

However, Wittgenstein does not himsclf scem to be particularly
concerned with neurophysiological explanations of such uniformitics but
wants to take them as ‘protophenomena’ (§§654-5), where the scarch for
an explanation is a mistake. Although I do not think such remarks are
meant to rule out causal neurophysiological explanations of the uniformi-
ties, it does not appear, philosophically, that Wittgenstein wishes to rely
on the concept of such neurophysiological explanations cither.

Obviously it would be incompatible with Wittgenstein's argument to
seck to ‘explain’ our agreement on whether a given individualis in painin
terms of our uniform ‘grasp’ of the concept of pain behavior. The fact that
we agree on whether a given individual is, or is not, say, groaning, comes
within the purview of Wittgenstein's sceptical arguments as much as does
any other case of “following a rule’. The causal argument sketched above
is something clse. (Although I have tried to avoid invoking such an
argument explicitly in my discussion of ‘outward critcria’ in the text,
since — as 1 said — Wittgenstein does not seem to wish to rely on such
considerations, it has sometimes scemed to me that such a causal
argument is implicitly involved if it is to be argued that the criteria we
actually use are essential to our ‘language gamc’ of attributing sensations.)

My discussion in this footnotc and the preceding text was influenced by
a question of G. E. M. Anscombe.

The criterion by which others judge whether a person is obeying a rule
a given instance cannot simply be his sincere inclination to say that he 1s;

B

N

otherwise there would be no distinction between his thinking he is
obeying the rule and his really obeying it (§202), and whatever he thinks
is right will be right (§258). However, after the community judges (based
on the original criteria) that he his mastered the appropriate rule, the
community may (for certain rulcs) take the subject’s sincere claim to
follow it in this instance as in itself a new criterion for the correctness of
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alone, without reference to their mzvm:._:vac: under w,.:mﬁ
cvent types.) The impossibility of a private _.u:m:umn in the
sense just defined does indeed follow from the incorrectiess of
the private model for language and rules, since the rule
following in a ‘private language’ could w:? Uc.m_:_vﬁna _u<.n.
private model, but the incorrectness of the private model 1s
more basic, since it applics to all rules. T take all this to be the
point ol §202. . i ‘ | i
Docs this mean.that Robinson Crusoc, isolated on anisland,

o > . LT
cannot be said to follow any rules, no matter what he does?™ [

do not sce that this follows. What does mc:n.ui 5 :m: if we
think of Crusoc as following rules, we are taking v:: into our
community and applying our criteria for rule following to
him. The falsity of the private model :c.oa not mean that a
physically isolated individual Ssscm U.c w.:.& to follow rules;
rather that an individual, considered in :E::.E (whether or not
he is physically isolated), cannot be said to do so. Remember

that Wittgenstein’s theory is one of assertability conditions.
Our community can assert of any individual that he follows a
rule if he passes the tests for rule following applied to any

member of the community. . ._ |
Finally, the point just made in the last paragraph, that

81 Gee the well-known exchange between AL Ayer and Rush Rhees under
the title “Can there be a Private r...:w:n_ﬁn.w.. (sce note 47). _r:_..
participants in the exchange assume that the ._:.‘_F:e _“_:m.:nmn =£::J.:
excludes Crusoe from language. Ayer takes a_:.m alleged fact to —uc.m:.._ E
/x\:”xc:ﬁi:..,. argument, while Rhees .n.._rem it to _uc...ugh__ a.c_ﬁ.\_.c.,._cﬁ” 5
language. Others, pointing out that a *private _.._d_m:umn isonc thatot ....2
canmot understand (see the preceding paragraph in the :.xc.. sce ho reason
to think that the ‘private language p:,m::..n.:. has anything to a_n.v i:_w.
Crusoe (as long as we could understand his _p..—m.pmuumcv. My own view o=
the matter, as explained very bricfly in the text, differs somewhat froma
se ions.
®s “—_mrﬂ\._,_.w““z&: would have any problem 4<:r. Crusoe, wen_.z_: the
E:ZEM_ would be whether we have any ‘right to ﬂ‘__g _E: into our
conmmunity inthis way, and atributc our rules :«r::.,vr.c 8_:mc_ig__—.m
discussion of a somewhat similar question %v_c?uow, and _:w
conclusion, “Should we still be inclined to say they were playing a game?

