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Preface
 
The 2013 International Wittgenstein Symposium was an exceptional event in many ways: it was an intellectually and socially vibrant meeting, reminiscent of earlier symposia in which the work of Ludwig Wittgenstein was not background rumble, but the resounding main event. Many of the contributors to this volume are well-known Wittgenstein scholars: H.-J. Glock, Cora Diamond, David Stern, Paul Standish, Charles Travis, Diego Marconi, Laurence Goldstein, John Preston, Anat Biletzki, Garry Hagberg, Anat Matar as well as the next generation of Wittgenstein scholars whose names you may encounter here for the first time; other contributors are prominent representatives of contemporary philosophy or psychology: Shaun Gallagher, David Bakhurst, Jerome Dokic, Elizabeth Pacherie, Josef Rothhaupt, Erik Myin, Louise Barrett, John Sutton and Christopher Peacocke.
 
The 36th International Wittgenstein Symposium sought to explore the nature of mind in its relationship to language and action or behaviour. Questions such as: ‘What is mind?’, ‘What is it to be a minded being?’, ‘How is mentality manifested? ’ were raised in the context of views that favour an understanding of mentality as enacted or embodied. The nature of mental states, with special emphasis on perceiving and remembering were investigated as well as the nature of action, from its basic forms to mental agency, in its relation to mentality. The rootedness of language in action, and its acquisition in social practices, was also a focus of interest.
 
As per the tradition of this Symposium, contributions devoted to Wittgenstein ’s work were not bound to address the topics of the conference. They constitute the largest section of this volume and are as rich in their diversity as they are in their content. Other sections, though not focused on Wittgenstein, were highly inspired by his philosophy. The section dedicated to enactivism and extended mind explores views that promote an understanding of mentality –cognition, perception, memory, emotion – as enacted, embodied, embedded and extended/extensive. Such approaches are united in rejecting traditional representationalist approaches that favour internalist assumptions. The section on memory presents current alternatives to ‘archival’ or ‘localist’ models of memory (memory as information storage), particularly views of memory as a dynamic activity that is not stored in the person or brain but rather emerges from interaction of the person (and their brain) with the surrounding environment. Contributions on language-acquisition evoke the rootedness of language in action, such as primitive reactions and interactions, as well as social 
practices; while the section on intentional mental contents explores the question of whether these need to be representational and propositional, and investigates the nature of concepts, self-knowledge, and perceptual content.
 
We hope that this volume reflects the extraordinary energy and the intellectual stimulation, insight and promise that abounded at the 36th Wittgenstein Symposium.
 
 

 
Danièle Moyal-Sharrock, Volker A. Munz, Annalisa Coliva

 



I Wittgenstein
 
 
 





Laurence Goldstein
 
Wittgenstein’s Most Important Contribution to the Philosophy of Logic
 
1 Introduction
 
 This is an ambitious paper. What started me off was trying to resolve what seemed to be a blatant inconsistency in the Tractatus. That text appears to provide equal support for the claim that tautologies and contradictions say nothing, hence say nothing true and nothing false, and the far more widely accepted view that tautologies are true, contradictions false. On one occasion at least, both claims seem to be made in the course of a single entry (T 4.461). The apparent tension has been noted by others, e.g. (Fogelin 1987:45-7; Milne 2013: 117, fn.23) and some have been bold enough to claim that it is easy to resolve (Moore 2013: 240, fn.3). But it is easy to resolve only by studiously ignoring evidence that stares one in the face and by applying the Principle of Interpretative Charity highly selectively.
 
Why bother, though, with such a trivial conundrum? Nobody believes the Tractatus any more, just as nobody now believes in angels, and a once pressing question, such as how many of them can dance on the end of a pin, no longer seems relevant to our intellectual endeavours. So, equally, why should we trouble ourselves with scholastic exegesis of an obscure text repudiated even by its own author’s later self? Sifting through the detritus of discarded theories may be fun for the historian of ideas, but, for those in steadfast pursuit of philosophical truth, is this not just a sidetrack best avoided?
 
My answer is that Wittgenstein’s conclusion that the propositions of logic are not propositions and not truth-valued is his most important contribution to the philosophy of logic, and can be detached from all the Tractatus apparatus that we find dubious. It underlies a wholly novel conception of logic, and is at the root of Wittgenstein’s doctrinal rift with Russell in the early part of the 20th century. It is highly relevant to modern discussions of various paradoxes, and it leads directly to Wittgenstein’s later conception of mathematical “propositions” as rules, to a novel understanding of Gödel’s first incompleteness theorem, and to a promising option in the foundations of mathematics. I do not have space to give all of these claims the attention they deserve, but I shall follow a particularly interesting thread.
 

 
2 Tractatus Logic as Seinfeld Show
 
 As Michael Potter points out (Potter 2009: 52), the very earliest philosophical remarks that we have from Wittgenstein’s pen are extremely important. These remarks, contained in a letter to Russell written in the early summer of 1912, speak about the propositions of logic. Wittgenstein says of these that they contain ONLY apparent variables. He does not yet have an account of apparent variables, but insists that whatever turns out to be the correct account must have as its consequences that there are NO logical constants. Some of these remarks are repeated at C3-10, and the claim that there are NO logical constants is subsequently given pride of place as the Grundgedanke of the Tractatus at 4.0312. He concludes the letter to Russell by saying that “[l]ogic must turn out to be a totally different kind than any other science” (Wittgenstein’s emphases).
 
To interpret these remarks and to see how they interconnect, we need to be aware of how the key terms were understood one hundred years ago. What does Wittgenstein mean by “logical constant”? Peter Hacker says that Wittgenstein is alluding “to Russell’s doctrine according to which logical forms, for example, particular, relation, dual complex, etc., are the logical constants which result from abstraction and with which we must be acquainted by logical experience” (2001a: 123; 2001b: 143, fn.6). Hacker says that logical constants, thus construed, should not be confused with logical connectives, for which Wittgenstein also used the term “logical constants”, e.g. at T 5.4. So Hacker is saying that Wittgenstein uses the phrase “logical constant” ambiguously. Michael Potter takes the different view that, following Russell, Wittgenstein takes the term “logical constant” to range widely over both logical connectives and to the aforementioned abstracted entities (2009: 53).
 
We nowadays think of logical connectives as signs belonging to formal languages. But, in the early period of their acquaintance, at least, both Russell and Wittgenstein regarded them as the referents of such signs – as logical objects (Proops 2000: xx). As Peter Milne notes, in the Tractatus, Wittgenstein sometimes uses “logical constants” to refer to linguistic signs, sometimes to the alleged referents of those signs, and his “fundamental thought” is that those signs do not have referents. Milne points out that, by the time of the second edition of The Principles of Mathematics in 1937, Russell had come round to Wittgenstein’s view that the logical constants are part of language, not part of what language speaks about (Milne 2013: 97, fn.3). Landini says that this change of heart occurred much earlier; that “in the Principia Russell had abandoned his early ontology of propositions and adopted the wedge (‘v’) and the tilde (‘~’) as statement connectives in just the modern sense” (Landini 2007: 4-5).
 
 
Resolving these disagreements is not something we need to do here, for it is clear that Wittgenstein wished to deny the existence both of logical forms and of logical connectives. An under-appreciated aspect of Wittgenstein’s early work is that, like the mediaeval logicians seeking to identify the ingredients of mental language, grammatically unambiguous and trimmed of all lexical fat, and like Frege, seeking to contrive a script for the representation of pure thought (Begriffsschrift ), Wittgenstein, following Russell, seeks ontological parsimony by identifying those elements of natural languages that appear to represent, but which can be shown, through paraphrase, to be superfluous and so to carry no ontological burden. Quine, who had a taste for desert landscapes also favoured the technique of paraphrase for paring down to a broadly nominalist ontology. In the early Notes on Logic, Wittgenstein writes: “Distrust of grammar is the first prerequisite for philosophizing” (B63). A detailed account of how, in the Tractatus , Wittgenstein adopted and sought to extend the Russell programme is provided by (Landini 2007); also (Proops 2000: xviii-xx) and (Goldfarb 2002).
 
The guiding principle, for Wittgenstein, is Ockham’s Razor, which he mentions twice in the Tractatus (T 3.328, 5.47321). T 5.47321 is transcribed, word for word, from the Notebooks entry for 23.4.15. Wittgenstein writes: “‘Ockham’s Razor’ is of course not an arbitrary rule or one justified by its practical success. What it says is that unnecessary sign units signify (bedeuten) nothing”.1 He attempts, in the Tractatus, to outline a notation that eliminates all redundant signs, for with this elimination goes the ontological elimination of what such expressions allegedly stand for. The paradigms of this technique were obviously Russell’s elimination of definite descriptions of the form “the such and such” (“It was Russell who performed the service of showing that the apparent logical form of a proposition need not be its real one” (T 4.0031)), as well as Russell’s no-class and no-proposition theories. Examples include the elimination of the integers in favour of iterated operations (thereby removing numbers from the ontological menu) (T 4.1272, 6.02 – 6.022), of the identity sign (T 5.53 – 5.5352) and, in the immediately following passage, elimination of the subject (a soul?) that has attitudes such as belief (T 5.54 - 5.5422), and of all relational expressions (T 3.1432). The logical constants (in Hacker’s first sense) are, for Wittgenstein, pseudo-concepts that can be eliminated in favour of variables (T 4.126 - 4. 1274). Certainty, possibility, impossibility are not features of states of affairs and are ‘not expressed by a proposition, but by an expression’s being a tautology, 
a proposition with sense, or a contradiction [respectively]’ (T 5.525). (Here, by the way, is strong indication of a point we shall discuss later: that Wittgenstein did not regard tautologies and contradictions as propositions).
 
Wittgenstein denies that the symbols that we call logical connectives have Bedeutungen (referents, meanings). These logical connectives are shown to be dispensable by writing (simple and) complex propositions in truth-tabular form. For example, “p כ q” can be written as the tabular propositional sign shown in T 4.442 (T 5.31) which contains no connective; and any formula, however complex it may appear when written in standard notation, has the same tabular propositional sign as the one for “p כ q”, so long as it is logically equivalent to “p כ q”. Wittgenstein was not the first to hit upon the idea of truth-tables – see Landini (2007: 120, fn.29) who cites, as a precursor, Ernst Schröder in his Vorlesungen über die Algebra der Logik.,2 and the idea of pictorial representations of propositions goes back at least to Euler (1707-1783), but, for Wittgenstein, the importance of this vehicle of representation is that it redeems an early ambition (Notes on Logic, B 22, 26) to represent each single proposition by a single symbol (so that, for example, the truth-tabular representation of ~p is the same as that for ~~~p).
 
Consider a proposition such as “If it is not the case that it is not the case that cats fall upside down, then cats fall upside down” – this is, just for the sake of a simple example, Principia *2.14, with the real propositional variable replaced by a proposition. Zoology is about cats and other animals, but it is obvious that logic is not about cats or about falling. So, if we look at *2.14, we are right to ask: what is it about? Russell’s answer is that it is about things in general and about the logical objects denoted by “if” and “not”. Wittgenstein’s two pronged attack on this answer is (i) as we have seen, logical connectives are signs that do not represent anything; (ii) if you look at a logical proposition, such as our instantiation of *2.14, then you can see that it doesn’t say anything at all. For it reduces to “If cats fall upside down, then cats fall upside down”, and this tells us nothing about the behaviour of cats, and it doesn’t tell us anything about anything else. It is completely uninformative; it says nothing. An opponent might object that it must be true because what it says cannot be false. The objection begs the question because what is in dispute is whether the sentence says anything at all. The example Wittgenstein uses in the Tractatus 
(4.461) and repeats in RFM (IV-14) is “It is raining or it is not raining” which, as he says, tells us nothing about the weather. The source of this observation is B 40: “Signs of the form ‘p v ~p’ are senseless… If I know that this rose is either red or not red, I know nothing”. Wittgenstein thinks it is important – in fact he calls it the “decisive point” (T 6.124) that symbols that have subject matter, i.e. propositions with sense, can combine in such a way that the sense of the whole evaporates.
 
There is, of course, a huge difference between a proposition that could be false, but is indisputably true, and an utterance which says nothing and hence says nothing true and nothing false. When Wittgenstein denies that there are logical constants, he is depriving logic of any subject matter – like the TV show Seinfeld, logic is not about anything, and the propositions of logic do not say anything, but the fact that they are tautologies shows something: that its constituent propositions, connected in a certain, way produces a tautology characterizes the logic, the structural properties, of those constituents (T 6.12). The constituents have sense; the tautology does not. Small wonder, then, that Wittgenstein should declare logic to be totally different from any science. “Theories that make a proposition of logic appear to have content are always false” (T 6.111).

 
3 Bipolarity
 
 One of the first insights, or revelations, that Wittgenstein had, was that any proposition has two poles (B 23-31; letters to Russell, N 123-4; NM 113); a notation for poles is introduced at B 25, B 30. The principle of bipolarity may be formulated as (p)(⋄ p & ⋄ ∼ p ) – every proposition must be capable of being true, and capable of being false – and so must be sharply distinguished from the weaker principle of bivalence (p)( p v ∼ p ). Hacker rightly claims that bipolarity is a cardinal claim of the Tractatus (2001b: 143-4), and an immediate consequence of the principle is that a tautology (which nobody would say is capable of being false) is not a proposition and, similarly, neither is a contradiction. But how can the principle of bipolarity be justified? Aristotle, in the course of defending the Law of Non-Contradiction at Metaphysics Γ 4 (see Cohen 1986), argued that the ability to use a name properly, viz. to pick out a certain object, presupposes that space is divided between where that object is and where it is not, with no possibility of any point where there is both object and not object. If Hacker’s reconstruction of Wittgenstein’s argument for bipolarity is accurate, 
then there is a striking similarity between this and Aristotle’s argument. Hacker says: 


 It is of the essence of reality that it consists of the existence and non-existence of states of affairs (T 2.06). It is of the essence of a proposition to describe a state of affairs; and it is of the nature of states of affairs that they may exist (obtain) or not exist (not obtain). The proposition, therefore, is a logical picture of a possibility – which may or may not be instantiated. Hence any proposition with a sense must be capable of being true (if the state of affairs it describes obtains) and capable of being false (if the state of affairs it describes does not obtain). (Hacker 2001b: 144)

 
Unfortunately, Hacker draws a wrong conclusion from the bipolarity thesis, viz., that logical propositions, though senseless are true or false. Juliet Floyd draws the right one: “These purely logical ‘propositions’ lack bipolarity, and hence sense: Wittgenstein declares them sinnlos, regarding them as limiting cases of propositions that are not really either true or false, that carry ‘zero’ information” (Floyd 2005: 89). A proposition is true iff it corresponds to some state of affairs, but ‘It is raining or it is not’ depicts no state of affairs, and so it can’t be true. It can’t be false either, so it is not something that possesses a truth-value, i.e. it is not a proposition.
 
Hacker’s defence of bipolarity is within the parameters set by the Tractatus, and it would be interesting to see whether the principle is susceptible of an independent defence. One such is provided by Ian Rumfitt in the course of arguing that the sense of a logical connective is given by those rules of deduction in which that connective features. The rules for “not”, for example, should explain our knowledge that we may not assert both “A” and “not-A”, i.e. the principle of consistency. If you wish to define intuitionistic negation, you may, following Dummett, define such negation as the conditional “A כ ⊥”, utilize the familiar introduction- and elimination-rules for “כ” and propose some for “⊥”. But if “⊥” embeds in a complex sentence, such as the aforementioned conditional, then it needs to possess a determinate propositional content, and so, typically, intuitionistic logicians treat it as an abbreviation for some obviously false sentence, such as “1 = 0”. “But”, says Rumfitt, 


even if a contentful sentence is obviously false, its possessing a content means that there will be conditions – determined by its structure and by the meaning of its parts – of which we can say that, had they obtained, it would have been right to assert it. It would have been right, for example, to assert “0 = 1” if the number zero had been identical to the number one. (Rumfitt 2000: 794)

 
A contentful sentence says something, typically about something, be that a person an inanimate object, a number or whatever, and what it says about them 
could be false. Thus, bipolarity. It begins to seem, then, that the logical laws governing “⊥” are not going to be able to supply a full account of our knowledge of negation; in particular, they are not going to explain our knowledge that it is not right to assert both A and not-A.
 
This would be a sad result, since there seems no better way to explain our knowledge of the meanings of logical connectives than via the rules for deduction in which they feature. But Rumfitt comes to the rescue with the observation that, in the above reflections, “⊥” has been misconstrued. He invites us to consider how we use the word “contradiction” when, speaking in ordinary English, we teach someone an indirect proof, say Euclid’s proof that there is no greatest prime number. The proof concludes with the exclamation “Contradiction! Hence there is no greatest prime number”. As Rumfitt say, it would be perverse to construe the word “contradiction”, as just used, as having a propositional content. He continues: 


 Rather, as Tennant has put it, the expression plays the role of a punctuation mark in the deduction (1999). It marks the point where the supposition that there is a greatest prime number has been shown to lead to a logical dead end, and is thus discharged prior to an assertion of its negation. (Rumfitt 2000: 794)

 
So Rumfitt suggests treating “⊥” in the same way, as a punctuation sign marking a dead end in a line of argument. And then it becomes easy to use the device in stating the natural deduction rules for intuitionistic negation in a way that makes transparent the principle of consistency. Like Wittgenstein, then, Rumfitt sees the need to treat a contradiction as a sign without a truth-value. And it is natural to so regard tautology too. Wittgenstein writes “The contradiction says ‘Look out……’”. On one occasion, he suggests that someone who utters “I always lie” produces not an assertion but an exclamation (RFM IV-58). This is not, I think, one of his brightest remarks because there are many versions of the Liar that cannot plausibly be read as exclamatory. Why not simply say that the person utters a sentence but fails to express a proposition?

 
4 Logical Propositions are not Propositions and are not True
 
For illustration, Wittgenstein asks the reader to consider three propositions “ϕa”, “ϕa כ ψa” and “ψa”. He writes “By merely looking at these three, I can see that [the third] follows from [the first] and [the second]; i.e. I can see what is 
called the truth of a logical proposition, namely of the proposition ϕa. ϕa כ ψa: כ : ψa. But this is not a proposition; but by seeing that it is a tautology, I can see what I already saw by looking at the three propositions: the difference is that I now see THAT it is a tautology” (NM: 108-9; T 6.1221). Two points to note: Here Wittgenstein emphasizes (they are his italics) that tautologies are not propositions. Second, he does not speak of the truth of a logical proposition but of “what is called the truth”, i.e. of the so-called truth. The point is made explicitly a few lines later: “For so-called proof of a logical proposition does not prove its truth (logical propositions are neither true nor false) [my emphasis] but proves that it is a logical proposition = is a tautology”.
 
The opening section of the dictation to Moore is the source of a long tract, 6.1 – 6.127 of the Tractatus which expands upon, but does not depart from, those ideas worked out in the Norwegian winter of 1914. In the Tractatus, we are told that tautologies – the propositions of logic (T 6.1) – say nothing (T 4.461, 5.142, 5.43, 6.11), are sinnlos (T 4.461), unlike genuine propositions, they picture no states of affairs (T 4.462), whereas it is the essence of propositions to picture states of affairs (T 4.01, 4.021). They do not represent any possible situations because the representational relations cancel one another (T 4.462, see also N: 24, entry for 2.11.14); they are not propositions at all (5.143, 6.2), express no thought (6.21). They are the disintegration of the combination of signs (T 4.466). They have no content and therefore do not share the characteristics of the propositions of natural science (T 6.111), and hence have a unique status (T 6.112). In the next aphorism, T 6.113, Wittgenstein writes: “It is the peculiar mark of logical propositions that one can recognize that they are true from the symbol alone, and this fact contains in itself the whole philosophy of logic”. A big claim. The “logical propositions” he is talking about are the logical so-called propositions, viz., the tautologies, and they are true in the scare-quotes sense that he, more carefully, highlights at T 6.125. By contrast, the “truth or falsity of non-logical propositions cannot be recognized from the propositions alone” (T 6.113); such propositions must be measured against reality; they agree or fail to agree with reality (T 2.21), whereas neither tautologies nor contradictions say anything about reality (T 4.462). Contradictions can be used just as easily as tautologies to show the structural properties of their component propositions (T 6.12, 6.1202) but, though they are alike in saying nothing, they are different from each other; “they are opposite poles” (N: 45, entry for 3.5.15). With the “zero-method” described at T 6.121 in mind, we might, by way of comparison, note that zero can be expressed as a sum of numbers (including negative numbers) or as a subtraction of numbers (including negative numbers).
 
Some commentators have wanted to say that, in Wittgenstein’s view, tautologies and contradictions are propositions, since, after all, he frequently uses  
the term “logical proposition”, and he holds them to be true and false respectively, since he often calls them such. Such commentators are ignorant of, or choose to ignore, a mass of evidence, some of it just cited. It is poor interpretative practice to assume that we can scour the text, and keep a score of those instances where Wittgenstein appears to support the non-proposition view and of those instances where he appears to deny it (e.g. T 4.46, 4.461, 4.464) and come to a verdict on the basis of which view scores higher. It is a mistake because the marked instances – those where Wittgenstein is at pains to distance himself from the traditional view – have to be accorded much more weight. Why, we should ask, does Wittgenstein go to the trouble to use the phrase “logical so-called propositions” if he thought that tautologies and contradictions were propositions, or why would he bother to put scare quotes around “true” (T 6.125) if he thought that tautologies are true unscarily?
 
Why, then, does Wittgenstein persist, at various points, in calling tautologies and contradictions logical propositions? For the same reason that we don’t use the phrase “a wooden so-called horse”, namely, that it would be absurdly pedantic. If it’s wooden and looks like a horse, then it’s a wooden horse, even though it is not a horse. Likewise a logical sentence may look like a proposition, so it’s a logical proposition even though it is not a proposition. At the beginning of the Notes Dictated to G.E. Moore, Wittgenstein twice uses the phrase “logical so-called proposition” and he distinguishes these so-called propositions from what he calls “a proposition proper” or a “real proposition”. As the dictation to Moore proceeds, Wittgenstein drops the qualifier “so-called”, presuming, reasonably enough, that Moore has got the message. Towards the end of the dictation, he reminds us, again, that tautologies are not to be regarded as propositions (NM: 118) and he repeats the point at N: 53, entry for 2.6.15.
 
In a similar way, though Wittgenstein does sometimes call tautologies true, it is quite clear that his considered view is that they are without truth-value. He says that among the possible groups of truth conditions there are two extreme cases, one in which the final column of the truth-table is all “T”s, the other all “F”s. The truth-conditions are tautological when the [complex, logical] proposition is true for all the truth-possibilities of the [component] elementary propositions (T 4.46). But, in the very next aphorism, he says that a tautology has no truth-conditions, since it is unconditionally true (T 4.461). Mighty confusing. We might say that a tautology is too true to be good. It is like a walk which, instead of bringing you to a new destination, only takes you back to the starting point. As Wittgenstein puts it, “Tautologies and contradictions lack sense. (Like a point from which two arrows go out in opposite directions to one another)” (T 4.461). Hacker, correcting his error identified above in our discussion of bipolarity, notes that the possibility of a judgment being either true or false depends  
on its being meaningful, i.e. of its having sense (Hacker 2010: 28). So neither tautologies nor contradictions satisfy a necessary condition for being either true or false, and hence are neither. Some people have difficulty getting their heads around this conclusion, and object that there are no conditions that could render a tautology false. That is a correct observation, but it does not license us to adjudicate between the claim that tautologies are true, and Wittgenstein’s preferred alternative – that they are vacuous, contentless, neither true nor false. Just how vacuous he judged contradictions to be can be seen from his claim that a contradiction has no influence on the truth-value of a proposition in which it occurs as a conjunct: “p & contradiction = p” (DL: 56).
 
Victor Rodych, in a survey article on Wittgenstein’s philosophy of mathematics, reaches conclusions similar to mine, and expresses them succinctly: 


 [T]autologies and contradictions do not picture reality or possible states of affairs and possible facts (T 4.462). Stated differently, tautologies and contradictions do not have sense, which means we cannot use them to make assertions, which means, in turn, that they cannot be either true or false. Analogously, mathematical pseudo-propositions are equations, which indicate or show that two expressions are equivalent in meaning and therefore are intersubstitutable. Indeed, we arrive at mathematical equations by ‘the method of substitution’: ‘starting from a number of equations, we advance to new equations by substituting different expressions in accordance with the equations’ (T 6.24). We prove mathematical ‘propositions’ ‘true’ (‘correct’) by ‘seeing’ that two expressions have the same meaning, which ‘must be manifest in the two expressions themselves’ (T 6.23), and by substituting one expression for another with the same meaning. Just as ‘one can recognize that [“logical propositions”] are true from the symbol alone’ (T 6.113), ‘the possibility of proving’ mathematical propositions means that we can perceive their correctness without having to compare ‘what they express’ with facts (T 6.2321; cf. (RFM App. III, §4)). (Rodych 2011)

 
In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein insists that tautologies and contradictions have a function quite different from that of declaratives. Whereas a declarative describes a state of affairs, and says “This is how things stand” (T 4.5), a tautology (or a contradiction) shows something about its constituent propositions (T 6.12, 6.1201). In the example previously mentioned, “ϕa. ϕa כ ψa: כ : ψa”, what is shown is not a contingent or matter-of-factual relation between three propositions. What is shown is a necessary or internal fact – that the first pair of propositions cannot be true without the third being true. Another way of putting this is to say that, given the first two, you cannot infer the negation of the third. This is not to say that there is a justification – a law of inference – that licenses inferring the third from the first and second. To suppose otherwise is to invite Lewis Carroll’s ‘Tortoise’ regress, and it is this that Wittgenstein is warning against at T 5.132. Rather, what is shown by the fact that “ϕa. ϕa כ ψa: כ : ψa” is a tautology 
is that it is an internal property of the first two propositions that their conjunction is inconsistent with a denial of the third. It is but one small step to construe this as a prohibition: given the conjunction of the first two propositions, one may not, i.e. one is logically debarred from, inferring the negation of the third. “A proof ought to show not merely that this is how it is, but this is how it has to be” (RFM III-9). Now, permissions and prohibitions are rules, and rules are neither true or false; they are followed or flouted. But, it might be objected, we are still in the realm of truth, for isn’t it true that this follows from that? In later writings, Wittgenstein gives the response: “The proposition ‘It true that this follows from that’ means simply: this follows from that” (RFM I-5, p.38). An imperative is used not to propose a way that things might be, but to issue a command. Instructions are irreducible semantic entities (Mastop 2011). Rules may be categorical in form or, as in the case just cited, conditional. So we are drawn to the conclusion that tautologies are not statements (Sätze) but, insofar as one can say that a tautology can be used to perform an act of speech, that act is a species of command, namely a rule.
 
Is that plausible? Well, here are two further illustrations: consider the law of excluded middle. It is very natural to construe this as the rule: “If you accept p, then don’t accept its opposite”. (Classically, p כ ~~p is equivalent to p v ~p). For the law of non-contradiction, ~(p & ~p), the rule is “Avoid a contradiction; don’t go there!”. This is the Rumfitt/Tennant view sketched earlier, and is expressed very charmingly by Sextus Empiricus: 


 Suppose there were a road leading up to a chasm, we do not push ourselves into the chasm just because there is a road leading to it but we avoid the road because of the chasm; so, in the same way, if there should be an argument which leads us to a confessedly absurd conclusion, we shall not assent to the absurdity just because of the argument but avoid the argument because of the absurdity. (Sextus Empiricus 1949: 319)

 
This construal of the law of non-contradiction shows its close relationship to the principle Reductio ad Absurdum. Wittgenstein’s statement of this principle doesn’t match Sextus for elegance. It runs: “If you want this then you cannot assume that: for only the opposite of what you do not want to abandon would be combinable with that” (RFM V-28). If, in the course of an argument, one avoids contradictions, or, per Sextus, retraces one’s steps when contradiction looms, then we shall never encounter conditions for the application of the (ridiculous) principle Ex Contradictione Quodlibet, aka the Law of Explosion. The contradiction (or absurdity) need not be regarded as a false proposition (WVC: 131), but as the chasm; and we retrace our steps to the set of assumptions with which we started, and, recognizing it to be inconsistent, reject the assumption most likely to be false. The logic of the Tractatus thereby avoids one of the 
plainly unacceptable principles of classical logic. Wittgenstein saw this early on. In a Notebooks entry for 3.6.15, he writes “But I surely can’t infer anything from a contradiction, precisely because it is a contradiction” (N: 54).3 Graham Priest is wrong to suppose that there is one isolated remark – (LFM: 209) – that suggests that Wittgenstein countenanced the possibility that a contradiction entailed nothing – so endorsing some sort of connexive paraconsistent logic (Priest 2004: 224, fn. 11). The LFM remark is also repeated at p. 220. It is interesting that Wittgenstein rejected the Law of Explosion early and late (Goldstein 1999: 147-60). The logic of the Tractatus is a connexivist logic. Such a logic, as Priest himself has shown (Priest 1999) is happily married to the “concellation” view of contradiction which, as we have seen, is defended in Wittgenstein’s text.
 
If tautologies are a species of imperative, then it is immediately clear why one should refrain from ascribing any truth-value to them. And there is, moreover, an explanation of why we are tempted to call them “true” nonetheless. This became clear to me when reading, in connection with some quite different research, a forthcoming paper by Nate Charlow. Charlow defends the view that imperatives (including permissions) have truth-conditions, but do not express propositions, so it does not make sense to ascribe to them truth or falsity (p.2 of TS). His reasons for saying that they have truth-conditions are (1) they stand in inconsistency relations, (2) they stand in inferential relations, (3) they embed in fairly regular ways, e.g. as the consequents of indicative conditionals (p.5 of TS). So, as Charlow says “there is something at least prima facie attractive about trying to extend the truth-conditional paradigm [for explaining the semantical and logical characteristics of declaratives] to account for [the above] three facts about imperatives” (p.10 of TS). If imperatives can have truth-conditions, why, then, can they not be true or false? For a start, the supposition that a given imperative is true cannot be coherently expressed:
 
* “Suppose it is true that clean those windows”
 
As Charlow puts it, “we cannot even entertain the thought that an imperative is true” (p.22 of TS); “we cannot, in normal contexts, perform an assertion with an imperative” (p.23 of TS), nor ascribe belief in an imperative. In a passage reminiscent of the Tractatus, Charlow writes 


 [p]ropositions, at a minimum, encode a picture of a way the world might be. When someone utters a sentence whose meaning is a proposition, they proffer – literally, offer for acceptance 
– the proposition to their audience. In proferring a proposition to an audience –offering that proposition for acceptance – a speaker is naturally taken by her audience to endorse that proposition’s representation of the world. (pp.23-4 of TS)

 
 Charlow quotes, approvingly, Stalnaker’s remark “The purpose of expressing propositions is to [distinguish among alternative possible ways that things may be]” (Stalnaker 1978). It is exactly Stalnaker’s point that Wittgenstein is making when he writes “The form of a proposition is like a straight line, which divides all points of a plane into right and left” (B23). This is another way of stating the bipolarity thesis. Tautologies and contradictions are not propositions; they do not divide the plane; as imperatives, they are not in the business of plane-division.

 
5 Mathematics as Calculation and Rules. Gödel’s theorem
 
Here, then, are the germs of an idea that continued to intrigue Wittgenstein. There are sentences that look as if they are being used to make statements, they have the “ring of a statement” as he once put it, but they fail to do so. However, they are not unsinnig; it’s just that the role that they play is different from the one that surface appearances lead us to expect them to play. This idea is taken up in Wittgenstein’s post-1929 writings on mathematics. He here proposes that there are not mathematical propositions; that “there must be something wrong in our idea of the truth and falsity of arithmetical propositions” (RFM I-135), a view that, as we have seen, is prefigured in the Tractatus (Rodych 2011). The sentences of mathematics express rules and hence do not have truth-value. Wittgenstein suggests that we look at mathematical sentences as commandments and even utter them as imperatives, e.g. “Let 252 be 625” (RFM V-13, 17). “The mathematical proposition says to me: Proceed like this!” (RFM VII-72). This presents a profound challenge to the orthodox view that mathematics is a body of truths; of the most certain truths. The unorthodox view may seem repugnant, but it has at least one clear attraction: if mathematical sentences are not truths, they are not true of anything; hence we have no reason to postulate a realm of mathematical objects. We do away with what Wittgenstein termed “mathematical alchemy, that mathematical sentences are regarded as statements about mathematical objects – and mathematics as the exploration of these objects” (RFM V-16, p.274). If mathematics does not discover properties of abstract objects, what does it do? Wittgenstein’s answer, on which I shall not 
elaborate here, is that the business of mathematics is concept creation and modification (RFM IV-29, 30; VII-33).
 
Wittgenstein shows that speech acts other than statements can be dressed up as statements. For example “p?” could be expressed as “I want to know whether p”. The latter, if a statement about me, does not raise the question of whether p. So the propositional dress is a poor disguise. Similarly, we read a text on arithmetic and the equations may look like propositions with truth-value, but, Wittgenstein asks, “[m]ight we not do arithmetic without having the idea of uttering arithmetic propositions, and without ever having been struck by the similarity between a multiplication and a proposition?” (RFM App.III.1). This is the reflection that introduces Appendix III of RFM, the discussion of Gödel’s First Incompleteness Theorem. Wittgenstein gives a rough characterization of the theorem: there are true propositions in Principia Mathematica which cannot be proved in that system. Obviously, since Wittgenstein is disputing the notion of a true tautology, the question he raises is: “What is called a true proposition in Russell’s system, then?” (RFM App. III-5). His answer is that, since a proposition’s “being true” means “p” is true =p, the question amounts to “Under what circumstances is a proposition asserted in Russell’s game?” and Wittgenstein’s answer is: at the end of one of his proofs, or as a “fundamental law”.
 
It is now easy to see why Wittgenstein would have regarded Gödel’s Theorem as a prima facie objection to his view that what truth in mathematics amounts to is no more than provability. For suppose that, following Gödel, we construct a proposition P in the language of PM that can be so interpreted that it says “P is not provable in Russell’s system”. Gödel proved P so, on the standard interpretation, he established that there are sentences, of which P is an example, unprovable yet true. On Wittgenstein’s interpretation, the result would be a demonstration of a contradiction – that, in a given logical system, some sentence is proved but is unprovable.
 
Graham Priest latches onto this, and to subsequent remarks where Wittgenstein shows himself to be hospitable to contradictions, and, in contrast to most commentators, Priest delivers a favourable verdict: “Wittgenstein’s views on the countenancing of inconsistency are not at all wild, and the fact that he made them when he did shows striking prescience as well as ground-breaking originality. These are not the second-rate thoughts of an otherwise sparkling mind” (Priest 2004: 223). It is not surprising that Priest is excited, because he regards Wittgenstein as amazingly far-sighted in predicting the emergence of investigation of inconsistent logical systems where “people … pride themselves on having emancipated themselves from consistency too” (WVC: 139); in recent times, Priest has been at the forefront of just this kind of investigation. Priest, however,  
is a dialetheist – he believes that some contradictions are true, and this contrasts sharply with Wittgenstein’s view that they are neither true nor false. So is there a reaction, other than the embracing of inconsistency, that Wittgenstein could take in the face of Gödel’s Theorem?
 
I believe so. At RFM App.III-9, Wittgenstein writes: “For what does it mean to say that P and ‘P is unprovable’ are the same proposition? It means that these two English sentences have a single expression in such-and-such a notation”. (The translators have helpfully supplied two English words, ‘sentence’ and ‘proposition’, as appropriate, for the single expression “Satz” that occurs in the original German!) We know how to construct a sentence P that has the same Gödel number as the sentence “P is unprovable”. So we have identified a property of sentences, a syntactic property, and have proved that P has this syntactic property of being unprovable. It seems now very reasonable to say that, since P says that it is unprovable, and we have proved it to be unprovable, that it must be true. Further, it cannot be false, unless arithmetic (or arithmetic carried out in PM) is inconsistent. But this move is disallowed if we take Wittgenstein seriously. P does not say anything since, it is not a proposition, so a fortiori, it does not say anything true. After the brief flirtation with dialetheism, Wittgenstein moved to a view known, in mediaeval times, as cassatio or cassationism. This was a once popular approach to the Liar paradox in which the leading idea is that a Liar sentence such as “This statement is false” or “This statement is not true” fails to make a statement and hence fails to state that it is false or not true.
 
Wittgenstein’s retreat from dialetheism is clearly seen in a passage from MS 124 (1944), where he is discussing Grelling’s Paradox. Using “h” as an abbreviation of “heterological”, he writes: 


 ‘h’ ∊ h ≡ ~ (‘h’ ∊ h) might be called ‘a true contradiction’. – But this contradiction is not a significant proposition! Agreed, but the tautologies of logic aren’t either. “The contradiction is true” means: it is proved: derived from the rules for the word “h”. Its employment is to shew that “‘h’” is one of those words which do not yield a proposition when inserted into ‘ξ ∊ h’. “The contradiction is true” means: this really is a contradiction, and so you cannot use the word “‘h’” as an argument in ‘ξ ∊ h’. (RFM V-28)

 
Equally, one cannot use “This statement” as an argument in “ξ is not true”.
 
What Gödel established was that it is possible, within the resources of PM, to prove a certain remarkable sentence. That sentence does not express a proposition. In the case of the Liar Paradox, from which Gödel drew his inspiration, the cassationist line of thought is that here too, we have a sentence that does not express a proposition and, in particular, does not say of itself that it is not true. It is really quite telling that, in the final remark of Appendix III, Wittgenstein writes: 
 


 Here one needs to remember that the propositions of logic are so constructed as to have no application as information in practice. So it could very well be said that they were not propositions at all… Now, if we append to these ‘propositions’ a further sentence-like structure of another kind, then we are all the more in the dark about what kind of application this system of sign-combinations is supposed to have; for the mere ring of a proposition is not enough to give these connexions of signs any meaning. (RFM App.III-20)

 
The “sentence-like structures” he is talking about include “is provable” and “is not provable”.
 
If the above reconstruction of Wittgenstein’s response to Gödel’s theorem is correct, then it seems that he should have availed himself of the distinction, prominent in the Tractatus, between Satz and Satzzeichen. And indeed, Wittgenstein does just this in a MS written in June 1941, some four years after the Appendix on Gödel’s Theorem, Wittgenstein talks about a propositional pattern that can be constructed according to the rules of proof. He writes: 


So we say that this ‘propositional pattern’ can be obtained from those in such and such ways. And, merely translated into another notation, this means: this [Gödel] number can be got from those by means of these operations. So far, the sentence and its proof have nothing to do with any special logic. Here the constructed sentence was simply another way of writing the constructed number; it had the form of a proposition but we don’t compare it with other propositions as a sign saying this or that, making sense. (RFM VII-22)

 
Do these reflections of Wittgenstein’s diminish Gödel’s Theorem or mathematics in general? Not at all. Gödel showed that, on a standard interpretation, there is at least one sentence which is assigned the value “true” but which is unprovable, i.e. that arithmetic, so long as it is consistent, is incomplete. That is a massive achievement, given that the starting point, as it were, is just the counting system that we all learned as children. What Wittgenstein destroys is a theological conception of mathematics – the idea that God has a store of true mathematical propositions that it is for us mortals painstakingly to struggle to discover. The counting system is a human invention (RFM I-168); we play with it as we do and are not answerable to any externally imposed rules or pre-ordained rails to infinity. As with chess, given a starting position and our rules for the movement of pieces, we can establish surprising results, e.g., that it is impossible to mate with a king, knight and bishop against a king (RFM V-3, p.260 for the chess analogy).
 
But will a mathematics of rules, not of propositions, look, at the end of the day, any different from mathematics as currently prosecuted? In the soon-to-be-published Skinner-Wittgenstein archive, there is a MS called “A Mathematical Investigation” which, so the editor, Arthur Gibson, tells us, “is entirely constituted of precise unusual forms of calculation …. [i]ts deviation from the usual 
forms of calculation explicitly complements how Wittgenstein’s own philosophy exposes unexpected possibilities within the use of ‘rules’”. I haven’t yet seen this MS, but I am dying to do so.
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1
 
Wittgenstein has his interlocutor ask, 


‘… how many kinds of sentence are there? Say assertion, question, and command?’ (1953, §23)

 
Wittgenstein’s response is that there are countless kinds: ‘countless different kinds of use of what we call “symbols”, “words”, “sentences”‘. And, he goes on, ‘this multiplicity is not something fixed, given once for all; but new types of language, new language-games, as we may say, come into existence, and others become obsolete and get forgotten.’ (Ibid)
 
Ryle, for his part, constantly reminds his readers that sentences have a great number of different employments besides those of stating, asserting, describing or reporting. (Commanding, cajoling, deriding, punishing, congratulating, praising, promising, giving vent, and expressing, are just a few.) In particular, he urges, 


we are constantly wanting to talk about what can be relied on to happen as well as to talk about what is actually happening; we are constantly wanting to give explanations of incidents as well as to report them; and we are constantly wanting to tell how things can be managed as well as to tell what is now going on in them. (2009a, 100-101; emphasis mine)

 
As this anticipates, among the kinds of sentences that interest philosophers are ones whose primary aim, in the context of their use, is explanatory, justificatory, or action-guiding; among such sentences may be those expressing laws, rules, dispositions, definitions, principles, or norms.
 
 
 Now some of these sentences may be classified by logicians as statements, and thus, as truth-apt. ‘Murder is wrong’, ‘Any two bodies in the universe attract each other with a force that is directly proportional to the product of their masses and inversely proportional to the square of the distance between them’ and ‘John wants me to replace the bottle of Chablis I drank’ are examples. But though they are evaluable as true or false and, indeed, doing so is required for syntactic operations upon these sentences, this ‘surface grammar’ tends to mislead philosophers. Overly impressed with their logical classification, they find themselves looking in the wrong place for the facts they are alleged to state which are supposed to render the sentences true. When they cannot find them among what Ryle calls ‘wittnessable events’, they tend to suppose they must be found among ‘unwittnessable’ ones. A kind of pointless metaphysical speculation ensues: one in which (I will suggest) ontology is governed by the constraints of a formal calculus which requires the postulation of what turn out (by my lights) to be impossible objects, events, or properties. Such impossibilities, naturally, lead to their own philosophical problems, some of which have haunted philosophers for millennia.
 