.
f 1 ; > have to say so?
What right would onc have to say
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Wittgenstein's theory is one of assertability conditions,
deserves emphasis. Wittgenstein’s theory should not be
confused with a theory that, for any m and n, the valuc of the
function we mean by ‘plus’, is (by dehinition) the value that
(nearly) all the linguistic community would give as the
answer. Such a theory would be a theory of the truth
conditions of such assertions as “By ‘plus’ we mean such-and-
such a function,” or “By *plus’ we mean a function, which,
when applied to 68 and 57 as arguments, yields 125 as value.”
(An infinite, exhaustive totality of specific conditions of the
second form would determine which function was meant, and
hence would determine a condition of the first form.) The
theory would assert that 125 is the value of the function meant
for given arguments, if and only if ‘125" is the response nearly
everyone would give, given these arguments. Thus the theory
would be asocial, or community-wide, version of the disposi-
tional theory, and would be open to-at least some of the same
criticisms as the original form. Ttake Wittgenstein to deny that
he holds such a view, for example, in Remarks on the
Foundations of Mathematics, v, §33 v, §40] : “Docs this mean,
e.g., that the detimition of the same would be this: same is what
all or most human beings . . . take for the same?-Of course
not. "™ (Sce also Philesophical Investigations, p. 226, “Certainly
the propositions, “Human beings believe that twice two is
four” and “Twice twois four” do not mean the samie”; and see
also §§240-1.) One must bear firmly in mind that Wittgen-
stein has no theory of truth conditions — necessary and
sufficient conditions — for the correctness of one response
rather than another to a new addition problem. Rather he
simply points out that cach of us amtomatically calculates new
addition problems (without feeling the need to check with
the community whether our procedure is proper); that the
community feels entitled to correct a deviant calculation; that

¥ Although, in the passage in question, Wittgenstein is speaking of a
particular language game of bringing something else and bringing the
same, it is clear in context that it is meant to illustrate his general problem
about rules. The entire passage is worth reading for the preseut issue.
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-~

‘Outward criteria’ for sensations such as pain arc simply the

way this g

neral requirement of our game of attributing

cne buting
concepts to others works outin the special case of sensations.

e —

his claim, without applying the c;m:n._ ﬂ:.ﬁ.:.. >nmca:.~,m Mo wc:nmm.rﬁ.ﬂm
stein, we do this in the casc of ‘T am i pai. In :E.numn M» d ngnawcq_::n
termmnology is originally taught to 2 subject who <<.u ow M.:u w— W_?r::m.
certain experiences. We judge n_Sﬁ._:c has mastered nr,.. m_‘spr. o.n;: rmmc?.
if he prefaces it to reports of expericnces he says he had n_z .r,n_:M,,SEE :E.n
After we judge that he has mastered m_.n _a:m:umﬁ. we n—u nr ,‘wcm; hat
such-and-such’ asin itself a criterion for nc:nnﬁ:nvm.._: JOM vnw._vo of 18
in pain’ and 'l dreamt’, the first person c‘:cE_.Fowm new behavio
replaces the behavior that nc:m:::n@ nvw old S.:Q._c_.g_‘, e indue tht
Reports of after-images or _§==n.:::o:.m. are simi un.._ ¢ jud M..,ﬁ e
comeone has mastered ‘Isee something red .FDE ordinarily ::o.ﬂw ,_ o y
when something red is present. Once we _:mmo. however, ﬁwr—,ﬁ, .,r aw
imastered this bit of language, we will accept _:,m utterance that F%rnw n.n‘
even when we think nothing red is E.mwc:ﬁ. 1 _Wn: we will wa<_ :_,W \e 1S
suffering from an ilusion, a ru__:n.:.EE:r an u:r._ﬁ._‘.sm_mn...mn t F;_a Mo "
One delicate point regarding scnsations, and about ‘critenia’, c:m 1 tobe
noted. Wittgenstein often scems to be taken to w:Eu,ch,::: for any .J.;ur
of sensation, there is an appropriate ‘natural expression: o:ﬂp.n wmhw.__“m:
type {‘pain behavior' for ?::v.. 1:,% ‘natural mx?nmﬁo: __m to pr o :w\
observable behavior ‘expressing the scnsation w"rcn ME:%:., vw o ,
the subject’s verbal avowal that he has the sensation. It awn MFo,Jn 0 mon.Ia
that first person sensation avowals are verbal rep wn.nw_,:iﬂm \ e;:.m
‘primitive pnatural expression’ of a sensation has the mnsﬁ.w:.,\ i ap ﬁ.m :
to have. it would follow that Wittgenstein holds that m:rw a mj—‘:ﬁ_oﬂo
natural cxpression” must always nx._ﬁ‘_m the first person .:9.,2 Mv:nr N
meaningful. The impression 5 reinforced .3 cn_.:,q Evm._.r»”::n:ﬁ 5
§§256-7- Further, the presentation of the private _.—:m:u#mo J:uEv.n i
the present cssay argues that for cach rule _. follow :Qn.=1 s
criterion —other than simply what _.f:.itv% which u:c.nrn_‘ will _c ‘wr :
{ am following the rule correctly. Applicd to wm:Mu:c:m. this vrn:.ﬁ _o.
mean that there must be some ‘natural expression, OF at NJ:% ﬂ‘ﬂn w_o.s C
external circumstances other than my merc¢ ..:Q:B:o: to say that ﬁ.:w is
the same sensation again, in virtue of which someonc clse can _M Wn
whether the sensation is present, and hence whether I have :Sm.nﬁ,m t M
sensation term correctly. So the picture would be sa.ﬂ 1o each vmu.ﬁn:%:.
of the form “1 have sensation S there must vn.n: wcaiunm.m”:mﬂo.:
associated with S, other than the mere avowal itself, by which others
- onize the presence or absence of S. .
?MMW_M_H_r:n«_..Ftwc».nman followers of Wittgenstein but many who think of
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themsclves as opponents {or, at least, not followers) of Wittgenstein,
scem to think that something of this kind is true. That is to say, many
philosophical programs seem to suppose that all sensation types arc
associated with some characteristic external phenomena (bchavior,
causes). In this essay 1 have largely suppressed my own views, which are
by no means always in agrecment with Wittgenstein’s. However, 1 will
permit mysclf to remark here that any view that supposcs that, in this
sense, an inner process always has ‘outward criteria’, scems to me
probably to be empirically false. It seems to me that we have sensations or
sensation qualiathat we can perfectly well identify butthathaveno ‘natural’
external manifestations; an observer cannot tell in any way whether an
individual has them unless that individual avows them. Perhaps a more
liberal interpretation of the private language argument — which may be
compatible with what Wittgenstein intended - would allow thata speaker
might introduce some sensation terms with no ‘outward criteria’ for the
associated sensations beyond his own sincere avowal of them. (Hence
these avowals do not ‘replace’ any ‘natural expressions’ of the scnsation(s),
for there are none.) There will beno way anyoneelse will beinany position
to check such a speaker, or toagree or disagree with him. (No matter what
many Wittgensteinians — or Wittgenstein— would infer here, this does not
initselfentail that his avowals arc regarded as infallible, nor need itin itself
mean that there could not later come to be ways of checking his avowals.)
However, the language of the speaker, even his language of sensations,
will not have the objectionable form of a 'private language’, one in which
anything he calls ‘right’ is right. The speaker can demonstrate, for many
sensations that do have ‘public criteria’, that he has mastered the
appropriate terminology for identifying thesc sensations. If we agree with
his responses in enough cascs of various sensations, we say of him that he
has mastered ‘scnsation language’. All this, so far, is subject to external
correction. But it is a primitive part of our language game of sensations
that, if an individual has satisfied criteria for a mastery of sensation
languagein general, we then respect his claim to have identified anew type
of sensation even if the sensation is correlated with nothing publicly
observable. Then the only *public criterion’ for such an avowal will be the
sincere avowal itself.