There are at least two ways of proceeding to avoid this outcome. We could say that statements such as these are ‘made true’ by the facts they are alleged to report, as long as we keep clear that this should not tempt us to postulate what Mackie called ‘queer’ objects. Among these I count ‘normative properties’, ‘meaning facts’, ‘causally-efficacious mental states’, or more simply ‘mental representations’ (and many more). What these queer entities have in common is that they are at once the alleged referents of pure descriptions but at the same time are thought to prescribe, explain, justify, rationalize, or otherwise guide our actions. (‘Causal relations’ or ‘the link between cause and effect’ and ‘necessary connections’ are, on an equally queer understanding, the names of phenomena alleged to exert their force more widely.)
 
Or, in order to forestall the postulation of such queer objects or relations as their truth-makers we could demur from calling the sentences ‘fact-stating’, but deny that so doing renders their employment cognitively or epistemically inert –deny, that is, that the sentences are performing no substantial function.
 
My preference is to look at the employment of sentences on particular occasions and ignore their surface logical form. In so doing, we can acknowledge important jobs these sentences perform and thus the cognitive or epistemic value of using them, without being tempted to look towards the kind of speculative metaphysics I have just described for an answer as to what gives them this value. This move is often sufficient to ward off entanglement in thornier (and, as I am arguing, misguided and thus unnecessary) philosophical puzzles.
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 In this paper I shall focus on Ryle’s discussion of what he identifies as ‘law’ or ‘law-like’ sentences, the typical uses of which enable comprehension, foresight, and manipulation. This is not to deny that such sentences are true or false, but rather to emphasize that 


they do not state truths of falsehoods of the same type as those asserted by the statements of fact to which they apply or are supposed to apply. They have different jobs. (2009a, 105)

 
They play less a reporting, describing, informing, or ‘fact-stating’ role and more an inferring, explaining, predicting, retrodicting, and modifying role. On this understanding, a variety of sentences are going to count as ‘law-like’, including, but importantly not limited to, those expressing ‘natural’ or physical laws – i.e., inductively confirmed, empirical generalizations. Also included, as we shall discuss below, are rules, including Wittgenstein’s ‘rules of grammar’, as well as what Ryle calls ‘dispositions’.
 
The way to bring the relevant difference to light, Ryle suggests, is to note that 


at least part of the point of trying to establish laws is to find out how to infer from particular matters of fact to other particular matters of fact, how to explain particular matters of fact by reference to other matters of fact, and how to bring about or prevent particular states of affairs. (Ibid)

 
For even if we were to give someone credit for being able to state a law, his knowledge of the law, like his knowledge of the rules of etiquette, chess, or grammar, would be put in question if he were not able to apply the law or the rules appropriately. ‘Teaching a law is, at least inter alia, teaching how to do new things, theoretical and practical, with particular matters of fact’ (ibid). Furthermore, there is a logical or categorical difference between stating facts, arguing from fact to fact, and providing a warrant for the argument.
 
The sentence-job of stating facts is different from the job of stating an argument from factual statement to factual statement, and both are different from the job of giving warrants for such arguments. We have to learn to use sentences for the first job before we can learn to use them for the second, and we have to learn to use them for the first and the second jobs before we can learn to use them for the third. (Ibid)
 
Moving away from laws understood as inductively confirmed, empirical generalizations, let us look at an example of a different kind of inference-ticket or warrant-provider. Suppose our two ‘fact-stating’ sentences are ‘Today is 
Tuesday’ and ‘Tomorrow is Wednesday’. But the sentence ‘Today is Tuesday, so tomorrow is Wednesday’ is not a statement: it is an argument – a move – from one fact-stating sentence to another. What about the hypothetical ‘If today is Tuesday, then tomorrow is Wednesday’? Such hypothetical sentences, though typically classed by logicians as statements or propositions (and thus as truth-apt), have a different function from either of our two fact-stating sentences; they provide a warrant for the argument-sentence ‘Today is Tuesday, so tomorrow is Wednesday’. It is this role as warrant-provider or inference-ticket that is in common between sentences expressing natural laws and rules (conventional or otherwise). (Note, in passing, that if, as it seems, it is in virtue of this role that such statements count, for Ryle, as ‘law-like’, how different this use of ‘law-like’ is from that of Davidson and his interlocutors who use it to call our attention to inductively confirmed, empirical generalizations with ‘ceteris paribus’ clauses.)
 
When we said earlier that we do not want to deny that ‘law’ sentences are true or false, but rather to emphasize that the type of truths or falsehoods they state are not of the same type as those asserted by the statements of fact to which they apply or are supposed to apply, we can now bring out what is meant by ‘not the same type’. The ‘law’ statements are apt or inapt in virtue of their role in supporting or providing warrants for inferences and not from reporting some fact that a speculative metaphysical investigation might reveal. Hence to look for their ‘truth-makers’ among the objects, properties, events or relations that they allegedly name would be to look in the wrong place for what gives them their truth-value. This is true for empirically discovered ‘natural’ laws as well as for rules of logical inference and moral injunctions or prohibitions.
 
Indeed, as Wittgenstein emphasized, nor does the conclusion of a proof count as the discovery of a heretofore unknown mathematical fact: rather, accepting the conclusion of a proof is tantamount to putting the mathematical expression ‘in the archives’ or to acknowledge that it can henceforth be used in mathematical reasoning. In both cases, their truth-value comes not from what they are alleged to name, but rather from the work they do in supporting or proscribing inferences.
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 The logical-categorical difference between these different sentence employments (warrant vs. description) can be brought out further, Ryle explains, by noticing that ‘laws’ can be cashed out as ‘variable’ or ‘open’ hypotheticals embodying, in the antecedent clause, ‘any’, ‘whenever’, ‘all’, etc. Think of these 
antecedent clauses as containing a labeled file-folder (a docket) which, as its label indicates, is designed for collecting certain kinds of items and not others (in our example above, the labels might be ‘today’ and ‘tomorrow’ and the candidate ‘items’, weekdays). If items of the requisite kinds (say, any Tuesday and the subsequent Wednesday) can be filed into the labeled folders provided by these open antecedent clauses, then, and in this sense, such items ‘satisfy’ the ‘law’ or open-hypothetical statements. It is in virtue of having items that satisfy them or of there being items that can be filed inside the labeled folder provided by the open hypothetical that such statements ‘apply’ to the world. They do not ‘apply’ in the sense, to use Ryle’s example, that a police-description fits a wanted man (2000b, 238). In other words, they do not function by naming something that is logically antecedent to and independent of the practices in which the inter-related concepts of the calendar, days of the week, tomorrow, yesterday, today, etc. have their home.
 
This should be clear enough in our example above, since surely no one would be tempted to imagine that ‘If today is Tuesday, then tomorrow is Wednesday’ describes something – a link created by conventionally applied glue – between days of the week construed as abstract objects and the ‘today-tomorrow’ relation. But just this kind of mistake appears with the tendency to misconstrue statements that play the role of inference licenses or act-prohibitions or permissions as descriptions of causal links, logical rails, or normative (and thus action-guiding) facts.
 
Some of the most interesting mental-conduct concepts are dispositional and the employed sentences in which they are embodied are ‘law-like’ in a similar way: they, too, have the surface grammar of stating some fact and are (thus) truth-apt. Such statements suggest, roughly, ‘that a mentioned thing, beast or person, has a certain capacity, tendency or propensity, or is subject to a certain liability’ (Ryle, 2009a, 107). Because we are often inclined to ignore their type difference from other fact-stating sentences, it may be less misleading to think of them as functioning more like open hypotheticals insofar as, like other ‘lawlike’ statements, these hypotheticals are satisfied by items that are collected within the labeled folders. One difference, however, is that these hypotheticals do not contain ‘any’, ‘whenever’, or ‘all’; they mention particular things, beasts or persons, so they are not open or variable in the same way as law statements. They are like ‘law-like’ statements, however, in the sense that what satisfies them – the exercises of, say, a capacity or a liability – may (with qualifications) be independent of specific times, places, and other types of circumstances.
 
According to Ryle, merely to classify a word as signifying a disposition is not yet to say much more about it than to say that it is not used for an episode. Furthermore, there are countless kinds of dispositional words. Even among  
those dispositional concepts that apply specifically to human beings, these can be distinguished as tendencies, habits, bents, mannerisms, tastes, interests, hobbies, jobs and occupations. More complicated still, is that many important concepts (‘heed concepts’, such as scrutinize, concentrate, study) straddle the divide between the dispositional and the episodic. Indeed others (‘achievement’ concepts, such as perceive, find, score, and know) are of an even higher-order in the sense that they involve the stance of a theorist or a ‘referee.’ Some, such as deduce, are both ‘heed’ and ‘achievement’ concepts. (Thus, incidentally, when Elizabeth Prior (1985) writes that she is interested in ‘philosopher’s dispositions’ such as fragility or solubility and not, for example, character traits, and then goes on to argue that Ryle’s ‘account’ is flawed, she bases her argument on a stipulation that completely misses the philosophical-logical point about the jobs of certain kinds of sentence to which Ryle is bringing our attention).
 
Just as it would be wrong to postulate ‘rails’ or ‘links’ to be the nominata of logical or causal inferences, so too, would it be wrong (but tempting) to postulate inner actions or reactions to correspond with purely or partly dispositional concepts. Such a temptation is part and parcel of the mistaken idea – a ubiquitous target for Ryle and Wittgenstein – that all true indicative sentences either describe existents or report occurrences. The logic of these concepts is elucidated not by supposing they describe occurrences by a sentence strung together with ‘ands’, one or more of whose conjuncts, because not witnessable, is invisible. It is elucidated rather as giving permissions, injunctions, and prohibitions to act, expect, modify, explain, and so on, often by ‘would’ or ‘could’ sentences that embody subordinate clause introducers such as ‘if’, ‘not’, ‘in order to’, ‘unless, ‘whenever’, etc.
 
The logical-categorical difference between descriptive and dispositional sentences can be elucidated in a similar way to the difference we found between fact-stating and warrant-giving sentences: their ‘truth-aptitude’ does not come from their referring to or representing something independent of and antecedent to the material they collect. They function, rather, like labeled file folders, as ways of collecting the kinds of things that satisfy them. What sorts of things are these? Recall that disposition sentences state, roughly speaking, that a mentioned thing, beast or person, has a certain capacity, tendency or propensity, or is subject to a certain liability. Dispositional concepts are, then, roughly speaking, ‘satisfied by the actions, reactions and states’ (Ryle 2009, 108) of that mentioned thing, beast, or person.
 
We began with the thought that philosophers are interested in sentence employments in which we are constantly wanting to talk about ‘what can be relied on to happen as well as to talk about what is actually happening; we are constantly wanting to give explanations of incidents as well as to report them;  
and we are constantly wanting to tell how things can be managed as well as to tell what is now going on in them.’
 
Disposition concepts facilitate these aims. 


 They are neither reports of observed or observable states of affairs, nor yet reports of unobserved or unobservable states of affairs. They narrate no incidents. But their jobs are intimately connected with narratives of incidents, for, if they are true, they are satisfied by narrated incidents. (Ryle, 2009, 120)

 
It is evidently this kind of statement that leads others to classify Ryle as an ‘anti-realist’ about dispositions. Perhaps this is because qualifying for ‘realism’ requires assuming the very notion of the supposed logical job of truth-apt sentences that is here being called into question; namely, that all true indicative sentences purport either to describe existents or report occurrences. If they do not succeed, then, on this view, it seems the ‘reality’ of what they purport to describe or report is to be called into question. Since it is this very assumption about the purpose of truth-apt sentences that Ryle is questioning, he does not qualify for either ‘ism’.
 
Metaphysical name-calling aside, note that denying that the function of these sentences is to make categorical reports of particular but unwitnessable facts is not tantamount to denying that there may be reports of other facts that are relevant for explanation, prediction, and modification. The chemical composition of a soluble substance is a condition of its capacity to dissolve, as is the skeletal structure of a human being a condition of her capacity to dance. But, to reiterate, the claim is that naming or homing in on such ‘underlying’ facts (if there are any, and there may not) is not the role of dispositional concepts such as ‘soluble’, ‘dancer’, or ‘self-assured’. It is rather, to continue the metaphor, to ‘collect’ items such as, respectively, potassium chloride, Rudolf Nureyev, and my husband.
 
What about when the discovery of ‘underlying facts’ enables us to see a causal connection? Does this give succor to ‘realists’ about dispositions? It is difficult to see how. To say there is a causal connection between bursitis and pain just means we have a (qualified) warrant to infer from say, the existence of pain in the shoulder to the existence of an inflamed bursa or, perhaps, from the excitation of nociceptors on A-δ and C fibers to the release of prostaglandins. The discovery of a such a (qualified) warrant does not permit us to assert that we have discovered what I above dismissed as a ‘queer’ relation – that is, a causal connection, understood as a third thing in addition to the pain and the inflammation, or between the release of chemicals and synaptic activity: a kind of metaphysical glue or invisible bond between them that (somehow) accounts 
for the regularity between occurrences of such kinds. Thus, even in the cases in which there is lower-level causal story, which may mention ‘real occurrences’ as causal relata, the implicit (qualified) warrant to predict, explain, or manipulate is still very much behind any ‘truth’ to the causal statement and just as unaccounted for as on the higher-level appeal to dispositions.
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 Let us continue this discussion about warrants and descriptions from a slightly different angle. Recall Ryle’s reminder that the point of learning laws is not to go around stating them out loud. ‘Teaching a law’, he wrote, ‘is, at least inter alia, teaching how to do new things, theoretical and practical, with particular matters of fact.’ Similarly, we might add, understanding the proposition If today is Tuesday, then tomorrow is Wednesday is at least inter alia evinced in the proper handling of weekly tasks and in the scheduling of appointments. So too is teaching how to consult a map, at least inter alia, teaching how to do new things, theoretical and practical, with the items symbolized on the map. Indeed we may say in these cases that being able to ‘travel’ by getting from one destination to another or by handling one’s weekly tasks by operating with the relevant concepts, or by making the proper predictions from cause to effect (say), is lower on the ladder of sophistication than the ability to use the symbols on the map, the hypothetical sentence, or a law-sentence as a guide or warrant. One has to learn how to manage tasks of the former type before those of the latter.
 
Ryle’s pithy way to put the point is to say that ‘knowing how’ is logically prior to ‘knowing that’ (Wittgenstein’s greatly more enigmatic way of putting it is ‘rule following is a practice’). Less pithily, the idea can be made clear by noticing that in many cases, the norm-governed practice comes first; the codification of the norms and their articulation into formulae such as law-sentences, symbols, or other sorts of representations comes later. In one of my favourite quotes from Ryle we are reminded that, 


[t]here were reasoners before Aristotle and strategists before Clausewitz. The application of rules of reasoning and strategy did not have to await the work of their codifiers. Aristotle and Clausewitz were, in fact, only able to extract these rules, because they were already being applied. The crystallisation of performance-rules in rule-formulae is, in some cases, not the condition of their being applied [i.e., not necessary in order for something to be an observance of them] but a product of studies in the methodology of the practices in which they have already been applied. (2009b, 243)
 

 
 Ryle’s striking way of putting the point is widely misunderstood. The distinction between ‘knowing how’ and ‘knowing that’ is not ‘a new kind of epistemology’; nor can an ordinary language analysis of stretches of discourse in which ‘knows that’ and ‘knows how’ occur come even close to tracking the distinction to which Ryle was pointing. It is simply an emphatic, catchy way of putting what I have taken a longer time spelling out: that engaging in a bit of higher-order theoretical reasoning is not required for participation in normative practices or for ‘applying’, or acting ‘in accord’ or ‘in conformity’ with, a rule, norm, or law. Indeed (as the last paragraph spells out), in many cases (but of course not all) there would not be rule-formulae unless there were practices up and running from which a theorist could crystallise its norms and codify them into rule-formulae.
 
When Ryle wrote The Concept of Mind, much of his argument against ‘the ghost in the machine’ was directed against the idea that prior theoretical operations are necessary to account for intelligent, rational, or (for that matter, we might add, moral) behaviour. For, since these supposed theoretical operations are rarely noticeable by the one who allegedly engages in them, they must occur (so the thought goes) in some ‘ghostly’ medium. As I have argued elsewhere (Tanney 2007/2009a and 2009b) it does not matter if these invisible processes are ‘ghostly’ in the sense of taking place in a Cartesian non-extended substance, or if they are alleged to be unavailable to consciousness because they take place in the neuronal structure of the brain. The argument against this rationalist position is the same in either case.
 
The idea that in acting rationally, ethically, or knowingly we are ‘making internal reference to formulae’ is still very much alive. Sometimes, as we will see below, this commitment is made explicit. In others, there is a certain vagueness as to what counts as the ‘propositional knowledge’ alleged to guide our actions, so it takes some work to clarify the nature of the claim.
 
What is certain is that we must retain the distinction between practices in which the participants go on in a way a theorist (e.g. Aristotle) can describe as governed by rules that she articulates or represents (on the one hand), and practices in which the participants go on as they do while adverting, within these practices, to such representations or propositions (on the other). The difference is roughly between those who know how to get around anyhow versus those who know how to get around using a map to guide them.
 
What is required in order to credit someone with ‘propositional knowledge’ of rules, laws, or norms? At the least, it would seem, such a person would have the ability to consider, assert, assent, or otherwise advert, to the relevant sentence or formula. It is this capacity that qualifies her as a participant in the higher, theoretical operations. Of course, one who does not or who is not able to 
carry out this higher-order task may still be credited with having mastered a skill or with having ‘know-how’ or ‘savoir-faire’. Perhaps we can agree that the person who has the savoir-faire, and who acts in accordance or conformity with the rules has ‘implicit knowledge’ of them.
 
This may be innocent enough, as long as we resist the idea that such a person also has ‘implicit propositional knowledge’ of the norms that govern the practice she has mastered, for this is disguised nonsense. Indeed, it is as absurd as the idea that I carry around a map in my head, which I do not consult, yet somehow explains my ability to navigate. (See Tanney, 2013, chapters 9 and 12 for detailed discussion)
 
Notice how intellectualism survives in its most explicit (and acknowledged) version in computational theories of mind. For consider the suggestion when people tend to reason rationally – that is, when they reason from their belief that if P, then Q and P to the conclusion that Q – there is in their brain a causal process the elements of which mirror the component bits of the purely formal modus ponens inference. This picture is part and parcel of an explanation how semantic relations (such as truth-preservation) can be ‘mirrored’ in purely formal /syntactic relations which are themselves supposed to be realized in the causal structure of the brain, thus paving the way for a ‘naturalized’ theory of meaning, and, presumably, of the rationality of human beings. (See, for example, Fodor 1975.)
 
We have seen how Ryle criticizes the precursors of this view. But it is worth noting how Lewis Carroll criticized it much earlier, because his prescient ‘colloquy to Logicians of the Nineteenth Century’ gives us a clue, I think, as to how the tendency to conflate different levels of discourse might have arisen.
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 In conclusion, then, consider ‘What the Tortoise Said to Achilles’ (Carroll, 1895). 


The Tortoise asks Achilles to consider an argument of Euclid:
 
 

 
A: ‘Things that are equal to the same are equal to each other‘
 
B: ‘The two sides of this triangle are things that are equal to the same’
 
Therefore Z: ‘The two sides of this triangle are equal to each other’

 
Achilles grants that the conclusion follows logically from the premises. He also, at the Tortoise’s prompts, concedes that there might be a reader of Euclid who accepts the validity of the argument while hesitating to grant the truth of the 
premises. And, when questioned, he accepts that there may be a reader who, while accepting the truth of the premises, does not yet acknowledge the truth of the Hypothetical Proposition that if A and B are both true, then Z must be true and thus, as is the case for the one who does not accept the truth of the premises, is ‘under no logical necessity to accept Z as true’. The Tortoise challenges Achilles to treat him as a reader of the second kind and to force him, logically, to accept Z as true.
 
How is the Tortoise to be persuaded? Well, clearly not by introducing a further logical principle, such as ‘If A and B are true then Z must be true’, since this attempt, after several iterations, ends badly.
 
 ‘Whatever Logic is good enough to tell me is worth writing down,’ said the Tortoise. ‘So enter it in your notebook, please. We will call it
 
 

 
(E) If A and B and C and D are true, Z must be true.
 
 

 
Until I’ve granted that, of course I needn’t grant Z. So it’s quite a necessary step, you see?’ ‘I see,’ said Achilles; and there was a touch of sadness in his tone.

 
What moral can be drawn from this story? It seems to me that the moral is the same as the one discussed above: that there is a categorical difference between what is involved in ‘travelling’ (in this case, moving or inferring from premises to conclusion) and what is required in order to provide a warrant or a justification for that journey. It is Achilles’s acquiescence that the warrant is necessary for travel that leads him into trouble.
 
Handing the ticket over to the train-conductor is not, as it were, part of the journey itself; a fortiori, the sense in which it may be ‘required for travel’ is the different sense in which playing the higher-order ‘produce your warrant’ game is required for travel. Whether or not it is on certain occasions, doing so does not comprise a leg in the journey itself. In any case, it should be clear that the truth of the ‘Hypothetical Proposition’ is parasitic on its appropriateness as a warrant: like the other ‘law-like’ statements discussed above, it does not assert or name a mysterious connection between premise and conclusion that a metaphysical speculation (into necessity or necessary connections) would reveal. Its truth derives from its appropriateness as a warrant, which in turn cannot be determined without looking at the practices in which the warrant has its place.
 
In this discussion, I hope not only to have brought affinities between Carroll’s discussion of logical inference rules, Ryle’s attack on the Intellectualist, and Wittgenstein’s polemic against the idea that in speaking and understanding a language (for example) we are operating a calculus in accordance with strict rules. In addition, I suggest that it may also bring into view how a misplaced 
logicism has influenced the history of analytic philosophy up to the present. For note that, in a formal argument, unless the warrant is included as part of the ‘travel’ (i.e., written down, as the Tortoise insists, as one of the premises) the argument is not valid. This is to be expected, of course, for once the content is removed from the argument (as it is when we concentrate on its form alone), of course we have no idea whether we can move or infer from premises to conclusion without some sort of assurances. The permissions and proscriptions that are implicit in the correct use of the relevant concepts disappear when ‘Today is Tuesday, so tomorrow is Wednesday’ is formalized as ‘P, so Q’. This is why we need the ‘guarantee’ of ‘If P, then Q’ as a (seeming) premise in formal case. But, as Stephen Toulmin (1958) points out, this ‘premise’ provides no epistemological reassurance whatsoever, for anyone who had reason to resist the move from P to Q will have the exact same reason to doubt the truth of the hypothetical. What is really needed is a backing for the warrant (in this case, an appeal to the calendar or to the practice of using it). Any backing, however, that one can give for the truth of the added hypothetical is at the same time backing for the legitimacy of the move from P to Q. Because of this, the ‘assurance’ the hypothetical premise provides is quite empty.
 
Might this point about what is required for a formal calculus incline someone to be misled into thinking that such a ‘warrant for travel’ is necessary for the validity in general, including of informal arguments? Might an attachment to formalism give the impression, as Ryle might put it, that such hypothetical ‘statements’ in general belong to pre-inferential levels of discourse rather than to post-inferential levels? Is today’s rationalist, that is, motivated by a misunderstanding of what is required for validity by focusing on the formal case as a prototype for the informal case? If so, she is making a mistake.
 
As should have been clear all along, the ability to participate in a norm-governed practice is not a ‘step-child’ of theory. For, on the contrary, theorizing is itself a norm-governed practice in which the participants can theorize well or badly (Ryle, 2009a, 16).
 
I have, in other work, applied some of these thoughts to present-day discussions in philosophy of mind (Tanney, 2013). I am confident that they can also be applied to today’s discussions in metaethics, epistemology, and beyond.4
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1 Introduction
 
Given its importance in the Tractatus, and its influence beyond that book, the existing scholarly literature features remarkably few accounts of Wittgenstein’s notion of logical space. One prominent such account, originally suggested by Stephen Toulmin and then elaborated upon in Allan Janik & Toulmin’s book Wittgenstein’s Vienna, ties that notion to the notion of phase-space in the scientific work of Ludwig Boltzmann and Heinrich Hertz. I will cast doubt upon this attempt to link these notions, and evaluate whether any of the classic conceptions of logical space in the early commentaries on the Tractatus make logical space into a kind of phase-space. I conclude that for Wittgenstein and these commentators, logical space is a quasi-linguistic space, but that this very fact is what precludes it being at the same time a phase-space, properly so-called.

 
2 Logical Space and Phase-Space
 
One aspect of Ludwig Boltzmann’s scientific work that has sometimes been thought to leave its mark on the Tractatus is his development of the idea of phase space. Stephen Toulmin seems to have been the first person to make this suggestion, in a 1969 article on Wittgenstein where he claimed that: ‘the pages of the Tractatus echo with phrases – “logical spaces”, comprising “ensembles of possibilities” etc. – which have roots in Boltzmann’s generalised thermodynamics’ (Toulmin 1969a, p.66). In another article from the same year we find Toulmin claiming: ‘An axiomatic theory, [Wittgenstein] had argued, defines only a formal ensemble of possibilities in “logical space”. (It was no accident that he had borrowed his nomenclature from Boltzmann’s and Liouville’s statistical thermodynamics)’ (Toulmin 1969b, p.38).
 
A few years later, in Wittgenstein’s Vienna, Toulmin and Allan Janik explained Boltzmann’s procedure thus: 
 


 Boltzmann took Hertz’s account of mechanics as defining a system of ‘possible sequences of observed events’ and made it the starting point for a general method of theoretical analysis in physics itself. He did so, by treating each independent property of a physical system as defining a separate coordinate in a multidimensional system of geometrical coordinates. All the possible locations of each separate body in the physical system, for instance, were ordered along three spatial ‘axes of reference’; all values of, say, temperature, along another axis; all values of, say, pressure, along a fifth; and so on. The totality of theoretical ‘points’ in the resulting multidimensional coordinate system gave one a representation of the ‘ensemble of possible states’ of the physical system in question; and any actual state could be defined by specifying the particular point in this ‘multidimensional space’ whose coordinates corresponded to the actual values of all the variables. The general problem for statistical mechanics was then to discover mathematical relations governing the frequencies with which – on various assumptions and conditions – the actual states of a physical system would be distributed among its possible states; and, so, to compute the relative probabilities of finding the system, in actual fact, in one overall physical state rather than another. (Janik & Toulmin 1973, pp.143-4)

 
Janik and Toulmin then make the link to the Tractatus thus: 


this notion of a ‘space of theoretical possibilities’, which plays the key part in Boltzmann’s method of analysis, can be summarised concisely in words from Wittgenstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus as follows: The facts in logical space are the world [1.13]; the world divides into facts [1.2]; each item can be the case or not the case while everything else remains the same… [1.21] We construct for ourselves representations [Bilder] of facts [2.1]. A Bild depicts reality by representing a possibility of existence and non-existence of states of affairs [2.201]. A Bild represents a possible situation in logical space [2.202]. A proposition determines a place in logical space… [3.4] In geometry and logic alike a place is a possibility: something can exist in it [3.411]. (ibid., p.144).

 
Among more recent commentators, Michael Lockwood certainly endorses Janik and Toulmin’s claim that Wittgenstein’s concept of logical space is ‘transparently modelled on Boltzmann’s use of the concept of phase space’, adding that Boltzmann thus ‘unwittingly made his mark on philosophy as well as physics’ (Lockwood 2005, p.219).

 
3 Evaluation of these Claims
 
These claims have several problematic features. First, the idea that Boltzmann made Hertz’s account of mechanics the starting point for a general method of theoretical analysis in physics is demonstrably false. Hertz’s Principles of Mechanics (1894) had been published by the time Boltzmann published the work in question here, his Vorlesungen über Gastheorie (1896, 1898). But Boltzmann 
mentions Hertz’s book only once in these lectures, and there specifically to remark that he had ‘abandoned’ his own attempt to try out ‘a gas theory in which, instead of forces acting during collisions, one merely has conditional equations in the sense of the posthumous mechanics of Hertz’ (Boltzmann 1964, p.26). In fact, Boltzmann was never very impressed by Hertz’s mechanics, finding it unworkable even on simple problems, and he did not model any of his own work on it. The fairly common assumption, by Wittgenstein scholars, that Boltzmann somehow developed Hertz’s mechanics, is a complete myth.
 
Second, Janik and Toulmin’s description of phase-space is strange in that it omits what seems to be a most important aspect of that concept as it occurs in physics, which is the evolution of the system in question. That is, what physicists usually do when they represent a system in phase-space is to study the system’s trajectories through that space, the way it evolves over time. Janik and Toulmin’s description, by contrast, seems static, and one wonders whether they thought that Wittgenstein’s notion of logical space had this same feature.
 
Third, and finally, claims that terms from the Tractatus (‘logical space’, ‘ensembles of possibilities’) originate either in Boltzmann’s thermodynamics or in the earlier, purely mathematical work of Joseph Liouville are also clearly false. The term ‘ensemble’ doesn’t even occur in the Tractatus, so what Toulmin meant by saying that it has roots in, and was borrowed from, Boltzmann’s thermodynamics is obscure. In the aforementioned Vorlesungen über Gastheorie, (which we don’t even know whether Wittgenstein had read), neither ‘Ensemble’ nor ‘Ansammlung’ occur at all, and ‘Möglichkeit’ (possibility) occurs only three times, none of which occurrences is suggestive of the way in which the concept is used in the Tractatus. When it comes to the concept of logical space, too, ‘logisch’ occurs only twice in Boltzmann’s text, once in the phrase ‘logisch Con-sequenzen ’, and once in ‘logische Notwendigkeit’ (both in §14). Related Tractarian terms are also much harder to find in this same text than Janik and Toulmin’s remarks lead one to expect. ‘Raum’ itself occurs only ten times, none of them references to anything other than ordinary physical space. Finally, the case is even shakier if we turn to Boltzmann’s Vorlesungen über die Principe der Mechanik, the two volumes of which (published 1897, 1904) we do know Wittgenstein owned, since none of the terms in question occur there at all.
 
As for Liouville, the acclaimed author of the definitive volume on his work describes as ‘absurd’ the idea that he ever contributed to statistical mechanics, and goes on: ‘It is indeed unlikely that he ever heard of this new approach to the theory of heat, which was being conceived by Maxwell, Gibbs, and Boltzmann toward the end of Liouville’s life’ (Lützen 1990, p.663).
 
If Boltzmann didn’t use the expression ‘logical space’, did he at least have the idea? Maybe, after all, that’s all that Toulmin really meant. This question  
factors into two: how is the idea of logical space related to the physicist’s idea of phase space? And did Boltzmann have the idea of phase-space?

 
4 Boltzmann’s Phase-Space?
 
 Surprisingly, it seems that (pace Lockwood, at least) the answer to this second question is ‘not quite’. As David D. Nolte explains in a recent article on the history of the idea of phase-space in Physics Today (Nolte 2010), the sequence of ideas on the topic is as follows. In 1838, Liouville (1808-1892) proved the theorem that now bears his name. In lectures given in 1842-3, Carl Gustav Jacob Jacobi (1804-1851) realised that the differential equations involved in Liouville’s theorem could be applied to mechanical systems. Neither of them had the idea of representing such systems within a generalised space, though – the idea of space was still limited to physical space of three dimensions. The idea of a multidimensional space developed only gradually, and largely in the work of German and British geometers. In 1871, Boltzmann used Jacobi’s results to derive a conservation theorem. His papers from that time, though, ‘contain no use of the language of “phase” or “space”, although the conservation of what would later be called phase-space volume for a conservative dynamical system appears in its mathematically modern form’ (Nolte 2010, p.35). Boltzmann used the term ‘phase’ for the first time in 1872, in an article in which he distinguished between the kind of atomic motion and its phase. He didn’t use the term again until the publication of the first volume of his Vorlesungen über Gastheorie in 1896. Even then, though, as Nolte explains: 


Boltzmann still does not seem able to take that final step of speaking of a single trajectory through a multidimensional space. All the mathematics is in place, and he makes the analogies and uses the geometric language of n-fold regions, but he implies the trajectory rather than stating it explicitly. That inability is clearly related to the fact that he never uses the word ‘space’, and thus does not take the last step to call it ‘phase space’. (Nolte ibid., p.36)

 
To say that Boltzmann had the idea of phase-space, then, is something of an idealisation. In fact, the first published occurrence of the term itself came as late as 1911, in a famous encyclopaedia review of Boltzmann’s work, although it caught on quickly and by 1913 had been used in articles in the Annalen der Physik (Nolte ibid., p.38).
 
Of course physicists did have that idea by the time Wittgenstein was composing his Tractatus, since Josiah Willard Gibbs (who actually did introduce the 
term ‘ensemble’ (Nolte 2010, p.37)) and Henri Poincaré had both made ample use of the idea (if not the term ‘phase space’) in their physical researches. Wittgenstein could have picked up the idea of phase space (although he could not have been aware of the term) during his training as an engineer, either in Berlin (1906-8) or in Manchester (1908-11). Claims that he got the idea from Boltzmann, though, should be treated with scepticism.

 
5 Is Logical Space Phase-Space?
 
 At this point we come to the important question. Boltzmann aside, is the ‘logical space’ of the Tractatus a kind of phase-space?
 
Given that ‘logical space’ is one of the most famous Tractarian concepts, and given the importance its role can be assumed to have there, I think one has to say that there has been remarkably little discussion, in the scholarly literature, of exactly how (or whether) the idea might work. There are certain classic discussions in the early commentaries by Erik Stenius, James Griffin, and Max Black. Recent commentators, by contrast, hardly seem to go into the idea at all, and often never even mention it. Perhaps this is because they are all convinced that the idea isn’t important, or that it’s nothing more than a suggestive analogy. It would surely be worth seeing whether one can squeeze more out of it than that, but this is a much larger project that will not be attempted here. Instead, I will consider only whether logical space as the early commentators conceive it could be a phase-space.

 
6 Anscombe on Logical Space?
 
Before I come to those treatments of logical space which really concern me, though, I note that Elizabeth Anscombe has been taken to task for offering an inadequate conception of the notion in her 1959 book An Introduction to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus (see Pinkerton & Waldie 1974, pp.15-19). It’s true that Anscombe, transiting very quickly and rather superficially from the notion of logical form to that of logical space, proceeds to construct what she calls ‘a spatial illustration a bit like Wittgenstein’s black spot on white paper’ (Anscombe 1959, p.75). I’ve little doubt that Pinkerton and Waldie are right to complain that what follows could not be an adequate illustration of Wittgenstein’s notion of logical space. But it’s simply not clear that Anscombe meant it to be. Neither of Wittgenstein’s mentions of black spots, to which she refers 
when introducing her analogy, occur within (or nearby) any of his remarks about logical space. The first occurs in Tractatus 4.063, when he gives what he calls ‘an analogy to illustrate the concept of truth’. The second occurs in 6.341, when he tries to explain the nature of mechanics (although here the black spots are on a ‘white surface’, and Anscombe’s ‘paper’ isn’t mentioned). I suspect Anscombe had the former illustration in mind, but Wittgenstein ties neither of them to the idea of logical space.
 
So I suspect either that Anscombe is not a legitimate target in this respect, and that in fact she said nothing, in that book, about logical space, or that her own association of Wittgenstein’s black spots on white paper with the notion of logical space is tenuous.

 
7 Logical Space in the Early Commentaries on theTractatus
 
 The crucial question, when considering whether logical space, as conceived of within any given treatment, is a phase-space, is what are its denizens? That is, what kinds of things feature in logical space, as presented in that treatment? As far as I can see, the classic treatments of logical space preclude its being a phase-space, since they feature the wrong kind(s) of denizens.
 
The best and most detailed of these classic treatments of logical space occurs in Erik Stenius’s book Wittgenstein’s Tractatus: A Critical Exposition of the Main Lines of Thought, which devotes an entire chapter to the notion. Stenius begins by setting out what he calls a ‘model’ or ‘description’ of a ‘world’ which consists of five rectangular parallelepipeds of different shapes and sizes (Stenius 1960, pp.38-9). The description in question describes fifteen independent facts or states of affairs, the length, width and height of each of the five parallelepipeds. He then uses this notion of independence to ground the idea of the ‘world’ in question having different dimensions: ‘a world has as many dimensions as it has mutually independent components of description’ (ibid., p.40). At this point Stenius also notes the use of configuration and phase-spaces by physicists: 


[A]bove all the number of mutually independent components of description has been an important factor in physical world description. Our world is considered by the physicists as a world with an immense number of ‘dimensions’ in this sense, and therefore our model can in this respect serve as model of descriptions in physics. (ibid., p.41. In his footnote here, Stenius mentions Hertz’s Principles of Mechanics as containing such a view of the world).
 

 
 At this point, though, Stenius quite rightly makes it clear that the ‘dimensions’ he has referred to are nothing like the dimensions of ‘our ordinary geometrical space’ because, as he puts it, 


[t]he three-dimensionality of the geometrical space is a characteristic of the ‘world as a thing’ whereas the fifteen dimensions of our model world refer to this world as a fact. […] This ‘logical space’ is a fifteen-dimensional ‘space’ of possible places of states of affairs, whereas the ordinary geometrical space is a space of possible places of things. What the places in logical space are places of belongs to the category of facts, whereas what the places in ordinary geometrical space are places of belongs to the category of things. (ibid., p.43)

 
But it is precisely this fact, the fact that the world of the Tractatus is a ‘world as a fact’ (Stenius ch.II and pp.43, 48, 52) which renders its ‘logical space’ incapable of being a phase-space. A phase-space could contain the world only if the world was understood as a thing but this, of course, is just what Tractatus 1.1 denies. So the ‘logical space’ that Stenius has in mind can’t be a phase-space.
 
Max Black’s A Companion to Wittgenstein’s Tractatus contains more than one discussion of logical space, and it’s not clear how they are supposed to be linked with one another. But the crucial thing about the two ‘ways of using the analogy of logical space’ which he regards as ‘alternatives’ (Black 1964, p.157) is that their denizens are propositions. So, in the first such way of using the analogy, Black tells us that ‘logical space is the ordered system of all atomic situations’, and atomic propositions correspond to points in logical space, while complex propositions correspond to volumes therein (ibid., pp.155, 157). And again, in the second way of using the analogy that Black envisages, what have ‘co-ordinates’ in logical space are propositions, and the co-ordinates of each proposition are the names of which it is composed (ibid., p.157). Whether or not either of these is the right way to understand what Wittgenstein meant by ‘logical space’, neither of them will make logical space into a phase-space, properly so-called. The operations that propositions admit of, such as negation, conjunction, and disjunction, simply cannot feature in phase-spaces. If logical space was to feature individual propositions as its denizens, for example, it’s hard to see what negating one or more of those propositions would do to the phase-space, or what would correspond, in a phase-space, to propositions being conjoined or disjoined.
 
Finally, I come to the treatment in James Griffin’s book Wittgenstein’s Logical Atomism, also published in 1964. Griffin contends that the essence of what he calls ‘Wittgenstein’s metaphor about logical space’ is in fact the mesh or grid which makes its appearance in Tractatus 6.341. He says: 
 


 The essence of the metaphor is, I think, comparison of a sentence with a point in a coordinate system, and so names with single co-ordinate numbers. In a given co-ordinate system putting two numbers together defines a point; in a given language putting two names together makes a statement. In this way, languages are a kind of logical coordinate system. And as there are different co-ordinate systems as a result of choosing different points of origin, different scales, and so forth, there are different representational forms in language. Now, from these roots all the rest of the metaphor grows. If two names are of forms permitting combination, their combination is logically all right; it would be as impossible for a conjunction of names to contradict logic as for a pair of co-ordinates to contradict geometry. A conjunction will always determine a ‘logical place’… Furthermore, as in geometry to specify one set of co-ordinates involve the whole apparatus of grid, point of origin, and so on, so the determination of one logical place brings along with it a whole symbolism with all its rules and operations – or, as Wittgenstein puts it, the logical scaffolding will already be given by it. There is a logical place corresponding to every state of affairs. And facts, i.e. existent states of affairs, when put together, constitute the world, just as all points in a place which are occupied, when put together, constitute a geometrical figure, the sort which in 6.341 stands for the world which is to be described. (Griffin 1964, pp.103-4)

 
Whatever the merits of this comparison (see Pinkerton & Waldie 1974, pp.9-13 for a stringent critique), it should be clear that nothing within it is a phase-space, since it doesn’t feature objects whose properties change over time. In this model, in fact, as in Black’s, objects (Tractarian objects, that is) figure only as the things that ‘names’ stand for, and if this is a model of logical space, names and the statements they make do dwell within logical space, but objects do not. This may fit with Wittgenstein’s idea that facts (1.13), and situations (2.11, 2.202) are in logical space, but it does not allow that the denizens of logical space are the kinds of things (objects, processes, phenomena) which populate phase-spaces.
 
These commentators may have got Wittgenstein wrong in various ways, of course. But I don’t think they have got him wrong in conceiving of a logical space as a quasi-linguistic space. It is this, though, which makes logical space such an unlikely candidate for being a phase-space. Phase-spaces can contain objects, processes, and their changing properties, but not propositions. If logical space does contain quasi-linguistic entities, such as the facts or situations which Wittgenstein explicitly tells us it contains (Tractatus 1.13, 2.11), or such as the propositions, facts or states of affairs which the commentators I have discussed have in mind, the ‘force’ of no such entity could, as Wittgenstein’s explanation of logical space requires, ‘reach through the whole of logical space’ (Tractatus 3.42). Neither could a single proposition ‘give’ the whole of logical space, as an earlier clause in that same Tractarian proposition requires. Finally, although one may on such a conception be able to make sense of the idea that a 
tautology ‘leaves open to reality the whole – the infinite whole – of logical space’, it’s hard to see how a contradiction could ‘fill the whole of logical space, leaving no point of it for reality’ (Tractatus 4.463). Indeed it’s hard to see how a contradiction, that is, a proposition together with its negation, could feature ‘in’ logical space at all.