How does the view sketched here liberalize the private language
argument as developed in the text? In the text we argued that for each
particular rule, if conditionals of the form “If Jones follows the rule, in this
instance he will . . . are to have any point, they must be contraposed. It
the community finds that in this instance Jones is not doing . . ., heisnot
following the rule. Only in this ‘inverted” way does the notion of my
behavior as ‘guided’ by the rule make sense. Thus for each rule there must
be an ‘external check’ on whether I am following it in a given instance.
Perhaps §202 should be taken to assert this. But this mcans the
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It is not my purpose here to enter in detail into the exegesis
of Wittgenstcin’s attack on an ‘object and designation’ model
for sensation language (§293). Tam not, in fact, sure that I fully

community must have a way of telling (‘criterion’) whether mn is being
followed in a given instance, which it uses to judge the mvo.urnn s mastery
of the rule. This criterion cannot be simply the speaker’s own sincere
inclination to follow the rule a certain way — otherwise, the conditional
has no content. This condition secms to be satisfied even in those cases
where, after the community is satisfied that the speaker has :E.mnnwcm the
language, it lets the speaker’s sincere utterance .vn a(or :_.3 criterion for
their correctness. (Sce note 82.) In contrast, the __vn_..m_ version m__cém that
once a speaker, judged by criteria for mastery of various E_Q, is accepted
into the community, there should be some rules where there is no way for
others to check his mastery, but where that mastery is m::.v:.. ﬁn.om::unm
on the basis of his membership in the community. ‘_Jr._m is !:.6; a
primitive feature of the language game. Why should Wittgenstein not
allow language games like this?

I regret that I have discussed this matter so bricfly in a note. [ had

thought at one time to expound the ‘liberal’ view sketched vn..nn as the
‘official’ Wittgensteinian doctrine, which . 201_.& have mun#_:»nnm an
exposition at greater length in the text. Certainly it G..nro 9,5 Q.\_Smnsmnmw_
should have adopted in accordance with the m_wm»: Don'’t think, ~ow_n.. .
and it really is compatible with his attack on private language. On writing
the final version of this essay, however, 1 came to Eo_“J‘ that mwmmwmnm
such as §244 and §§256-7arc highly misleading unless Wittgenstein holds
something stronger.
ﬁ (After ,waw::mmrn preceding, 1 found that Malcolm, in his Thought and
Knowledge (Cornell University Press, .558 and rw:aos. Gq.q..ﬁm PP
writes (p. 101), “philosophcrs sometimes read Q\_:mnm_mﬂn_s s Ew_mmﬁm
on there being a conceptual link between statements of sensation and the
primitive, natural, expressions of sensation m r...::u: behavior, mmm
implying that there is a :unc_‘u_, :o:<2,v»_. .vmruios_ noc.:nm_.qu.n 0
every statement of sensation. Wittgenstein did not mean this, an :»,_m
obviously not true.” L agree that it is not tru. I ﬂ.?:r itis not truc even .wﬂ
simple avowals invoking what we might call names o”w sensations. A
have sensation S.”) But — what is a separate question -~ n__a Q\_:mo:w.ﬂﬂs
imean this? It scems to me that even some of Zn.w_no_u— s own previous
expositions of Wittgenstein have given ?Esaw:c.c:w:v.mv the impression
that he did, at least for simple avowals invoking ‘names of sensations’. I
mysclfhave vacillatedon the nsnmaoa. 8:212 ornot Wittgenstein meant
this, 1 do think that the essence of his doctrines can be captured without
commitment to such a strong claim.)
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understand it. But it seems likely that it relates to one aspect of
our present considerations. The model of the way agreement
operates with respect to a word like ‘table’ (perhaps a
paradigm of ‘object and designation’) is a very simple one: the
child says “Table!” when he sees that a table is present and the
adult agrees if he also sees that a table is present. It is tempting
to suppose that this model ought to be a general one, and that if
it does not apply to the case of ‘pain” we must conclude that in
some sense the adult can never really confirm the correctness
of the child’s use of “I am in pain.” Wittgenstein’s suggestion

is that there cannot and need not be such a demand based on

generalizing the use of ‘table’. No a priori paradigm of the way
concepts ought to be applied governs all forms of life, or even
our own form of life. Our game of attributing concepts to
others depends on agreement. It so happens that in the case of
ascribing sensation language, this agreement operates in part
through ‘outward criteria’ for first person avowals. No
further ‘justification’ or ‘explanation’ for this procedure is
required; this simply is given as how we achieve agreement
here. The important role played in our lives by the practice of
attributing sensation concepts to others is evident. If L attribute
mastery of the term ‘pain’ to someone, his sincere utterance of

’

“lam in pain,” even without other signs of pain, is sufficient to

- induce me to feel pity for him, attempt to aid him, and the like

(or, if I am a sadist, for the opposite); and similarly in other
cases.

Compare the case of mathematics. Mathematical state-
ments are gencrally not about palpable entities: if they are
indeed to be regarded as about ‘entities’, these ‘entities’ are
generally suprasensible, eternal objects. And often mathema-
tical statements are about the infinite. Even such an
elementary mathematical truth as that any two integers have a

" unique sum (perhaps implicitly accepted by everyone who has

mastered the concept of addition, and in any case, explicitly
accepted by people with elementary sophistication as a basic
property of that concept) is an assertion about infinitely many
instances. All the more so is this true of the ‘commutative’
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law, that x+y=y+x forall x and y- Yet how does wmﬂnM:a.n:M.
operate in the casc of mathematics? Zoﬁ do <<.o _F,, ge ,ﬁ.u_
somcone clse that he has mastered various :;ﬁ:pswmﬁ:._.w,
concepts? Our judgement, as :m:.u_. stems D.oa.ﬁrc mﬂnﬁ t r:. J
agrees with us in enough muﬁcn:r:‘ cases of mat nEuM_.mm-
judgements (and that, even if he disagrees, we unnv ﬁwmo?_ m:w
with a common procedure). We do not compare hus minc
with some suprasensible, infinite .R.M:;Mﬁ we r.mmé .mmM:
through the sceptical paradox that this is of mo%wn.._m 1 ,,_\M Mmﬁ,n
say, whether he has mastered the concept ot a _”_o:. m%. h
we check his observable responses to particular a _:c:.
problems to sec if his responses agree with ours. In more
mcvrwmanﬁoa mathematical areas, w.yn w.:a im. mnMnm: S::”H
mathematical statements on the basis of maoom an E:o:mm
conditions we require for attributing to him the mastery ot our
mathematical concepts is his mm:mg.ﬂ,umﬂomzﬁ:n cSwT mm on
what he regards as proof. Here ‘proofs’ arc not abstract Om._nhnw
laid up in a mathematical _.,m.uﬁw: (say, _c:mm.rv_ﬂvnoo v&mEn
formal system such as Principia). They are visib M‘Aow MEG e
or palpable), concrete phenomena — :wam or Sm_,m%n o
paper, intelligible utterances. Proofs in this mn:mm M.Hm n Lo GM
finite objects; they are also mro:.u:& clear cnoug ~oa R:“,\oc_m
able to judge of another person's mSOm 2:.2:2 ~8w rould
regard it as proof. That is why Wittgenstein cmphasize

proof must be surveyable. Tt must be surveyable if it is to be -

usable as a basis for agreement :C.camp..:wm:ﬁm. P
This parallel illuminates ac_zm.n:m.ﬁm_: s remark n_::. :M :
ism and behaviorism are quite m:.:_r:. trends. Both mﬁ: zm
surcly, all we have here is . . . moﬂr. &o:‘« the cEmM.r:.nn of
something, both with a view to escapmg from a mom cmM:.é
(Rewmarks on the Foundations of Mathematics, p. 63 (i, § Hc %
are the two trends ‘quite similar’? The fimtist qmu_mmmmgwm
although mathematical statements u:a concepts may be um owﬂn
the infinite (c.g., to grasp the 4 function is to grasp Mw:,:. n H
table), the criteria for attributing such functions to om. H\C‘m :mcw
be ‘finite’, indeed ‘surveyable” — for ﬁr.ﬁ:c_o, we umﬁ: % e
mastery of the concept of addition to a child on the basis ot his