 
8 Conclusion
 
 On none of these classic accounts of logical space, then, is logical space a kind of phase-space. Of course, there’s still the possibility that none of the accounts I have covered is correct. (Pinkerton & Waldie 1974 argue for this conclusion with respect to all but one of the accounts surveyed here). But if what I have said is correct, on no correct account of the Tractatus could its logical space be a kind of phase-space. Taken together with what I have suggested in the first half of this paper, I conclude that, whatever Boltzmann’s influence on Wittgenstein might have been (for this, see Preston Forthcoming), claims that the logical space of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus are modelled on Boltzmann’s conception of phase-space are unjustified.
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We have good reason to believe that an atomistic conception of word-meaning will not prove sufficient in accommodating all of the content of our linguistic interactions. A dictionary-style definition of each individual word will not exhaust the work performed by that word within developing and thematically unfolding contexts of usage; subtleties of inflection, nuance, tone, repetition, figurative coloration, placement, emphasis, understatement, timing, evident exaggeration or overstatement, and countless other aspects of significance come into play within our verbal lives. Recognition of these expressive features of the pragmatics of language, of meaning, will unsettle an atomistic picture of unit-based meaning-containment, and such inclusive recognition will not only enlarge but render more sophisticated our conception of speaker-based intentional content. And the recognition of these meaning-contributing expressive aspects of language, once we have them in clear focus, will increase our awareness of, and appreciative sensitivity to, parallel features in music and the arts: we can imaginatively ‘hear’ a melodic line on the score, but then hear it played with differing inflections, with darker or brighter tone, with rhythmic placement in front of, on, or behind the beat, with understated reticence or overstated bombast, and here also countless other features of expressive pragmatics. So these features, taken together, will unsettle a reductive image of atomistic meaning-containment to which note-for-note score analysis directly corresponds in music (the central tenets of formalism5 have had a massive influence on the modern conception of musical analysis); similarly direct parallels to this conception of atomistic word-meaning present themselves in the other arts. For example, subtleties of brushstroke in the paintings of Robert Ryman or Frank Auerbach, issues of compositional balance and internal necessity in the sculpture of David Smith, and the gestural power of the depiction of hands in the 
works of Rodin all make the same point. (Consider, for example, how little one would know, and how little one would see, if one were to perceive no more than what would be included in a compact dictionary definition of the word ‘hand’, that is, to look at all expressive gestures and artistic depictions of the human hand but see only the generic, context-insensitive referent of the word.)
 
But will the recognition of meaning-enriching expressive nuance within speech and within art, however cultivated, in and of itself loosen the grip of the idea that linguistic meaning is nevertheless the outward expression of determinate and fixed intentional content contained within the mind of the speaker? It need not loosen this grip, for the rather simple reason that we can acknowledge the nuances of expressive pragmatics as just mentioned while holding fast to the idea that any such content will still be bounded by the cognitive content that is, we too easily think, the entire substance of any intentional act. And so, while expanding our conception of meaning-determining detail, we can stick to the notion that the fully correct interpretation of a work of art, like the fully correct interpretation of a speech-act, will exactly coincide with explicitly cognized content at the time of speaking or creating (painting, composing, sculpting, etc.). But various observations of Wittgenstein’s on the philosophy of mind, the philosophy of language, and the philosophy of perception, when brought together in a certain way for a certain purpose, do very much loosen the grip of this picture. And they bring a new way of seeing the issue of artistic meaning and its interpreted content as an analogue to a new or more inclusive way of seeing intentional content in language. But where might we begin assembling the pieces of this new way of seeing these parallel issues in language and art?
 
Recall Wittgenstein’s reorienting remark in Philosophical Investigations,6 Sec. 78: 


 Compare knowing and saying:
 
 

 
how many metres high Mont Blanc is - 
how the word ‘game’ is used - 
how a clarinet sounds.
 
 

 
Someone who is surprised that one can know something and not be able to say it is perhaps thinking of a case like the first. Certainly not of one like the third.

 
 
Examples can be powerful arguments. First, one might well think, under the influence of a broadly atomistic picture of word meaning, that (a) anything one knows can be stated clearly and directly, and (b) the correct statement expressing or conveying that knowledge will be full and complete, i.e. there will be an isomorphic relation between what the speaker knows and what the speaker says – it is a ‘no residue of content’ picture. But Wittgenstein’s examples – ordered carefully – progress from knowledge of a simple fact that can be correspondingly simply stated; to knowledge of the use of a word but – reorienting the locus of our attention – where all that is known of that use is not presently or fully explicable or available; to – unexpectedly, given the initial picture – knowledge of a fact of a kind that does not lend itself to propositional articulation. The height of Mont Blanc confirms the picture; the word ‘game’ shows that there are cases where it seems to only partially apply but where what one knows extends beyond what one can presently say (as we will see below, if one were presented with novel cases one did not presently pre-envision as a use of the word one still would say that that use was within the range of their grasp of its meaning and the range of its applicability); and the sound of the clarinet shows that there are cases where the picture seems oddly inapplicable, i.e. where we know we know the content in question but where the insistence that we should be able to state it directly now seems disorienting and conceptually misplaced. These examples, we will see below, hold direct significance for our understanding of interpretation in the arts. But before moving to that, there are four more elements to bring together.
 
Later, in a different discussion within Philosophical Investigations, in Sec. 130, Wittgenstein writes: 


What is essential now is to see that the same thing may be in our minds when we hear the word and yet the application still be different. Has it the same meaning both times? I think we would deny that.

 
This is important for us presently precisely because it unambiguously severs what we might initially take to be the essential connection between the content in the mind of the speaker and the meaning of the utterance in question; the application of which Wittgenstein writes is an external matter, one that sees the word in terms of the inextricably intertwined role it plays and the point it helps to make within the expanded language-game in which it has its life. And if mental content is not the criterion for the determination of bounded meaning, the utterance, the speech-act – much like, as we shall see below, the work of art –can be a conveyer of meaning that we can acknowledge as legitimately part of what was intended and yet not part of what was conceived. In knowing the 
meaning of the word ‘game’, and articulating that meaning (saying what we know), we can be asked if we meant to include e.g. details of cricket and rightly say yes, although we were thinking at the time of details of golf. Or we can hear a word such as ‘rule’, think the same thing as we did on an earlier occasion of the use of this word, and yet notice that the word is being used with an important difference presently that sets it apart from that previous use. The role it is playing determines this – like the placement of a given work of art within a larger thoughtfully curated exhibition. The role can be one where it is straightforward to state its meaning: like the height of Mont Blanc, we can see, and directly say, that this pope by Francis Bacon displayed next to that one shows an increased focus on a brutal, tortured, and twisted material embodiment. Or the role can be one like stating the meaning of the word ‘game’, where we can learn more of the extension of our meaning by seeing its application expand before us. For example, we can define Lucien Freud’s sense of physical embodiment as related by close family resemblance to Bacon’s close yet distinctively different version of rude embodiment, and on being shown two paintings side-by-side by each of the artists that we have not previously seen, say ‘Yes; that’s exactly what I meant’ (where we could not have pre-conceived precisely this instructive comparison because of the simple fact that we have not previously seen these two paintings). And we might say that we have a sense of the transcendent atmosphere of Rothko’s tripartite panels, and know quite clearly what that is, and yet on being instructed, ‘Well, if you know it, state it clearly and directly’, feeling that the wrong tool (indeed the wrong toolbox) is being brought to the job – like the case of knowing but not being able to directly say the sound of the clarinet. Lastly under this heading, suppose we stipulate that Cezanne had basically the same thing in mind as he painted his varying versions of Mont Sainte-Victoire (suppose he was standing in about the same spot, looking at the same mountain within the same landscape, with the same intention of painting it), but yet we plainly see that this uniform mental content does not make identical the artistic content of that set of canvases. That is, in asking Wittgenstein’s question about these differing artistic ‘uses’ but created with the same intentional cognitive content – are they thus the same in terms of meaning?, his answer above applies equally well in this artistic case: I think we would deny that. They are not interchangeable without loss; and we cannot keep one, dispense with the others, and retain all the meaning-content. And so to the third element.
 
In Philosophical Investigations, Sec. 190, Wittgenstein puts forward another example:  
 


One may then say: “How the formula is meant determines which steps are to be taken.” What is the criterion for how the formula is meant? It is, for example, the kind of way we always use it, were taught to use it.
 
We say, for instance, to someone who uses a sign unknown to us: “If by ‘x!2’ you mean x2, then you get this value for y, if you mean 2x, that one.” - Now ask yourself: how does one do it - mean the one thing or the other by “x!2”?
 
In this way, then, meaning something can determine the steps in advance.

 
Meaning something can determine the steps in advance. This starts to give specificity to the idea of meaning something, and yet not preconceiving that content prior to saying what we say, nor conceiving that content as we speak. Each step of the formula is not mentally taken, not – on an inner-to-outer correspondence model of intention – intended, and yet it is undeniably part of the intention of the formula as given precisely because we know exactly where to correct it in later steps (as in the case of the person who is give the numerical sequence ‘2, 4, 6, 8’ and told to continue but says when he gets to it, ‘1004, 1008, 1012…’). We need to jettison both the model (an easier task) and its residual subterranean conceptual influence (a harder task), and we might do worse than to appeal to the concept of implication.
 
Wittgenstein asks, ‘What is the criterion for how the formula is meant?’, and in answering (having given us reason to turn away from the picture of determinate and present mental content as the answer), he cites our embedded practices, our customs, our habits, our ways of going on. This makes the criterion for which we are looking precisely not that; it turns, in these reflections, into a mixed set of criteria of varying kinds. This is not conceptually neat, it is not uniform across all cases, it is not elegant – but it is true to our practices. It is evident that the impulse to want to clean the entire area of meaning up by discovering a single case-transcendent criterion that would function as a uniformly definitive arbiter has manifested itself widely throughout discussions of linguistic meaning, and I believe it has been nearly as influential (if implicitly so or as an underground influence) in discussions of artistic meaning. In Philosophical Investigations, Sec. 197, Wittgenstein voices this impulse in the words of one of his imagined interlocutors: ‘It’s as if we could grasp the whole use of a word at a stroke.’ ‘At a stroke” is the dream of neatness. But we mean ‘1002’, and yet have not grasped it in the moment of giving the formula. We mean the extensive results of applying 2x, and can answer questions quickly and definitively without a hint of guesswork about what was and was not meant far beyond the reach of what we have presently grasped in speaking or meaning. It is the determining of steps in advance; it is the determination of a range of implication of a kind where there is no such thing as a single stroke that grasps all of it. We not only 
do not, but more interestingly, cannot (we will return to this in art below) in a single moment grasp all of it. And so now to the fourth element.
 
Later and in a still different discussion in Philosophical Investigations, in Sec. 543, Wittgenstein writes: 


 Can’t I say: a cry, a laugh, are full of meaning?
 
And that means, roughly: Much can be gathered from them.

 
Recall above the distinctions, drawn by examples, between types of knowing and saying: knowing the height of Mont Blanc; the use of the word ‘game’; the sound of a clarinet. We can know what we gather from the sound of a cry, the sound of a laugh. In cases, this is like Mont Blanc: ‘that laugh was malicious’; ‘that cry was joyous’. In other cases, it is like the clarinet: we hear the musical quality of the expression and sense its peculiar depth within a context of human understanding, but its musical expressivity seems apart from linguistic expression. 7 But in still others, it is like the word ‘game’: we know that we have the spirit of the expression, and we know we have a start on saying what it means, but we also know that we cannot at that moment capture it all – whatever it is we presently articulate, we sense that there will nevertheless remain a residue of meaning-content that lies beyond what we have presently said. We may look for other words; we may look for a poet’s words in search of a fellow traveler’s perfect phrase; we may say (and so actually articulating an important point) that words fail. At least two of these types call (in their separate ways) for further words; and what they call for are words that give voice to the range of implications extending from the distinctive sound, the expressive content of, the cry or the laugh. When we go out to gather, we know in advance the kind of thing for which we are looking, but we cannot predict exactly where we will find it or what, precisely or with pre-envisioned specificity, it will be down to the finest detail. This is very like the process of following out the interpretation of a work of art, as we shall see shortly.
 
Wittgenstein continues this discussion, but now connecting it explicitly with the matter of the false image of atomistic word-meaning, in Philosophical Investigations, Sec. 544, with: 
 


 When longing makes me exclaim ‘Oh, if only he’d come!’, the feeling gives the words ‘meaning’. But does it give the individual words their meaning?

 
What this example makes clear is that there are regions of meaning about which we unambiguously speak, yet they are not directly linked to any question pertaining to the meaning of a word. The experience of longing can inform what we say, it can inflect what we say, it can deepen what we say, it can generate the subtle musicality of what we say, and it can cultivate an intimacy of mutual understanding. One can imagine a theorist of meaning asserting that, on a strict view, this is not what we are talking about as meaning; it is not linguistic meaning per se. But then one wants to ask: if these examples bring into focus one element of what makes our language meaningful, in the interest of what, precisely, are we excluding this? (One fears the actual answer never given is: to preserve the thin plausibility of a conceptually misbegotten and oversimplifying picture of word-meaning.) Cases in which we would say, “Believe me, if you could have heard him, you’d know he meant it”; or ‘This was clearly deeply meaningful to him’; or ‘He said it meaningfully’; and so forth, are cases in which (a) the implications we draw from what has been said, (b) the interpretive direction we take, and (c) the line separating what is and is not appropriate in the implications we draw from what has been said, are all demarcated by the content of expressive sound and the recognition of this sound’s importance in these remarks. They are remarks that, in acknowledging sound content, set out the broader area within which we look for what we gather. Such considerations show that we do need to accommodate this meaning-contributing element in working out an account, a broader conception, of meaning. And if we are asked by the theorist, ‘Well, does this element help to specify the meaning of a word?’, the reply is: it certainly helps specify the meanings of a person’s words.8 Moreover, it certainly helps prevent a diminution of our conception of what we speakers do with words. And so to the fifth and last element to be brought together here.
 
Late in Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein writes in Sec. 633: 


‘You were interrupted a while ago; do you still know what you were going to say?’ - If I do know now, and say it, does that mean that I had already thought it before, only not said it? No. Unless you take the certainty with which I continue the interrupted sentence as a criterion of the thought’s already having been completed at that time. - But, to be sure, 
the situation and the thoughts I had already contain all sorts of things to help the sentence on.

 
When we think in accordance with a one-to-one (mental intention-to-physical speech) intentional template, then we presume that the answer to this first question is obviously yes. Yet, a glance at the actually phenomenology of such circumstances quickly shows the opposite; speaking is not transcribing from inner content.9 Yet we still might insist that the originating thought must have been there in full – but as Wittgenstein observes, this insistence will only be the consequence of having first assumed that the certainty we display in continuing constitutes the definitive criterion for the full thought having been there. But with ‘all sorts of things’ to help the resumed sentence along, we can have the certainty without the false image of the complete inner sentence. We might begin to counter what we might call the ‘completist presupposition’ by noting that much of linguistic interaction has an improvisational dimension. But this claim too is easily and often misunderstood, for the reason that improvisation itself is often wrongly construed as a random free-for-all; in fact, in art, as in language, it is often very highly and severely disciplined. And that discipline manifests itself in the requirement that any improvisational development remain within established limits, that it address themes in play, that it be genuinely interactive and inter-responsive, and that it not devolve into a word-salad or a series of disconnected non-sequiturs. But how does this connect to, and how might we better understand that loose phrase, ‘all sorts of things’? Wittgenstein continues (Sec. 635): 


‘I was going to say. . .’ -You remember various details. But not even all of them together show this intention. It is as if a snapshot of a scene had been taken, but only a few scattered details of it were to be seen: here a hand, there a bit of a face, or a hat - the rest is dark. And now it is as if I knew quite certainly what the whole picture represented. As if I could read the darkness.

 
‘As if I could read the darkness’: I see the visible parts of the snapshot, figure out what it is a snapshot of, what the scene is, and fill in the rest – but in a way that is anything but random, anything but a non sequitur given what has already been ‘said’ by the visible parts. And I know this with certainty, but not as a result of having first seen the original full, non-darkened snapshot. The certainty 
is not a criterion for prior completeness; it is a sign of correct implication-retrieval and implication-articulation.
 
And because of the requirements of coherence, of thematic relevance, of the interconnecting sinews that make improvisation make sense, we are able to separate the details that are relevant to what we were going to say from those that are not. And, importantly, these can be details that do serve to trigger our detailed awareness of what we were going to say, but still not be details that are included in the sentence(s) we go on to speak. Wittgenstein sees this and thus further sharpens the focus (Sec. 636): 


These ‘details’ are not irrelevant in the sense in which other circumstances, which I can also remember, are irrelevant. But if I tell someone ‘For a moment I was going to say...’, he doesn’t learn those details from this, nor need he guess them. He needn’t know, for instance, that I had already opened my mouth to speak. But he can ‘fill out the picture’ in this way. (And this ability is part of understanding what I tell him.)

 
Being able to fill out the picture – precisely what also happens within contexts of artistic interpretation – is in fact a criterion for our hearer understanding us (and thus is a parallel criterion for the understanding of art, to which we will return shortly); at this point, the ideas that our knowing with certainty what it was we were going to say requires for its sense ‘presumptive completism’, or that a listener to what we say would know me meant only exactly what can be derived dictionary-style from each single word, seem hopelessly remote from the observable facts of the case – once we look without warping expectations smuggled in along with a misleading picture of intentional content. Further into the present discussion, Wittgenstein adds (Sec. 648): 


‘I no longer remember the words I used, but I remember my intention precisely; I wanted my words to calm him down.’ What does my memory show me; what does it bring before my mind? Suppose it did nothing but suggest those words to me! - and perhaps others which fill out the picture still more exactly. - (‘I don’t remember my words any more, but I certainly remember their spirit.’)

 
Remembering an intention to say something and knowing what that was, we might now well see, is not equivalent to remembering the words; and even if memory does show me the emotive content or the thematic line or other memory triggers that, in his above sense, help the sentence along, we improvise on this material in order to capture – and in cases we can say that we captured this exactly, even if the original sentence was interrupted and we never got that back – what it was we meant to say. In short, in reading the darkness, we draw out lines of implication from ourselves just as we can in hearing and understanding others – where the criterion for getting it right (‘exactly what I wanted 
to say…’) will not be reduplication. Intentional content, we have seen, does not work like that, and (more importantly for the question of artistic interpretation) our knowledge of it, the understanding of it, does not follow that model.
 
So these five elements, drawn from disparate parts of Wittgenstein’s investigations into language and mind, fit together to revivify our appreciation of actual intentional content. But as I have suggested throughout, they also give new specificity to the analogy between art and language. These lessons for our understanding of art and its interpretation are implicit above and have periodically bubbled to the surface, but we should now consider them purely from the art-side of the art-language analogy and thus make their aesthetic significance more explicit.
 
The first concerned the (from some points of view, surprisingly) variegated relations between knowing a given thing and being able to say that thing (Mont Blanc; ‘game’; clarinet). We can know that what we rightly call the coherence of the first movement of a Mozart symphony is enhanced by the ‘mortar’ of the transition passages between themes, and between sections (exposition, development, recapitulation). We know what they sound like, and they play a decisive role in determining the meaning of the word ‘coherence’ as we use it in the context of the interpretive appreciation of that movement. Yet the fittingness, the rightness, and the structure-settling character of a given transition will be specific to it and its musical setting, in a way where (a) one hears in the music (provided one hears with understanding) the meaning of the word ‘coherence’ as used here, (b) one knows that one knows this meaning, (c) one will use that word fittingly and fully intelligibly, and yet (d) where one cannot say more than to point to the relevant features on the score as the piece is playing, or gesture as might a conductor at that transitional point, or sing it back, and so forth through a range of expressive articulations. Or in conversation about a jazz recording that one has not heard, our interlocutor may say, ‘Well, you know the density of texture in John Coltrane’s Ascension?’, and we reply, ‘Yes, I know it exactly – is what we have here rather like that?’ If then asked by a third party to describe it, we might say ‘density of texture; in a sense hyperactive; unbounded; torrents of sheer textural sound; relentless’, and so forth, but these will be like the word ‘coherence’ in the Mozart case. We know the sound of the clarinet, and can say the phrase ‘the sound of a clarinet’, but if asked to give the meaning of that phrase, we know it but can’t – exactly – say it. In using the words ‘coherence’, ‘density’, ‘unbounded’, ‘relentless’, and so forth, we know the meaning much in the way we know the word ‘game’ in Wittgenstein’s example. And if we looked more closely, aesthetic life is full of cases where the relations between knowing and saying are still more complex and where these three categories  
from Wittgenstein’s examples overlap. With such words, in truth what we do is set out lines of inference, lines of implication, from which we can further draw.
 
The second element concerned seeing the relevant complexities in the relations between the content in the mind of the speaker and the meaning of the utterance, breaking away from the over-simple presupposition that mental content invariably determines and circumscribes utterance-content: crossing over from language to art, we briefly saw examples from Bacon, Lucien Freud, Rothko, and Cezanne. But we might also consider architecture, particularly the fact that buildings very often have histories of re-use, histories of evolving and changing employments that may remain broadly within the initial intentional range of the architect and yet they have grown well beyond what could have been articulated at the moment of the building’s completion. And it is instructive that we have a sense of what is and what is not appropriate for any such re-use: along one line of utilization we find fittingness and the aesthetic version of respect for the work; along another we may find violation of the building’s spirit and an erasure or overpowering disregard of its intentional content. (It is important to see here that a respectful line of re-use we can regard as consistent with the proper evolution of the architectural work even though this line was not pre-envisaged – this is acceptable because, as in the linguistic cases considered above, it falls within the range of implication.) The house in Vienna that Wittgenstein and Engelmann designed for Wittgenstein’s sister should not be an embassy; consider the intuitive difference of fittingness between this re-use and, say, first, a philosophy institute, second, an institute for fin-de-siècle Viennese visual art research, and third, a gallery for Austrian art. We can place these closer to the center, or farther from that center, or outside the bounds of, the range of implicature10 that the work, like a word, establishes. And indeed, when Wittgenstein says ‘architecture is a gesture’,11 we can understand this remark precisely because we know that an expressive or communicative gesture itself sets into play meaning-ripples or a range of implication, and that we can by virtue of those significance-trajectories indentify interpretations of it that are appropriate or not. Although this view can and does live on in the conceptual underworld (generating simplified-intentionalist interpretive methodologies), to assert that ‘determinate pre-envisaged mental content is the sole criterion of 
acceptability’ is to utterly fail to accommodate the relevant implicative complexities.
 
The more precise nature of those complexities was the concern of the third element: meaning something can indeed ‘determine the steps in advance’. In his Reflections on the Nude, Adrian Stokes writes, ‘Some painters explore relationships to objects so manifold that the attempt is sometimes made not to conceive the work of art as a closed system, closed against the contingent circumstances of its viewing’.12 He cites a study of Rauschenberg in this connection, and on reflection it proves a very good choice. Rauschenberg’s image-packed works, his “combines”, place before us a complex visual assembly where each element within is planned to resonate differently with changing times, changing circumstance, changing social and political history. And we see in Rauschenberg over-layered complexity as in a palimpsest, with the act of selection, of distributed visual attention, placed on the viewer. To put it paradoxically, in these combines the determinate implicative range is itself intentionally indeterminate; its fixed content is indeterminacy. Or to put it a different way: the attempt to close the interpretive implication-range of the work by claiming it to be perennially open is itself also inconsistent with the closure-repudiating significance of the work. We are put in the position of following the steps set out in advance, where those steps are implied within the ‘instructions’ or the ‘formula’ as given at the time of creation, but where they could not without a crystal ball be envisaged or predicted. Or again: the unpredictability is itself predicted – but not prescriptively in a way that makes its enactment an instantiation of one of a set of possible states of affairs foreseen. (Rauschenberg’s colleague in music, John Cage, produced works with this kind of self-combating implicature as well.13) Given a closer look at Rauschenberg’s mature corpus,14 I think we would become increasingly able to distinguish between the interpretive analogues of ‘1002, 1004,…’ and ‘1004, 1008,…’, or what is the right value of 2x, but only once we arrived at them, only in retrospect one a momentarily stabilized social or political circumstance fixed, temporarily, the interpretive direction.
 
But there is also one more point to be made here: Stokes said above that ‘the attempt is sometimes made not to conceive the work of art as a closed system, 
closed against the contingent circumstances of its viewing.’ ‘Sometimes’ is I think the wrong word. Because of the nature of expanded intentional content, rightly understood; because of the character of our knowledge of what we want to say (to which I’ll return in a moment); because of the interpretive range that is defined by the contextually-emergent lines of implication; because of the nature of word-meaning, inclusively understood; because of all this taken together, what Stokes describes happens in art, in our interpretive interaction with art and our finding our way with it, very nearly always.
 
The fourth element concerned the incorporation of the kind of content we can gather from a laugh or a cry, the significance of its sound or musicality, and the contribution to meaning made by the spirit in which something is said. Such content is by its nature difficult to quantify or to exactingly specify, and so it has been the last thing to which much thinking in semantics has been aimed or that it has been able or willing to fully acknowledge as a meaning-determinant. But artistic life, unsurprisingly, employs this dimension of meaning in richly interwoven ways. We can use the phrase ‘deeply felt’ of a musical composition, of a theatrical performance, of a painting, of a poem, and so forth, and we know (like the example of the word ‘game’) where it does and does not apply, where it applies to new cases, where it applies problematically or without certainty about it, where it seems to occupy a borderline, where there is a threat or possibility of fraudulence or deception. We, in short, know where to place the case at hand given the range of implication stemming from our previous uses of the phrase. Consider: a Claude Lorrain landscape made not long after the death of his beloved wife; the late self-portrait of Rembrandt; the last painting with flock of birds departing of Van Gogh’s, with paint still wet when he walked out in the field with the gun; the darkest and most moving passages of Bach’s Mass in B Minor; Emily Dickenson‘s ‘After great pain’; Martinu’s Memorial to Lidice; countless others. In these cases, it is the spirit of the work, the aesthetic equivalent of the expressive musicality of the cry that makes the phrase ‘deeply felt’ fit. If we put these works next to, say, the most famous clever paintings of Magritte, the existentialist cityscapes of de Chirico, the surreal molten-clock environments of Dali, Haydn‘s ‘clock’ symphony, or the wondrously bizarre village scenes of Brueghel, what separates these two sets of works is plainly evident, but that separation is instructively difficult to describe other than by appeal back to the spirit in which the works are made. Neither subject matter, nor cultural period, nor technique, will suffice to explain the inclusion of the first set under the description ‘deeply felt’ and the exclusion of the second.
 
Wittgenstein asks if the feeling expressed in ‘Oh, if only he’d come!’ does not give the phrase meaning. But he says also: ‘But does it give the individual words their meaning?’ Of course not, and this is why, on the artistic side of the  
analogy between language and art, we cannot in the above cases point to individual brush strokes, individual or single notes, to show where the ‘deeply felt’ aspect resides. As in language, the spirit is not in this sense reducible to atomistic constituents,15 and yet it is what we unambiguously discern in separating these two sets of works. It is directly analogous to the difference we saw above between the meaning of words and the meaning of a person’s words. And it is often the spirit in this sense that, as a significant determinant of meaning, plots the lines of implication that separates appropriate from inappropriate interpretive directions and the varying descriptive phrases with which we investigate those directions.
 
The fifth element above concerned the ‘completist presumption’, against which we considered our ability to ‘read the darkness’. Here, on the art-side of the analogy and in connection with the picture of completism, consider a passage from Michael Baxandall in his Patterns of Intention: 


 Cezanne had said, and Picasso later quoted him with approval as saying, that every brushstroke changes a picture. The point they were making was not that a finished picture will look different if even one brushstroke is removed or changed. They meant that in the course of painting a picture each brushstroke will modify the effect of the brushstrokes so far made, so that with each brushstroke the painter finds himself addressing a new situation. For instance, the addition of a new tone or hue can modify the relationships and the phenomenal character of the previously placed tones and hues; and because of the simultaneous presence of the elements of a picture this effect is very powerful, however clearly the painter has in mind a final character.16

 
This last line is particularly instructive: even if we grant a fairly fully worked out plan on the part of the painter, still precisely the kinds of issues to which Baxandall draws our attention will demand a responsiveness to ‘a new situation’. If we were to adopt a slogan to remind us of the misleading over-simplicity of the completist presumption, we could do much worse than to use ‘Every brushstroke changes a picture’. (Stravinsky said much the same about the process of composition.) Each brushstroke modifies the effect of the previous ones; this is precisely what I called the improvisatory aspect on the language-side of the analogy above. The responsiveness to what we have already painted stands parallel to our somewhat self-interactive responsiveness to what we have said. 
And most importantly (and a phenomenon the atomistic or ‘dictionary’ conception of word-meaning can never accommodate): what we say, or paint, or compose, now will inflect the content of what has come before. But then what about reading the darkness on the artistic side of the analogy between language and art? Baxandall continues: 


 This is to say that in painting a picture the total problem of the picture is liable to be a continually developing and self-revising one. The medium, physical and perceptual, modifies the problem as the game proceeds. Indeed some parts of the problem will emerge only as the game proceeds. The sense of a dimension of process, of re-formulation and discovery and response to contingency going on as the painter is actually disposing his pigments, is often important to our enjoyment of the picture and also to our understanding of how styles historically evolve and change. This need not be argued out on the basis of some aesthetic theory of self-discovery; it is intuitively obvious to anyone who has made anything at all.

 
Some parts of the problem emerge only as the game proceeds: it is as if they are concealed in the darkness, and the artist (having identified the artistic analogues to Wittgenstein’s visible hand, a bit of a face, a hat) can see into that darkness ever more clearly as the work proceeds. And with that, the artist can –within the context of an unfolding process – articulate in paint that previously obscured content. Indeed, with only a bit of a stretch one could see the entire chiaroscuro style itself as a visual dramatization of this phenomenon.
 
Re-formulation, and discovery, and response to contingency: think of Jackson Pollock standing over and creating, but in doing so responding to the needs of, his drip paintings. (A film, shot from beneath a glass upon which he is painting, shows this process unforgettably – one sees him thinking through and responding to what the work itself seems to call for and what he should do now, given the dynamic interaction between the present emergent situation and the lines he has laid down before.) Or think of the differences between many underlying sketches of paintings that can now be revealed by x-ray and the finished product. Or think of a poet accidentally finding, and then taking, a sudden verbal ‘off-ramp’ unexpectedly opened by what a turn of phrase clarifies from the ‘darkness’ of surrounding verbal possibility. (I think we see this in the work of John Ashbery quite frequently, where the poems turn back, or away from, closure so frequently – this is closely connected to the kind of painting Stokes is describing above.) Or, perhaps best, think of what we see in the video recording of Miles Davis and his ensemble recording Kind of Blue (the proper discussion of which would take another paper); if there is an artistic context that most puts forward or makes most visible the process Baxandall is describing, this is it: reformulations emerging out of a generalized but not detailed plan; discovery 
within the act of realizing that plan and then using and thematically integrating that material; responding to emergent contingencies both in one’s own playing and in the playing of others in the ensemble. What we see in such cases are a highly cultivated interaction between intention (understood expansively) and materials (understood on analogy to words), between what one has done and is now doing, between what one ‘wanted to say’ and what one senses, finds, and then articulates in the artistic analogue to the verbal ‘darkness’. And so what should we now say broadly of the initial completist picture of internally contained intention as applied to art? Baxandall sums it up well: 


 A static notion of intention, supposing just a preliminary stance to which the final product either more or less conforms, would deny a great deal of what makes pictures worth bothering about, whether for us or for their makers.

 
For their makers, but also indisputably for us: within our own interactive, dynamic, responsive, and discovery-rich processes of interpreting works of art, we reveal to ourselves, by following out lines of implication in the ways suggested above, what an artist ‘meant to say’,17 and in doing so we often read the darkness. In seeing ever more clearly the content of artistic work in a way that is expanded to explore and accommodate ranges of implication, and in allowing ever more light to be cast both within those works and within the criticism that they engender, we show (a) that the relation between knowing and saying is not a simple one, (b) that the relation between explicit mental content and artistic content is not a neat one, (c) that artists can determine steps in advance that we or other artists later follow out,18 (d) that the way something is said (like a laugh, a cry) is as important as a determinant of meaning in art as is what is said and that we can gather much from this, and (e) that just as every brushstroke 
can change a picture, so can a new articulation of implicature (and thus that intentional content is not what we might have narrowly thought it to be).
 
It will be clear that, at this stage in the discussion, the description of features of our language and features of our art have converged to the point of near interchangeability.19 So in closing I would like to consider two final remarks from Philosophical Investigations; the first is from Sec. 684: 


 What is there in favour of saying that my words describe an existing connection? Well, they refer to various things which didn’t materialize only with the words; they say, for example, that I would have given a particular answer then, if I had been asked. And even if this is only conditional, still it does say something about the past.

 
The ‘existing connection’ referred to here could take many forms, but for us, it could be a relation between different parts of a work, or a relation between works, where a contribution to meaning and to our understanding is made by it. This could be explicit at the time of creation; it could be discovered in the process of creation (as in Mozart going back while composing to revise earlier passages to better cohere with, or to better prepare, the later ones he is presently writing, exactly parallel to what Baxandall described in the visual case); or it could, perhaps more interestingly, be in a sense there within the implication-range, but not yet explicit – in such a way that the artist would have answered a certain way, or said a certain thing, had the question now in play had arisen at that time. This, as Wittgenstein says, is conditional, but – and here is the important point for the present discussion – it does say something about the past. The interpretive process is not a free-for-all; it is not open in a reckless way free of constraints. Yet we see again that those constraints do not correspond to explicit or pre-envisioned intentional content. Something about the past is said by such remarks, and this is one actual criterion for identifying an acceptable interpretive direction, one way of drawing the line as discussed above. One could say, if perhaps too briefly, that in such cases truth in a subjunctive sense 
is what makes the interpretive content of the implication-range real.20 But on this score it will be examples that are powerful enough to do the required work.
 
The final passage that I wanted to reconsider in light of all of the foregoing is from Philosophical Investigations, Part II (Now Philosophy of Psychology: A Fragment), Sec. 297: 


 A great deal can be said about a subtle aesthetic difference – that is important. – The first remark may, of course, be: “This word fits, that doesn’t” – or something of the kind. But then all the widespread ramifications effected by each of the words can still be discussed. That first judgement is not the end of the matter, for it is the field of a word that is decisive.

 
One reason that a great deal can be said is that much more is open to articulation than merely the hermetic meanings of words; much that, as noted in the previous remark of Wittgenstein’s above, ‘didn’t materialize only with the words’21, or that, as I want to suggest, is in the implicature range, waits to be said in articulating the ripples of significance extending out from a subtle aesthetic difference. And this is important, as Wittgenstein insists, because it is this kind of content that gives a work of art (to put it briefly) an ever-new lease on life. These are indeed ‘widespread ramifications’, and the fact that creative juxtapositions awaken new sets of implications significantly contributes to the explanation of art’s inexhaustibility. And so now with a bit of a stretch here, Andy Warhol’s multiple-image portraits (Marilyn, Elvis, others) could be seen as something of a dramatization of this phenomenon – each image is the same yet different, with no work (and no interpretive word articulating its content) hermetically 
sealed. But be that as it may, the most important part of this last remark of Wittgenstein’s concerns that which, given a lifetime of investigating language, he describes as decisive. Why so?
 
The field of a word as it might initially be pictured is the full context within which the word is used, the language-game22 in which it is playing a role. To assess meaning in this respect would be to see the work that the word does within that frame – where that frame is temporally wholly in the present. But if we look closely at how our appreciation of linguistic significance works, as suggested in the assembled remarks of Wittgenstein’s considered above, we see that the ranges of significance reach into the future, just as our conditional knowledge of what we would have said (had an issue now being considered come up then) reaches into the past. If we thus add this enhanced conception of non-present implication-content to our assessment of meaning, we bring more of our actual linguistic usage, more of real pragmatics, into clearer focus and better light. And for present purposes we also get something else: we find ourselves in a position to see still more clearly the subtle and intimate relations between art and language. It is evident that the contexts of an artwork change with changing settings, changing exhibitions. But to see also the way in which intentional content, against simplifying conceptual pictures, actually works, the ways in which it sets out ranges of implication that only later emerge as relevant for an unpredicted (yet in the way discussed above, still intentionally endorsed) future setting, or emerge as true of a past that we did not at that time realize or articulate, shows us a deeper parallel function connecting language and art. Indeed, it is in this respect that not only the artist, but also the work of art itself, is profoundly like the speaker of a language.
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Introduction: Relativism and Cultural Relativism
 
What is relativism, and what is cultural relativism? On the former I cannot, in good conscience, spend time or space, except to mention insights that are pertinent to our investigation. First, relativism is, importantly for the Wittgensteinian context, a denial of prestigious, and mostly traditional, ‘isms’: universalism, objectivism, absolutism, and monism. This insight is significant since, if accepted, it puts into the relativist camp several philosophies that, and philosophers who, indeed deny various positions and views but who might not accept the label of relativism. Not only is there a point of nuance here but perhaps also a requirement that, in speaking of relativism, we supply something positive –what is relativism? – rather than merely a negative – what is it not? But the articulation of the positive is, not surprisingly, complex to the point of convolution. Syntactically, relativism asserts an X relative to a Y – but the range of Xs and Ys in the philosophical tradition addressing relativism is remarkably wide. We talk of meaning, truth, reference, and values as relative to language, culture, individuals, times, places, and so on. Attempts at organizing these various claims of relativism seem almost profligate.23 But despite the multiplicity and complexities there is reason to identify different relativisms – rather than different claims of relativism(s) – since there are substantial fundamentals that have to do with these different labelings. We can mention a few basic relativisms in order to narrow in on cultural relativism. First, the factors to be relativized (to something soon to be elaborated) – giving us cognitive, epistemic, moral, or aesthetic relativism (Baghramian 2004). Going on immediately to the question of what the cognitive, epistemic, moral or aesthetic values are being relativized to, we arrive at subjective, cultural (or social or historical), and conceptual relativism. Subjective relativism sees truth and falsity, rightness or wrongness of actions, acceptability or not of evaluations as dependent on – i.e., relative to – a subject, an individual thinker or actor. Conceptual relativism makes the world 
itself, or our theories about it, dependent on – i.e., relative to – a conceptual scheme (of persons, or scientific communities). Cultural (or social or historical) relativism maintains that the truth and falsity of our beliefs, the rightness and wrongness of our actions, and the justification for our claims are dependent on – i.e., relative to – certain cultural conditions, involving social norms and conventions. This last is the relativism attributed to, when it is attributed to, Wittgenstein.
 
A certain note about relativism in general, relativism as a philosophical stance, is in order before we delve into cultural relativism. Whether we encounter the relativism vs. universalism, relativism vs. objectivism, relativism vs. monism, or relativism vs. absolutism debate, the philosophical arguments on both sides are of a general, conceptual type and the argumentative devices employed for either side of the debate are conceptual devices. The facetious argument, for example, between the absolutist and the relativist, which plays out the emptiness of such devices is famous, or infamous: while the relativist accuses any self-described absolutist position of being relative to its holder’s context (language, culture, conceptual scheme, etc.), the absolutist responds with the allegation that the relativist has accepted her own ‘ism’ – that is, relativism – as absolute. We similarly see Alasdair MacIntyre making short, but questionably convincing, shrift of relativism: ‘Relativism, like skepticism, is one of those doctrines that have by now been refuted a number of times too often. Nothing is perhaps a surer sign that a doctrine embodies some not-to-be-neglected truth than that in the course of the history of philosophy it should have been refuted again and again. Genuinely refutable doctrines only need to be refuted once’ (MacIntyre 1985, 22). Reason enough, then, to leave the general question of relativism behind, and go on exclusively to cultural relativism.

 
1 Wittgenstein and the Cultural Relativists
 
 The natural place to talk about cultural relativism is in the context of the social sciences in general and the discipline of anthropology in particular. It is by definition that anthropology investigates cultures; it is an internal, disciplinary question among anthropologists whether that investigation is motivated by a view to general scientific theories – about cultures, even comparatively – or to particular, descriptive reportage – of cultures, relatively. In generalization one can say that anthropology at the beginning of the 20th century was science-oriented, with a view to a grand theory of culture. It is in Frazer’s Golden Bough (1890/1912) that one can locate that definitive moment in the cultural and historical 
understanding that the Western world had of other cultures, communities and societies – ‘other’ both geographically and historically. Frazer plotted the road from the ‘primitive’ first stage of magic to the ‘modern’ last stage of science with religion somewhere in-between. And it is, startlingly, Wittgenstein who says, in 1931, in no uncertain terms, that ‘Frazer’s account of the magical and religious views of mankind is unsatisfactory.’ This is because Frazer’s ‘attempt to explain’ religious practice is ‘wrong…here one can only describe and say: this is what human life is like.’ Relentlessly he charges that ‘Frazer is much more savage than most of his savages, for they are not as far removed from the understanding of a spiritual matter as a twentieth-century Englishman. His explanations of primitive practices are much cruder than the meaning of these practices themselves’ (Wittgenstein 1993, 131) Is this attack on Frazer, accompanied by a tolerance of ‘primitive’ societies, explicitly disdaining the English understanding of those societies (dare we say colonialism?), a first inkling of cultural relativism?
 
In 1964 Peter Winch wrote ‘Understanding a primitive society’ and put to use a detailed interpretation of Wittgenstein’s position regarding Frazer. In a sense, this was an early anthropological, rather than philosophical, heeding of Wittgenstein’s reproach of our cultural egocentrism. Winch was applying a very comprehensive interpretation of Wittgenstein which he had himself expounded earlier – in 1958 (The Idea of a Social Science) – and which presented the first thorough reading of Wittgenstein on social science (notwithstanding qualifications and caveats concerning the lack of anything explicit on ‘social science’ in Wittgenstein’s words). This was a ground-breaking achievement within the world of social science, part of a common and verily communal attempt by several thinkers, at the beginning of the second half of the 20th century, to change the focus and conceptual armament of the social sciences by, in no meager words, depriving them of the status of ‘science’. Winch’s contribution, other than being an influential tractate of rethinking the social sciences – note the title: The Idea of a Social Science – was, additionally, philosophically grounded by way of Wittgenstein. Winch’s attitude to language, for instance, is not a superficial, lip-service type of expression, asking for ‘linguistic’ rather than ‘realistic’ discussions of phenomena, but rather a deep understanding of Wittgenstein admonishing us that ‘[o]ur idea of what belongs to the realm of reality is given for us in the language that we use’ (Winch 1958, 15). Winch proceeded to use Wittgenstein’s thoughts about language and his analysis of human rule-following behavior in order to better explain the normative basics of social ‘science’: the nature of meaningful behavior, the links between mind and society, and the elusive interrelations between concepts and actions. These basics however, when mined meaningfully, exhibit a character which distances them from  
what is usually meant by ‘science’ and which, for Winch, brings the social sciences nearer to philosophy. ‘Science, unlike philosophy, is wrapped up in its own way of making things intelligible to the exclusion of all others. Or rather it applies its criteria unselfconsciously; for to be self-conscious about such matters is to be philosophical. This non-philosophical unselfconsciousness is for the most part right and proper in the investigation of nature…; but it is disastrous in the investigation of a human society, whose very nature is to consist in different and competing ways of life, each offering a different account of the intelligibility of things’ (Winch 1958, 102-103). What ensues, therefore, in the social sciences is a very different way and method of investigation, geared towards understanding rather than explaining in the old way of doing so – statistically, predictively, empirically, and never losing sight of the subjective and self-constrained perspective of the investigator: ‘Wittgenstein says somewhere that when we get into philosophical difficulties over the use of some of the concepts of our language, we are like savages confronted with something from an alien culture. I am simply indicating a corollary of this: that sociologists who misinterpret an alien culture are like philosophers getting into difficulties over the use of their own concepts’ (Winch 1958, 114).
 
But then there was also Ernest Gellner, who I bring in not for his role as a Wittgenstein interpreter (he was not), nor for his notorious attack on Wittgenstein as setting the stage for what he sees as the downfall of serious philosophical endeavor, i.e., linguistic analytic philosophy, but for his acute perceptions of how interpreters of Wittgenstein, or anyone working under Wittgensteinian auspices, had misunderstood the essence of social science. Gellner will not accept Wittgenstein’s position on the social sciences; and if Wittgenstein did not have an explicit position on the social sciences, if, indeed, it is only interpretation of Wittgenstein that allows one to say these (Wittgensteinian) things about the social sciences, then so much the worse – for these interpreters and for Wittgenstein himself. Gellner perceives Wittgensteinians like Winch as presenting us with a narrow, cocoon-like model of society (or rather, different societies) and others like A. R. Louch as drawing a wider, diversity-styled, draft. But, in any case, the upshot on Gellner’s part is vehement: ‘From the viewpoint of a real, working sociologist, the moral of it all is this: there is not really any substantial difference between what these various Wittgensteinians say about the social sciences, great as the differences may seem to them.’ They all highlight ‘the meaningful nature of conduct, where the meaning of an action…is its place, it function within a language, a ‘form of life’, a culture’ (Gellner 1975, 176).
 
For Gellner, the social sciences are, or should be, a part of the scientific enterprise which treasures ‘Generalizing/Scientific’ thought above ‘Tradition-al  
 /Primitive’ thought. Precisely because the contexts of our human life are multifarious and unstable, we should try to explain (rather than ‘understand’) human behavior through the rubrics of logical, general and mainly context-free explanations. It is not surprising that Gellner holds a negative appraisal of Wittgenstein: ‘[The] apotheosis of the untidy, the ad hoc, the context-bound, and the denial of generality and science in human affairs, are all parts of one big and unacceptable paradox’ (1975, 198). Consistently – for a non-relativist – he elaborates in several loci on the problematics of this paradox: ‘The matter is really simple: Wittgenstein supposed that this plurality and disparity, or rather its recognition, somehow solved something, and absolved us from the unnecessary and self-imposed burden of seeking general validations. In fact it does nothing of the kind. Used in that way, his discovery seems to me to have little merit. But if treated as a problem, not as a solution, the idea becomes significant’ (Gellner 1985a, 71). More famously and, ultimately, explicitly anti-relativistic, Gellner stakes his position: ‘A spectre haunts human thought: relativism. If truth has many faces, then not one of them deserves trust or respect’ (1985b, 83.)
 
Winch and Gellner bear on Wittgenstein and cultural relativism; they both recognize him as a relativist, differing only in their own adoption or denial of relativism as the proper ‘philosophy of’ the social sciences. Let us return now to that field of study within the social sciences which is more often than not ‘accused’ of a cultural relativist stance and let us, for a moment, engage an anthropologist who connects anthropology to philosophy and does so, not coincidentally, via Wittgenstein. Clifford Geertz, sometimes thought to be the greatest anthropologist of all, brings us closer to our interests in Wittgenstein himself (rather than in how others use him) by spelling out exactly what it is in and from Wittgenstein that he has adopted, yea embraced, as an anthropologist. Like a person wielding the quintessential anthropological shopping list, he expounds on important Wittgensteinisms – ‘private language’, ‘language game’, ‘following a rule’, ‘don’t look for the meaning, look for the use’, ‘a whole cloud of philosophy condensed into a drop of grammar’, ‘saying and showing’, ‘family resemblance’, ‘a picture held us captive’, ‘seeing-as’, ‘stand not quite there’, ‘back to the rough ground’, ‘aspect blindness’, ‘my spade is turned’ –claiming that these have serviced ‘a critique of philosophy that rather narrowed the gap between it and going about in the world trying to discover how in the midst of talk people – groups of people, individual people, people as a whole –put a distinct and variegated voice together’ (Geertz 2000, xii). Whether Geertz himself is really a relativist is an open question (answered, artfully in his celebrated ‘Anti Anti-Relativism’), to which I will return. That he finds succor in Wittgenstein is clear.
 

 
2 Wittgenstein as Cultural Relativist?
 
 Wittgenstein as a realist, Wittgenstein as an anti-realist, Wittgenstein as a positivist, Wittgenstein as a solipsist, Wittgenstein as an intuitionist ... the likelihood of finding evidence for a variety of positions – and sometimes their contradictories – in Wittgenstein’s writings is of known infamy. However, a general, largely consensual reading of central parts of the Nachlass will expose the reasons for a common temptation to see him as a relativist, cultural or other.
 
We are, obviously, speaking here of the later Wittgenstein; there is nary a hint of relativism in the early Wittgenstein.24 But beginning with what has been called the middle Wittgenstein, and obviously in the writings of the later Wittgenstein (including the currently popular third Wittgenstein), we encounter a set of concepts, ideas, intuitions, and insights, buttressed by a motley of quotes, that establish the general atmosphere supporting the view of Wittgenstein as a (cultural) relativist.25 Meaning is defined, for a large class of cases (but tellingly not for all), thus: ‘the meaning of a word is its use in the language’ (PI §43). That turn to use immediately conjures the arena of ‘context,’ since use is dependent on speaker, hearer, motivation, place, time, etc. Furthermore, the investigation of linguistic communication points to a rule-governed (following the ‘following a rule’ discussion), social (because it cannot be private, following the ‘private language argument’) activity – simply a language-game. And the language-games of this purposive social activity are, as is well-known, embedded in a cultural and biological setting – a form of life: ‘What has to be accepted, the given, is – so one could say – forms of life’ (PI, p. 226).
 
These are the basics, almost to the tune of mantras. The move from these basics to the label of ‘relativism’ is natural and (could have been and should have been) expected. If the meanings of words and the possibility of communication are use-driven, i.e., context dependent, and if the rules of our language-games are socially, i.e., culturally, determined by the forms of life which harbor them, then it is foolhardy to think that we could have identified objective, or universal, or absolute criteria for understanding: ‘I want to say: an education 
quite different from ours might also be the foundation for quite different concepts. For here life would run on differently’ (Wittgenstein 1967, 387-8). Understanding language means not only understanding our day-to-day words, our ordinary language, but even those terms which we had thought of as being foundational and above, or below, ordinary referential concepts. In fact, even our basic semantic and logical terminology, formerly thought to anchor the very possibility of communication – ideas like ‘truth,’ ‘necessity,’ ‘rationality,’ and ‘logic’ itself – are always dependent on our form of life. Importantly, not only are there several forms of life that are familiar to us, or that we can imagine, but even our own form of life is liable to change. And again, that change might be a change that impacts our most basic thought-processes: ‘Indeed, even at this stage I predict a time when there will be mathematical investigations of calculi containing contradictions, and people will actually be proud of having emancipated themselves even from consistence’! (Wittgenstein 1975, 332). Just as significant is the social, or communal aspect of forms of life. We are not a cluster of atoms, each inhabiting a bubble and enacting his or her own meanings; that might have spoken to subjectivism, a very different type of relativism. Rather, we function as members of human constituencies, facilely called cultures, that are a natural human phenomenon – forms of life that are variable forms of life. The final, additional element of these Wittgensteinian refrains that conduces to relativism is his so-called meta-philosophy, enjoining us to focus on the particular rather than the general, and the descriptive rather than the explanatory-theoretical. This turn to individual stories, particular events, and, most importantly, diversely specific uses of words repudiates the age-old philosophical quest for a general, universalistic, all-enveloping theory (of anything) and ushers in relativism.
 
In other words, it is a three pronged trajectory which we identify in so many of Wittgenstein’s comments – one introducing language-games and forms of life, another recognizing the social/communal character of these, and the third insisting on the particular rather than the general – that has moved so many readers of Wittgenstein to see him as a cultural relativist. Still, our objective in the following move to a certain, perhaps tentative anti-relativism on Wittgenstein’s part, will be to identify the nuances in Wittgenstein’s words. On the one hand, beyond so many sporadic quotes, this general mood that seems to bespeak relativism, and that is certainly antagonistic to traditional, or positivistic, or absolutist philosophy, goes a long way towards grounding the relativistic character of Wittgenstein’s thought. And yet, on the other hand, despite this convincing barrage of (in)famous and unsettling quips, it takes putting these words into a Wittgensteinian context, rather than mood, to disparage that easy 
relativism. Doing so requires, first, investigating, yet again, that elusive concept – ‘form of life.’26
 
The main aspect of forms of life that services the relativist position is their insularity and incommensurability. If our words and our concepts get their meanings only by functioning in specific forms of life, then the uses of the same words in distinctive contexts that would enable communication between and across these forms of life bely, paradoxically perhaps, that precise description –‘the same words.’ How would we know that we are using the same words, if we are using them in different contexts that give them different meanings? Also, more so, fundamental beliefs in our rationality, our logical presuppositions, and our communicative capabilities are suspect and prone to the same paradoxical angst mentioned above: even our very rationality and logic are entrenched in, dependent on, and a consequence of the particular form of life which invigorates them. It is this reading of ‘forms of life’ that is upheld by all relativist readings of Wittgenstein.
 
However, a limited, preliminary appraisal of forms of life as potentially disconnected from one another was just the initial step in Wittgenstein’s unearthing of this critical construct. Yes, we are all in different and perhaps widely disparate forms of life; and yes, it may be a challenging project – to translate and communicate across different forms of life. Nevertheless, the plurality of (even, to a point, insular) forms of life does not contradict the fact – and it is a Wittgensteinian fact – that these are all human forms of life.27 Although Wittgenstein does not explicitly credit our common form of life as one human form of life, he does give hints and suggestions that describe our natural history, our human biology, even our instinctive understandings, as what makes us commonly and mutually human. In one of the few times that ‘form of life’ is explicitly mentioned, he supplies the following fascination: ‘Can only those hope who can talk? Only those who have mastered the use of a language. That is to say, the phenomena of hope are modes of this complicated form of life’ (PI, p. 174). As Newton Garver has shown (1994), this complicated form of life can only be a human form of life, a language-using form of life. Such acknowledgment of both 
difference (‘complication’) and (a certain) universalism makes room, then, for the existence of distinct forms of life – whether in different cultures, for different persons, or even, I dare say, in one individual’s life – but also for communication, i.e., human communication between them.
 
The case of religion, and the religious form of life, is instructive. Wittgenstein’s ‘Lectures on Religious Belief’ (in Wittgenstein 1966) have, indeed, been taken by many to imply that the secular person and the religious person, when allegedly speaking about the same things, are not really sharing a conversation. The religious person, says this fideistic reading of Wittgenstein, and the faithless are not speaking the same language, even though their words may seem identical; they are playing different language-games and, more importantly, partaking in different forms of life. But, I dare say, it is precisely the ongoing conversation, argument, debate (even to the level of war) on religion and between religions that act as evidence of a common human basis, a human form of life, that permits this communication. Indeed, the very quote that is usually used to reinforce relativist readings of Wittgenstein is better seen to lead to the opposite conclusion: ‘“So you are saying that human agreement decides what is true and what is false?” – it is what human beings say that is true and false; and they agree in the language they use. That is not agreement in opinions but in form of life’ (PI §241). The secular and the religious persons, like persons in all other disputes, may disagree; but they speak the same language, or a potentially translatable language, by participating in a human form of life: ‘If language is to be a means of communication there must be agreement not only in definitions but also (queer as this may sound) in judgments’ (PI §242, and this does not mean judgment of truth and falsity).
 
So we share a human form of life. That is why ‘If a lion could speak, we could not understand him’ (PI, p. 223). This is crucial. Lions, and all other animals, have forms of life diametrically unlike human forms of life. If we understand one another, it is because we are humans, the other-understanding species. Stanley Cavell says it differently. In a wonderfully conceived discussion about the chicken and the egg of agreement and language – if language is a consequence of social agreement between humans, how could we have achieved agreement without language? – he exclaims that we have been in agreement all along: ‘For nothing is deeper than the fact, or the extent, of agreement itself’ (1979, 32). Look again to Wittgenstein: ‘Suppose you came as an explorer into an unknown country with a language quite strange to you. In what circumstances would you say that the people there gave orders, understood them, obeyed them, rebelled against them, and so on? The common behavior  
of mankind is the system of reference by means of which we interpret an unknown language’ (PI §206).28 But how can we interpret without understanding anything to begin with? In what way can we say that we are in agreement? Such acts of interpretation assume, actually presuppose, an agreement, an understanding, born of the common behavior of mankind.29

 
3 Wittgenstein as anti anti-relativist
 
 But still – how can we weather the insistence on the particular, the admonition that all we can do is ‘assemble reminders’ (PI §127), the cry to beware of the ‘craving for generality’ (Wittgenstein 1958, 17), and still maintain a Wittgenstein who countenances, and even treasures, the universal? Remember that it was not just the construct of perhaps-insular, perhaps-uncommunicating forms of life that stimulated the idea of a Wittgensteinian cultural relativist. It was also his meta-philosophy, bidding us to distance ourselves from the absolutist, or at the least, the generalist theoretical ways of doing philosophy that had traditionally been anathema to relativism.
 
This is where we return to anthropology and connect it to philosophy, as was Clifford Geertz’s wont. In a truly philosophical article (and Geertz is our paradigm of a philosophical anthropologist), ‘Anti Anti-relativism,’ Geertz mounts an attack on anti-relativism, without ever letting it be a defense of relativism. The double-negative, he says, does not work as a positive; disdaining anti-relativism does not mean that one is wholeheartedly committed to relativism. (He draws a fascinating parallel between anti anti-relativism and the historical phenomenon of anti anti-communism.) It only obligates one to argue with the stereotypical anti-relativists – in our case the universalists (who might be cultural colonialists), the absolutists (who might be cultural dictators), or the monists (who might be cultural provincials). Geertz goes on to extoll the virtues, but more than that the human necessity of pluralism and tolerance that can only be attained through an understanding of cultures, many cultures, all cultures, especially cultures different than our own. Beyond the emblematic list of Wittgensteinisms adduced by Geertz and usually associated with cultural relativism, 
we have seen that Geertz thinks of anthropologists – or are they philosophers? Wittgensteinian philosophers? – as ‘going about in the world trying to discover how in the midst of talk people – groups of people, individual people, people as a whole – put a distinct and variegated voice together’ (2000, xii). Notice here that the distinct and variegated voice may be of individuals and may be of groups, but is also of ‘people as a whole.’ Humans, people as a whole, put a distinct and variegated voice together, but Geertz, the anti anti-relativist, will not adopt an ‘ism’ – especially universalism – describing this voice. Wittgenstein, somewhat frustratingly, similarly teaches us to eschew all big pictures, to cease arguing for or against realism, or solipsism, or Platonism, since that kind of traditional philosophical argument misses the mark. Instead, we should, in the manner of anthropologists – but not cultural relativists – describe the multiplicity of human behavior and human language. Could it be that we should give up philosophy for (Geertzian) anthropology? I doubt it; it rather goes the other way around. As Geertz says (about that certain brand of anthropologists) – ‘they have, wonder of wonders, been speaking Wittgenstein all along’ (1983, 24).
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Charles Travis
 
Keep it real
 
Charles Travis: King’s College, London, c.s.travis@gmail.com
 
One man is a convinced realist, another a convinced idealist and teaches his children accordingly. In such an important matter as the existence or non-existence of the outer world they do do not want to teach their children falsehoods.
 
What, now, will one teach them? Also to say this: ‘There are physical objects’, or the opposite?
 
If someone does not believe in fairies, he does not need to teach his children, ‘There are no fairies’. but he can just omit to teach them the word ‘fairy’. On which occasions are they to say, ‘There are …’, or ‘There aren’t …’? Only when they encounter people of the contrary belief. (Zettel §413)
 
 

 
 

 
But the idealist will anyway teach his children the word ‘chair’, for he wants to teach them to do this and that, for example, to fetch a chair. What, then, will the idealist-raised children say which differs from what the realist ones say? Is the difference not only that of a battle cry? (Zettel §414)

 
A philosopher once said: language is in order as it is. A convinced idealist, wise to this, might say: ‘Carry on talking as you do (philosophers excepted). It’s just that, really, there is no external world.’ ‘Well’, one might reply, there are some chairs on the terrasse upstairs.’ ‘Good’, he will say, ‘we can sit and watch the sunset.’ What, then, does he mean by there being an external world? The (defeasible) presumption is that, whatever it is, it cannot be very much. His opponent, the realist of corresponding stripe, is in the same boat. He may start out by pointing to the chairs on the terrasse. But the idealist agrees to that. What else is there to be realist about?
 
In the example, the term ‘idealist’ may seem particularly at home. For ‘idea’ (or its standard German translation, ‘Vorstellung’) has been used by many, whether by Kant or not, to refer to some supposed objects of, e.g., visual awareness which are to be found neither extra-, nor intradermally. The most familiar strain of idealism of the relevant type here has it that chairs, e.g., are just constructs (whether logical or visual) out of such peculiar items. Which, for some realists, combines nicely with that translation, ‘Vorstellung’, which, in some uses (not others), has connotations of (re)presenting something as something. 
The ideas, the idea would be, present the external world as, well, like them (whatever that might mean). Such, to his credit, is what the idealist would deny.
 
1 Objectivity
 
 The notions realism and idealism have enjoyed a career in which they generalise from this particular case, notably to an idealism about thought, or, more properly, thoughts. The minimal point still holds. When someone says he is a realist, or an idealist, on this terrain, we should not automatically suppose that we know what he is talking about. Nor that he does. Nor need we expect much fleshing out from him.
 
But there is this much to say. A thought, as we (with Frege) will understand the term here, is that by which truth can come into question at all. It is, or poses, a question of truth-a question which asks to be answered ‘Yes’, or ‘No’. For questions of truth, there is such an answer just where what it is is an objective matter. Objectivity belongs essentially to truth, and vice-versa. The fundamental idealist worry in this area is that the impression of objectivity we have when we talk about truth is all a sham: what we ordinarily would count as matter of fact is really something else.
 
But what is objectivity? What, on reflection, goes missing here? Frege suggests this: 


If it is true that I am writing this in my chamber on the 13th of July, 1893, while the wind howls outside, then it remains true even if all men should subsequently take it to be false. If being true is thus independent of being acknowledged by somebody or other, then the laws of truth are not psychological laws. (1893: xvi)

 
For a thought to pose (or be) a question of truth is for it to make truth turn in a particular determinate way on how things are. Whether the yield of such turning is truth or falsehood should thus turn only on in what way the thought makes the outcome thus turn, and how what it turns is-how things are in being as they are. If this does settle things, it cannot matter how anyone takes it to be settled. So if the question is settled by the right things, then anyone who answers ‘True’, or ‘False’, thus answers truly only if everyone who so answered would. If indefinitely many thinkers could have answers, then the converse also holds. That indefinitely many could have answers is, for Frege, part of objectivity itself.
 
A question may be wrongly thought objective. If someone thought it objectively so that poire is better than mirabelle he might be wrong (for reasons peculiar 
to the case). But the idealist sees lack of objectivity as systematic. Why might things so seem? Frege tells us that if being true is independent of being acknowledged by someone then the laws of truth are not psychological laws. But suppose it were not independent. Would they then be psychological laws? Frege is not quite explicit on this point. One might anyway see a positive answer in the cards. Here is something which suggests as much. Pia announces to Sid that the butter is rancid. Sid tastes it. It tastes just like past cases of rancid butter. But why should that settle this case? What decides that ‘rancid’ speaks of something which one can tell by taste, not just in those past cases, but in this one as well? Suppose someone were to see this case as different, as not one of those in which rancidity is the sort of thing to be told by taste. What would show him wrong? Or right?
 
For butter to be rancid is a way for things to be. Any way for things to be has a certain generality. This butter’s being as it is may be one thing that would count as butter being rancid. If so, there are many ways for things to be different while it would still be so. It might still be rancid had Sid worn proper sandals instead of flip-flops, or, for that matter, had it been spread on the bread. What it is for butter to be rancid determines what variations on this case would still yield ones of butter being rancid. Thus, too, indefinitely many other cases of some butter’s being as it was-as it happens with rancidity, not necessarily this butter, and certainly not necessarily butter now-would also be cases of butter being rancid. But which ones? Such depends on what rancidness is, or, to go meta, on what we speak of when we speak of being rancid. That way for butter to be, being rancid, reaches in a particular way to particular cases, so as to be instanced by some cases, but not others, of some butter’s being as it is. But what can determine how it reaches?
 
The generality of a way for things to be lies in that ‘for’. A way for things to be is, intrinsically, a way there might be for things to be without things being just as they are. It need not be a way things would have been no matter what. Had hail fallen on the vineyard before the harvest, this corked wine may never have been made at all. In which case there would be no such thing as it being corked. But if there is such a way, then there would have been in enough other circumstances for there to be indefinitely many cases, either of wine being corked, or of wine not so being, or of both. The problem is to say what about that way for things to be-such that some wine is corked-determines in just what particular cases things would be the one way, or would be the other.
 
If there is something for butter to be which this butter is not, then that something is not being rancid. Similarly for this wine and being corked. So, it seems, it is just intrinsic to a way for things to be to be instanced, or not instanced, by just the particular cases which would do so-just part of what being 
rancid is that this particular case, some butter’s being as it now is, is a case of butter being rancid, this other particular case not.
 
Such is what one would expect. But now the problem. Things need not have been exactly as they now are. This butter, this wine, need not have been exactly as they now are. In which case these particular cases-this butter’s being as it now is, etc.-would not have existed at all. There would still have been such a thing as butter being rancid, or wine corked. How can it be intrinsic to what would have been intrinsically as it is anyway to relate in a certain way to what need not have existed at all?
 
Now, if it is not intrinsic to that way for things to be, for butter to be rancid, that it be instanced by this butter’s being the way it is, then something must make this so. But what could do that? A natural suggestion: there is a condition which must be satisfied for given butter’s being as it is to count as butter being rancid. What would such a condition be? Presumably that the butter in question be thus and so. Call this being F. But then, for something to be F is just another way for things to be, with all the generality of any way for things to be. So our question arises anew for it. How can it reaches to just the particular cases that it does? What makes being F something which this butter, in being as it is, does or does not do? To borrow from Frege, we are now on a treadmill, and will never get anywhere.
 
One way for things to be cannot, it seems, determine to what particular cases it must apply. The hopeful idea is then that if one cannot do this, perhaps a network of them can-a network held together, say, by entailment relations between its elements. And a network which does what it does independently of what, in fact, would instance any of its members. For what is to be explained is how any way for things to be could determine anything as to what was that way. Echoes here of the Löwenheim-Skolem theorem. Here the problem was: take a bunch of empty predicates-ones to which, as yet, no meanings had been assigned (or, more exactly, no extensions). Try to form them into constructs whose structure alone will determine of some given predicate that it can apply to only countably many things. The trick cannot be turned. Not, at least, at first-order.
 
Enough here already to inspire an idealist. For all we need do now is to throw up our hands. If there is a problem here, then, perhaps, there is no solution. Which would mean: there is never a fact of the matter as to whether anything is any way there is for things to be. In which case there is no truth, and the idealism is thorough-going at the level of whole thoughts. But suppose we do not give up so soon. Then, as we shall see, the idealist’s case can appear to strengthen.
 
Idealism cannot be right. Why so? Consider Pia’s claim that the butter is rancid. Never mind whether it is true. The point is that you understand it.  
Bracket the point that you do not know what butter she spoke of. You hear and understand similar remarks often. Understanding it consists in part of knowing that she spoke of some butter as being rancid. But understanding it consists, too, in knowing (enough as to) when it would be true. Which means: being able to recognise (often enough) when a particular case would be one of things being as she said, when such a case would be one of things being otherwise.
 
So you now have in mind a particular way for a thing (or some butter) to be. And it is a feature of what you have in mind-something intrinsic to it-that it reaches in a determinate, specifiable way to particular cases. How does it reach? Such is something you are prepared to recognise (see above). So we can now take the relevant way to be, first, for butter to be rancid (on some particular understanding, perhaps, of what this would be), and, second, a way for a thing to be which reaches to particular cases in just that way you are prepared to recognise it to.
 
Now, though, in our would-be flight from psychologism we seem to have landed back into as blatant a variety of it as could be. The threat now is that which Wittgenstein seems to be discussing in the relevant parts of Zettel, e.g., where he writes, 


Colour words are explained like this: ‘That is red’, for example. Granted our language game only arises if a certain agreement reigns, but the concept agreement does not enter into that game. (§430)
 
 

 
Does human agreement decide what is red? Is this decided by appeal to the majority? Were we brought up to determine colour like that? (§431)

 
An object’s being red (or not) turns in complex ways on how things are. Or at least there is a complex of things to be supposed as to what it is we are speaking of in speaking of a thing as (coloured) red. Often, and with sufficient caveats, whether, say, a towel, or fountain pen, or wall or car is red is the sort of thing one can tell by looking (at least if he knows his colours). Such is one thing to be supposed about the sort of thing being red is. But there are others. Let us agree, for example, that Pia’s Albers, as it is today, hanging on the wall of her sala, is red. Now consider the Albers as it will be tomorrow. It’s being as it then will be is a new particular case, something else that may count, or not, as an object being red. But suppose it were to count as not red. Then, in view of yesterday, we would be obliged to say that it had changed colour. Or so one would expect. But there is something it is for an object to have changed colour. Again with sufficient caveats, if it changed colour then something of another sort should have happened too. The chemical composition of its surface should have 
changed in ways achievable, e.g., through painting or dyeing or fading. Or perhaps through chemical reactions provoked by radiation.
 
Such is a start at saying ‘how we were taught’ to decide whether, or where, there is a case of something being red-what is to be supposed about this. Then again, let us consider all the objects there have ever been (so far) of a sort to be coloured red or not; and then all the cases so far occurring in history of some one of these being as it is. Let us now consider the Albers as it will be tomorrow. Then there are two classes of ways for an object to be (or even for an object to be coloured). The elements of either class agree on all those indicated cases so far. The elements of the first class are all also ways the Albers-tomorrow will be; the elements of the second all ways it will not be. All that agreement up to now, and now that divergence, first manifesting itself tomorrow. In which class do we find being red? What is to decide this other than, or independent of, agreement among thinkers of our sort-thinkers of a sort to understand remarks to the effect that such-and-such is red? (And mutatis mutandis for being corked, or (that thing both those pigs and Pia are now engaged in-they in their pen, she in gingham and plaits astride the split-rail fence) being engaged in chewing straws.)
 
True, what was to be supposed as to how the world might bear on whether a given thing was red-all that just sketched above, and more of the same-might be invoked to impose a certain discipline on what we (understanders of relevant remarks) can (honestly) agree to. We are not free just to have intuitions about cases ad lib. Still, our agreement-what we would acknowledge-in the case of the Albers-tomorrow could be, so far as logical possibility is concerned, that, irrespective of the status of past cases, what was to be supposed as to how the world mattered to whether the objects involved in those cases were then red is not to be supposed in this case. Or enough of it is not for it to be so that the Albers-tomorrow will not count as red even though the Albers-today does, and even though there are not relevant chemical changes to point to. Or what we would agree to in re the Albers tomorrow may turn out to be that the notions being red and chemical change are both such that the Albers-tomorrow is not red and has changed chemically. (Mutatis mutandis for being corked or chewing straws.) For any novel case, the thought is, what way for a thing to be our agreement identifies is not decided until it is decided what we are prepared to agree to in re that novel case.
 
Two distinctions seemed to be in the cards. First, there are two different sorts of disputes which may arise, each concerning whether such-and-such (the Albers, say) is red, or such-and-such (Pia, say) is chewing straws. One sort of dispute is over what would count as an object chewing straws-what this might be. Is what Pia is doing, e.g, chewing straws? Or is it more sucking them, or just 
moving them around her mouth? The other is over how Pia now is-what it is that is to count, or fail to count, as a case of someone chewing straws. From this distance, for example, can we tell whether what she is doing is chewing, or rather trying to spit something out (or a failed attempt at speaking with straws in her mouth)? But second, Wittgenstein seems in the above to separate two further issues: What do we speak of in speaking of an object being red, or chewing straws? Second, taking ‘being red’ to speak of what it does (or we, with it, do), when would an object count as being red? Human agreement may matter to an answer to the first of these questions. How would we (or those of us with understanding) understand talk of, e.g., being red? But, Wittgenstein suggests, it does not matter to the second. An answer to the second would take a form such as Wittgenstein gestures at: some kind of account of how the world matters to an object’s being red or not.
 
So long as these distinctions can be drawn, so long as we are entitled to them, there can, accordingly, be questions it is not the prerogative of psychology to answer, disputes which are not its to resolve. There is a certain way for an object to be, namely, being red. As to what an object’s being red or not depends on, see above. But suppose these questions are not genuinely separable. What matters to whether the Albers-tomorrow is red is not determined independently of what those parties to relevant agreement are prepared to agree matters to being red in the particular case of the Albers-tomorrow. As one might put it, no matter what we might be inclined to say tomorrow as to what matters, what not, to whether the Albers is in fact red-things along the lines Wittgenstein indicates-for this to settle the issue is just for eligible agreers to agree that, in this particular case, the issue is so settled. In that case, the idea now is, it really is a psychological matter whether the Albers tomorrow so counts. The apparent distinction between two different questions, to which Wittgenstein points, is just a sham. And if it is, then so too is that first set of distinctions between what would count as an object being red and whether, given this, a given object does so count.
 
The idealism Wittgenstein scouts in Zettel 413-414 concerns the existence of an external world. One way to read it is as scepticism about the existence of such a thing (whatever such a thing may be). Frege’s anti-idealism, though, takes the form of (as he saw it) anti-psychologism. The trouble he saw with the targeted psychologism is that it destroys that objectivity on which there being such a thing as truth (or falsehood) essentially depends. More specifically, it would destroy for logic the kind of authority which logic’s laws demand. It may be a fact about us, for example, that we accept, or even are so designed as to accept, reasoning from a conditional and its antecedent to its consequent. But such is the most it could be. Nothing in that fact excludes that beings, in fact  
thinkers, with differently wired brains should think correctly – exactly as correctly as we do-in refusing to accept such inferences. If logic cannot tell us what the correct pursuit of truth demands, then it cannot tell us anything. That is Frege’s point. What does all this have to do with the existence of an external world?
 
The above gives us an answer. We can think of representing-as as a three-term relation. In the first place stands a representer; in the second that which is represented as being something, in the third that which the holder of the second place is represented as being. What stands in that third place is precisely a way for things (or for a thing) to be, or something with that sort of generality it is intrinsic to a way to be to have. It is just this which falls victim to the psychologism, and concomitant forced choice, just scouted. The core point is: if we ask just what generality a given way to be has, there is no answer to this fixed independently of our attitudes towards that way, thus independently of a psychology which is proprietary to a thinker of a certain sort. Thus the forced choice. To say this is to say that the holder of the second place in the representing-as relation has no real role to play in deciding just where, and between what, the relation holds. What is in the second place might be anything at all. What matters is just our reactions to it, working jointly with the way for things to be in question. What holds the second place, in the case of a way for things to be just is the historical world-things being as they are. ‘External’ would be pleonastic here in this philosophical context in which ‘external’ is not to be understood as ‘extradermal’-a limitation Wittgenstein’s idealist rejects-but rather to what is mind-independent. The idealist’s point is perhaps not best put as that there is no such world. He might better hold that it is irrelevant (to thought) what, if anything, that world is.

 
2 Resistance
 
 The last section brought us to two (putative) distinctions: between fixing the reference of talk of a way for a thing to be and fixing what it would be for a thing to be some given way; and between saying what would count as an object being thus and so (or what it would be for an object so to count) and saying whether some given object does so count. Where (if ever) these distinctions can be maintained, we have a model for objective thought; truth gains a foothold. Where (if ever) they collapse, truth collapses with them, leaving us with only a particularly pernicious idealism. So it is of some importance to be able to see when, if 
ever, they would collapse and when, if ever, not. It is on this topic that Wittgenstein offers the following: 


To say that check did not fit our concept of a pawn, would mean that a game in which pawns were checked, in which, say, one lost when he lost his pawns-that such a game would be uninteresting, or stupid, or too complicated, or something of the sort. (PI §136)

 
Sham and illusion, Wittgenstein reminds us here, are one side of a contrast; one among two different sorts of case. There is the case where things emerge as not as we had supposed; and, by contrast, there is the case where all goes on just as expected. We fit much of our discourse about the world-our saying, reporting, describing how things are-to a certain model (henceforth The Model). That pair of distinctions just scouted belongs to The Model: we would suppose them to be drawable, and then (in a given case) drawable in (roughly) such-and-such way. There is such a thing as our so supposing wrongly. There is, correspondingly, such a thing as our so supposing rightly-the case where all proceeds as one would thus expect it to. Wittgenstein puts that distinction above in terms of it being too stupid, or complicated, or etc., to maintain The Model-or, again, not.
 
For example, there is, in the UK, thought to be a certain sort of academic. The rubric is, ‘safe pair of hands’. A safe pair of hands is someone whose academic work is decent but not brilliant, but who has the common sense and acumen for dealing with administrative matters in such a way as to be reasonably sure of averting disasters, from rebellion in the ranks to shutting of his department. He/she makes things run smoothly. One may ask the question whether, on the whole, academics are really classifiable as ‘safe pair of hands’ or not. It might emerge, e.g., that though there is initial agreement on who the safe-pair-of-hands would be, there is no independently identifiable class of (in British terms) β+ performers academically who are more likely to avoid disaster as per above than others of their peers. Such would be a way of uncovering an illusion, the upshot of which might well be put in saying: ‘There is really no fact of the matter as to who is a safe pair of hands, who not.’ Such is one side of a contrast. Obviously there is another, where it is not too stupid or complicated to suppose there to be a fact of the matter. It is a safe bet, for example, that there fails in no such way to be matters of fact as to who is chewing straws, who not (though, of course, one must expect a few borderline cases). In such a case maintaining The Model does not lead to dashed expectations.
 
Wittgenstein’s words here-‘stupid’, ‘complicated’-hardly avoid all hint of the psychological. A dedicated idealist might thus be inspired to ‘go meta’. If being a matter of fact is, in the end, a matter of what would be too stupid or complicated for us, then, it might seem, whether something is a matter of fact is 
itself a psychological matter. But such word choice may just underline the essential importance, for Wittgenstein, of the role of contrast in the project of making sense. To see this it might help to ask what purposes representing serves. In a central case-in some sense, I think, the most central-representing is vouching for things being thus and so. I tell you that Pia chews straws. I represent what I thus say as what you may rely on. Insofar as it matters to your plans and projects whether she does so or not, plan and execute accordingly. Depending on just what habit (or capacity) I have ascribed to her-on just how ‘chews straws’ is to be understood here-what I said may have bearing, e.g., on who to invite for tea, or on where to serve tea (whether in the garden or the parlour). Or it may (or may not) bear on whether to engage her in talk of husbandry. I say what you can act on; if you understand (and trust) me you so act. It is now not too stupid or complicated to suppose The Model to hold of what I said if there is enough agreement among those to whom I might so speak as to what responsibility I have thus taken on-as to what is to how what I said would be expected to bear, if so, on the thing for you (or one of us) to do. Perhaps I could not speak as I did to thinkers with a very different sense of what was stupid or complicated. It is enough for truth (or falsehood) to get a grip if it is determinate enough what would be to be expected of me (and of what I said) by a thinker of the sort to whom I might so speak.
 
Wittgenstein remarks: 


I only describe the language-game, ‘Bring something red’ to one who can already play it himself. To others I can only teach it. (Zettel 432)

 
I speak to those prepared to recognise my saying what I do for what it is. My responsibility-hence, where the notion fits, the truth of what I say, is to be assessed appropriately. What I say in saying ‘There is a red painting on the wall’ is what I would be taken to say by those equipped to understand me. That those in this role are thinkers of a special sort is no threat to the idea of my thus having said something determinately either true or false. One equipped to understand my words is thereby equipped to recognise all that matters to whether so speaking was speaking truly (or for that matter, truth-evaluably).
 
The would-be idealist exploits a certain logical possibility. It is conceivable that a thinker who, so far, has agreed with us in every case as to just where there was, where not, a something which would count as an object’s being red, and who agreed today that the Albers today was as good a case of this as there might be might, tomorrow, see the Albers-tomorrow as what would certainly not so count, even though (as we might put it) nothing had happened to the Albers 
in the night. It is even conceivable that tomorrow we might so respond to the Albers. But what significance is such a logical possibility meant to have?
 
If the Albers, red today, will not be red tomorrow then it changed colour overnight. Which raises the question how it could do that. Was it painted over? Or dyed? Or did it fade, or etc.? For an idealist of our present stripe, though, perhaps no such question need be raised. For such an idealist aims to exploit the following idea. If talk of things as red or not is talk of ways things really are or not (and not, e.g., just expressing feelings), then there are those of us who understand such talk. So there is, among those of us, a shared preparedness to agree as to what would count, what not, e.g., as an object, or a painting, or an Albers, being red. As things stand it is determinate enough who we-relevant agreers-are. But as things stand we are not acquainted with that particular case, the Albers being as it will be tomorrow. How could we be? There is, as yet, no such case. So it remains a logical possibility (the thought goes) that on such acquaintance we will all agree that this is not what it is for a painting to be red. It is a logical possibility that we should do this even while agreeing that nothing has happened to the Albers overnight of the sort just envisioned: yesterday (as we would then put it) some such change would have been required. Today not.
 
The crucial move is now to assign a certain significance to this supposed possibility. If it is a possibility, then if tomorrow the Albers still counts as red, this must be only thanks to the fact that this possibility did not happen; that is, that, on acquaintance with the Albers-tomorrow, we all agree that this is one thing which counts as an object being red. And now the fact that it does so count is shown up as a mere fact of our psychology. Realism about colours thus disappears anew.
 
This key move, though, has a familiar form. As Pia stares at the pig she is walking on a leash, what she sees is a pig on a leash. For it is, in fact, a pig that she is walking. Within the realm of the logically possible we can locate another situation. In it, Pia is walking, not a pig, but some sort of cleverly contrived ringer. Or she is only ringer-walking anything at all. It is simply part of what a ringer is that if such had been so, we, and she, would have been unable to tell that it was. If such did prove to be the case, we would all discover that we had been quite wrong as to what Pia is now up to. Such does not mean that what we now see her to be doing,-what we see to be on her leash-somehow leaves open whether she is walking a pig on a leash, as if whether it is this that is occurring is somehow, despite our seeing what we (recognisably) have, still hostage to future occurrences (as if to say that she was walking a pig would be, somehow, to be making a prediction).
 
Similarly for being red. What we had supposed was that there is, among us, a shared understanding of what it might be for an object to be red, and that this 
shared understanding performs a selection task: identifying some one way for a thing to be, from the dense domain of all such ways, as the one of which we speak, in identifying some one (extendible) range of cases as those which are the ones of a thing being that way. What we had supposed of our shared understanding is that the range of cases it identifies reaches, inter alia, to future cases of some object being as it then will be; that this understanding reaches so as to distinguish the red from the non-red throughout the range of opportunities for the question to arise. Just as there is such a thing as an illusion of a pig on a leash, so, too, there is such a thing as an illusion of a selection task having been performed. There are such things as (mere) illusion of agreement, and as illusion of a question having been settled. That there are such possibilities does not yet show that we do not know where a selection task has been performed; nor, hence, that whether it has is always somehow hostage to what happens tomorrow. Which means, inter alia, that the right way to classify the Albers tomorrow is not inevitably hostage to what, on acquaintance with that case, we will perceive as right to say-as if we must wait to see what will turn out to count as a case of a thing being red (or not). With which the idea that the right verdict on the Albers tomorrow is for psychology to discover collapses. For psychology to have something to settle here would simply be for the selection task not to have been performed. To think this would be like thinking that just because a fake pig on a leash could have been contrived, Pia is not in fact walking one.