The Solution and the ‘Private Language’ Argument 107

agreement with us on a finite number of instances of the
addition table. Similarly, though sensation language may be
about ‘inner’ states, the behaviorist correctly affirms that
attribution to others of sensation concepts rests on publicly
observable (and thus on behavioral) criteria. Further, the
fmitist and the behaviorist are right when they deny that the
relation of the infinitary mathematical or mner psychological
language to its ‘finite’ or ‘outward’ criteria is an adventitious
product of human frailty, one that an account of the ‘essence’
of mathematical or sensation language would dispense with.
Mathematical finitists and  psychological behaviorists,
however, make parallel unnecessary moves when they deny
the legitimacy of talk of infinite mathematical objects or inner
states. Behaviorists either condemn talk of mental states as
meaningless or illegitimate, or attempt to define it in terms of
behavior. Finitists similarly regard the infinitistic part of
mathematics as meaningless. Such opinions are misguided:
they are attempts to repudiate our ordinary language game. In
this game we are allowed, for certain purposes, to assert
statements about ‘inner’ states or mathematical functions
under certain circumstances. Although the criteria for judging
that such statements are legitimately introduced are indeed
behavioral (or finite), finite or behavioral statements cannot
replace their role in our language as we use it.

Let me, then, summarize the ‘private language argument’ as

it 1s presented in this essay. (1) We all suppose that our

language expresses concepts — ‘pain’, ‘plus’, ‘red’ —in such a
way that, once I ‘grasp’ the concept, all future applications of it
are determined (in the sense of being uniquely justified by the
concept grasped). In fact, it seems that no matter whatis in my
mind at a given time, I am free in the future to interpret it in
different ways — for example, I could follow the sceptic and
interpret ‘plus’ as ‘quus’. In particular, this pont applies if
direct my attention to a sensation and name it; nothing I have
done determines future applications (in the justificatory sense
above). Wittgenstein’s scepticism about the determination of
future usage by the past contents of my mind is analogous to
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Hume's scepticism about the determination of the future by
the past (causally and inferentially). (2) The paradox can be
resolved only by a ‘sceptical solution of these doubts’, in
Hume's classic sense. This mcans that we must give up the
attempt to find any fact about me in virtue of which I mean
‘plus’ rather than ‘quus’, and must then go onin a certain way.
Instead we must consider how we actually use: (1) the
categorical assertion that an individual is following a given
rule (that he means addition by ‘plus’); (1) the conditional
assertion that “if an individual follows such-and-such a rule,
he must do so-and-so on a given occasion” (¢.g., “if he means
addition by ‘+7, his answer to 68+ 57" should be ‘125™”). That
is to say, we must look at the circumstances under which these
assertions are introduced into discourse, and their role and
utility in our lives. (3) As long as we consider a single
‘ndividual in isolation, all we can say is this: An individual
often does have the experience of being confident that he has
‘wot’ a certain rule (sometimes that he has grasped it ‘in a
flash’. It 15 an empirical fact that, after that wwvnlmsnn,
individuals often are disposed to give responses 1 concrete
cases with complete confidence that proceeding this way 1s
‘what was intended’. We cannot, however, get any further in
explaining on this basis the use of the no:%nwo:w_.m n A:v .,.&oﬁu.
Of course, dispositionally speaking, the subject 1s :ﬁm&
determined to respond in a certain way, say, to a given

addition problem. Such a disposition, together with the .

appropriate ‘feeling of confidence’, could be present, however,
ceven if he were not really following a rule at all, or even if he
were doing the ‘wrong’ thing. Thejustificatory element ot our

b

use of conditionals such as (i) 1s unexplained. (4) If we take

into account the fact that the individual is in a community, the
picture changes and the role of 3...:& (1) uwc<.o becomes
apparent. When the community accepts a E:_.n:r:, con-
ditional (ii), it accepts 1ts contraposed form: the failure of an
individual to come up with the particular responses the