 
3 Pour Quelques Magots:
 
 Late in life Frege wrote, 


What is distinctive about my view of logic is recognisable in first instance by the fact that I place the content of the word ‘true’ in first position, and then by the fact that I let the thought follow immediately as that by which being true can come into question. (1919: 273)

 
In a slogan, ‘Whole thoughts first!’ I have followed Frege here. Up to now, then, no essential mention has been made of ‘entities’ (of objects, as I understand the term)-though for convenience I have on occasion used ways for an object to be, rather than ways for things (in general) to be, to illustrate one or another point.
 
Frege’s idea was that one gets to concepts by decomposing a thought. In whatever sense this is true, one, equally, gets to objects by decomposing thoughts. The corollary, underlined by the title to this section, is: objects are cheap. A word on decomposing thoughts. A thought is a way to make truth turn 
on how things are. Making truth so turn is its defining task. To decompose a thought is just to break that defining task into subtasks. Suppose the thought is that Sid smokes. So it makes truth turn on whether Sid smokes. That can be broken down as follows: it makes truth turn (in some way yet to be specified) on how Sid is; it makes truth turn (again in some way to be specified) on who smokes. Or, again, it makes being a smoker the way truth requires an item to be if it is an item such that truth depends on how it is.
 
Suppose we think of a concept as a sort of grammatical construct out of some way for an object to be: it is (essentially) the concept of an object being that way; an object ‘falls under’, or satisfies, it just in case that object is that way. Then a thought-element of the second kind above (call the kind predicative ) puts a concept to given work (as per above). In a like way, an element of the first kind above (call this kind naming) puts an object to given work: it is the one that must be thus and so if there is to be truth (on this way of making truth turn on how things are). Now, Frege tells us (1882: 118) that the essential thing about a concept is that, for it, the question whether something ‘falls under it’ makes sense. Correspondingly, he also tells us, there is an object just where the question whether something is that object has a sense. The essential thing about a concept is that it be determinate enough when something would fall under it; the essential thing about an object that it be determinate enough when something would be it. (The ‘be’ here thus speaking of identity.)
 
In one good sense it is plain wrong to say that we get to an object by decomposing a whole thought. Or at least it is wrong for one special kind of object: the kind you can trip over or bump into-the kind found in the corridors of the Sorbonne, for example. Of course, tripability is no sine qua non for being an object. But now bump into something-say, in the corridors of the Sorbonne. To say that you have bumped into the object such-and-such is to say you to have bumped into what would recur in such-and-such episodes in history. What the object is depends on when it would recur. If, or insofar as, objects are individuated by what their recurrences might be, nothing in the episode of your bumping into what you did selects any particular object as the object you bumped into. Quite the contrary. You are certain to have bumped, simultaneously, into many. (For a start, to bump into Fred is also to bump into his body; may be, depending on how you do it, to bump into his right hip.)
 
It is in terms of the conditions on its recurrence that an object contributes to a thought (as put to work by a naming element as per above). The thought-say, that Sid smokes-has a certain generality, and is identified thereby. There are the cases of things being such that Sid smoked. Indefinite variation is allowed here, from one case to another, on how Sid is-or things in general in fact are. Sid might still smoke for all of his having taken orders, or someone’s season  
ticket for PSG. Or, again, not. When a thought is decomposed, its generality is parcelled out among its parts. A case of things being such that Sid smoked is one of there being an object which falls under the generality, for an object to be Sid-for the object to be what would occur just where Sid would-and then, further, to fall under the generality for a thing to be a smoker.
 
The generality of the thought that Sid smokes is the product of the generality of two concepts: that of being a smoker, and that of being Sid. Whether two such concepts yield the desired generality depends on what their respective generalities are. So there are two ways for an object to be: being Sid and, as I will call it, being Shmid. Perhaps what you bumped into in the corridor is such that its being as it is is a case of an object being Sid, and also a case of an object being Shmid. But the next time Sid has a haircut, there will then be something whose being as it is counts as a case of an object being Sid-it will be Sid shorn-but nothing which counts as an object being Shmid-Shmid has ceased to exist. Then we can distinguish two thoughts: a thought that Sid smokes; and a thought that Shmid smokes. Each of these has a different generality: for each there are different conditions which are those under which it would be true; each is true of a different range of cases. Those different generalities can be thought of as inherited from the different generality of being Sid, and of being Shmid.
 
It is important not to overplay our hand here. I might report to you that I bumped into Sid today (literally) at Tasca Zé Carlos. Suppose we now ask, indelicately, whether after the stroke it is still Sid. Depending on the stroke, the answer might be, ‘Well, yes and no.’ Which would mean: there are two ways of thinking of being Sid, one on which it is still him, diminished capacities or not, the other on which (post-stroke ‘Sid’ can ask questions, but is constitutionally incapable of staying for an answer) it is no longer him. Quite likely, though, nothing in what I would have been understood to say in my remark about the tasca chooses between these. It is not that whenever there is a determinate (enough) thought, or way for things to be, in question, and where this is decomposable into, inter alia, some naming element, that element chooses from all possible ways of counting an object just one which is the right way of counting the object which it names.
 
Such is the sort of sense there is to the idea that one gets to objects by decomposing whole thoughts. The object one gets to in decomposing a whole thought, where it is decomposable into, inter alia, some naming element is one whose liability to recur fits as needed with the generality of that whole thought: its generality must contribute so as to yield the right generality for that whole. In general, a whole thought, as Frege conceives it, is decomposable in many different ways – inter alia, so that it can be presented as decomposed in one way 
or another by any of various non-synonymous thoughts. Different such decompositions are liable to contain different naming elements, in which different things may be named. There is no one set of thought-elements out of which the various decompositions of a thought are all built. There is, correspondingly, no one set of objects which are the ones the thought is intrinsically about.
 
Realism, as construed here, consists simply in taking truth seriously. That is, it consists in supposing that there are ways for things to be, correspondingly, ways to make truth turn on how things are, where these really are ways of making truth turn on how things are–that is, on something which is as it is independent of how we think it is. The point so far has been: that conception, or picture, of thought, or of what there is to think about, is in no way threatened by the role our psychology plays in making ways for us to think of things being available to us–those ways, that is, that are available to us. Our thinking may have a parochial form in that the ways thus available to us to think things being reach to particular cases in ways proprietary to our thinking; ways which are to be seen as distinguishing our thinking as the sort it is, and not as exhausting all possibility of thought tout court. But this, if so, in no way threatens that idea of objectivity on which truth essentially rests.
 
Following Frege–and Wittgenstein (1953: §136)–in discussing realism I have thus put whole thoughts (and whole ways for things to be) first. So far, issues of realism have had nothing to do with the existence (or reality) of this or that kind of object (or entity). But those issues settled, objects can now come into the picture. Let us begin with the idealist of Zettel 413-414. As depicted, one thing he wanted to deny was the existence of an ‘external world’. As already noted, ‘external’ here does not mean ‘extradermal’. What it seems to mean is, as Moore once put it, ‘external to the mind’, that is, something which is as it is independent of our thought about it. Such worries on the idealist’s part are definitely misplaced. On the picture set out above, in the core case of whole thoughts, what would instance (or counter-instance) things being as represented in a thought is things being as they are. If there is such a thing as instancing, then what does it (or fails to) is what is what it is independent of how we think of it. Which ways we think things to be depends on our psychology, since it is by our capacity for recognition (or acknowledgement) that the selection task is performed for our thought about the world. But how any given such way (once adequately specified) makes instancing it turn on how things are has as little to do with our psychology as does things being as they are-or at least not where the model discussed above fits.
 
Now, what objects does realism, of the above sort, about some given stock of ways for things to be, and thoughts thereof, commit us to? What objects would there be if there ‘really’ is such a way for things to be as for things to be  
such that F (e.g., such that penguins waddle)? The short answer is: if some decomposition of a thought within that stock contains a naming element which names an object, G, then there is such a thing as G; if some decomposition of a thought contains a predicative element which predicates being of a certain sort of some objects or other, then there is really such a thing as being an object of that sort. Given that there are such decompositions, ‘letting such objects into one’s ontology’, as a traditional ontologist might feel like putting it, involves taking on no new commitments. Nor is any such permission asked or called for. Further questions as to what objects there ‘really’ are are simply otiose.
 
The realism scouted here makes room for illusions of there being ways for things to be which there are not, and of there being would–be ways for things to be which make their instancing turn on things in ways no instancing could turn on. There is no such thing as being Pia if there is no such person as Pia; nor is there, in that case, such a thing as being Pia’s brother. And while there may really be such a thing as having a momentum, there is no such thing as having some degree of a physical quantity which is the product of mass and velocity. But now it is no longer within the philosopher’s special ambit to detect such illusions. Representing a six-pack as flying towards a windshield with momentum M is representing truly or falsely if it is not too stupid, or complicated, etc., to suppose so. Is it too stupid, or etc.? Here philosophy may claim no special expertise.
 
Similarly for objects. If there is a thought which decomposes in one way into, inter alia, a naming element which makes truth turn on how Sid is, then there is such a thing as Sid, hence such a thing as being him. Of course, as Frege also insists, there is such a thing as Sid only where the question whether something is that very thing, Sid, makes (good enough) sense. Only, that is, where it is not too stupid, or etc., to suppose so-if, notably, it is not too stupid to suppose there to be determinate answers, often enough, to questions as to where it would be Sid who had recurred (as it might be, for example, if supposing so required supposing that one could produce an occurrence of Sid by cloning). Is it too stupid to suppose so? Once again, here we need not look to a philosopher for an answer. Nor believe him if he gave one.

 
4 Logic
 
 Frege insisted that being true is independent of being held true. Such was our starting point. He continues: ‘It is because of this that [the laws of truth] have authority for our thought […].’ (1893: xvi) The point of this essay up to now has 
been to develop an account of how it can be that being true is independent of being acknowledged as true–even where what we mention in speaking of things being some given way is not independent of what some thinkers would be prepared to acknowledge. There is that independence wherever what I have called ‘The Model’ fits–where it is meant to fit, and where it is not too stupid, etc., to suppose so. And wherever The Model does fit, questions how to think to attain to truth are not psychological questions. So, where there are laws governing such attainments, they are not psychological laws. What Frege calls the laws of truth are thus not psychological laws.
 
But the kind of authority thus gained is enjoyed much more widely than just within the realm of logic. Prescinding from questions of laws, how to think to reach the goal truth in re which objects are red is not a psychological question. Whatever there is to say as to how to do this no more depends for its truth on any thinker’s psychology (on how we, or anyone, in fact thinks) than does a law of truth per se. It is more difficult, perhaps impossible, to state laws here. But for an object to be red is a way for a thing to be with its own particular way of settling what would be a case of a thing being that way and what would not. To attain truth in re what is red, what not, one must think in accord with that way of settling things. For example, whether something looks red (whatever looking red comes to) bears in a certain way on whether its being as it is counts as a case of a thing being red. Its failing to look red (again, whatever this might come to) is, usually, and ceteris paribus, some reason not to count it as red–not merely a reason to suppose that it is not red, but a reason, perhaps sometimes not conclusive, to deny that the way it is is what counts as being red. If this is so (or if it is not so, since it is beside the point to debate the point here), then that it is so is as little a fact about psychologies as is the fact that if a conjunction is true, then so are its conjuncts.
 
The kind of authority over our thought that Frege envisions for a ‘law of truth’ is not exhausted by the kind of authority, or independence of psychology, which is granted merely by virtue of the model fitting. Thought need not be as to whether or not objects are red. Any thought which is not is, ipso facto, not bound to proceed as one would to attain to truth as to what is red in order for it to attain to truth. The authority over it of being red’s way of settling such questions is null and void. Moreover, one might even be able to think without the aegis of being red’s authority over how to think while still thinking about the colours of things, and even about things being red or not. There are close cousins of being red. We can see this in the fact that what it is for an object to be red admits of understandings. Suppose that Sid, in a fit of pique (or inebriation), takes Pia’s Albers and dips it in some black substance (removable, at some expense, by a competent art restorer). Now the painting looks black. What colour 
is it? One might count it as red (covered over now), or one might count it as now black (hence not red). Here is another way for an object to be coloured (I will call it being fred): for it to be red at any given time, it must look red at that time. Pia’s painting, now, is definitely not fred, whether we count it as now red or not. So to attain to truth in thought about what is fred, what is not, one is not bound, and cannot be bound, to think as one is bound to think to attain truth as to what is red. Nonetheless, thought as to what is fred is thought as to how an object is coloured, and some of it may also sometimes count as thought as to whether the object is red (e.g., where no issue of masking, or etc., is in the cards).
 
The authority of being red over our thought is thus attenuated, in a way in which the authority of being true over our thought is meant not to be. Being true, as Frege conceives things, is meant to have a certain universality: whatever the laws of truth per se may be, they govern all thought: not just all thought available to us, but all thought (of any thinker), full stop. Which is to say that there is even less role for the psychological when it comes to laws of truth than there is when it comes to laws of colour. What these last are may have something to do with what we call colour; whereas what these first are is meant to have nothing to do with what we call anything, even true.
 
This idea of the universality of laws of truth is already contained in Frege’s guiding idea of putting truth first, and then thoughts (Gedanken, things to think) immediately thereafter. A thought just is (or is to be), purely and only, a particular question of truth (or the posing thereof). Wherever there is such a question, there is a thought, and vice-versa. It is not built into this that that question need be one posable by us, or that it would be selected by any selection task we ever carried out. Thus it is, the idea is, that the authority of laws of truth over thoughts–that sort of authority bought simply by the independence of being true from being acknowledged by such–is, ipso facto, an authority over thought per se; that is, thought of any form whatsoever.
 
So too, the idea is, the laws of truth bear a very different relation to psychology–to our particular form of thought, if particular it be–than do any other laws, e.g., (to speak imagistically) the laws of being red. Whereas we think of, or mention, that particular way for things to be, for an object to be red, only given that our shared capacities for acknowledgement happen to coincide with the facts as to what would count as a thing being that particular way–whereas thinkers who thought differently than we do might easily lack precisely that capacity for acknowledgement–our presenting the things we think as true (as we do, e.g., in assertion) is not similarly hostage to our having the right sort of capacity for acknowledgement. It is just having the capacity for acknowledgement überhaupt. Granted, we are prepared to recognise what is contained in what Frege sees as the laws of truth. But not to be so prepared would be, not to  
be a thinker of a different sort, but rather not to be a thinker at all. Correspondingly, while there may be something to be said–perhaps by psychology–as to what sort of capacity for acknowledgement distinguishes thinkers able to think about colours, or about animate, or viscous, things from thinkers not, there is nothing to say as to what capacities distinguish thinkers able to present things as true from thinkers not, as there need be nothing specifiable which is what enables thinking tout court.
 
Such is an idea of the relation of the laws of truth to thought per se. It gains plausibility, I think, if we note just how minimal Frege’s laws of truth really are. As set out in Begriffsschrift, they unfold only two strands in that notion. First, it is part of the objectivity (and timelessness) of truth that there are only two possible answers to a question of truth: ‘True’, or ‘False’. (Such need not be to say that every intelligible, well-formed, question of truth has an answer.) Second, it is part of the notion of an object (thus of being true of something) that, for any given object, the question whether something is that object has determinate enough answers for there to be thoughts, of that same object, predicating of it whatever would be predicable of an object of its sort. From the first strand we extract a set of all the possible functions (of one or two variables) from a set of two items into that set, and thus define a set of connectives–to be the logical ones–by which thoughts can be compounded out of thoughts. The second secure our right to quantifiers for which the usual introduction and elimination rules hold. A sign of how minimal commitment is here is the indifference of logic as such to questions as to whether, e.g., ‘conjunction’, or ‘entailment’ as thus defined really corresponds to what is expressed by any sentential connective in English or German. The laws of truth make no such commitments. Understanding them accordingly, it is truly difficult to imagine any specifiable way for these laws to fail.
 
Understanding them accordingly is, inter alia, understanding just what sort of abstraction a thought, in Frege’s sense, is meant to be from historical cases of representing something as being something; and what sort of further abstraction is made when we apply laws of logic to thoughts. It is built into the notion of a thought that there are only two answer to the question ‘Is it true?’, ‘Yes’ and ‘No’. And it is built into an application of the laws of truth to specified thoughts that precisely one of these answers is correct. At which point a core insight of Hilary Putnam’s comes into play. The laws of truth develop two strands in the notion of being true. But, like any notion–like any abstraction–it is a notion with many strands. It is a further strand in the notion, e.g., that a thought (a question of truth) is, generally speaking, what can be specified in mentioning a way for things to be; and that a way for things to be is mentionable. It is, e.g., the thought that Sid smokes. (Which is not to say that different mentions in the  
same terms are guaranteed to mention the same thing.) And–a point Putnam emphasises for, e.g., kinds of substances or quantities–it is part of the notion that it has a familiar enough, well enough known, extension: that we often enough succeed in specifying thoughts (things true or false)–in saying what thought was expressed in some given act of representing-as, in saying what it is that someone thinks. These various strands in the notion of being true are, it should be noted, independent of one another, in principle at least. What Putnam has shown convincingly in other cases is that where a notion is made up of many independent strands, those strands are liable to prove, should the world prove inhospitable enough to the notion as so conceived, to be incapable of being all strands in any one notion. If truth, like more special notions, is made up of many strands, then it is at least that susceptible to proving other than we had supposed.
 
Realism about whole thoughts (or the ways they represent things being) brings realism about objects along in the bargain. What objects (or entities) there are is no longer a philosophical issue. Where a problem of realism and idealism seems to centre on objects, the usual villain is some form of empiricism. For example, an evidently bewitching, but ultimately baseless, story about what it is possible to see can lead to a view, such as the later H. A. Prichard’s: the only possible objects of visual awareness are mind-dependent things; there is nothing to know about mind-dependent things (by definition, nothing objectively so, or not, about them); so perception is not a source of knowledge. With which, perhaps, a wide swathe of would-be thought suffers an idealist fate. Or, again, variations on Prichard might first introduce some proprietary notion of ‘the observable’, and then raise idealist notions about what is, supposedly, not that. But such mistakes are best stopped (one by one, of course) before they start. Must you acknowledge entities to be a realist? It would be mete to acknowledge whatever entities there are. Putting thoughts first, where there is truth, these entities are legion.

 
5 Rückblick
 
 We began above with one thing called idealism and moved quickly on to another. Is there a common thread which justifies this same name twice?
 
The idealist of Zettel §§413-414 denies the existence of objects. If an object is simply something of which to predicate than, as Frege notes, there is an object just where the question whether something is that very one has a sense (has answers). Objects are then, like concepts, what arise in decomposing a thought. 
An object is what makes a thought’s truth turn (in part) in a given way on how things are. In which case our first idealism just becomes our second kind. But our initial idealist has a different notion of object in mind. It is not easy to make it precise. But, especially considering its pedigree, it will do here to take an object to be whatever (object of predication) can form images on retinas; thus an object of visual, or other sensory, awareness.
 
At the core of this form of idealism lies an argument. That argument aims to sever the link just made between objects of visual awareness and what are liable to form images on retinas. The connection severed, it is the existence of anything which could form such images which comes into question. The argument begins with the reasonable assumption that an object of sight (be there any) would be something visual awareness of which might produce awareness that it is present (or that a ϕ is, for some ϕ it is). Visual awareness of a chair, e.g., should at least sometimes yield awareness that there is a chair, say, just there. Perception’s mission is, after all, to afford knowledge.
 
It next raises the question how it could ever be possible for, e.g., visual awareness (whose objects, if any, would be things before the eyes) to furnish awareness that such-and-such–what could not itself be an object of visual awareness. It considers an obstacle to such ever occurring. This obstacle is the possibility of dead ringers. A dead ringer for a chair, e.g., would be an object, not a chair, which, from where you stand, could not be distinguish (by the senses) from a chair. A dead ringer for there being a chair before you would be a situation without a chair such that, were you in it, you could not tell from your experiencing as you were that there was not a chair before you. On reflection we see that, whatever you take yourself to see, or to experience, there is always such a thing as there being a dead ringer for that. Trivially, sight (e.g.) cannot furnish the materials for ruling out the possibility of dead ringers. Perceptual awareness cannot allow you to rule such things out. Sight cannot show it to be a BKF and not a perfectly wrought wax homage to same. So, whatever the perceptual awareness you enjoy on an occasion, for all that, what you see may be, not what you take it for, but some dead ringer for this. So for all perceptual awareness is worth (epistemically), and for any way it may lead you to take it things are, for all that, they may not be. You may be wrong. If you may be wrong, then you are not aware that things are that way. So perceptual awareness cannot translate into awareness-that.
 
Buying this conclusion a philosopher might proceed in either of several ways. One, Descartes’, is to propose that knowledge comes in several grades. Perception cannot yield awareness in strictest sense that you face a chair. But it can, in Locke’s slogan, afford us all the certainty our frame permits and our needs require. Descartes’ term for this was moral certainty. Another route would  
be, accepting the argument’s starting point, to reject the idea that chairs are visible. One would then posit a different sort of object of visual experience, purportedly ringer-proof. Assuming such things to be objects of (visual) awareness, one might then try the idea that these are the things of which experience can make one knowledgeable, that is, aware that they are thus and so. (On which cf. H. A. Prichard (1938))
 
A final fork in the road. One might now try to foist off chairs as some sort of conceptual construct out of such posited further items about which (the claim is) experience might make one knowledgeable. Or, rejecting the idea that the locations and conditions of chairs are deducible a priori, one might reject the idea that one can know anything at all about chairs, full stop. From which it is a short step to denying their existence–something at least verbally similar to the present idealist’s position.
 
Which raises a question. Wittgenstein dismisses the dispute between the idealist and his partner realist as one of ‘battle cry’. This is presumably to say that it is an empty dispute. The realist here is one who, at least up to a point, accepts the idealist’s terms of debate. He supposes that the idealist has a perfectly intelligible question of truth on which he takes his stand. It is just that he takes the wrong stand. How far should we suppose (and how far should we suppose that Wittgenstein supposes) that the realist and idealist have followed the same garden path together in order to reach this point? Just what must they agree on in order even to pretend to engage in (what then proves) an empty dispute? How far, e.g., has the realist (of §413) accompanied the idealist through that initial motivating argument? I will return to this.
 
But first our second thing called idealism. Where our first idealist’s concern is the existence of objects (presumably of some special sort), the second idealist’s concern is (the existence of) objectivity. The first idealist, in effect, denies us visual awareness of how things are. The second denies us awareness überhaupt (awareness being, per se a success). The first denies us transmission of awareness from perception to awareness-that: there is nothing to transmit. The second denies us awareness-that: such would be awareness of a truth; there are none.
 
One could aim for this second thing called idealism by just extending the argument underlying the first. As Frege once remarked, 


 With the step with which I gain myself an environment, I expose myself to the risk of error. (1918: 73)

 
It is a mark of objectivity that, the correctness of a judgement depending on what is independent of its making, that, for anything which might be proof that 
P, there is such a thing as a ringer for it. (Such already fixes much of the form of (strictly) having proof, so knowing).
 
But the route Wittgenstein considers to idealism, second form, at least in Zettel §§428-432, is different. It starts from a certain question, not about us, but about ways to represent things as being–about the conceptual. How could it be possible for a generality–a way for things to be–ever to reach to a particular case–some historical circumstance or episode which is its instancing? To put it yet more grandiosely and metaphorically, how could it ever be possible for thought to make genuine contact with the world (with what it is about)? On reflection, we come to see, in the way sketched above, as both Frege and Wittgenstein did, that this question can have no (positive) answer. So that if a generality’s being instanced–if thought’s genuinely reaching all the way to the world–depended on there being such an answer then there would simply be no truth; correlatively no conceptual at all.
 
And now we see what is in common to our two ‘idealisms’. In each case the idealist, taking how-possible question as genuine, detaches the conditional, thus buying the conclusion. If his how possible questions is genuine, then there always being such a thing as ringer for your seeing whatever there may be before your eyes shows that what you are visually aware of (if anything) cannot be anything before your eyes. At which point the game is over. What we see cannot be anything before our eyes. Detaching the antecedent, he concludes that the game is over. Whether we continue from there with the idealist, or with his realist alter-ego makes no more difference than a battle cry. Accept the conclusion, say that there are chairs, or that there are not as you like. Similarly, if the absence of a general answer to the question how a generality can require just the instancings it does shows that no generality ever really does this, then again the game is over. One can try to arrange for some sort of ersatz truth–say, truth is what we all say (or anything you hear three times). But buy this or not as you like. The difference, again, is only one of battle cry.
 
The common trouble with both idealisms is thus the form of question with which they begin. Each asks a certain how-possible question. In each case the question is so designed that it could not have an answer (excepting, for the moment, ‘Not possible at all’). Each question has a grand scope to say the least. An answer to the first (were there such) would explain something as to how it would be possible, in seeing an open window, to see that the window is open, or in seeing a fairy penguin swimming to see that a fairy penguin is swimming by, or, in seeing Pia ransacking her purse, see that she is looking for her keys. And in each case, the answer would hold for any occasion on which such might be done, and for any occasion for wonderment It would identify what common enabling ran throughout all such cases. Similarly, an answer would explain 
how it could be that what I am now doing as I type this is something which would count as a thing sitting in a chair; and, equally, for anything else that might count as chair sitting, or as not, what it is that makes just this what so counts. And, equally, it would explain how it could be that that a thing being as that lump of greyish-white stuff on the table is could be what would count as a thing being gold, or that being as such-and-such path in space is could be what would count as a path being a straight line.
 
Suppose that, rather than trying to pose such a grand question as a how-possible question of present sort we ask simply what would seem to be a particular instance of it. How could Sid have known that a fairy penguin just swam by? He had been to the zoo in Sydney, and paid particular attention in the penguin house. How did Pia know that was a van Meegeren and not a Vermeer? Look at those details on the man’s hat. Those are a bit too late for Vermeer’s time. Similarly, why not call that spade a shovel? Look at that point. It is clearly meant for digging, not shovelling. And why call the thing I am now sitting in (something rather ergonomic, with mesh, wheels and lots of knobs and levers) a chair? Well, why not?
 
Noting such similarities as we just have between superficially different philosophical debates brings out a more pervasive concern of Wittgenstein’s. It is to expose how-possible questions of the present grand sort as ill-formed: not really questions at all; so not ones needing answers if the phenomenon they ask after is to exist. That such grand how-possible questions are bad ones in this sense (as Wittgenstein and I suggest they are) is something philosophy needed to learn through centuries of trying. If so, this can seem surprising. After all, we can get to such questions (or so it seems) simply by a few steps of quantifying into more specific counterparts, themselves not inevitably bad questions. One would have thought, quantification a semantic operation which, at the least, preserves having sense. (Another idea Wittgenstein not infrequently complains about.)
 
But changing perspective as above may also change what is being asked. Take my desk chair, for example. Why should that be counted as a chair? Now this question can be rephrased: given that there are, as a rule, correct verdicts as to whether some thing’s being as it is is (inter alia) its being a chair, and given all that is so (or that we know) as to what correct verdicts would be in other cases, what would the correct verdict be in this one? What would be most true to the facts there are anyway as to what would, what would not, so count? Given that there is the phenomenon in question–that generalities (ways for things to be) do indeed, often enough, have instances and counter-instances, there may be such a background to appeal to, a background whose bearing on whether for a thing to be a chair is instanced by the case in question (by what I 
am now sitting on) may, recognisably (if you know what a chair is) dictate an answer.
 
Thus there may be correct answers to the particular questions we pose as to whether, or where, a thing being a chair is instanced. In brief, why call what I am sitting on a chair? Well, it is just the sort of thing one would call a chair. Such does not tell us what, in general, makes what I am sitting on such as to count as a chair. Nor, from the present perspective, need such a question have any (occasion-independent) answer. In any case, the general idea is: enough facts as to how a given way for a thing to be reaches to particular cases may make for others. From which perspective it is quite another thing to ask how there could be any such facts at all.
 
There is a certain (at least superficially) anti-philosophical strand in Wittgenstein’s thought. To understate, it has hardly gone unnoticed. Such, though, is just one half of an apparent paradox. For his own work is manifestly full of philosophy. Moreover, if it were not, then his supposed anti-philosophy could be no more than mere whimsy. If philosophers are attempting what cannot be intelligibly done, such needs to be shown. So the real problem in reading Wittgenstein is to identify just what it is in traditional philosophy that he meant to reject. The above is one idea of that; one I find highly plausible. To put it succinctly, what Wittgenstein set out to reject was how-possible questions of the sort philosophers since Kant are wont to ask, or at least to take seriously (e.g., ‘How could it ever be possible to judge anything at all?’). When a how-possible question has no answer, the reason may be that the thing asked after is, in fact, impossible–e.g., ‘How can one lift a skyscraper above his head?’. But the questions Wittgenstein rejects he rejects as ill-formed, as not really questions at all, and thus as lacking answers. As suggested above, he stops nowhere short of identifying what is ill-formed about them. They are not simple quantifications into specific questions which (admittedly) make perfectly good sense.
 
Wittgenstein writes: 


 Our craving for generality has another main source: our preoccupation with the method of science. I mean the method of reducing the explanation of natural phenomena to the smallest possible number of primitive natural laws; and, in mathematics, of unifying the treatment of different topics by using a generalisation.… This tendency is the real source of metaphysics, and leads the philosopher into complete darkness. (1969: 18)

 
The philosopher avoids such complete darkness (the present suggestion is) only if, but also if, he avoids questions which are ill-formed in the way the above how-possible questions are. Neither philosophy nor philosophising need cease if Wittgenstein is right. We only need to learn from our centuries of philosophising, as J.L. Austin put it, to formulate questions, address ourselves to problems, 
which are our own size. We must learn, at least partly from experience, just how it is that a question can be ill-formed.
 
That reference to generality calls another familiar strand in Wittgenstein to mind. With it we can view what is wrong with the idealist’s how-possible questions in another way. What we would like to be the case–what would make for the objectivity we need (or truth needs)–is this: that what way for things to be a given such way is in fact bears (given the world as it is), sometimes conclusively, on whether things being as they are, or were, or might be, is what, in fact, would count as things being that way. Suppose that, as a rule, the ways for things to be we speak of (or think we speak of) do have such bearing. Then, in a particular instance, we may ask just what that bearing is. There might be such a thing as a capacity to see such things. Some of us might sometimes count as having such. What it would do is to make answers to some such questions, or at what bears on an answer (and how) recognisable. (Is it, e.g., a coq au riesling if you use a poule?) The second idealist’s how-possible question asks, in effect, for something in common to any way for things to be having the bearing it does on any question what would count as things (or a thing) being that way; something which always decides when there is the bearing there thus is. That bearing on what to call what is not so organised, that the search for such a general form of questions what to count as what is chimerical, is, familiarly, a case Wittgenstein works at length to make.
 
I will not try to duck the suggestion that I am thus portraying Wittgenstein’s ‘anti-philosophical streak’ as, in fact, anti-Kantian. Kant’s how-possible questions, understood as he seems to have understood them, may well have been a substantial advance over questions some philosophers had asked before him. For all of which they may remain wrong questions for a philosopher to ask, a wrong approach to our problems. Philosophy, for all its glories, must always be ready to move on. If I am right about Wittgenstein’s anti-philosophy, then it is precisely here that he shows us how to do so. For he does not merely reject how-possible questions; he offers a rich and fruitful account of just how they go wrong-one which, if understood, points to better questions to ask.
 
I end with a prolegomena to future work. Frege assigned logic the task of answering this question: ‘How must I think to reach the goal truth?’–though, he adds, only insofar as an answer is given by what being true is as such. (Cf. 1897: 139.) Prescinding from the change here in modality (from could to must), the question he asks seems, at first glance, to have just that generality marking those how-possible questions Wittgenstein aimed to help out of the world. On the standard reading of Frege’s view of logic, such is certainly the sort of generality he saw in it; a generality reached from particular thoughts simply by quantifying, again presumably preserving having sense. Yet, we all recognise, pursuing  
 Frege’s question has led to the most fruitful and illuminating results–to logic as we know it. This, too, has changed the face of philosophy. Why should pursuing Frege’s question not have led merely to grief as pursuing our present how-possible questions does? There are hints of an answer in the above. But only hints. To answer the question we need a better understanding of what Frege was doing than even he had. Which remark is mere prolegomena to future work.
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My lecture is about something Anscombe took to be a major flaw in the Tractatus , that it excludes propositions that can only be true, apart from tautologies and mathematical propositions. My question is: how much of what Anscombe wanted might Wittgenstein allow for? To set up the question, I need to discuss both Wittgenstein and what he does allow for–and Anscombe, and what she wants. The first half of my talk, then, sets up the question, and the second half explores the issues further.
 
I also want to keep in view the insights that Anscombe thought there were in the Tractatus, insights that were tied to the sharp distinction between propositions that have the possibility of truth and of falsity–and propositions that don’t have both possibilities. There is a question, though, how to understand the distinction, and this involves seeing it in the Tractatus, as well as seeing how it all gets more complicated later.
 
A background issue: many people believe that the Tractatus excludes some types of propositions (e.g., synthetic necessary propositions). I don’t think there is any type of proposition excluded by the Tractatus, but I don’t foreground this disagreement. But there is a relevant point about what is supposedly excluded by the Tractatus. Frege had said that there are uses of the word ‘concept’ which are psychological, others that are logical, and also some that involve a confused mix of the psychological and the logical. I see the Tractatus as drawing on that point. The idea I’m ascribing to Wittgenstein is that there are propositions in which there is a confused mix of the non-logical and the would-be logical in the use of some words in the proposition, and propositions of this sort thus have a word or words with no definite meaning and are therefore nonsensical. Such propositions might be said to be ‘excluded’ by the Tractatus, but they are not excluded in virtue of being synthetic necessary truths or in virtue of not being bipolar or in virtue of being of any other supposedly excluded sort. They just make no clear sense through introducing a muddle of logical and non-logical uses of words.
 
 
Part 1
 
 I begin with what I call the everything-else-is-nonsense assumption, which structures many readings of the Tractatus. The assumption can be put in various ways but the basic idea is that, according to the Tractatus, there are sayings how things are, logical propositions and possibly also mathematical propositions, –and then beyond that, there are propositions which, in virtue of not being of those types, are nonsensical.
 
There are two philosophers who help us to see what’s the matter with the assumption. One is James Griffin, writing on the Tractatus treatment of scientific propositions. The fact that many general statements in science aren’t truth-functions of elementary propositions doesn’t mean they are nonsensical; rather it sets the question what their use is. Griffin brings out the importance of propositions that have a function tied in with our use of senseful language; and that idea is then also discussed by Michael Kremer. There is a point implicit in Griffin but explicitly argued for by Kremer: a proposition-like construction may have a function tied in with our use of senseful language, as for example mathematical equations do. And indeed also definitions. Propositions then, that are helpful in this sort of way are not nonsensical; they are not meaningless. There are two labels available in the Tractatus for such propositions: they can be called senseless, meaning that their use is not that of senseful propositions, and they can also be called Behelfe der Darstellung, aids to representation, as for example rules about what signs can be substituted for each other. Another label that we could use comes from Wittgenstein’s later philosophy, where he makes a contrast between propositions that belong to the apparatus of language and those that are actually applications of language; the former could be called apparatus propositions. And since he speaks of these propositions as preparing language for its application, in the way definitions do, we could label these propositions ‘preparatory propositions’. My claim now is that the Tractatus allows for various apparatus propositions, sentences that have a function tied in with making inferences, or tied in in other ways with the use of senseful propositions. These are, I am arguing, not nonsensical. This means that you can’t infer from a sentence’s not being a contingent description of things, nor a tautology nor a contradiction, to its counting as nonsense on the Tractatus view. It’s part of my claim that you’d have to look at the use of a type of proposition to see whether propositions of that sort were apparatus propositions. The basic idea is: if some type of apparent propositions have a use in aiding what we do with senseful propositions, they are not nonsense.
 

 
Part 2. Anscombe’s objection to the Tractatus
 
 Anscombe said that there is surely something right about the picture theory–but she thought that one main thing wrong with it was that it excludes too much. That is, there are types of propositions that she thinks the picture theory excludes, and that any adequate theory would have to not exclude. So we need to see what she wanted to have included, of the things that she took to be excluded by the Tractatus.
 
In a lecture on truth in 1983, she explained Wittgenstein’s idea that one reality corresponds to a proposition and its negation,–and she said that that is indeed essential to the kind of proposition that can be true or false. Her idea there was that Wittgenstein’s account fits one type of proposition, propositions that have the possibility of truth and of falsity. But that then leaves room for another sort of proposition, propositions which do not have two possibilities: the sole possibility for this sort of proposition would be truth. In her introduction to the Tractatus, she had discussed a proposition about which she says both that it is true and that it is excluded by the Tractatus, because there isn’t a possibility of its not being the case, although it isn’t a logical truth. This is the proposition ‘“Someone” is not the name of someone’. She argues that this can be illuminatingly said, though what it denies is nothing but confusion; its contradictory ‘peters out into nothingness’. For the proposition itself there is only the possibility of truth, and that’s why it is not allowed by the Tractatus. And that, she thinks, is why Wittgenstein’s theory is inadequate: because it excludes such propositions. So, conclusion so far: one main type of proposition that Anscombe takes to be wrongly excluded by the Tractatus is propositions that have only the possibility of truth. The only kind of propositions that can only be true according to the Tractatus are tautologies and mathematical equations: and that doesn’t go far enough.
 
In her book on the Tractatus, Anscombe also discusses the proposition ‘Red is a color’, and she says about it that there aren’t here two possibilities, that red is and that it isn’t a color. But it’s not clear whether she would say, about the proposition ‘Red is a color’, that its contradictory peters out into nothingness and expresses nothing but confusion. Someone might indeed hold that the contradictory, the proposition ‘Red is not a color’ does not peter out into nothingness, but says that something is the case, but what it says-is-the-case is necessarily not the case. I don’t know whether Anscombe would want to say any such thing: and that leads me to a question. Anscombe plainly thought that the Tractatus theory was faulty through excluding propositions that have only the possibility of truth, apart from the limited group it does allow, of tautologies and 
 equations. But it is not clear whether she thought there were propositions that are true and that have contradictories that state to be a fact something that cannot be the case, in addition to there being some propositions (besides tautologies and equations) that are true and the contradictories of which peter out into nothingness. Are there two types of propositions that can only be true, on her view, or is there only the latter sort, the ones whose contradictories peter out?
 
Anscombe says something relevant in an essay from 1950 on the idea that the past cannot change. She says that we may think that it is a fact that cannot be otherwise that the past cannot change. But she criticizes that idea. She suggests that what gives strength to the idea that one is stating a kind of fact when one says that the past cannot change is the inclination to think in terms of an analogy with empirical impossibility. And she argues that the analogy breaks down. We haven’t given any sense to speaking of a change in the past; and she argues that it is confused to think of the phrase ‘a change in the past’ as expressing something that necessarily is not the case. We can try to introduce her 1950 argument into the context of her discussion of the Tractatus, and her worry that Wittgenstein’s theory excludes propositions that can only be true, apart from tautologies and equations. What the 1950 argument suggests is that her concern about the Tractatus excluding propositions that can only be true is a concern about propositions whose contradictories peter out into nothingness. The argument of 1950, that is, might be read as suggesting that there is a kind of confusion in the idea of a proposition that cannot be true because what it says to be the case is something, all right, but something that cannot be. If there were such propositions, the positive propositions corresponding to them could only be true, but the contradictories would not peter out into nothingness. Certainly, Anscombe in 1950 held that, in at any rate some cases, the idea of propositions that are necessarily false because they state to be the case something that cannot be, reflects confusion.
 
There is one more element in the Anscombe story that I want to bring in, and that is Anscombe’s acceptance of the everything-else-is-nonsense assumption. This comes out in various places in her book on the Tractatus. So there is a big difference between the way she reads the Tractatus and the way I suggested it should be read in part 1. She sees the Tractatus as allowing propositions with the possibility of both truth and falsity, and excluding everything else except for tautologies, contradictions, equations,–so it excludes miscellaneous propositions that fall into the group I labelled apparatus propositions, whereas I argued in part 1 that these propositions, if they have a use in connection with the employment of senseful propositions, do not count as nonsensical on the Tractatus view. This issue then feeds into the overall questions I am raising about Anscombe.
 
 
In summary now: Anscombe thinks the Tractatus is inadequate on propositions that can only be true because it excludes all of them except tautologies and equations. It’s not clear whether she objects to the exclusion of two different sorts of propositions that can only be true: ones whose contradictories peter out into nothingness and also ones which have contradictories that have genuine truth-conditions, but truth conditions which are necessarily not fulfilled. I mentioned that she did not take the Tractatus to allow for a miscellaneous group of apparatus propositions. My argument leads up to a question: How much does Anscombe’s understanding of how she disagrees with the Tractatus depend on her not recognizing the possible fitting-in of the miscellaneous class of apparatus propositions? How far would recognizing such a class allow back in to the Tractatus view (as she understands it), some at any rate of the propositions that she thought were wrongly excluded? How much of her objection to the Tractatus comes from not seeing that there is a question how far these apparently excluded propositions fit in to the group of apparatus propositions?
 
Here are two objections to that line of thought.
 
1. “Look, one of the types of propositions that Anscombe was concerned with was the propositions of natural theology. And there is no way of making out that they are apparatus propositions.”–But that is exactly what I want to think more about. I want to see what might be fitted into the group of apparatus propositions, but I also want to see how far the conception of what apparatus propositions might be gets stretched and developed if we try to include some of the propositions that Anscombe took to be wrongly excluded by the Tractatus. (I’ll come back to this objection in part 4.)
 
2. “You keep talking about propositions that can only be true but this is an evasion. You are talking about necessary truths; but Wittgenstein, in the Tractatus , plainly held that the only necessity is logical necessity, that of tautologies. So you are not going to get the Tractatus to allow for any other propositions that ‘can only be true’. Anscombe is plainly right that they are all excluded, except for tautologies and equations.”–The objection makes the issue far more clearcut than it is. There is no easy route from what the Tractatus says about logical truth to any conclusions about what it might be to speak of some apparatus proposition as true. The complexity of the issue comes out when Wittgenstein returns to philosophy, and allows that some but not all of what can be said about propositions in a narrow sense can apply also to hypotheses and mathematical equations, which are not propositions in that sense,–and what is thus applicable includes some elements of the usage of ‘true’ and ‘false’. At this stage of my argument, my reply to the second objection is that the argument that I want to explore is not blocked by some easy argument out of the Tractatus.
 

 
Part 3. Wittgenstein in 1939, on correspondence to reality
 
In Wittgenstein’s 1939 lectures, he discusses the idea that mathematical propositions correspond to reality. He got into this topic because of the apparent clash between what he had been saying about mathematics and the belief that mathematical propositions correspond to reality. People asked him: aren’t you really denying that mathematics has to be responsible to reality? He replied that we can speak of mathematical propositions as responsible to reality; they may indeed be said to correspond to reality, but what this is is very different from what we may think.
 
He worked this out by making a contrast between the correspondence to reality that experiential propositions have and the correspondence to reality that we might say that a word has, for example, the word rain. There are some words, he said, such that, if you were asked what reality corresponds to them, you might point to something,–say, if you were asked what reality corresponds to the word ‘sofa’. But in the case of other words, like ‘and’ and ‘perhaps’, there is nothing obvious that one would point to. But here too we can speak about a reality corresponding:–the reality that corresponds is the great number and variety of things, things about us, things in our lives and our surroundings, that make it extremely useful to us, important to us, to have the word. And then Wittgenstein says that the correspondence to reality of mathematical propositions is much more like the correspondence to reality of a word, say the word ‘and’, than it is like the correspondence to reality of an experiential proposition. Just as you have the word ‘and’, and then you can go on and do all sorts of things with it as you use language, so too, you have ‘12 times 12 is a hundred forty four’; and this is an important and enormously useful tool that we have available in language. It corresponds to reality, in this sense, then, that there are all sorts of things about us and our world, because of which the proposition ‘12 times 12 is a hundred forty four’ has an enormously important range of uses within our lives. In the 1939 lectures, Wittgenstein then speaks of there being a sense in which we can say of (at least some) apparatus propositions that they correspond to reality. He does not say that there is a (closely related) sense in which we could say that they are true. But, within the context of these lectures, there is nothing to indicate that he would want to block such a way of talking.
 
What you have then, in the 1939 lectures, is the idea that there are words that, reality being what it is, are enormously useful; there are propositions of mathematics that are such that, reality being what it is, are enormously useful, and that we could not do without. And that we can speak of these words, or of 
these propositions, as ‘corresponding to reality’ in these cases. I would suggest that what Wittgenstein says about such words and propositions is applicable to tools of thought and language more widely than he explicitly suggests. There are concepts, there are samples and paradigms and measures; there are metaphors, stories, and other things, through which we think, through which we understand ourselves and our world, and what we can and cannot do; and some of these concepts, metaphors, stories and other things are (reality being what it is) enormously useful, while others we could well do without, others may be disastrous, and some may be useful in some respects and harmful in others.
 
Consider for a moment Strawson’s essay, ‘Freedom and Resentment’, which he wrote in response to attacks on concepts like desert and responsibility. He argued against the idea of there being metaphysical conditions for these concepts to be genuinely justified; he argued instead that we should look at the human appropriateness of these concepts,–reality being what it is, including the reality of the kinds of being we are,–we should look at the widespread complex modes of application of these concepts in our lives. If we cannot do without ‘12 times 12 is a hundred forty four’, so too, we, being the kinds of being we are, cannot do without some or other version of these profoundly significant concepts.-We can read Strawson as bringing out the correspondence to reality, in Wittgenstein’s 1939 sense, of these concepts.
 
Here are two objections.
 
First, doesn’t what Wittgenstein says about ‘correspondence to reality’ result in there being two distinct senses of ‘corresponding to reality’? And if we introduce a parallel use of the word ‘true’, wouldn’t we then have two entirely distinct senses of ‘true’?-Here the underlying question is: When might we say that a word or an expression that is used in more than one way nevertheless has a single meaning? I can’t go into this more than to say that neither for Wittgenstein nor for Anscombe does the existence of two distinct uses for a word imply that it is used with distinct meanings.
 
Another objection would be that what I have described is a substantial departure from the Tractatus, and therefore it can hardly be relevant to Anscombe’s complaint about the Tractatus.-It does go further than the Tractatus in allowing that the realities of ourselves and our world shape the resources of language; but the Tractatus does allow that such realities shape everyday language. You might also wonder about how big a departure it is from the Tractatus in allowing anything besides empirical propositions to count as true. Even the Tractatus allows for tautologies to count as true; and when Wittgenstein returns to philosophy, he allows other uses of ‘true’. The important thing, though, is that once Wittgenstein began to draw attention to the various ways in which tools of thought are made useful by the realities of the world and of our  
own nature, and began at the same time to criticize the forms of logical sublimation in his earlier thought, it was not a hugely different sort of move to suggest a use of ‘corresponds to reality’ in connection with the profound usefulness of some of those tools of thought. While this is a departure from the Tractatus use of ‘true’, it is perfectly consistent with giving a quite significant place to the use of ‘true’ in connection with contingent propositions. The difference between such propositions and mathematical propositions is exactly what Wittgenstein emphasizes in the passage that I have been discussing. One could indeed say that what is central there is that the distinction isn’t a matter of one group of propositions ‘corresponding to reality’ while the other does not.
 
I’ll now turn back to Anscombe, this is now part 4.
 
In Part 2, I discussed Anscombe’s example of a proposition that she took to be wrongly excluded by the Tractatus, the proposition ‘“Someone” is not the name of someone’. She takes this to be a possibly illuminating thing to say to someone who is confused. There are problems with her example, so let’s consider a different example-a person with Cotard’s delusion, who keeps thinking that he is dead. He combats the delusion by telling himself ‘I am not dead’. What he says is not so much a move in any language-game as a help towards getting himself back to engaging in ordinary life.What his statement denies is a piece of confusion, a reflection of mental disturbance, but there is nothing wrong with saying his statement is true.
 
The Cotard man’s statement is the kind of thing Anscombe takes to be wrongly excluded by the Tractatus: it is not a proposition of logic or mathematics, and its contradictory is a piece of confusion. Does it fit into the expanded category of words, mathematical propositions and other tools of thought and language, which might be said to correspond to reality so far as they may be of great usefulness, given the realities of us and our world? I want to emphasize the kind of use the proposition has, as not so much a move in a language-game as a help in a return to engagement in life, to talking and thinking in a way not prevented by his mental disturbance. That is, the use of ‘I am not dead’ is meant to fit Wittgenstein’s idea of a range of uses that are in a sense preparatory to engagement in language. A use of language that is meant to effect a kind of return to such engagement can be said to be, in a broad sense, preparatory. A definition is a piece of language the use of which is preparatory; so too the use of mathematical propositions, Wittgenstein says, might be said to be preparatory. The idea of a contrast between preparations for the use of language, and the use that the preparations were preparations for-this is one way of getting at the general sort of idea that is also in play in speaking of apparatus propositions, and that goes back to the idea of Behelfe der Darstellung in the Tractatus. I am suggesting that we can see the use of a sentence to bring someone out of  
 confusion and back into engaged life with language as a case of a preparatory use, alongside other preparatory uses. In the case of the sentence ‘I am not dead’, the usefulness of the sentence is only within the context of someone’s confusion. Its usefulness does not continue, and the sentence is in that regard unlike the propositions of mathematics; but this case can be seen as one of the miscellaneous kinds of case in which a proposition’s usefulness depends on various sorts of reality of ourselves and our world, which indeed include our capacity to become unhinged in various ways. Anscombe’s original example was meant to fit a case in which someone had in a sense got logically unhinged, and had come out with something that was only confusion (as she saw it). So far as there are forms of logical unhingedness which may affect many people, there may be responses that have a general usefulness, unlike remarks addressed to particular and relatively idiosyncratic forms of unhingedness.
 
I have spelled out a not very huge development of ideas that are present in the Tractatus,–in that the Tractatus allows for some apparatus propositions and allows also for a use of the word ‘true’ which applies to some propositions that are not bipolar. These ideas can be developed to allow for some propositions that can only be true, the contradictories of which are nothing but confusion; and this allows for one sort of case that Anscombe was concerned about. But imagine someone who now says: what you’ve described doesn’t begin to allow for Anscombe’s real concerns, which include natural theology. Natural theology isn’t even nearly going to be fitted in to an expanded sort of Tractatus view that allows mathematical propositions to count as true, or as corresponding to reality, merely on account of their usefulness, or merely on account of there being no alternative to them for us. That wouldn’t be to count them as true because what they say is the case is indeed the case, indeed necessarily the case. And so it isn’t going to include any reasonable understanding of the propositions of natural theology, to the exclusion of which from the Tractatus theory Anscombe had objected. What Anscombe was objecting to was the exclusion of necessary truths in a robust sense, and the objection says that all that I have allowed for is necessary truth in an extremely attenuated sense.
 
Part 5 is about that objection.
 
There are two ways to approach the objection: from the Wittgenstein direction and the Anscombe direction. I shall indicate how both these approaches work, but won’t follow either of them out in detail. But first I will give my view of what is the matter with the objection. It confuses the idea of a proposition that can only be true being robustly situated within our lives, doing real and important work, with its being construed as logically robust in a way that arguably involves exactly the kind of confusion that Anscombe herself laid out in her essay on conceiving the unchangeability of the past as a necessary fact.
 
 
 1. From the Wittgenstein direction.
 
The objector thinks that mathematical propositions, as Wittgenstein understood them, do not really say that something is the case, and indeed she thinks that Wittgenstein is denying that they say anything is the case. In the Investigations , Wittgenstein discusses a similar objection: the objector says that Wittgenstein denies the existence of inner processes of remembering. The idea that he is denying something rests on an analogy, but it is totally unclear what the analogy comes to. In our case the idea of Wittgenstein as supposedly denying something (viz., that mathematical propositions say that something is the case) also depends on an analogy: the objector thinks that Wittgenstein is denying that what mathematical propositions do, in the realm of mathematics, is what experiential propositions do in their realm. But we don’t see that it is utterly unclear what the analogy comes to: we try to put weight on the notion of saying that something is the case, without considering what might count as there being or not being that, in this very different case.
 
Another reply that can be made ‘from the Wittgenstein direction’ would emphasize the variety of kinds of cases in which a proposition may be extremely useful because of what these or those realities are like, and in which there is taken not to be some alternative to the proposition’s truth. It’s true that Wittgenstein often emphasized a contrast between ‘grammatical’ and ‘experiential’ propositions; and, in many philosophical contexts, that contrast was more important than the variety among propositions contrasted with ‘experiential’ propositions. But, if we are concerned about how the propositions about which Anscombe was concerned might fit within the kind of view I’ve sketched, we shouldn’t take there to be some general logical category of ‘grammatical propositions’, given in advance. One thing we can learn from On Certainty is that an examination of cases can expand what we might take to belong to grammar.
 
 

 
 
2. From the Anscombe direction.
 
Anscombe had said that the Tractatus theory would be death to natural theology, because the propositions of natural theology are not ‘supposed to be the ones that happen to be true out of pairs of possibilities’ and are not logical or mathematical propositions. She says nothing further about what sort of propositions they are; and apart from their being propositions that can only be true, it is not clear how she understands them. It is not clear whether she took any or all of them to have contradictories that ‘peter out into nothingness’, to be expressions not so much of mistakes as of confusion. Many discussions of natural theology postdate her remarks about it, and what those discussions bring out is the various ways of understanding it; there is no single obvious understanding of it that could simply be ascribed to Anscombe.
 
 
Continuing from the Anscombe direction, we should ask whether the robustness of the truths of natural theology would be compromised by the account I sketched. Recall the importance for Anscombe of there being truths the contradictories of which peter out into nothingness. Why shouldn’t the truths of natural theology be like that? This would mean that they had opposed to them, forms of confusion. Would that imply that they were, qua truths, not adequately robust? What is a truth that has opposed to it nothing but confusion?
 
Here is something that is relevant to the question how one might think of the propositions of natural theology in relation to their contradictories. It is a statement by Helmut Gollwitzer, a Lutheran theologian influenced by Barth. Writing about the relation between Christian affirmation of the existence of God and the ‘old proofs’ (the Five Ways), he says that one thing they were concerned to show was that without God, all thinking about the world ultimately goes astray. So the propositions of natural theology might be taken by those who put them forward to have, opposed to them, profound confusion, a profound ‘going astray’ of thought about the world. This seems to me a very robust claim. So if you have an account of the propositions of natural theology which takes them to be opposed to profound confusion, why shouldn’t this be robust enough for Anscombe’s understanding of natural theology? In Part 6, I shall consider again the question of ‘robustness’, but I shall move the focus away from natural theology.

 
Part 6
 
 Where are we?
 
I have given an account, tied to ideas from Wittgenstein, of various kinds of propositions that can only be true. I have also argued that it is not clear whether Anscombe’s objection to the Tractatus concerns propositions that can only be true, and which are such that their contradictories ‘peter out into nothingness’. It seems to me that Anscombe’s concerns are of great interest-if indeed they are focused on propositions that can only be true, and the negations of which are not statements that something obtains that necessarily does not obtain. Many of them are rather indications of thought that has gone astray; and thought can indeed go astray in various ways. Think even of an example based on the Tractatus : if someone’s thought has got into a mess by her failing to see how things that she has said have a logical consequence that she doesn’t recognize, a tautology can be used to bring out the possible inference from what she has said to the conclusion she doesn’t recognize. The tautology, although it may be called 
true, does not (on the Tractatus view) say that anything is the case; but it is capable of being illuminating, in relation to a kind of going-astray of thought.
 
I’ll conclude by considering a different sort of example, one which was of great importance to Anscombe. She said, in ‘Mr Truman’s Degree’, that ‘choosing to kill the innocent as a means to your end is always murder’. This is part of the grammar of murder; and she takes us to be losing the conception of murder. This is a corruption of thought, a going astray of thought. The point, in her essay, of coming out with the statement ‘choosing to kill the innocent as a means to your end is always murder’ is that it may reshape people’s understanding of their situation, in which they are going to vote on whether to give Truman an honorary degree: they may come to see that voting for the degree is voting to honor a murderer. If indeed that statement (‘choosing to kill the innocent as a means is always murder’) does not have the possibility of falsehood, that is entirely consistent with its being used to throw light on the situation. I spoke about the possibility of taking Wittgenstein’s remarks about correspondence to reality to be applicable to concepts; and Anscombe took the understanding of murder,–an understanding that she thought we were in danger of losing-to answer to our real needs. So I am suggesting that the concept, given its significance as she sees it, could well be said to correspond to reality. And equally the grammatical remark that it is murder to choose to kill the innocent as a means could be taken to correspond to reality in the sense discussed byWittgenstein. ‘Modern Moral Philosophy’, ‘Mr Truman’s Degree’, ‘War and Murder’ and Intention are (among other things) responsive to what Anscombe took to be widespread corruptions of thought, goings astray of thought. They are works of conceptual recuperation; they aim at making truths operative. The truths with which these essays deal are, as she sees them, truths which are not the true member of pairs of propositions, each member of which has the possibility of truth and the possibility of falsity.
 
I am inviting you to see a similarity of structure that links these cases to Anscombe’s use of the proposition ‘“Someone” is not the name of someone’, and to her remark that the negation of that statement peters out in nothingness. The fundamental structure of her thought in both cases is that there can be illumination for us in a particular situation-a situation of thought’s having gone astray-if this or that statement (or statements) that can only be true can be put before us, and if the things that we may tell ourselves (or the things that we may be told, or take for granted),–the things that lead us astray or confirm us in those paths, are also brought into clear view. The robust significance of the statements that can only be true does not depend upon their having negations that are not one or another kind of miscarriage of thought. Certainly there is in this Anscombean structure an understanding of what thought is, what it is  
 for us to be thinking beings, that allows for the description of various cases, apparently of thinkings, as apparent thinkings, miscarryings, peterings out, goings astray, confusions and corruptions and corruptions that feed on confusions.
 
I have two conclusions.
 
1. In many contexts it is useful to make a distinction between propositions that are one of a pair, both of which have the possibility of truth and of falsehood, and other propositions, which are not members of such pairs of propositions, and which do not have the possibility of truth and that of falsehood. Propositions of the latter sort are enormously various, and may be useful in all sorts of ways. My argument has been that Wittgenstein teaches us to look at that variety and at those uses; and also that he should not be read as ruling out such propositions or as requiring us to treat them differently from the way they are treated in ordinary discourse. He had no theory that would have required them to be described as nonsensical or unsayable.
 
2. I started off with Anscombe’s criticism of the Tractatus, that it excluded things which shouldn’t be excluded, and took her interest to be focused on exclusion of those statements which can only be true and the negations of which are (as I would now put it) miscarryings of thought. I have tried to see how far Wittgenstein’s complications of his Tractatus views allow for Anscombe’s concerns. And my conclusion is: more than you might think.
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It is well known that Frege’s anti-psychologism is one of the main pillars of analytic philosophy taken as a whole. It is equally well known that Frege’s attack on the corruption of logic in his time left deep marks on Wittgenstein who knew the introduction to the Grundgesetze der Arithmetik nearly by heart (McGuinness 1988, 79). In the preface to the Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein wrote that he suddenly realized that he should “publish those old ideas and the new ones together” and that “the latter could be seen in the right light only by contrast with and against the background of his [my] older way of thinking” (1953, 4). I think the juxtaposition of the Investigations and the last few pages of the introduction to the Grundgesetze is just as important: in fact Wittgenstein quotes passages of Frege’s attack on psychologism in the Philosophical Remarks (XIII, §154), in the Remarks and in the Lectures on the Foundations of Mathematics (in the Remarks, I, §132, 152; IV, §17, §32; in the Lectures, chapters XX and XXI), in the Investigations (§71 sq), and in On Certainty (§494). The point is not just that Wittgenstein was deeply influenced by Frege. Rather, I want to argue that Wittgenstein’s engagement with Frege’s attack on psychologism offers us a perspective from which we can better understand his later philosophy in general, and specifically two things: first, the way his conception of logical necessity changed in the middle period, and second, the way this led him to the worries about solipsism that are my main concern here. I think these worries about solipsism arise directly out of the radical change in how Wittgenstein understands the necessity of the laws of thought30.
 
1 Frege’s attack on psychologism
 
In the introduction to the Grundgesetze, Frege complains about the psychologism that pervaded the study of logic at the time. In order to highlight the inconsistency 
of a psychological conception of logic, which deprived logical laws of their necessity, Frege famously pointed out a ‘fatal’ confusion in the double meaning of the term ‘law’ (1893, 12): the psychologist identifies the logical laws with empirical regularities, those of psychological processes, instead of understanding them as laws which prescribe how we ought to think. On the contrary Frege insists on the sharp distinction between being true and being taken-to-be-true (1893, 12-14). Logical laws are laws of truth. Any kind of reference to or dependence on anything human reduces these laws to empirical descriptions. For Frege, logic does not concern itself with any agreements in judgment. Logic is rather the very condition of the possibility of judgment, the framework of any thought we could form.
 
Psychologism by contrast reduces the laws of thought to mere generalizations, thereby allowing for the possibility that they could change. How are we then to understand the constitutive authority with which laws of logic govern our ways of thinking? For Frege, to acknowledge a law of truth amounts to acknowledging a prescription in the way one ought to judge, no matter where or when or by whom the judgment is made. So it is constitutive of the necessity of the laws’ prescription that we cannot justify or guarantee their truth. As Charles Travis (2006, 83) puts it, the Fregean claim that the laws of logic depend on nothing for their truth, cannot be separated from their being the most general laws. Indeed the claim that ‘a logical law applies to all instances of thought’ means that ‘we are bound by the laws of logic no matter what we think about’. To reject the most fundamental laws of logic, such as the identity principle, would therefore amount to ‘renouncing all judgment whatever’ (1893, 15). This is precisely why we cannot imagine beings who would not admit the law of identity, because that would be equivalent ‘to acknowledging and rejecting a law in the same breath’ (1893, 15) or even, Frege says, ‘to jumping out of one’s skin’ (ibid). Hence the Fregean diagnosis of madness: 


 But what if beings were even found whose laws of thought flatly contradicted ours and therefore frequently led to contrary results even in practice? The psychological logician could only acknowledge the fact and say simply: ‘those laws hold for them, these laws hold for us’. I should say: ‘we have here a hitherto unknown type of madness.’ (1893, 14)

 
As James Conant explains in his essay ‘The Search for Logically Alien Thought’, Frege shows that psychologism is self-defeating. The confrontation with these alien beings turns out not to be a genuine possibility. By taking his opponent at his word, Frege uncovers the lack of intelligibility of this scenario. In other words, he shows that the validity of logic is not due to anything other than logic itself. It doesn’t depend on how we are, or on what happens to be the case. In 
fact, if it isn’t possible for thought to transgress the laws of logic, since then it wouldn’t really be thought at all, then it is logic that shows us what counts as thinkable.
 
Resolute readers have argued more generally that Wittgenstein’s method should be read in the light of Frege’s criticism. Indeed, the absurdity of the scenario of a logically alien thought renders not only the idea of marking the bounds of sense illusory, but also Frege’s method is close to the elucidatory structure of the Tractatus31. I will not rehearse in detail James Conant’s reading, except to single out one important point for my purpose: even if in the Tractatus’ foreword Wittgenstein presents his project as one of marking the bounds of sense, this task can get its coherence only if we admit that it coincides with the clarification of signs in use. Because ‘thought can never be of anything illogical since if it were we should have to think illogically’ (TLP, 3.03), the limits of sense are nothing like bounds against which we could run or to which we could, so to speak, sidle up.

 
2 The Kantian conception of logic in the Tractatus
 
 In his seminal paper on which Conant comments, Putnam (1994) suggests that the project of the Tractatus can be read as directly following from Kant’s attack on psychologism. It can be characterized as expressing adherence to a Kantian conception of logic; in other words, a conception according to which the laws of logic are not in any sense dependent on our mind (Kant 1787, A52/B76). They are the laws of thought simpliciter. Now, one crucial consequence of this Kantian conception of logic is the rejection of Descartes’ famous suggestion that the idea of God is one we can think but cannot truly comprehend, ‘car comprendre c’est embrasser par la pensée, mais pour savoir une chose il suffit de la toucher par la pensée’32. Due to this Kantian inheritance, we must resist the temptation to understand the limits of sense in too pictorial a fashion: for Wittgenstein to say, as 
he does in the Preface to the Tractatus, that we draw the limit of sense from within is no more than to say that what is within the limit cannot stand in contrast to anything, and so there isn’t really a boundary against which we could run.
 
This reading has nothing particularly to do with the resolute interpretation of the Tractatus. When he presents the project of the Tractatus in the most general terms, Peter Sullivan (1996), who cannot be accused of subscribing to the resolute interpretation, also insists on the idea that the limits of sense cannot be understood in any contrastive, nor any restrictive way. According to Sullivan, the notion of a limit refers here to something set by, and equivalent to, the essential nature of what it limits. It is precisely this non-contrastive idea of limit that Wittgenstein had already forcefully emphasized in the Tractatus (5.61): 


 Logic pervades the world: the limits of the world are also its limits.
 
So we cannot say in logic, ‘The world has this in it, and this, but not that.’
 
For that would appear to presuppose that we were excluding certain possibilities, and this cannot be the case, since it would require that logic should go beyond the limits of the world; for only in that way could it view these limits from the other side as well.
 
We cannot think what we cannot think, so what we cannot think we cannot say either.

 
This is 5.61, which comes immediately after 5.6, where the idea of solipsism is first introduced. And in fact Sullivan argues convincingly that we should understand the Tractarian response to solipsism in the light of McGuinness’s reconstruction (2002b) of the early history of Tractatus 5.61 which reveals the intimate connection between the Tractarian status of logic and the issue of solipsism. Before addressing the issue of solipsism, I want first to comment briefly on the more radical conception of the limits of thought associated with the resolute interpretation.
 
The resolute treatment of the limits of sense goes further than I have gone here so far. It suggests that the illusion of all illusions is precisely that of marking the bounds of sense. To understand the preface as asking us to mark the bounds of sense is tantamount to understanding “the teaching of the work inside out” (Conant 1991, 155). In ‘Why worry about the Tractatus?’ Conant is even more explicit about the illusion: 


The illusion that the Tractatus seeks to explode above all is that we can run against the limits of language. The book starts with a warning about a certain kind of enterprise – one of attempting to draw a limit to thought. In the body of the text, we are offered (what appears to be) a doctrine about the ‘limits of thought’. With the aid of the doctrine we imagine ourselves to be able both to draw these limits and to see beyond them. We imagine 
ourselves able to do what the preface warns we will fall into imagining ourselves able to do (once we imagine ourselves able to draw a limit to thought). (2004, 185)

 
 On Conant’s view, if we are to take seriously that beyond the limit there is only simple nonsense, ‘einfach Unsinn’, we must recognize that the production of nonsense does not result from a violation of the bounds of sense, but lies in our confused relation to our own words. So there is nothing we are renouncing when we renounce the idea of the limits of sense.
 
In her article, ‘Wittgenstein and the Limits of sense’, Cora Diamond expresses a similar idea. She starts with the following remark quoted from The Big Typescript, which encapsulates for her the Tractarian insight that the laws of thought cannot be understood as restricting possibilities of sense: 


When I say: Here we are at the limits of language that always sounds as if resignation were necessary at this point, whereas on the contrary complete satisfaction comes about since no question remains. (Wittgenstein 2005, 310)

 
Her argument is consonant with Conant’s, but proceeds from a different perspective. She insists on the idea that Wittgenstein does not ask us to renounce anything, but on the contrary urges a transformation of our philosophical desire, intimately linked to a transformation in our relation to our words. To trace the limit from within does not amount to formulating the conditions of sense, but simply to making sense. Nevertheless, Diamond does not deprive the inner drawing of the limit of all efficacy. According to her, the propositional variable formulated in proposition 6 shows how the limits of my world coincide with the limits of language. This is not to accept the idea that solipsism offers us any deep nonsense or any kernel of truth. Cora Diamond has shown the senselessness of semantic and epistemological varieties of solipsism and especially the variety addressed by Russell in his Theory of Knowledge (this is the main point of her well-known ‘Does Bismarck Have a Beetle in His box?’). For all that, the threat of solipsism is not exhausted by the thinking through of its implications in the Tractatus, or by the so-called Private Language Argument in the Philosophical Investigations. Solipsism has certainly been dismissed as a philosophical doctrine, but it has been replaced by the reality of disagreements both within our language-games and outside them. In other words, Cora Diamond, in showing how one has been delivered from solipsistic temptations, succeeds also in taking us back to their very source33. Solipsism as such does not endorse the 
claim that my world is the world, but refers to the experience of being excluded from a common world. The experience of this exclusion may take diverse forms, but these express what she has more recently called ‘the difficulty of reality’, by which she means the ‘coming apart’ of thought and reality. Diamond has therefore emphasized how Wittgenstein transformed our traditional understanding of solipsism in formulating its question in terms of intelligibility (I take this to be her main insight in the essay ‘The Difficulty of Reality and the Difficulty of Philosophy’). The issue of solipsism is no longer expressed in terms of a veil of representations or perceptions, but in terms of the limits of sense. Against the solipsistic attempt to impose a personal limit to language, Wittgenstein’s dialectical move is meant to show that we are not confined within the limits of sense that would be ours. In other words, logical laws do not impose any constraints on the wider space of our thoughts; on the contrary it is the idea of a wider space here which is profoundly erroneous: logical laws cannot be understood as restrictive towards any exploration of possibilities of sense. Already in the Tractatus : ‘the great difficulty here is not to present the matter as if there were something one couldn’t do’ (1953, §374).

 
3 Towards a syntactic understanding of solipsism
 
 In the context of this understanding of the issue of solipsism, I want to claim that it is not so much the rejection of the terminology of limits that is at stake here as the peculiar meaning given to ‘laws’ in the phrase ‘laws of thought’. As Frege emphasizes, the reason why the relation of the laws of thought to thought cannot be compared to the relation between rules of grammar and language, or between laws of nature and nature is their universality. As he says, ‘the laws of logic prescribe universally the way in which one ought to think if one is to think at all’ (Frege 1893, 12). In turn, the issue of solipsism as it appears in Frege’s introduction is not so much metaphysical or epistemological as a ‘solipsism of judgment’34 which of course he wants to nip in the bud: 


If every man designated something different by the name moon, namely one of his own ideas, much as he expresses his own pain by the cry ‘ouch’, then of course the psychological point of view would be justified; but an argument about the properties of the moon would be pointless… If we could not grasp anything but what was within our own selves, 
then a conflict of opinions based on mutual understanding would be lacking… There would be no logic to be appointed arbiter in the conflict of opinions. (1893, 17)

 
 In the Notebooks and in the Tractatus, Wittgenstein shares with Frege the insight that logical necessity, the only necessity there is (TLP, 6.37) excludes any consistent scenario of an alternative logic. But the absurdity of a solipsism of judgement is not as obvious when Wittgenstein comes back to philosophy in the early thirties. As is widely accepted, it is at that time that he stumbles on the colour-exclusion problem. Although these remarks are not currently read as expressing any solipsistic concern, it might, in that context, nevertheless be helpful to recall the problem Schlick put to Wittgenstein in a conversation dated December 1929 (WWK 65-66): suppose that a man has spent his whole life shut in a red room and could see only red, would he be able to say that there must be other colours too? Would we conclude that he possesses a different syntax of colour in which case he is not acquainted even with a single colour in our sense? Indeed, if ‘red’ were to have the same meaning as ours, then it must have the same syntax; and conversely, if ‘his syntax is not the same, he does not know a colour in our sense at all’ (WWK 66).
 
Rather surprisingly, Wittgenstein’s first response to Schlick is that a man forever locked in a room would know that there is space beyond the room, that it was possible to leave the room, even if it had walls of adamant. (As often in this early period Wittgenstein compares colour with space.) But neither Wittgenstein nor Schlick was satisfied with that first answer. As Stuart Shanker (1987, 12) notes, it is necessary to distinguish between two questions: the question of whether the man’s syntax is the same as ours is distinct from the question of whether it will remain the same as ours in the future. Yet, it is difficult not to consider the issue about the logical multiplicity of the space of colours as a mere rephrasing of the issue of solipsism. And this is precisely what I intend to defend.
 
To put it in a nutshell, given that there is only one system to which all thoughts belong, so-called logical space, any attempt to impose a personal limit on language is doomed to fail. But what if we cannot exclude the possibility of being confronted with other logical laws, exemplified in other forms of life? What if other ‘geometries’ or syntaxes were thinkable? And in that case, how are we to avoid the conclusion that a stronger version of solipsism rears its head as soon as Wittgenstein departs from Frege’s strict principle of the independence of logic from any anchoring into human life? I suggest that the re-emergence of solipsism must be given a syntactic reading.
 
Indeed it is a syntactic reading that Wittgenstein himself suggests at the end of the first part entitled ‘The World is red’: 
 


 Entweder ist seine Syntax dieselbe wie unsere: rot, röter, hellrot, gelbrot usw. Dann hat er unser ganzes Farbensystem.
 
Oder seine Syntax ist nicht dieselbe. Dann kennt er überhaupt nicht eine Farbe in unserem Sinn. Denn wenn sein Zeichen dieselbe Bedeutung hat, muss er auch dieselbe Syntax haben. (WWK 65)

 
In an addendum dated 30th December 1929 Wittgenstein does not abandon his syntactic answer to Schlick, but he now says that the choice between the man either having the same syntax as us or his using a totally different syntax than ours does not even make sense: 


Ich habe unrecht gehabt, als ich die Sache so dargestellt habe. Man kann weder etwas sagen im Fall, dass ein Mensch nur ein Rot kennt, noch im Fall dass er verschiedene Rotnu-ance kennt... Nicht auf die Menge der gesehenen Farben kommt es an, sondern auf die Syntax (So wie es nicht auf die Menge Raum ankommt).


 
4 Rehearsing the wood-sellers’ scenario
 
It is in this context that the wood sellers’ scenario might enter into the picture and be read as a contribution to the syntactic reading I am proposing. Indeed this thought-experiment is perhaps the best illustration of the changes Wittgenstein makes to the issue of solipsism in his middle period and especially in his Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics: 


Those people – we should say – sell timber by cubic measure – but are they right in doing so? Wouldn’t it be more correct to sell it by weight – or by the time that it took to fell the timber – or by the labour of felling measured by the age and strength of the woodsman? And why should they not hand it over for a price which is independent of all this: each buyer pays the same however much he takes (they have found it possible to live like that). And is there anything to be said against simply giving the wood away?
 
Very well; but what if they piled the timber in heaps of arbitrary, varying height and then sold it at a price proportionate to the area covered by the piles? And what if they even justified this with the words: ‘Of course, if you buy more timber, you must pay more’?
 
How could I shew them that – as I should say – you don’t really buy more wood if you buy a pile covering a bigger area? – I should, for instance, take a pile which was small by their ideas and, by laying the logs around, change it into a ‘big’ one. This might convince them – but perhaps they would say: ‘Yes, now it’s a lot of wood and costs more’ – and that would be the end of the matter. – We should presumably say in this case: they simply do not mean the same by ‘a lot of wood’ and ‘a little wood’ as we do; and they have a quite different system of payment from us.
 
(A society acting in this way would perhaps remind us of the Wise Men of Gotham.)
 
 
 Frege says in the preface to the Grundgesetze der Arithmetik†1: ‘... here we have a hitherto unknown kind of insanity’ – but he never said what this ‘insanity’ would really be like.
 
What does people’s agreement about accepting a structure as a proof consist in? In the fact that they use words as language? As what we call ‘language’. Imagine people who used money in transactions; that is to say coins, looking like our coins, which are made of gold and silver and stamped and are also handed over for goods–but each person gives just what he pleases for the goods, and the merchant does not give the customer more or less according to what he pays. In short this money, or what looks like money, has among them a quite different role from among us. We should feel much less akin to these people than to people who are not yet acquainted with money at all and practise a primitive kind of barter. – ‘But these people’s coins will surely also have some purpose!’ – Then has everything that one does a purpose? Say religious actions –. It is perfectly possible that we should be inclined to call people who behaved like this insane. And yet we don’t call everyone insane who acts similarly within the forms of our culture, who uses words ‘without purpose’. (Think of the coronation of a King.) (1956 I, §148-153)

 
In the first part of The Claim of Reason, Cavell (1979, 115) showed how the result of this thought-experiment can been seen as a reversal of our initial position towards the wood-sellers. Starting with a somewhat arrogant certainty that I have to teach them how to measure their wood, I am increasingly thrown back upon myself and feel that I am excluded from their world, and isolated in mine. Without going into a discussion about the truth of scepticism, it is worth here being attentive to the last sentence of the quotation in which Cavell makes clear the consequence of the thought experiment: 


The anxiety lies not just in the fact that my understanding has limits, but that I must draw them, on apparently no more ground than my own. (1979, 115)

 
By describing their practices Wittgenstein aims at least at highlighting that the wood sellers cannot be said to be wrong in the way they sell wood. The scenario could then be seen as one whose target is to stigmatize our propensity to judge their practices in the light of our own and therefore describe them as incomplete, primitive, pre-logical.
 
But could we not take a further step by claiming that in this scenario Wittgenstein invites us to cast doubts on Frege’s famous comment about ‘a hitherto unknown form of madness’? It seems to be very difficult to claim that by evoking the wood-sellers scenario Wittgenstein is not calling the Fregean madness diagnosis into question, at least as it is formulated in the Foreword of the Basic Laws. Actually in the description Wittgenstein gives of their practices, their behavior seems to be possible, even coherent, which is exactly why I feel excluded 
35. I take it that Wittgenstein uses the scenario not only to illustrate the possibility that we could be confronted by other ways of thinking but also to make more vivid the possibility of the revision of our techniques of thought (even in its most fundamental principles). In that sense, the scenario of the wood-sellers might be read as targeting ‘the myth of the essential changelessness of logic’ (Diamond 1991)36, to which both Frege in his attack on psychologism and the early Wittgenstein succumbed. Let me quote briefly from the first Introduction to the Realistic Spirit: 


 There is no possibility of genuinely new thoughts or sorts of thought. Alternatively the mythology may lead to the idea that rationality may be found when we operate inside a system of thought but can have no application to a movement to a new system; in such cases, the mythology allows there only to be persuasion or conversion but not genuine exercise of thought or reason. (1991, 7)

 
Hence the consequence Cora Diamond draws in ‘The Face of Necessity’: 


There is no possibility of comparing different ways of thinking and talking with what we do, if their being thinking and talking at all depends on their not being really different. (1991, 255)

 
According to Diamond, two tenets have to be firmly maintained if we are to give a correct account of Wittgenstein’s shift: 


 
	Wittgenstein’s grammatical turn is not to be interpreted as an attenuation of logical necessity. It is not because necessity now has a face, a physiognomy, that it may become empirical. The distinction between logic and experience is as sharp as it was in the Tractatus.
 
	Nevertheless this reassessment of necessity forces Wittgenstein to reject the myth of the essential changelessness of thought which the Tractatus partly shares.

 
 
 In other words, there is undoubtedly a Fregean inheritance that Wittgenstein will never question until his last remarks. In On Certainty the reference to the introduction of the Basic Laws clearly testifies to this: 


‘I cannot doubt this proposition without giving up all judgment’. But what sort of proposition is that? It is reminiscent of what Frege said about the law of identity. It is certainly no empirical proposition. It does not belong to psychology. It has rather the character of a rule. (1969, 494)

 
Here is what Frege wrote in his introduction: 


If we step away from logic we may say: we are compelled to make judgments by our own nature and by external circumstances; and if we do so we cannot reject this law – of identity of example; we must acknowledge it unless we wish to reduce our thought to confusion and finally renounce all judgment whatever.

 
As so many remarks from On Certainty show, Wittgenstein fully assumes this Fregean inheritance. The alternative conception of logical necessity that Wittgenstein begins to elaborate in his middle period is still firmly grounded on the rejection of psychologism. Nevertheless it involves a break with the Fregean presupposition that the laws of truth are ‘boundary stones set in an eternal foundation, which our thought can overflow but never displace’ (1893, 16). Wittgenstein is looking for an understanding of logic which allows for conceptual changes and for logical revisions. This does not mean that we could anticipate a change or be prophetic about a logical or mathematical revolution. It means rather that we cannot exclude a priori that our most basic certainties may change. Despite the constitutive a priori nature of logical rules, some changes in our logical principles cannot be excluded, even if they cannot be anticipated (J.-P. Narboux 2002). As Putnam (2001) famously claims, they have not ‘yet’ received any sense.

 
5 Solipsism and open mathematical problems
 
It is not incidental to Putnam and Diamond’s reading that it results from remarks devoted to the resolution of open mathematical problems. Viewing the allegory of the wood-sellers in their mathematical context will therefore allow us to understand how it would be possible for us to invent a new geometry. To paraphrase Wittgenstein, our techniques of thought can change radically without abolishing logical necessity. What remains to be shown is the connection between the change in Wittgenstein’s conception of logical necessity and what 
Thomas Ricketts called the solipsism of judgment. Significantly, in his middle period, when Wittgenstein goes back to the Tractarian theme of the limits of sense, one of the first occurrences of ‘world’ arises in the discussion about the search for a solution in a mathematical context: 


 A system is, so to speak, a world. Therefore we can’t search for a system: what we can search for is the expression for a system that is given me in unwritten symbols. I cannot draw the limits of my world, but I can draw limits within my world. I cannot ask whether the proposition p belongs to the system S, but I can ask whether it belongs to the part s of S. So that I can locate the problem of the trisection of an angle within the larger system, but can’t ask, within the Euclidean system, whether it’s soluble. In what language should I ask this? in the Euclidean? But neither can I ask in Euclidean language about the possibility of bisecting an angle within the Euclidean system. For in this language that would boil down to a question about absolute possibility, and such a question is always nonsense. But there’s nothing to be found here which we could call a hierarchy of types. In mathematics, we cannot talk of systems in general, but only within systems. They are just what we can’t talk about. And so, too, what we can’t search for. (1989a, III, §152, See also MS 105, 30)

 
The background of Wittgenstein’s investigation here is the debate between Brouwer and Hilbert about the solubility of mathematical problems. In the famous lecture he gave in Paris in 1900, Hilbert claimed that every mathematical problem is in principle soluble. Hence his notorious claim that a mathematician would never be condemned to say: ignorabimus. Brouwer contested that Hilbert’s claim was true by asserting that Hilbert has to prove his claim that there is no mathematical problem that can be said to be insoluble.
 
Just like Hilbert and Brouwer, Wittgenstein is here concerned with the peculiar status of open mathematical problems. The difficulty here comes from the systematicity of mathematical methods: to paraphrase Wittgenstein, I can only look for a solution in the system, rather than look for the system itself. I can look for an answer only if there is a method to find it. There is not just one logical space anymore, but there are several systems which are to be considered from within. It is for that very reason that I cannot determine the limits of my world but only draw limits of systems within my world.
 