community regards as right leads the community to suppose

that he is not following the rule. On the other hand, if an
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individual passes enough tests, the community (endorsing
assertions of the form (1)) accepts him as a rule follower, thus
enabling him to engage in certain types of interactions with
them that depend on their reliance on his responses. Note that
this solution explains how the assertions in (i) and (ii) are
introduced into language; it does not give conditions for
these statements to be true. (s) The success of the practices in
(3) depends on the brute empirical fact that we agree with each
other in our responses. Given the sceptical argument in (1),
this success cannot be explained by ‘the fact that we all grasp
the same concepts’. (6) Just as Hume thought he had demon-
strated that the causal relation between two events is unintel-
ligible unless they are subsumed under a regularity, so
Wittgenstein thought that the considerations in (2) and (3)
above showed that all talk of an individual following rules has
reference to him as a member of a community, as in (3). In
particular, for the conditionals of type (ii) to make sense, the
community must be able to judge whether an individual is
indeed following a given rule in particular applications, 1.c.
whether his responses agree with their own. In the case of
avowals of sensations, the way the community makes this
judgement is by observing the individual’s behavior and
surrounding circumstances.

A few concluding points regarding the argument ought to
be noted. First, following §243, a ‘private language’ is usually
defined as a language that is logically impossible for anyone
else to understand. The private language argument is taken to
argue against the possibility of a private language in this sense.

This conception is not in error, but it seems to me that the
“emphasis is somewhat misplaced. What is really denied is
what might be called the ‘private model” of rule following,
that the notion of a person following a given rule is to be
analyzed simply in terms of facts about the rule follower and
the rule follower alone, without reference to his membership
ina wider community. (In the same way, what Hume denies is
the private model of causation: that whether one event causcs
another is a matter of the relation between these two events
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alone, without reference to their subsumption under larger
cvent types.) The impossibility of a private language in the
sense just defined does indeed follow from the incorrectness of
the private model for language and rules, since the rule
following in a ‘private language’ could only be analyzed by a
private model, but the incorrectness of the private model is
more basic, since it applies to all rules. I take all this to be the
point of §202.

"Does this mean.that Robinson Crusoc, isolated on an island,
cannot be said to follow any rules, no matter what he does?™ I
do not sce that this follows. What does follow is that if we
think of Crusoe as following rules, we are taking him into our
community and applying our criteria for rule following to
him. % The falsity of the private model need not mean that a
physically isolated individual cannot be said to follow rules;
rather that an individual, considered in isolation (whether or not
he is physically isolated), cannot be said to do so. Remember
that Wittgenstein's theory is one of assertability conditions.
Our community can assert of any individual that he follows a
rule if he passes the tests for rule following applied to any
member of the community.

Finally, the point just made in the last paragraph, ﬁrﬁ

84 Gee the well-known exchange between AL J. Ayer and Rush Rhees under
the title “Can there be a Private Language?” (sce note 47). Both
participants in the exchange assume that the ‘private language argument’
excludes Crusoc from language. Ayer takes this alleged fact to be fatal to
Wittgenstein’s argument, while Rhces takes it to be fatal to Crusoe’s
language. Others, pointing out that a ‘private language’ is one that others
cannot understand (see the preceding paragraph in the text), sce no reason
to think that the ‘private language argument’ has anything to do with
Crusoc (as long as we could understand his language). My own view of
the matter, as explained very bricfly in the text, differs somewhat fromall
these opinions.

If Wittgenstein would have any problem with Crusoe, perhaps the
problem would be whether we have any ‘right’ to take him into our
community in this way, and attribute our rules to him. Sce Wittgenstein's
discussion of a somecwhat similar question in §§199-200, and his
conclusion, “Should we still be inclined to say they were playing a game?
What right would onc have to say so?”

8

-
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Wittgenstein’s theory is onc of assertability conditions,
deserves emphasis. Wittgenstein’s theory should not be
confused with a theory that, for any m and n, the value of the
function we mean by ‘plus’, is (by definition) the value that
(nearly) all the linguistic community would give as the
answer. Such a theory would be a theory of the truth
conditions of such assertions as “By ‘plus’ we mean such-and-
such a function,” or “By ‘plus’ we mean a function, which,
when applied to 68 and 57 as arguments, yields 125 as value.’
(An infinite, exhaustive totality of specific conditions of the
second form would determine which function was meant, and
hence would determine a condition of the first form.) The
theory would assert that 125 is the valuc of the function meant
for given arguments, if and only if ‘125" is the responsc nearly
everyone would give, given these arguments. Thus the theory
would be a social, or community-wide, version of the disposi-
tional theory, and would be open to-at least some of the same
criticisms as the original form. I take Wittgenstein to deny that
he holds such a view, for cxample, i Remarks on the
Foundations of Mathematics, v, §33 [vi1, §40] : “Does this mean,
e.g., that the definition of the same would be this: same is what
all or most human beings . . . take for the same?~Of course
not. "™ (Sce also Philosophical Investigations, p. 226, “Certainly
the propositions, “Human beings believe that twice two is
four” and “Twice two is four” do not mean the same™; and see
also §§240-1.) One must bear firmly in mind that Wittgen-
stein_has no theory of truth conditions ~ necessary and
sufficient conditions ~ for the correctness of one response
rather than another to a new addition problem. Rather he
simply points out that cach of us automatically calculates new