Yet, in preserving this understanding of the mathematical search, we cannot account for the possibility of there being open mathematical problems, or for being confronted with a real difficulty. How could we even account for the resolution of open problems or for the invention of new techniques of thought if we keep this definition of the search? How could we even account for changes in the logical or mathematical rules we are using? Wittgenstein’s answer is that adding a new dimension to the system I am working in not only gives sense to issues devoid of meaning in the previous system, but creates a new system (see 
Wittgenstein, 1989a, 34-35; 91). As Diamond, Putnam, and more recently Simon Saatelä, have shown, this is precisely what the distinction between a mathematical question and a riddle is meant to capture. Through his exploration of the mathematical quest Wittgenstein claims that when we are confronted with a real difficulty in mathematics, we are not for all that confined by the limits of a logical space which is, as it were, too tight to allow us to find the solution we are looking for. So a mathematical invention cannot be correctly conceived as enlarging the limits of sense. Rather, it transforms the previous systems in which we used to think qualitatively.
 
As in the Tractatus, here Wittgenstein rejects the possibility of gaining a view ‘from sideways’, which would allow me to trace the limits of my world as such. Indeed, it is exactly in these terms that Wittgenstein replies to Waismann in 1929: 


 Wir können aus unserer logischen Welt nicht hinaustreten um sie von aussen zu betrachten. (1989a, Gespräch, Anhang A, 226)

 
The laws of thought do not restrict what we can think or conceive. Wittgenstein wants to show us that this peculiar anxiety is out of place. It is nothing but an illusion. Yet the mathematical model of resolution delivers a model to describe changes in our ways of thinking without conceding anything to the psychologist.

 
6 The limits of sense and the parable of the flybottle
 
The last point I want to explain is how these ideas about the possibility of revising logic and the issue of solipsism are connected in the following passage from the Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics (§42-48 sq).
 
§42. There is a puzzle which consists in making a particular figure, e.g. a rectangle, out of given pieces. The division of the figure is such that we find it difficult to discover the right arrangement of the parts. Let it for example be this:
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What do you discover when you succeed in arranging it?–You discover a position-of which you did not think before.–Very well; but can’t we also say: you find out that these triangles can be arranged like this?–But ‘these triangles’: are they the actual ones in the rectangle above, or are they triangles which have yet to be arranged like that?
 
 

 
§ 43. If you say: “I should never have thought that these shapes could be arranged like that”, we can’t point to the solution of the puzzle and say: “Oh, you didn’t think the pieces could be arranged like that?”–You would reply: “I mean, I didn’t think of this way of arranging them at all”.
 
 

 
§ 44. Let us imagine the physical properties of the parts of the puzzle to be such that they can’t come into the desired position. Not, however, that one feels a resistance if one tries to put them in this position; but one simply tries everything else, only not this, and the pieces don’t get into this position by accident either. This position is as it were excluded from space. As if there were e.g. a ‘blind spot’ in our brain here.–And isn’t it like this when I believe I have tried all possible arrangements and have always passed this one by, as if bewitched? Can’t we say: the figure which shews you the solution removes a blindness, or again changes your geometry? It as it were shews you a new dimension of space. (As if a fly were shewn the way out of the fly-bottle.)
 
 

 
45. A demon has cast a spell round this position and excluded it from our space.
 
 

 
46. The new position has as it were come to be out of nothingness. Where there was nothing, now there suddenly is something.
 
 

 
47. In what sense has the solution shewn you that such-and-such can be done? Before you could not do it – and now perhaps you can. –

 
In §42, Wittgenstein makes clear by using the image of the fly-bottle, which he associates with the problem of solipsism, in a geometrical context, that he is above all concerned here to show that the search for the solution cannot be conceived as a struggle with the very limits of thought. Relying on this very elementary example, Wittgenstein raises the question whether the solution of the puzzle could be said to have been excluded from our possibilities of thought before being found.
 
 
To give a more vivid sense to his idea, Wittgenstein personifies our impression of having restricted logical capacities by inventing a demon (§45) whose role consists in preventing us from finding the possibility we are looking for. The demon is not to be confounded with the Cartesian Malignus Genius. But it is still a little malignus genius (Teufelschen). The main lesson is to dissolve the erroneous impression of impossibility we had while we were looking for the solution. In other words, it makes no more sense to claim that the solution was unthinkable before being found than to affirm retrospectively that we did believe that this solution was a possibility. Wittgenstein isn’t merely presenting a possibility as akin to a shadowy reality. He is stressing the intimate relation between seeing the solution and developing a new technical ability. Seeing the figure allows us to understand that the demon was nothing but an illustration of the idea that the search was not constrained by a limitation in the possibilities that our system of thought made available to us. The solution was actually available, but we were blocked by the mental cramp we created for ourselves in imagining that it was beyond our reach.
 
Here lies the paradoxical meaning of the fly-bottle parable: it illustrates both the imprisonment and the way out. The fly-bottle refers to a very peculiar kind of captivity: its most striking aspect is that the captivity is to a certain extent illusory. There is an exit but it is not seen (übersehen). The idea that the solution is available but not yet reached can only be read as implying that the change cannot come from any other source than a change in our intellectual expectations. The paradox of being the victim of the trap is that we cannot hold anyone responsible except ourselves. It is reminiscent of another scene in which a person is trapped in a room which is not closed but which he cannot leave because he doesn’t realize that he should push rather than pull the door (Wittgenstein 1956 IV, §37). The message of both stories is that our liberation depends only on our ability to give up an inertia in our reasoning and change the way we look at reality.
 
Hans Blumenberg (1989), who carefully commented the parable, pays attention to the transparency of the bottle. He says that its transparency is connected with the famous remark in the Investigations which asks us to remove the glasses with which we idealize what we see around us. The transparency of the glass bottle illustrates the idea that for the victim the world looks attainable. He is not aware that he deprives himself of the taste of reality. That’s why Blumenberg describes the transparency at stake here by saying that the captivity in the fly-bottle produces a separation from reality which is not perceived as such. The world outside the bottle is still visible, but intangible. Here the lesson of the parable might be more disturbing than the Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics would lead us to think. Finally the parable reverses the condition  
 Plato illustrates with the myth of the cave. According to Blumenberg, the parable of the fly-bottle is no less important than Plato’s allegory. It is an allegory to the extent that it gives a vivid illustration of our intellectual state. As Blumenberg put it, Wittgenstein does not need to describe the peculiar sense of our captivity to appeal to the contrast between light and obscurity. The transparency, one might say, is to testify that we cannot rely on the distinction between appearances and reality to reassure us here. There is no other way of liberating oneself than by changing our attitudes toward the problem itself. And what is not part of the image is that there are as many different fly-bottles as different philosophical problems. This is not meant to be a source of despair, but to suggest that in an important sense it is the search for a solution, rather than the solution itself, that gives philosophy its value.
 
You may recall the last lines from Cavafy’s poem Ithaca: 


And if you find her poor, Ithaka won’t have fooled you. 
Wise as you will have become, so full of experience, 
you will have understood by then what these Ithakas mean.
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One might say that one of the hallmarks of the contemporary Analytic mainstream is the rejection of some Wittgensteinian views (on philosophy, language, mind, and action). Though a considerable part of such a rejection may hinge on metaphilosophical preferences and, ultimately, even on the sociology of academia, philosophical arguments had a prominent role in this story. Beyond Quine 1951, which was mainly directed against Carnap’s 1947 analytic/synthetic distinction, rather than against Wittgenstein’s grammatical/factual divide, relevant examples of such antiWittgensteinian arguments are found in Watkins 1957 on the so called Paradigm Case Argument (but see also the controversial but influential Gellner 1959), in Putnam 1962/1975 v. Malcolm 1959 on dreaming and depth grammar, in Kripke’s 1972/1980 attack on the so called linguistic doctrine of necessity, in Chomsky 1986 v. the Wittgensteinians on language and mind, and in Fodor’s 1975 critique of Wittgenstein’s Private Language Argument.
 
Among such antiWittgensteinian arguments, it is difficult to overemphasize the importance of those presented by Donald Davidson in his 1963 seminal paper “Actions, reasons, and causes”. For in that paper, the standard story tells us, Davidson successfully rejected the Wittgensteinian inspired and then successful slogan that reasons are not causes of action. Normally, the standard story begins with Davidson’s so called Master Argument, which runs as follows: “A person can have a reason for an action, and perform the action, and yet this reason not be the reason why he did it. Central to the relation between a reason and an action it explains is the idea that the agent performed the action because he had the reason” (Davidson 1963: 691). This “because”, however, should be considered as the sort of “because” we find in causal explanations. Otherwise, we could not draw the distinction between mere rationalizations and rationalizations which are part of the process of deliberation that prompts the agent to act. If a reason is the cause of an action, then the action depends on that reason, it is brought about by that reason, it is not just in accordance with it. Suppose, for example, that Agnes intentionally goes to the kitchen. She could have gone there to eat some food, to say “hello” to mummy, to look for her sister, and so 
forth. Her action of going to the kitchen could be justified by any one of those reasons. But Agnes acted only on one of those reasons (= only one of those reasons is the reason why she went to the kitchen). Which one? The cause of her action.
 
What one might view as a revisionist account of the same story has recently been put forward. According to D’Oro 2012, “the success of causalism cannot be fully accounted for by considering the outcome of first order debates in the philosophy of action” but “it is to be explained instead by a shift in metaphilosophical assumptions. It is the commitment to a certain second order view of the role and character of philosophical analysis, rather than the conclusive nature of the arguments for causalism, that is largely responsible for the rise of the recent causalist consensus”. According to the revisionist account, such a change in metaphilosophical assumptions should be described “in Strawsonian terms as a change from a descriptive to a revisionary conception of metaphysics” (D’Oro 2012: 207).
 
The standard account tells us that Davidson’s 1963 anticausalist arguments are sound and successful, and were recognized as such by the majority of the Analytic philosophical community, especially in the US; whereas the revisionist account maintains that Davidson’s arguments are sound and successful only on certain metaphilosophical assumptions, accepted, at that time, by many Analytic philosophers (namely, those who were about to become mainstream, especially in the US), while rejected by the Wittgensteinians. Therefore, the two rival accounts seem to share at least two central claims: (i) that in his 1963 paper Davidson argued for causalism and against Wittgensteinian anticausalism in the philosophy of action and (ii) that his arguments were regarded by most Analytic philosophers as sound and successful.
 
The aim of this paper is twofold: to challenge view (i) above, shared by the standard and the revisionist accounts, according to which Davidson simply and straightforwardly argued for a form of antiWittgensteinian causalism in the philosophy of action, and (concerning point (ii) above) to redescribe and reassess the role played in this story, and the success achieved in the Analytic philosophical community, by Davidson’s 1963 article. In the first part of the paper, I shall briefly describe the best known Wittgensteinian inspired anticausalist argument, namely, the (in)famous Logical Connection Argument, and Davidson’s critique of it; I shall then outline three further Wittgensteinian anticausalist arguments, one having to do with the non nomological character of rational action explanations (as opposed to the presence of laws in causal explanations), another one based on the idea that we have first person authority over our reasons for acting (but not over the causes of our behaviour), yet another one associated with the claim that contents of mental states (rather than mental states  
themselves) can really justify (rather than merely explain) our actions. In the second part, by pointing out some conceptual distinctions, the most important of which is the distinction between causal explanations, on the one hand, and statements describing causal relations between events, on the other hand, I shall argue that Davidson’s view is not causal in the traditional sense. In the third and last part, I shall discuss Davidson’s attitude towards the three previously sketched Wittgensteinian anticausalist arguments (having to do, respectively, with nomicity, first person knowledge, and justification), and I shall further investigate the nature and sources of the disagreement between Davidson and the Wittgensteinians in the philosophy of action.
 
1 Wittgensteinian AntiCausalism
 
 The polemical target of Wittgensteinian anticausalism in the philosophy of action is a traditional causal view of action and action explanation. According to such a view, intentional actions are actions or movements caused, perhaps in a peculiar way, by certain mental states or events (such as beliefs and desires), whose occurrence causally explains the occurrence of the action (or movement). For example, the rational explanation of agent A’s catching the bus expresses the reasons why A caught the bus: she wanted to go to a certain place, and believed that the bus was going just there. Her “desire” and belief caused her action.
 
Perhaps, the best known Wittgensteinian criticism of traditional causal views of action explanation is the so called Logical Connection Argument, which can be (in fact, has been) formulated in several different ways. Melden 1961, for example, writes that: 


if ... the motive were some event either concurrent with or antecedent to the action of raising the arm, there would needs be a logically necessary connection between two distinct events, the alleged motive and the action, however it is described. This is impossible if the sequence motive→action is a causal relation”. And he adds as a qualification: “It is equally impossible if the motive is some interior mental event distinct from that event that is the action of raising the arm. Hence, if the motive explains what was done, the explanation is not and cannot be the type of explanation exhibited in the explanation of natural phenomena, whether these be the excitation of muscles, the movements of limbs, the explosion of petrol vapours or the behaviour of falling bodies. (Melden 1961: 88-89)

 
Von Wright 1971 argues to the same effect but focuses on the notion of “Humean” causation: according to the very notions of cause and effect, probably provided by Hume, a cause must be logically independent from its effect, 
 that is, the former can be described and identified independently from the latter, and viceversa. However, von Wright argues, since a certain action and the reasons for which one does that action are logically connected, it follows that reasons cannot be causes of action. In different phases of his thought, von Wright partly modified that argument. In particular, he came to deny that having reasons implies acting in accordance with them, even when there is nothing, which prevents the agent from acting: he imagined a logically possible situation, in which a man is “firmly resolved to assassinate the tyrant. He has access to his room, aims at him with a loaded revolver, but cannot bring himself to pull the trigger. Nothing which we later find out about him”, von Wright argued “would make us think that he had changed his intention or come to a different opinion about the things required of him to make it effective” (von Wright 1976: 422). That’s why it is more correct to say that the logical connection between reasons and action obtains only ex post actu (von Wright 1971).
 
Davidson’s main source about the Logical Connection Argument seems to be (Melden 1961): many examples discussed in “Actions, reasons and causes” are taken from it. Davidson, however, not only thinks that it is not clear what the Logical Connection Argument means (it is perhaps worth noting, here, that von Wright’s 1971 more perspicuous formulation was not available yet); but he is also convinced that, if we try to make it clear, then the argument turns out to be false. Davidson’s 1963 clearer formulation of the Logical Connection Argument is the following: since a reason makes an action intelligible by redescribing it, we do not have two events, but only one under different descriptions, while causal relations (in the Humean sense) demand two distinct events. According to Davidson, if this is the Logical Connection Argument, then the argument fails, for three main reasons. First, a cause is a different thing from its effect; but also a reason is a different thing from the action it explains. For, as is obvious, reasons are not identical with actions, since they are beliefs and “pro attitudes” (for example, desires), and beliefs and attitudes are not actions. Secondly, the practice of redescribing events in terms of their causes is as normal and non controversial as the practice of redescribing actions in terms of their reasons. For example, as Davidson puts it, suppose that someone was injured: “we could redescribe this event ‘in terms of a cause’ by saying he was burned” (Davidson 1963: 692). Thirdly, the Logical Connection Argument seems to presuppose that causal relations are empirical rather that logical. But consider the synthetic statement “A caused B”. And suppose it is true that, say, “the cause of B = A”. By substituting we have “the cause of B caused B”, which is analytic. Hence, the status as analytic or synthetic of this statement depends on how events are described. And the same holds for the explanatory value of the statement (Davidson 1963: 696).
 
 
Now, a couple of comments on the role played in the overall story by Davidson’s critique of the Logical Connection Argument. To begin with, I do not wish to deny that, in the ’50s and the early ’60s, some Wittgensteinians defended or just assumed something like Davidson’s reformulation of the Logical Connection Argument. Moreover, there’s little doubt that Davidson’s critique of such an argument had a prominent role in discrediting, within the Analytic community (especially in the US), the reputation of the Wittgensteinian tradition in the philosophy of action. There are two reasons, however, not to think that this is the end of the story. First, it would be inappropriate to call, simply and straightforwardly, “antiWittgensteinian” Davidson’s polemical attitude toward the Logical Connection Argument: not only because some of Davidson’s main critical points heavily rely upon the notion of “under a description”, introduced by Anscombe 1957 (arguably, at that time, the one most important Wittgensteinian inspired book entirely dedicated to the philosophy of action), but also because Wittgenstein himself accepted something like Davidson’s idea that the status as conceptual or factual of a sentence depends on how things are described, for Wittgenstein put forward a “functional” view of grammatical rules (Glock 1996), according to which something is a rule if it is used in a certain way, namely, as a standard of correctness (and this is the very reason why, as Wittgenstein puts it, “any empirical proposition can be transformed into a postulate, and then becomes a norm of description”, but also the reverse can occur; Wittgenstein 1953, §321, but see also, for example, Wittgenstein 1969, §97). Incidentally, it is worth noting not only that, twelve years after Quine’s attack on the first dogma of empiricism, Davidson was still using the allegedly “false” concepts of analytic and synthetic, but also that Davidson’s Master Argument ultimately consisted in grammatical remarks, in the Wittgensteinian sense, on the logical web of expressions such as “cause”, “reason”, “action” and “explanation” (Engel 1996). Moreover, such remarks seem to be descriptive rather than revisionary: Davidson seems to be interested in making us realize how the concepts of cause, reason, action, and explanation actually work in our ordinary conceptual scheme, rather than in fostering a new and improved understanding of such notions. Thus, Davidson seems to be closer, metaphilosophically, to the Wittgensteinian tradition than D’Oro 2012 seems to suggest (but for a more detailed comparison between Davidson and Quine, on the one hand, and a Wittgensteinian inspired view of language and mind, on the other hand, see Glock 2003).
 
Secondly, the Logical Connection Argument is by no means the core of, let alone the only argument belonging to, the Wittgensteinian anticausalist view of action and action explanation. In fact, in the work of Wittgenstein and his pupils and followers, there are at least three further arguments to the effect that rational explanations of intentional actions are not, and cannot be, causal in  
 the traditional sense. The first argument relies on the notion of nomicity. A causal connection, as many would agree, is nomic: this means that a causal statement, which asserts that a causal relation holds between two events, requires laws governing (some descriptions of) the two events. Explanations of actions in terms of reasons for acting, however, do not involve such laws, but neither because the laws involved in explanations of actions are much more complicated than those we find in explanations of purely physical events (as suggested by Hempel 1968), nor because they are so obvious that we rarely take them into account (as pointed out by Popper 1945). Rather, the reason is, as von Wright 1971 puts it, that the motivational “mechanism” is not causal, but rather teleological.
 
The second Wittgensteinian anticausalist argument is based on the contrast between fallible hypothesis and first person knowledge (see Schroeder 2010). Agents, Wittgenstein suggested, have first person authority about their reasons for acting (that is, the reason of an action is what the agent sincerely claim to be his reason); whereas a statement describing the causes of one’s actions can only be a fallible hypothesis, a “conjecture” (Wittgenstein 1958: 15; Schroeder 2010). For example, Wittgenstein once said: “Let us suppose a train driver sees a red signal flashing and brings the train to a stop. In response to the question: ‘Why did you stop?’, he answers perhaps: ‘Because there is the signal “Stop!”’. One wrongly regards this statement as the statement of a cause whereas it is the statement of a reason. The cause may have been that he was long accustomed to reacting to the red signal in such and such a way or that in his nervous system permanent connections of pathways developed such that the action follows the stimulus in the manner of a reflex, or yet something else. The cause need not be known to him. By contrast, the reason is what he states it is” (Baker 2003: 110-12).
 
The third argument relies on the distinction between explanatory mental states (or events) and justificatory contents of mental states (or events). Although, for example, the occurrence of a thought that p may cause a person to act, what could be invoked as a reason, that is, as a justification of that person’s action, is not the occurrence of the thought, but the content of the thought (for this formulation, see Schroeder 2010): that is, the reason of the action is just that p. The same goes for other kinds of propositional mental states (different from thoughts). For example, as Waismann writes, based on Wittgenstein’s dictations: “The attending to the rule can indeed be the cause for the rule being followed.… [But] the cause of an action can never be referred to, to justify the action. I may justify a calculation by appealing to the laws of arithmetic, but not by appealing to my attending to these laws. The one is a justification, the other a causal explanation” (Waismann 1965: 123).
 
 
An interesting version of the latter kind of argument is put forward by Anscombe 1957. Preliminarily, Anscombe acknowledges that there are mental causes (“what went on in my mind and issued in the action”, 1957: § 11): for example, the sudden vision of a mouse, which makes me jump. Such mental causes, she tells us, can cause intentional actions, can be known “without observation” and be reported by the agent himself: “The effect of an intention”, she writes, “may even be an action in execution of that intention” (Anscombe 1983: 179) (perhaps, one might say, here she has in mind so called deviant causal chains; for an illuminating investigation on this issue see Hyman 2013). She insists, however, that one’s action is not intentional because it is caused by a mental cause, to which we refer in explaining our action; in other words, a mental cause is not a reason for acting. The causalist’s mistake is, in Anscombe’s words, “to think that the relation being done in execution of a certain intention, or being done intentionally, is a causal relation between act and intention” (Anscombe 1983: 179): intentions can be causes, but in explanations of actions in terms of reasons they are not invoked in a causal capacity. What I take to be her main argument runs as follows (see Anscombe 1957: §§ 13-16). On the one hand, one can do something unintentionally, but nonetheless as the effect of a mental cause: for example, I knock the cup over because I suddenly see a frightening face. On the other hand, we often do not cite such mental causes but, nonetheless, our action is intentional. Anscombe takes into account cases in which one answers to the question “Why (did you do that)?” by mentioning, as a reason for acting, what she calls a “backward looking motive”. She points, for example, to cases of revenge and gratitude, pity or remorse, cases in which “something that has happened ... is given as the ground of an action ... that is good or bad for the person ... at whom it is aimed” (Anscombe 1957: § 13). For example, one asks me why I killed X, and I answer by giving the reason of my action: “because he killed my brother”. The reason of my action is that he killed my brother (Anscombe 1957: § 14). But the “fact” (or, if you like, the “proposition”) that he killed my brother is not a mental cause, simply because it is not mental at all. Moreover, Anscombe points out, if one could show a posteriori “that either the action for which he has revenged himself, or that in which he has revenged himself, was quite harmless or was beneficial, he ceases to offer a reason” (Anscombe 1957: § 14, 22). But nothing similar would happen with an assertion on mental causality. In other words, if things in the world had come out differently, if, for example, the action for which he has revenged himself were come out differently, the agent would have ceased to offer a reason, because the fact would not have obtained: in Anscombe’s example, if X had not killed my brother (it were only an accident, in which X had not played any significant  
role), my revenge would cease to have the reasons it appeared to have, and in fact, it would not be a revenge any more.
 
I suggest that Anscombe is here invoking, though in nuce and without using that expression, the concept of “good reason” (or “normative”, as opposed to “motivational”, reason), a notion that makes sense of the idea of a pratical reality (as illustrated by Dancy 2000; but see also Williams 1980): good reasons are reasons that there are in favour or against the action, like in the case of moral reasons; they are normative, both because they approve or disapprove, are favourable or adverse toward an action, and because they make the action right or wrong, wise or rash. I also suggest that Anscombe’s Backward Looking Motives Argument can be read as an early, perhaps rough and non completely explicit version of a quite powerful anticausalist argument, recently defended by Dancy (Dancy 2000: 118-19), which runs as follows: motivational reasons (the reasons in the light of which one acts) must be the sort of things capable of being among normative reasons (the reasons that there are or that one has); otherwise, it would be senseless to ask, as we in fact do in everyday discourse, whether the agent actually acted for a good reason or, which is the same, whether the reason, for which he acted, was a good reason; therefore, motivational reasons cannot be mental states or events, let alone mental causes, for a mental state, like one’s believing or one’s desiring, is neither a fact (in Anscombe’s words, “something that has happened”, taken and described in a certain way) nor a rule (like in the Wittgenstein/Waismann example quoted above).

 
2 Davidson’s Non Causal View
 
 According to a traditional causal theory, causally explaining A by mentioning B means that there is a causal relation between A and B, and that the explanatory capacity of the explanation consists in the reference to that relation. However, as emphasized by Stoutland 1999 (thus diverging from earlier Stoutland 1976 and 1982, partly under the influence of Child 1994), this is not Davidson’s theory of action explanation. Basically, the reason is that Davidson 1963 draws a sharp divide between statements truly expressing causal relations between events, and statements causally explaining events.
 
Causal relations, Davidson tells us, hold between events, which are conceived of as temporal individual entities that can be described in many different ways (Davidson 1967). That two events are causally related, however, does not depend on how they are described: singular causal statements, that is, statements that express causal relations between events, are extensional. Moreover, 
 a causal relation between two events cannot hold, unless there is a “strict law”, instantiated by some true descriptions of both events. Such law is a “homonomic” generalization, which is not only lawlike, but also “precise, explicit and as exceptionless as possible” (Davidson 1970: 219, but in 1993: 8 he would have said “as deterministic as nature can be found to be”), and which can be formulated without caveats and ceteris paribus conditions; events that are described must belong to a “closed system”, such that, to borrow Stoutland’s explication, “whatever can affect the system is part of the system being described” (1999: 192, but see also Davidson 1993).
 
According to Davidson, only (an ideal) physics describes such systems, and therefore events with causal relations must have some physical description, or, in other words, they must be physical events (Davidson 1993). This does not entail that there are not causal relations either between mental events (that is, events with a mental description) or between mental and physical events; in fact, as I have pointed out above, in Davidson’s view causal relations hold regardless of how events are described. The point is just that, in order for a mental event to be a relatum of a causal relation, it must have at least one physical description, that is, it must be also physical (Davidson 1970).
 
Davidson thinks, however, that we can know and describe a causal relation between two events without (causally) explaining anything. The reason is, again, that causal relations hold no matter how events are described. For example, sentences such as “the cause of B caused B” and “what he referred to yesterday is the cause of what happened to her ten years ago” refer to causal relations between events. But they seem not to explain what has happened in the two cases (Davidson 1963: 696 and 1967: 692; see also Stoutland 1999).
 
By a similar token, in Davidson’s view, we can have causal explanations without causal relations. In Davidson’s theory of action, the agents’ beliefs and pro attitudes seem, at least prima facie, to play the role of explanantes (but more on this in the next section). Such beliefs and attitudes, however, are states rather than events. Therefore, one might say, in Davidson’s view there cannot be a causal relation between beliefs and desires, on the one hand, and the action performed, on the other hand, because the causal relation holds only between two events (Davidson 1967: 702). Why? Here is a tempting line of argument: though the differences between states and events can be variously articulated, the main difference being, perhaps, that states are dispositional, whereas events are episodic (Davidson 1963: 693), here the most relevant difference seems to be that states are, as it were, too “static”, whereas events are sufficiently “dynamic” to cause something, including actions (but see below, in section 3, for further discussion on this point).
 
 
However, one might object as follows. After all, Davidson maintains that, since beliefs and desires causally explain actions, which are events, there must be at least one event “associated with” such mental states that has a causal relation to the action. Such an event is often the “onslaught” (that is, the beginning or forming) of a mental state. And, in virtue of its being causally related to the action, it is also a physical event, probably a neural one, ultimately governed by strict laws belonging to physics (Davidson 1963: 694).
 
The reply to this objection is that putting the onslaught into the picture does not make Davidson’s theory a causal theory, in the traditional sense. Let me explain why. First, Davidson never asserts that a causal explanation of an action requires referring to the associated event (such as the onslaught); in fact, normally we give a causal explanation of an action without knowing which event is associated with the belief and the desire (the reasons of the action), let alone its physical (more specifically, neural) description. Generally speaking, according to Davidson, we give a causal explanation of something without knowing the causal relation involved and the physical description of the relata (including the onslaught of a mental state in the case of rational/causal explanations). Even more generally, causal explanations essentially depend on how things are described: they are intensional. And this is enough to abandon the idea that referring to causal relations has explanatory value, since causal relations hold no matter how things are described. According to Davidson, if one wants causally to explain something, including intentional actions, one is not required to identify and refer to a causal relation.
 
Secondly, Davidson is also convinced that we can (in fact, often do) have causal explanations without (reference to) strict laws. In his view, a causal explanation does not require the existence of (let alone the reference to) strict homonomic laws, but only of “rough heteronomic generalizations” (Davidson 1970). The former concern only physical events, but we never (or, to be optimistic, extremely rarely) know the physical descriptions of the mental event that we consider. We usually observe a singular causal relation without knowing which strict law is involved. On the contrary, when we causally explain something, we do know and use a rough (that is, non precise, somewhat implicit, and non exceptionless) generalization, which gives us the explanatory connection between the “cause” and the “effect”.
 
Davidson’s so called Anomalous Monism brings us to the same conclusions. As is well known, in 1970 Davidson argued for the compatibility of the three following principles: a) The Principle of Causal Interaction, according to which there are causal relations between mental events and physical events (as well as between mental events and other mental events); b) The Principle of the Nomological Character of Causality, according to which events that are causally  
related fall under strict laws; c) The Principle of the Anomalism of the Mental, according to which there are no strict psychophysical laws (as opposed to rough generalizations). Now, given that, in Davidson’s view, rational explanations of action require some reference to the mental (but more on this point in the next section); given Davidson’s quite traditional (e.g. Hempelian) belief according to which the explanatory value of a theory or even of a single sentence depends on some sort of generalization governing the events about which the theory or the sentence speaks; and given also the Anomalism of the Mental, which entails that explanatory generalizations are strict laws in the case of physics, but only rough generalizations in the case of folk psychology: it follows that Davidson view of action explanation is definitely not a causal theory in the traditional sense.
 
Up to now, I have shown what, in Davidson’s view, causal explanations are not: they are not statements mentioning causal relations and strict laws. Accordingly, the meaning of the word “causal”, which Davidson applies to rational explanations, is so broad and loose that the specific reference to causal relations is lost. In the last part of this section, I wish to underline that Davidson 1963 explains also what a causal explanation of human actions positively is. He suggests that “when we ask why someone acted as he did, we want to be provided with an interpretation” and that explanations of actions, which (running the risk of creating a terminological misunderstanding) he insists to call “causal”, are nothing but redescriptions of the actions, often placed “in a wider social, economic, linguistic, or evaluative context” (Davidson 1963: 691). This is a view, which (apart from terminology) many Wittgensteinians would approve without hesitation, or, in other words, it is a conception, which seems to make Davidson a quasi Wittgensteinian philosopher of action. As suggested by Stoutland 1999, Davidson’s pars construens seems to confirm what von Wright 1971 declares in the preface: “Those who think that actions have causes often use ‘cause’ in a much broader sense than I do when I deny this. Or they may understand ‘action’ differently. It may well be, then, that ‘actions’ in their sense have ‘causes’ in my sense, or that ‘actions’ in my sense have ‘causes’ in theirs”.
 
Finally, the notion of interpretation, which plays a central role in Davidson’s positive account of action explanation, is strictly connected to the normativity of the mental or, more precisely, to the fact that the way in which we ascribe beliefs, desires and other mental states to people is governed by principles of rationality, which tends to make sense of such mental states and to maximize their overall consistency (for example, it seems that we could not interpret the belief of someone who systematically violates very simple logical laws). Now, one of the ultimate reasons of the Anomalism of the Mental and of the deep divide between causal relations and rational/causal explanations (the other  
reason being the so called Holism of the Mental) is the fact that, in Davidson’s view, natural sciences (especially physics) have no place for normativity.

 
3 Nature and Sources of the Disagreement
 
 In order to understand where exactly the disagreement between Davidson and the Wittgensteinians lies, an investigation on Davidson’s attitude toward the three further anticausalist arguments sketched above (having to do, respectively, with nomicity, first person authority, and justification) is required.
 
Let us start from the Nomicity Argument. Davidson seems to agree with the Wittgensteinians that rational explanations (what he somewhat idiosyncratically calls “causal explanations”) are not nomic, whereas causal relations require laws. Of course, this is true only if “law” is meant as strict law. But there are two things worth noting here. First, it is highly unlikely that the Wittgensteinians who conceive of causation as nomic intend to suggest that reasons are not causes because in rational explanations no rough heteronomic generalizations (in Davidson’s sense) are involved. Rather, they seem to have in mind something like strict laws (in Davidson’s sense). Secondly, not all the Wittgensteinians adopt the notion of nomic causation. Tellingly, Anscombe does not. In (Anscombe 1971), for example, she argues against the idea that causes necessitate effects, and against the related idea that causation requires laws and generalizations. “Causality – she writes – consists in the derivativeness of an effect from its causes. This is the core, the common feature, of causality in its various kinds. Effects derive from, arise out of, come of, their causes” (Anscombe 1971: 136). According to Anscombe, the analysis in terms of necessity and universality neither clarifies nor explicates the immediate and observable derivativeness of the effect (which is something that “lies under our noses”). In fact, “it forgets about it” (Anscombe 1971: 136). Something similar arises in the debate about memory between Anscombe and Malcolm (who were both pupils of Wittgenstein, as is well known): whereas Malcolm 1963 and 1970 denies that memories are properly caused by something past, Anscombe 1981 maintains that, in the case of memory, an intuitive and non nomic notion of causality is involved.
 
Now, consider the First Person Authority Argument. Davidson 1963 seems not to disagree with the Wittgensteinians that agents have first person authority over their reasons for acting; and there’s no doubt that he also thinks that we make fallible hypotheses about the physical description of the relata involved in a causal relation, and about the strict laws governing them. Of course, as is well known, Davidson later provided his own theory of first person knowledge, and 
that was not a Wittgensteinian view at all (see, for example, Hacker’s 1997 Wittgensteinian inspired criticism of Davidson 1984). That happened, however, in 1984, and it has almost nothing to do with the topic of this paper, which is mainly concerned with the role played by “Actions reasons and causes” (published in 1963) in the history of Analytic philosophy.
 
Finally, a brief look at Davidson’s attitude toward the Wittgensteinian Justification Argument. Prima facie, here we find a real philosophical disagreement between Davidson and the Wittgensteinians (especially Anscombe), for Davidson explicitly assumes, at the very beginning of his 1963 article, that reasons are beliefs and pro attitudes. I think, however, that this is not yet the last word on the issue, and some qualification is required. Hence, let me elaborate a bit further. Recall, first, that Davidson does not think that reasons are mental events (such as the onslaught associated to the agent’s beliefs and pro attitudes). So are reasons mental states? If the relevant ontological difference between events and states is that states are static, while events are dynamic, the answer should be a straightforward “No”: in fact, if the reference to events (something dynamic, provided with causal capacity) does not explain an action, then why should the reference to states (something static, lacking causal capacity) be more explanatory? Perhaps a possible way out could be to express the relevant ontological difference between states and events in terms of the distinction between mental dispositions and mental episodes, based on the belief that the reference to dispositions arguably has (more) explanatory value. I think, however, that there is a better way to interpret Davidson here, based on Davidson’s 1967 accepting “the linguistic evidence for a deep distinction, in our use of ‘cause’, ‘effect’, and related words”, illustrated by Zeno Vendler, between occurrences of verb nominalizations that are fact like, and occurrences that are event like (Vendler 1962, Davidson 1967: 162). This suggests that, in Davidson’s view, our reasons for acting (that is, what explains actions in our rational /causal explanations) are “things” of the form ‘thap p’ (“facts” or “propositions”, if you like, but please don’t put too much metaphysical weight on such idioms, because Davidson himself asks us not to do so; see, for example, Davidson 1969). According to Davidson, however, what rationally explains an action is the combination of two different “facts”: that the agent has a certain belief and that he/she has a certain pro attitude toward the action. This could partly explain Davidson’s fast and ultimately misleading suggestion, at the beginning of “Actions, reasons and causes”, that reasons are mental states. And this is also where the real disagreement with Anscombe lies. For according to Anscombe, the agent’s reasons is, often, (simply) that p. For example, why did the agent A kill X? Anscombe answers: because X killed A’s brother. Davidson  
 would say: because A believed that X killed her brother, and she wanted to revenge herself.
 
Let me briefly summarize the conclusions tentatively established up to now. There is no deep philosophical disagreement between Davidson and the Wittgensteinians in the philosophy of action, for, as I have shown in the previous section, the Davidsonian divide between causal explanations and causal relations is sufficiently analogous to the Wittgensteinian divide between reasons and causes. There is a light (perhaps irrelevant) disagreement between them about the issue of nomicity: the Wittgensteinians hold that rational explanations don’t involve laws, whereas Davidson distinguishes between strict laws and rough generalizations. But there is also a real, philosophical disagreement (and this is the point on which I partly agree with what above I called the standard account of the story), though it is less deep than scholars have often suggested (for example very recently, as emphasized by Coliva forthcoming, even the otherwise excellent Tanney 2013 takes Davidson as its main opponent and polemical target, that is, as a paradigmatic supporter of a causal theory of action, in the traditional sense). This philosophical disagreement has two main sources. First, Davidson’s attack on the Logical Connection Argument. On the one hand, we can grant both that, in the early ‘60s, it was not clear what that argument really meant, and that the argument reformulated by Davidson was unsound (as pointed out by Davidson 1963). On the other hand, however, the Logical Connection Argument was just one of the anticausalist arguments presented by the Wittgensteinians. Secondly, the real philosophical disagreement in question depends on Davidson’s claiming that the reason of A’s action is that A believed that p (and that A “desired” that q), whereas Anscombe thinks that the reason of A’s action is often, simply, that p.
 
What I’ve just called the real philosophical disagreement between Davidson and Anscombe requires some more comments. As I said above, Davidson 1963 states, apparently without argument, that reasons are beliefs and pro attitudes (unless one regards the Master Argument as his argument for that thesis, but see below for a discussion of this point); and, although he doesn’t tell us anything explicit about that, he seems to think that his disagreement with the Wittgensteinians does not lie here. Furthermore, Anscombe’s view is more sophisticated than Davidson’s, for it allows us to distinguish between cases in which our reason is that p, and cases in which it is that we believe that p. For example, that I believe that the cliff is crumbling is my reason for avoiding climbing it, because having that belief would be more likely to fall off, since I would get nervous; this case is different from the one in which my reason is that the cliff is crumbling (the example is discussed by Dancy 2000: 124).
 
 
Finally, what about Davidson’s Master Argument, which many people conceive of as the main argument for causalism? I have already underlined that, from a metaphilosophical point of view, the Master Argument could be seen as a piece of Wittgensteinian philosophy, that is, as a descriptive conceptual analysis of the notion of cause and its related concepts. But notice also that (Anscombe 1957) provided us “in advance” with a non causalist way of interpreting the point of (something like) Davidson’s Master Argument. In fact, she explicitly asserts that it is impossible that, in the case of an intentional action performed in the light of certain reasons, in the agent’s mind there are no mental states of believing (and/or of desiring) at all. Such mental states are not the agent’s reasons, but they must have been in the agent’s mind at the time of action. There is a case, Anscombe’s tells us, in which the question “Why?” cannot be applied (that is, a case in which an action is not done for and explained in terms of reasons): the case “in which the action is somehow characterized as one in which there is no room for … mental causality” (Anscombe 1957: § 17). Hence, such mental states are conditiones sine qua non of the intentional action and of the rational explanation. I wish to suggest that, in the light of this, we should acknowledge not only that the disagreement with Davidson is perhaps even less deep than I have indicated up to now, but also that, once again, Anscombe’s view turns out to be preferable, as indirectly but nicely illustrated by an analogy by Lloyd Humberstone reported by Dancy (2000: 136): consider the idea that “nobody ever got sent to prison for robbing banks, but only for getting caught robbing banks”; since one is not sentenced to imprisonment, unless one is not caught, it could seem that what, in virtue of which one is sentenced to imprisonment is that one is caught; but actually one is condemned in virtue of having robbed banks, while having being caught is only a conditio sine qua non. By a similar token, in many cases Davidson mistakenly thinks that when I provide a reason for my action, I should mention the mental states I had in mind at the time of action (for example, I say that my reason is that I believed that p), whereas Anscombe correctly underlines that the reason explaining my action is often, simply, that p, and my believing that p at the time of action is nothing but a conditio sine qua non of my action.
 
The picture is not complete unless I underline that the historical/ philosophical role of Davidson 1963 is also partly based on a partial misunderstanding, ultimately depending, in its turn, on a point of terminology, that is, on Davidson’s extremely broad, not to say eccentric, use of the term “causal” in his thesis that “Rational explanations are causal”. The misunderstanding is also associated with Davidson’s putting emphasis on two further points. The first was the idea, reported at the very beginning of his 1963 paper, according to which his goal was “to defend the ancient and commonsense position that rationalization  
is a species of ordinary causal explanation” (Davidson 1963: 685): this was partly misleading because, as I have shown above, his theory was not causal in the traditional sense. The second point was the related idea that his polemical target was the Wittgensteinian point of view: in a footnote, Davidson provided a list of his polemical objects, from G.E.M. Anscombe, Intention, Oxford, 1957 to Stuart Hampshire, Thought and Action, London, 1959, from H.L.A. Hart and A. M. Honore, Causation in the Law, Oxford, 1959 to William Dray, Laws and Explanation in History, Oxford, 1957, and to most of the books in the series edited by R.F. Holland, Studies in Philosophical Psychology, including Anthony Kenny, Action, Emotion and Will, London, 1963, and A.I. Melden, Free Action, London, 1961. This list run the risk of misleadingly suggesting that the Wittgensteinian view of action and action explanation was more homogeneous than it actually was.
 
Moreover, Davidson’s attitude towards the Wittgensteinians was quite peculiar in the US Analytic movement at that time. In 1963 Davidson, then known for some early work on decision theory (Davidson and Suppes 1957), already had personal acquaintance with several Wittgensteinians: not only did he share with some of them a common training in classical philosophy, but he also invited many of them at Stanford in the late ’50s. On the contrary, most American Analytic philosophers had a very limited knowledge of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy.
 