“addition problems (without feeling the need to check with

the community whether our procedure is proper); that the
community feels entitled to correct a deviant calculation; that

36 . . : : S
Although, in the passage in question, Wittgenstein is speaking of a

particular language game of bringing something else and bringing the
same, it is clear in context that it is meant to illustrate his general problem
about rules. The entire passage is worth reading for the present issuc.
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in practice such deviation is rare, and so on. Wittgenstein
thinks that these observations about sufficent conditions for
justified assertion are enough to illuminate the role and utility
in our lives of assertion about meaning and determination of
pew answers. what follows from these assertability condi-
tions is not that the answer everyone gives to an addition
vnozma is, by definition, the correct one, but rather the
platitude that, if everyone agrees upon 2 certain answer, then
no one will feel justified In calling the answer wrong.®
Obviously there are countless relevant aspects of Wittgen-
stein’s philosophy of mind that I have not discussed.®® About
some aspects 1 am not cear, and others have been left

untouched because of the limits of this essay.” In particular, 1

87 See note added in proof, p- 146. -
8 One question goes in the opposite direction from note 87 (p. 146). As

members of the community correct each other, might 2 given individual

correct himself? Some question such as this was prominent in earlier

discussions of verificationist versions of the private language argument.
Indeed, in the absence of Wittgenstein’s sceptical paradox, it would
appear that an individual remembers his own ‘intentions’ and can use oné
memory of these intentions to correct another mistaken memory. In the
presence of the paradox, any such ‘naive’ ideas are meaningless.
Ultimately, an individual may simply have conflicting brute inclinations,
while the upshot of the matter depends on his will alone. The situation is
not analogous t0 the case of the community, where distinct individuals
have distinct and independent wills, and where, when an individual is
accepted into the community, others judge that they can rely on his
response (as wWas described in the text above). No corresponding relation
between an individual and himself has the same utility. Wittgenstein may
be indicating something like this in §268.

89 | might mention that, in addition to the Humean analogy emphasized in
this essay, it has struck me that there is perhaps a certain analogy between
Wittgenstein’s private language argument and Ludwig von Mises’s
celebrated argument concerning economic calculation under socialism.
(Seee.g., his Human Action (2nd ed., Yale University Press, New Haven,
1063 Xix+907 PP ) chapter 26, PP 698-715, for one statement.}
According to Mises, 3 rational economic calculator (say, the manager of
an industrial plant) who wishes to choose the most efficient means to0
achieve given ends must compare alternative courses of action for cost
effectiveness. To do this, he needs an array of prices (e-g of raw
materials, or machinery) set by others. If one agency set all prices, it could
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have not discussed numerous issues arising out of the para-
graphs following §243 that are usually called the ‘private
language argument’, nor have I really discussed Wittgenstein’s
attendant positive account of the nature of sensation language
and of the attribution of psychologicalstates. Nevertheless, I do
think that the basic ‘private language argument’ precedes mromn
passages, and that only withan understanding of this argument
can we begin to comprehend or consider what follows. That
was the task undertakenin this essay.

—

have no rational basis to choose between alternative courses of action
(Whatever seemed to it to be right would be right, so one cannot awz.n
about right.) I do not know whether the fact bodes at all ill for the private
language argument, but my impression is that although it is usuall

acknowledged that Mises’s argument points to a real difficulty mow

oobﬂ»:.«\ planned economies, it is now almost universally rejected as a
theoretical proposition.