In the light of this remark, I’d like to shed light on the last (but not least) factor to take into account, in order to understand why Davidson’s 1963 paper was unanimously regarded as a successful anti-Wittgensteinian and causalist argument in the philosophy of action. This is a historical and metaphilosophical factor (hence, here is where I partly agree with the revisionist account of the Davidson/Wittgensteinians story). Consider some pre-1963 arguments that had a role in causing the rejection of some Wittgensteinian inspired philosophical views: Quine’s 1951, conceived of as an attack on the grammatical/factual distinction (supposing that the Carnapian analytic/synthetic distinction was similar enough to the Wittgensteinian one), Watkins’ 1957 on the Paradigm Case Argument, considered as a criticism of the distinction between linguistic uses that are constitutive of the semantic competence and uses that are not constitutive , and Putnam’s 1962 on dreaming and depth grammar, interpreted as an argument against the distinction between criteria and symptoms. All those papers had at least two features in common: first, they had a role in causing the rejection of some Wittgensteinian inspired philosophical views and, more generally, left a negative imprint on the Wittgensteinian tradition; secondly, all of them can be interpreted as attacks on certain Wittgensteinian distinctions that, in their turn, supply grounds for the arguably most important Wittgensteinian  
divide, namely, that between science and philosophy. Behaving as if history of philosophy had a direction, Analytic philosophers, especially in the US, expected an argument against a further distinction having to do with the Wittgensteinian science/philosophy divide, namely, that between reasons and causes. In 1963 Davidson seemed to provide the Analytic community with the expected argument. I think that one way to explain what happened with the reception of Davidson’s 1963 paper has to do with this kind of philosophical expectation.
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What was the “cardinal problem of philosophy”, according to Wittgenstein? Interestingly enough, there isn’t just one answer to this question, but there are several. In a thorough analysis of the saying/showing distinction as a key for reading the Tractatus, Michael Kramer lists some of Wittgenstein’s formulations of this “single great problem”.37 All of these date back to 1914-5 and revolve around the nature of propositions, of signs and of representation “as such”. Kramer believes that in his later philosophy, Wittgenstein rejected the idea that there is “one great problem”, the solution of which would lead to the disappearance of all the rest. He naturally refers us to paragraph 133 of the Philosophical Investigations, where Wittgenstein famously remarks: “Problems are solved (difficulties eliminated), not a single problem”.
 
Yet at the time Wittgenstein was already writing the notes that would eventually make their way into PI, no sooner than the late 30s, he was asked by Yorick Smythies about his idea of “the fundamental problem of philosophy”; and instead of replying – as we’d expect, in this late stage – by renouncing the question which presupposes the existence of a single problem, he replied succinctly: “subject and predicate”. Volker Munz, whose book on Wittgenstein’s philosophy of language is my source here, asks us to look into the depth of this technically-looking answer. He brings Rush Rhees’ testimony to support his suggestion. Wittgenstein, says Rhees, “thought language was important first of all because of its obvious connexions with logic – because logic has to do with propositions, if you like. But he also said sometimes that philosophical difficulties arise because we cannot get an overall view of the grammar of the language we are using.”38 Rhees forges here an implicit link between Wittgenstein’s early and later formulations of “the cardinal problem of philosophy”. As we shall see, the relationship between subject and language is central to both of them.
 
 
The Tractatus clearly follows Frege’s Begriffsscrift in its aspiration to overthrow the metaphysical subject by overcoming the idea that the meaning of a single symbol is the mental picture it signifies: linguistic content is no longer a passive representation available for the subject’s mind. Frege wanted us to realize that the common linguistic distinction between subject and predicate and the metaphysical distinction between subject and object are intimately connected. In this he was inadvertently following no other than Nietzsche, who criticized Descartes’ cogito by noting that it was “simply a formulation of our grammatical custom… a logical metaphysical postulate”,39 which owed its appeal to the basic structure of the sentence, in ordinary language, be it Greek, Latin or German. Nietzsche did not, of course, suggest an alternative logic, one which is free from this metaphysical dogma. Frege’s logic does precisely this: “A distinction between subject and predicate finds no place in my representation of a judgement”,40 he wrote at the beginning of his Begriffsschrift, and explained his decision by noting that the subject is a concept relative to pragmatic, contextual considerations, to “features of language that result only from the interaction of speaker and listener”, and hence has nothing to do with the question of valid inferences. Where logic is concerned, there is “only a single predicate for all judgements, namely, ‘is a fact’. It can be seen that there is no question here of subject and predicate in the usual sense.”41 The proposition – or indeed the judgement – becomes heir to the metaphysical subject, then.
 
Frege discussed the question of the purported place the metaphysical subject should find in his logical system only in 1918. In his article “Thought”, he mentions that on the one hand, “everyone is presented to himself in a special and primitive way, in which he is presented to no one else”, while on the other, one “cannot communicate a thought he alone himself can grasp”.42 In a couple of paragraphs, Frege struggles with that which is traditionally represented in language by a proper name, and then moves on to deal with the specific problem of the word ‘I’. He seeks a way that would enable him to retain its unique role while eliminating it from language, since when we communicate, we “must use [the word] ‘I’ in a sense which can be grasped by others, perhaps in the sense of ‘he who is speaking to you at the moment’”43, otherwise no thought could be expressed. But this public use has little to do with the privacy of the ousted intimate presentation. Frege thus acknowledges he is facing an impossible 
task, in his attempt to square his anti-subjectivist methodological principles with our undisputed recognition of an indispensable intimacy. He therefore ends his brief discussion by complaining, in a footnote, about the frustrating gap existing between philosophical thought and ordinary language: “The pictorial aspect of language presents difficulties. The sensible always breaks in and makes expressions pictorial and so improper. So one fights against language”.44
 
Only one year after the publication of Frege’s “Thought”, in August 1919, Wittgenstein wrote a letter to Russell, in which he rephrased his conception of “the cardinal problem of philosophy”, adding a new ingredient to the logical concepts mentioned above. Replying to Russell’s comments on the Tractatus, Wittgenstein notes: “The main point [of the book] is the theory of what can be expressed [gesagt] by prop[osition]s – i.e. by language – (and, which comes to the same, what can be thought) and what cannot be expressed by prop[osition]s, but only shown [gezeigt]; which, I believe, is the cardinal problem of philosophy” (Letters, 121). Having the Fregean background in mind, we may see the connection between this new way of articulating the “basic problem” and Wittgenstein’s other – earlier and later – formulations of this problem: a subject-less language, a logical language in which propositions are taken as subjects, seems to lose the intimacy of the pictorial, the sensible that is after all indispensable. The word ‘I’ functions as a trace of this loss, of something that Descartes did get right and Frege was too rash to dismiss, admitting his negligence half-casually, half-distressed, in a footnote.
 
I believe that the Tractatus, no matter whether it is read “traditionally” or “resolutely”, must be read as motivated by the urge to deal with that lost but indispensable immediacy, which haunted Frege, as it kept crawling back into his thought, albeit unsolicited. Thus what is presented to the “I” is shown in the Tractatus as connected to the limit of philosophical inquiry within a Fregean proposition-based framework. Towards the end of the book, Wittgenstein criticizes the scientific minded “moderns” who are under the illusion that they fare better than the “ancients” with their God or Fate; and although there are grains of truth and error in both “modern” and “ancient” approaches, “the view of the ancients is clearer in so far as they have a clear and acknowledged terminus, while the modern system tries to make it look as if everything were explained” (T 6.372) A tacit appeal to ‘God’ is indispensable; yet ‘God’ is nothing but a catchphrase for a cluster of interrelated concepts, functioning as an acknowledged terminus. Wittgenstein lists several such God-substitutes in a note written in 
191645. These include the ‘the meaning of life’, ‘the meaning of the world’, and also ‘I’, ‘my eye in its visual field’. And here is the Tractatus version of this cluster of terminus-concepts: 


 There is no such thing as the subject that thinks or entertains ideas.
 
If I wrote a book called The World as I Found it, I should have to include a report on my body, and should have to say which parts were subordinate to my will, and which were not, etc., this being a method of isolating the subject, or rather of showing that in an important sense there is no subject; for it alone could not be mentioned in that book.-…
 
 

 
Where in the world is a metaphysical subject to be found?
 
You will say that this is exactly like the case of the eye and the visual field. But really you do not see the eye.
 
And nothing in the visual field allows you to infer that it is seen by an eye. (T 5.631-3)

 
All these musings, I argue, concern the relations between subject and language, or, to be more precise, between the indispensable remnants of the metaphysical subject and the anti-subjective proposition-based logic and metaphysics of the Tractatus. And all revolve around the metaphor of “saying” and “showing”.
 
Now strangely, whether we read that book “traditionally” or “resolutely”, there is one common bottom-line to these reflections, and it has to do with this metaphor. For traditional readers, the indispensability of a “terminus” means that there are truths which can only be shown, but not said, not deduced, and thus that whereas “the natural sciences”, which form a “body of doctrine”, are the core of our language, philosophy, which aims at expressing language’s “terminus”, remains outside language – devoid of language – and hence can only be an activity of clarifying thoughts, or elucidating, through gestures of showing (T 4.111-2). For “resolute” like Kramer, the distinction between “saying” and “showing” is itself part of the metaphysical picture the Tractatus wishes us to overcome; but for him as well there’s an important distinction that should be respected: 


When a doctor speaks of the characteristic facial features of a patient with fetal alcohol syndrome, she is, I suppose, saying something about how the patient’s face is. In contrast, when we speak of the features of language, we are saying something about how the language is used. But if we speak of “reality” as having “features” that we can grasp in mastering a symbolism [as Geach does], and go on to illustrate this through examples such as 
one proposition’s following from another… we are confusedly thinking of these features both as having to do with how reality is, and as having to do with how language is to be used.46

 
 Kramer accuses Geach of ignoring the essential difference between philosophy and science, in obfuscating the distinction between propositional and practical showing. He claims that only by eradicating philosophical content altogether the methodological line separating “the natural sciences” from the philosophical activity of clarifying is respected. Thus there can be no philosophical propositional content, neither effable nor one which can only be shown. According to Kramer, if we succeed in overcoming the confusion between propositional and practical showing, “we are left with simply an awareness of that which does, in an entirely innocent sense, show itself – our ability to use the language that we speak and understand, and with it our ability to recognize when the use of language makes sense and when it does not.”47 But this means that despite the genuinely important differences between the Tractatus’ interpretations, we are unanimously advised to adopt paragraph 4.11 and its immediate corollaries, those culminating in the statement that philosophy “will signify what cannot be said, by presenting clearly what can be said” (T 4.115; emphases added). According to both interpretations, Wittgenstein’s aim was to correct the mistaken belief that everything could be explained, and the conceptual puzzles ensuing from this belief, via a strict distinction between full-blown empirical language and a ghostly philosophical language which should be censored; and both go on by arguing that whereas in the Tractatus there is only one method for dealing with this problem (or this awareness) – via the construction of a Begriffsschrift – in Wittgenstein’s later writings the task is fulfilled through various methods.
 
Before moving on to Wittgenstein’s later thought, let me recapitulate quickly: Following Frege, Wittgenstein realized in his early years the significance of the Cartesian problem and the difficulty in overcoming it. Giving up on the epistemological project which revolves around a metaphysical subject and adopting a proposition-based approach to language instead of a subject-based one was a huge step on the way towards overcoming the naïve Cartesian dichotomy between what is presented to the subject and its linguistic representation. The empiricist adherence to what is simple and immediately-shown goes hand in hand with an epistemological temptation to explain everything, and it is overcome through an acute understanding of the primacy and intricacy of the logical, propositional structure of language. Unlike Frege, Wittgenstein attempted, 
in the Tractatus, to tackle the problem of the lost intimacy of the pictorial, or the sensible. Traditional and resolute readers of the Tractatus interpret the solution in different ways; but they all appeal for this purpose to the methodological distinction between the natural sciences, a body of factual statements, and the philosophical activity of clarifying propositions. Thus both families of readers adopt a version of the saying/showing distinction, for it is the business of the sciences to “say”, while philosophical activity “shows”, or points at that which “shows itself” – whether innocently or not.
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 We saw that the “fundamental problem” kept bothering Wittgenstein in his later years as well; throughout his life, he kept struggling with the “subject and predicate” difficulty, i.e. with the question of how the primacy given to propositional language may fare with the strong Cartesian intuition of a subject, an ‘I’ to which the world is ‘shown’ prior to anything that is ‘said’. This quandary is expressed in the following manner in The Blue Book. Note the continuity – in terminology and spirit – with the above-quoted paragraphs from the Tractatus: 


We feel then that in the cases in which ‘I’ is used as subject, we don’t use it because we recognize a particular person by his bodily characteristics; and this creates the illusion that we use this word to refer to something bodiless, which, however, has its seat in our body. In fact this seems to be the real ego, the one of which it was said, ‘cogito, ergo sum’… In fact one may say that what in these investigations we were concerned with was the grammar of those words which describe what are called “mental activities”: seeing, hearing, feeling, etc. And this comes to the same as saying that we are concerned with the grammar of ‘phrases describing sense data’. (BB 69)

 
“What in these investigations we were concerned with” was that same old “cardinal problem of philosophy”; but there are substantial changes in the way Wittgenstein rephrases it from now on. At the centre stage we find, rather than the solipsist “I” on the one hand, and a “pure” logical symbolism on the other, an agent whose actions form part of the practice of a linguistic community and a grammar we wish to trace but cannot represent fully and perspicuously.48 The whole methodology must change, then. In The Blue Book, Wittgenstein invests a lot of effort in discussing the consequences of thinking of language as an activity, 
interwoven with all our other activities. Half-way through the book he pauses for a moment and sums-up: 


 The scrutiny of the grammar of a word weakens the position of certain fixed standards of our expression which had prevented us from seeing facts with unbiased eyes. Our investigation tries to remove this bias… The reason I postponed talking about personal experience was that thinking about that topic raises a host of philosophical difficulties which threaten to break up all our commonsense notions about what we should commonly call the objects of our experience. (BB 43f.; emphasis added)

 
This is why it is only towards the end of the book that we finally get a direct response to the Tractarian ‘I’ and its visual field: 


There is… no objection to adopting a symbolism in which a certain person always or temporarily holds an exceptional place… What, however, is wrong, is to think that I can justify this choice of notation. When I said, from my heart, that only I see, I was also inclined to say that by “I” I didn’t really mean L.W… (I meant my mind, but could only point to it via my body.)… Now the idea that the real I lives in my body is connected with the peculiar grammar of the word “I”… (BB 66)

 
This particular discussion of the “I”-cum- metaphysical-subject culminates in the famous suggestion to think of words as instruments characterized by their use (BB 67) and to understand “that a great variety of games is played with the sentences of our language” (BB 67f.). When we pay attention to the fact that “I” refers to an agent in a linguistic community and that linguistic actors play rich and playful games, yielding intersecting uses – for example of the term “I” – the epistemological traps of privileged positions can be avoided. When acting becomes the focus of our philosophical interest in language, God is conclusively dead: context-depending elucidations replace the acknowledgement of the one and only “terminus” (the “I”, the eye, or God); we justify as much as we can, but at the end of our investigation we resort to our practice: it is “in this and similar ways that one operates with words”.49
 
Now how does this emphasis on acting affect the saying/showing distinction? Instead of a dichotomy, we’re now facing a trio, whose components are interdependent. For in this ménage-à-trois, what linguistic agents say gets its meaning from how they act, the way they operate – with words and without them; actions can be understood, explained or analysed in words, but when “explanations come to an end” they may be “simply shown”, as in “in this way we operate”, “this is what I do”. The interdependence between ‘showing’, ‘saying’ 
and ‘acting’ is naturally reflected in Wittgenstein’s philosophical methodology. A variety of metaphors relating to vision – looking, seeing, showing, perspicuity, surveyability, clarity – pervades his appeals to grammar. But the object of examination, that which is “shown” to him as a philosopher, is what we all say and do. When Wittgenstein invents an alternative language game, “consisting of language and the actions into which it is woven” (PI 2), we are, in his terminology, “shown the notation”; and while his investigations aim at pointing at that which “had prevented us from seeing facts with unbiased eyes”, it is the “scrutiny of the grammar of a word” – i.e., of what is commonly said and done – which helps us remove the bias.
 
This new ménage-à-trois bears important consequences for philosophical writing. The traditional architectural metaphor of philosophy, i.e. the ideal of a fully-surveyable argument, which can be inspected from its basic assumptions to its final conclusion, has to be replaced by the kind of writing which helps us overcome the illusion that everything could be explained, laid out clearly and systematically: shown, tout court. Although we “do not command a clear view of the use of our words” (PI 122), we may still embark on an interminable philosophical journey, “criss-cross in every direction”; and we’re criss-crossing not only the “wide field of thought”, but also the means of reaching it: for actions, words and gestures intersect as well.50
 
As noted above, Kramer believes that the neat dichotomy between ‘saying’ and ‘showing’ is shattered, with the aid of the ‘acting’, already in the Tractatus, i.e. that such a ménage-à-trois should be attributed to Wittgenstein’s early work as well. In what follows I do not wish to contest Kramer’s reading, but rather to use it in order to advance the claim that despite the introduction of ‘acting’ into the scene, Wittgenstein remained faithful to a remnant of the older dualism, the division between ‘saying’ and ‘showing’, throughout his oeuvre.
 
I quoted above a couple of paragraphs from The Blue Book in which Wittgenstein pauses for methodological reflections. Here’s another one: 


 One can defend common sense against the attacks of philosophers only by solving their puzzles, i.e., by curing them of the temptation to attack common sense… A philosopher is not a man out of his senses, a man who doesn’t see what everybody sees; nor on the other hand is his disagreement with common sense that of the scientist disagreeing with the coarse views of the man in the street. That is, his disagreement is not founded on a more subtle knowledge of fact. (BB 59)

 
 
 This indeed is the approach underlying Kramer’s distinction between the scientist’s thinking of features as having to do with how reality is and the philosopher’s thinking of them as having to do with how language is to be used. Philosophers who blur this distinction fail to see that they treat the latter question (about linguistic use) with tools suitable for the former (about what there is, i.e., via truth-claims about propositional contents). Scientists aim at a theory; philosophers describe, with the utmost sensitivity, that which already “lies open to view” (PI 126); they do not explain or deduce anything. All they are required to manifest is “simply an awareness of that which does, in an entirely innocent sense, show itself – our ability to use the language that we speak and understand, and with it our ability to recognize when the use of language makes sense and when it does not.”51 PI 109 is probably the ultimate articulation of this approach, and it does indeed suggest that this was what Wittgenstein meant all along, i.e., in the Tractatus as well: 


It was correct that our considerations must not be scientific ones… And we may not advance any kind of theory. There must not be anything hypothetical in our considerations. All explanation must disappear, and description alone must take its place… [Philosophical problems] are solved through an insight into the workings of our language… The problems are solved, not by coming up with new discoveries, but by assembling what we have long been familiar with.

 
Wittgenstein, like many of his interpreters, stresses the philosopher’s ability to look at facts with “unbiased eyes” and “to recognize when the use of language makes sense”, aware of “what we have long been familiar with”, what shows itself “in an entirely innocent sense”, without theory, hypotheses, new information or subtler knowledge of fact. Philosophers simply describe what they see, what “lies open to view”. The upshot of all this is that despite his success in overthrowing the metaphysical subject and in developing a subtler picture of language – the intricate ménage of saying, showing and acting – Wittgenstein, even in his later writings, was still bound by the fundamental strict distinction between saying (explaining, theorizing, with full-fledged propositions) and showing that which needs no theory – indeed, resists one – in order to be simply seen. Philosophical descriptions of nonsensical linguistic traps and of our ordinary linguistic uses are not taken by him as genuine moves in our language.
 
Yet I believe that once ‘acting’ penetrates the ‘saying/showing’ distinction, the conclusion that there can be no simple, unbiased gaze in philosophy, must be drawn. Sticking at this stage to the dichotomous methodological principle 
was nothing but a dogma, one which Wittgenstein could not overcome. For when praxis, rather than some abstract ideal, becomes the focus of our attention as philosophers, we realize that nothing is innocent and that if we wish to surmount prejudice, appealing to what we’ve always known is insufficient; in fact, it is damaging. Actually, the first principle that should be looked into with “unbiased eyes” is that which neatly separates empirical “saying” from philosophical “seeing”. It is primarily this idea that was “like a pair of glasses” on Wittgenstein’s nose, through which he saw whatever he looked at; it never occurred to him that there’s no innocent gaze, without glassed, and hence it never occurred to him to take them off.52
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 But there are other venues open for philosophy after the introduction of action into the scene – ways which bring it into play in forming a new philosophical method that no longer echoes the traditional saying/showing distinction or its heirs and that is aware of the fallacies of the naïve appeal to an ascetic, non-theoretical philosophical activity of elucidation. Such is, for example, Hegel’s way, which refuses to regard philosophy as a detached and abstract sphere. According to Hegel, philosophical reflection “is not an activity that deals with the content as something alien, is not a reflection into itself away from the content … On the contrary, since [our] knowing sees the content return into its own inwardness, its activity is totally absorbed in the content, for it is the immanent self of the content; yet it has at the same time returned into itself”.53
 
Note that Hegel links this content-full conception of philosophy with Wittgenstein’s “cardinal problem of philosophy”, the question of the self’s place in a subject-less language. For him, reason is the subject.54 A century later, this insight is echoed by Saussure, for whom language isn’t a function of the speaking subject because – exactly as in Hegel’s system – it is primarily a structure of differences. And Derrida, explicitly following both Hegel and Saussure, concludes: 


[T]he subject… is inscribed in language, is a ‘function’ of language, becomes a speaking subject only by making its speech conform – even in so-called ‘creation’, or in so-called 
‘transgression’ – to the system of the rules of language as a system of differences, or at very least by conforming to the general law of différance…55

 
 Derrida belongs to a philosophical tradition which linked the introduction of praxis, or action, into philosophical accounts of language with a Marxist understanding of the working of ideology. Thus the ménage of ‘showing/saying/acting’ leads him to rethink a host of hierarchical pairs which shape and dictate the “simple” and “natural” way we “see”, i.e., interpret, the world. Once these ideological hierarchies are surmounted, strict lines become more fluid, limits are crossed, and separate realms penetrate each other. In accordance with this, no elucidation is possible without “subtle knowledge of fact”; philosophical activity is not executed in a void; and one’s critique of the various uses of language always involves beliefs that are embedded in theory.
 
Another writer who draws from the same philosophical wells is Jacques Rancière. In The Emancipated Spectator, Rancière discusses our ménage-à-trois, urging us to get rid of the conviction that seeing – both commonsensical and philosophical – involves nothing but a neutral “awareness” of what we already know: “An image never stands alone. It belongs to a system of visibility that governs the status of the bodies represented and the kind of attention they merit”, 56 he states. Highly aware of the rootedness of language in action, and of the fact that action is always embedded in a political context, Rancière finds the idea of philosophical description that is devoid of any theory or ideology illusory. This is especially true when it comes to value-judgements; nothing simply shows itself as commendable or intolerable: 


The classic use of the intolerable image traced a straight line from the intolerable spectacle to awareness of the reality it was expressing; and from that to the desire to act in order to change it. But this link between representation, knowledge and action was sheer presupposition. The intolerable image in fact derived its power from the obviousness of theoretical scenarios making it possible to identify its content and from the strength of political movements that translated it into practice.57

 
This means that new ways of seeing, saying and acting should be incessantly invented, always taking into account their political context and the theoretical knowledge that would be relevant to them. Rancière believes that this need can be addressed especially by art, since “[w]hat is called an image is an element in a system that creates a certain sense of reality, a certain common sense… it is 
the form of being together that binds individuals or groups on the basis of [an] initial community between words and things… [and whose images] help sketch new configurations of what can be seen, what can be said and what can be thought, and consequently, a new landscape of the possible.”58 What I find intriguing is that upon reading Wittgenstein’s later works, I often identity a message quite close to Rancière’s encrypted in them – despite what we have “in plain view”.59
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Unter Philosophen, die sich dem Denken Wittgensteins verpflichtet sehen, ist Jerry A. Fodors Auffassung von Sprache längst zu einem Paradigma dafür geworden, wie Sprache nicht zu verstehen ist. Die Existenz von Sprache ist für Fodor abhängig von einer „Sprache des Geistes“ und diese 


(...) is a language which is not spoken by anyone, nor understood by anyone – it is even not heard by anyone. (Beckermann 1994: 212)

 
Das Resultat dieses Vergleichs so festzuhalten, bedeutet freilich, über einiges an Gemeinsamkeiten zwischen Wittgenstein und Fodor recht generös hinweg zu gehen.
 
So könnte einem etwa auffallen, dass Fodor mit seiner Ansicht gerade vermieden haben möchte, was auch in der Wittgenstein-Rezeption als der Einwand gegen eine Konzeption von Sprach-Verstehen gilt, welches, wiewohl „naheliegend“, Philosophen die rechte Sicht „verneble“. In Bezug auf die Sätze aus De Magistro, die an den Beginn der Philosophischen Untersuchungen gestellt sind, schreibt etwa Marie McGinn: 


(...) that the account of language acquisition that Augustine presents somehow explains how we learn language is (...) shown to be an illusion. For the picture actually presupposes what it purports to explain (...).(McGinn 1997: 69)

 
Einem „account“, der in der Beschreibung von Spracherlernen das Verstehen von „what is meant when an adult points and utters a sound“ als gegeben annimmt, mag man schon die Dürftigkeit seiner erklärenden Kraft vorwerfen. Ist dies allerdings nicht der Standpunkt der Kritik – wie es hier bei McGinn eben nicht der Fall ist –, dann deshalb, weil der Umstand, ob überhaupt verstanden wird, „what is meant when an adult points and utters a sound“, in Frage steht.
 
Dann aber enthält die gegen den Anspruch eines Spracherlernens mittels hinweisender Definition gerichtete Rede von der möglichen Uneindeutigkeit auch ein Rätsel. Wenn es so ist, dass wie es Wittgenstein fragend so formuliert, „Ist diese Erklärung nun wirklich eindeutig?“ (Im Englischen:) „But is this definition 
really unambiguous?“ (Wittgenstein PG II § 24), in dem Sinne, dass ein gewisses Maß an Sprachverständnis vorausgesetzt ist, um hinweisende Worter-klärungen tatsächlich als Erklärungen von Wörtern zu verstehen, man aber zugleich McGinn zufolge nicht ohne Weiteres voraussetzen kann, dass „the child possesses (...) ways of operating with words, that provide the necessary background of his understanding“ (McGinn 1997: 69), – dann stehen nicht nur unterschiedliche Erklärungsvarianten der Aneignung von Sprache zur Debatte.
 
Man bedenke § 6 aus den Philosophischen Untersuchungen, in dem Wittgenstein bezogen auf das Lehr-Training eines Kindes fragt „(...) soll ich sagen, es bewirkt das Verstehen des Worts?“
 
In der Situation, die Wittgenstein hier vorstellig macht – es geht zunächst um Kinder, die ihre Aufmerksamkeit auf das Objekt richten, auf das gezeigt wird, während gleichzeitig ein bestimmtes Wort ausgesprochen wird –, wird zwar durch das Aussprechen eines Wortes eine Verbindung zwischen Wort und Gegenstand hergestellt. Ganz offenkundig ist das Resultat dieses Trainings eine Tätigkeit, die wiederholt wird. Wäre dieses regelmäßige Verhalten jedoch vollständig durch sein Stattfinden bestimmt, dann wäre der Fall gegeben, den Wittgenstein in § 2 beschreibt: Eine Praxis, die die Zwecke der Arbeitenden sehr fremdartig erscheinen lässt. Wittgenstein selbst spricht hier von einem „System der Verständigung“ – nicht von einer Sprache (Wittgenstein PU § 3).
 
 Evidently he (Wittgenstein) wishes to avoid saying that the builder is speaking to his or her assistant. I think one senses why. To ‘conceive this as a complete language’, we have, presumably, to conceive that these people only use their words when they are in this situation, doing this work. (Cavell 1996: 277) Those four so-called words, of which their language is said to consist, then may seem like more or less grunts. Wittgenstein refers to them as calls. (Cavell 1996: 278)

 
Auch wenn hier die Sekundärliteratur zu manch anderem Urteil gelangt: Wittgenstein fühlt sich bemüßigt über die Sprachspiele § 2 und folgende zu sagen, an ihnen sei „nicht zu verkennen“, „dass es in einem bestimmten Sinne kein ‚Verstehen‘ gibt“ (Wittgenstein 1934 VO: 279). Das heißt nicht, dass der Ruf „Platte“ keine Rolle in § 2 hätte; diese fällt aber nicht mit der zusammen, die wir (in diesem Kontext) „Platte“ zuschreiben würden. Nur weil „wir über diesen Stamm (...) reden“, ist von den Tätigkeiten als “Befolgen eines Befehlens” die Rede. „Doch das Wort ‚Befehl‘ ist in ihrer Sprache nicht enthalten (...).“ (Wittgenstein 1934 VO: 277)
 
Was in § 2 insofern fehlt, um eine Sprache zu sein, sind die Grundlagen für die Bestimmtheit eines Wortes. Ein regelmäßiges Verhalten allein, so wie es in § 2 oder § 6 beschrieben ist, ist kompatibel mit ganz unterschiedlichen Interpreta-tionen des ausgerufenen Lautes. Das Training allein stellt bloß eine Verbindung 
von einem bestimmten, einzelnen Wort/Laut und einem besonderen Vorkommnis eines Dings her. Diese aber kann nie ausreichend sein, um einem Ausdruck Bestimmung zu geben, somit anzugeben, wie die Bedeutung eines Wortes zu verstehen ist.
 
Das Faktum, dass der Ausdruck in Anwesenheit vorhandener Objekte benützt wird, auf die der/die Betreffende dann hinweist, ist für sich nicht eigentlich hilfreich. – „Man muss schon etwas wissen (...)“, wie es bei Wittgenstein heißt. „Aber was muss man wissen?“ ( PU § 30).
 
Wenn ein – wie auch immer beschaffenes – Wissen Voraussetzung dafür ist, dass man verständig aufnehmen kann, was in der hinweisenden Definition ‚mitgeteilt‘ sein soll, dann liegt genau jener Zirkel vor, der dazu führt, dass, wie etwa bei McGinn, Fragen der Art „How could it be?“ aufgeworfen werden, die man nicht so leichtfertig wird abtun können.
 
 “How do we define these words? And can’t these definitions also be variously interpreted?” “It is gradually becoming clear that we have no very clear idea of what is involved in teaching someone a name.” (McGinn 1997: 67)

 
Eben hierauf verspricht die Hypothese einer „Language of Thought“ eine Antwort zu geben. Es ist also durchaus, mindestens, hilfreich, den Weg von der Uneindeutigkeit der hinweisenden Definition zur Language of Thought nachzuverfolgen. Dass sich hierbei abweichende Konsequenzen aus dem ergeben, was als dasselbe erscheint, schärft den Blick – oder führt, wie Wittgenstein sagen würde, zu einer klareren „Übersicht“.
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„Teaching someone a name“ mittels eines Hinweises auf etwas hat bestimmte Voraussetzungen. Es kann dort nicht erfolgreich sein, wo noch nicht klar ist, dass die Geste hin zum Gegenstand (zusammen mit dem Aussprechen eines Wortes) überhaupt als Erklärung der Wortbedeutung gemeint ist; also nicht dort, wo es noch darum geht, dass man auf einen Zuruf in bestimmter Weise reagieren soll.
 
So ist es denn angemessener, die Definition, um die es geht, in Form des Satzes (a) „Dies ist ...“ als „Dies heißt ...“ zu verstehen, was (b) zeigt, dass von einer Repräsentation des Gegenstands durch einen Ausdruck eigentlich nicht die Rede sein kann. Dies würde nämlich zu einem kontraintuitiven Verständnis dessen führen, was mit „Dies ist ...“ gesagt sein soll.
 
Steht der Name/Ausdruck für den Gegenstand, dann müsste auch „dies“ diese Funktion erfüllen, womit dann „... = ...“ als Urteil über die Bedeutungs-gleichheit 
der Ausdrücke „dies“ und „Platte“ aufgefasst werden müsste. Dann aber wäre die Essenz des Hinweisens – dass „dies ist eine Platte“ nur im Angesicht des jeweiligen Objekts gesagt wird, man selbst also „da“ ist, wo „dies“ ist – nicht erfasst.
 
Dennoch: Dass wir „Verstehen einer Geste als ein Übersetzen in Worte erklären“ möchten (Wittgenstein PG I § 5, § 42), kommt nicht von ungefähr.
 
Wenn wovon mit „dies“ in dem Hinweisen auf den Gegenstand die Rede sein soll, nicht ohne Bezug auf den generellen Terminus für diesen Gegenstand zu verstehen ist, dann ist „dies“ ein Ausdruck des Verhältnisses, in dem der Sprecher (aktuell) zu dem generellen Terminus steht. Daher ist in dem entsprechenden Kontext die Geste durch das deklinierte Demonstrativpronomen –„dies(e) (hier)“ – ergänz- oder gar substituierbar und letzteres eben durch das gemeinte Wort selbst, etwa „Platte“: „Dies(e) ... ist zu schwer ...“
 
Für Fodor steht jedenfalls fest, dass die Ersetzbarkeit von „dies“ etwas über die Voraussetzungen des Lernens von Namen zeigt – und zwar, dass, wiewohl von einer Repräsentation im obigen Sinn nicht die Rede sein kann, weil die Vorstellung eines unvermittelten „Ansprechens“ von Gegenständen Unsinn ist, ein „dies ist ...“ die – um es so auszudrücken – Einheit des partikularen Objekts mit dem Allgemeinen „beweist“.
 
Fragen bezüglich des Erlernens von Sprache müssen konsequenterweise dieser Einheit Genüge tun. Was also erfüllt sein muss, wenn betont wird 


 (...) a theory of meaning must answer the question ‘What is it to understand a language?’ (Fodor 1998: 4),

„involviert“ somit etwas über die Extension von Prädikaten: 


Learning a language (...) involves learning what the predicates of the language mean. Learning what the predicates of a language mean involves learning a determination of the extension of these predicates. (1975: 63)

 
Die eingangs genannte „Nicht-Eindeutigkeit der hinweisenden Definition“ heißt jetzt aber, dass sich mit dem Aufweis, dass „dies“ ‚da‘ ist, nicht klar abgrenzen lässt, worauf ‚da‘ gezeigt werden soll. Das liegt, ‚ersichtlich‘ möchte man fast sagen, daran, dass jeder Gegenstand schlicht zu viele Eigenschaften hat, um durch das bloße Hindeuten auf ihn eindeutig herausgegriffen und von anderen Gegenständen bzw. Eigenschaften geschieden werden zu können.
 
Die sich hier notwendig anschließende Frage, wie eventuell durch ein wie-derholtes Hinzeigen auf das jeweilige/unterschiedene Objekt dieses sich ermitteln lasse, impliziert gerade dies, dass ein jedes unter verschiedene Arten fällt. Was folglich bedeutet, dass das partikulare Objekt, das Teil von „dies ist ...“ ist, 
nicht mit der Extension des Prädikats zusammenfällt – es ist immer auch noch „etwas anderes“.
 
Daraus, dass man die „determination of the extension of these predicates“ nicht durch „dies-da“ ermitteln kann, ergibt sich für Fodor geradezu zwingend: 


 Learning a determination of the extension of the predicates involves learning that they fall under certain rules (i.e. truth rules). (...) And, on pain of circularity, that system cannot be that language that is being learned. (Fodor 1975: 63f.)

 
Dieser Zirkel, der sich aus der in Einklang mit Wittgenstein festgestellten man-gelhaften Leistungsfähigkeit der hinweisenden Geste ‚an sich‘ ergibt, löst sich für Fodor dahingehend auf, dass das Sprachverständnis ganz grundsätzlich dem eigentlichen, tatsächlichen Sprachverstehen bzw. dem dafür erforderlichen Zuordnen der jeweiligen Prädikatarten vorausgeht.
 
On pain of circularity also, muss das Wissen darum, wann ein Prädikat angewendet wird – das die Eigenschaften benennt, unter die Objekte einer bestimmten Art fallen –, unabhängig von den diese Prädikate gebrauchenden Subjekten und ihrer de facto gesprochenen Sprache existieren.
 
Dummerweise hat Fodor mit dieser seiner ‚Lösung‘ des Zirkels seinen eigenen Ausgangspunkt negiert. Zwar macht gerade die Pointe von Fodors Ansatz aus, das, was als Zu-Erlernendes in Frage stand, der Erklärung dessen, wie es erlernt wird, vorauszusetzen –

So one cannot learn a language unless one has a language. (Fodor 1975: 64)

 
Aber die Annahme einer Sprache vor aller Sprache, einer Quasi-Apriori-Sprache, besser: einer Quasi-Apriori-Ansammlung von Wortkategorien/-arten –interessanterweise genau jener Kategorien, die jeweils in verschiedenen Zeiten und verschiedenen Sprachen zur ‚Anwendung‘ kommen –, kann selbst nur unter die Kategorie „Postulat“ fallen. Man kann auch sagen, dass Fodor auf die Falschheit einer seiner Prämissen schließen will: Sprache wird nicht erlernt, sondern variiert. Das Argument für die Language of Thought ist also keineswegs schlüssig.
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Es wäre nicht bemerkenswert, dass beide, Fodor und Wittgenstein, von ein und demselben auszugehen scheinen, würde nicht Fodor am Ende seiner Überlegungen zu einer Annahme gelangen, die eine starke Ähnlichkeit mit dem Augustinischen Bild aufweist; zumindest in der Hinsicht, als in seiner Annahme 
enthalten ist, dass im Denken alles schon ‘vorliege’ und nur noch die – per Konvention entstandenen – Namen der Gegenstände zu erlernen seien.
 
Er selbst nimmt sogar explizit Bezug auf den § 32 der Philosophischen Untersuchungen : 


 Wittgenstein, commenting upon some views of Augustine (…) thinks that such a view is transparently absurd. But the argument that I just sketched suggests, on the contrary, that Augustine was precisely and demonstrably right and that seeing that he was is prerequisite to any serious attempts to understand how first languages are learned. (Fodor: 1975: 64)

 
Wie sich gezeigt hat, lässt sich jedoch das, was etwa McGinn dagegen einwen-det, nur mit Einschränkungen gegen Fodors Language of Thought sagen: „(...) the picture actually presupposes what it purports to explain (...)“ (McGinn 1997: 69).
 
Da das, was hier als Grundvoraussetzung vorgestellt ist, um zu einem Verstehen der Verbindung von Zeichen und Gegenstand zu gelangen, ein Wissen um die „truth-rules“ ist, stellt die Language of Thought eine Metasprache dar, die sich von den Ausdrücken der natürlichen Sprachen unterscheidet. Wenn dadurch der Zirkel in der Erklärung, wie die Bedeutung von Prädikatsausdrü-cken erlernt werden könne, aufgelöst ist, dann um den Preis, dass die Voraussetzungen des Verstehens von dem, wofür sie eigentlich eine Voraussetzung sein sollen, getrennt sind.
 
Fodor scheint zwar zu glauben, dass wenn einmal Fragen in Bezug auf na-türliche Sprachen aufgehoben sind in Fragen, die sich auf eine Sprachstruktur beziehen, die allen natürlichen Sprachen gemeinsam ist, dann nicht mehr viel übrig bleibt, das es noch zu erklären gäbe. Das Erlernen einer Erstsprache ist dann eben, wie schon dargestellt, ein Einüben der Verknüpfung von konventionellen Zeichen mit Objekten.
 
Der naheliegende Einwand, den er treffend selbst so formuliert, ist allerdings, dass die hinweisende Definition dann sagen würde: „Die Bedeutung von Platte heißt ‚Platte‘“ (Fodor 2004). Oder: weil es eben nicht so wäre, dass, was erlernt werden soll, in der Erklärung dessen, wie es erlernt wird, vorausgesetzt ist, wäre nicht erklärt, wie zu einem Verstehen der ‚Verbindung‘ von Zeichen und Gegenstand gelangt werden kann. Die Annahme der Language of Thought als eines von den ‚konventionellen‘ Sprachen unterschiedenen Idioms produziert einen infiniten Regress, sobald die Frage nach den Bedingungen der Anwendung eines Ausdrucks gestellt wird. Da Sprecher etwa des Deutschen in dieser Sprache nicht so verbunden wären, dass sie in ihrer Metasprache die Bedingungen der Anwendung von Wörtern formulieren könnten, kann dann 
auch nicht verstanden werden, was es ist, worauf „(ist eine) Platte“ zutreffen soll.
 
Die „Art“ von „Wissen“ (Lugg 2000: 62; McGinn 1997: 69), um die es Wittgenstein geht: 


 Nobody can deny that we need to know something (...) to ask the name of a thing. (...) But precisely ‘what does one have to know’? What sort of background knowledge does one need to possess to be able to ask for the name of a thing? (Lugg 2000: 63),

 
ist allerdings keine, die durch allgemeine Aussagen über (das Wesen der) Gegenstände den rechten „Background“ für das Wort-Verstehen geben könnte. Mit „Man muss schon etwas (anzuwenden) wissen“, um zu verstehen, will er daran erinnern, dass was in der hinweisenden Definition ‚mitgeteilt‘ wird, nicht angegeben werden kann, ohne eben die Worte zu gebrauchen, die zur Erklärung stehen.
 
Die Frage Cavells 


Why is it illuminating, if it is, to say to what it is that Augustine’s descriptions are appropriate? Well obviously, to know the source of the appropriateness would be to know how we can have passed it by. (Cavell 1996: 269)

 
kann nicht damit beantwortet werden, dass dasjenige, worauf Augustinus’ Beschreibung „zutrifft“ oder „stimmt“ als eine zur Fodorschen gewissermaßen konkurrierende Hypothese aufgefasst werden könnte.
 
Wittgenstein sagt rückblickend auf die §§ 2, 6, 8, dass „das Kind noch nicht nach der Benennung fragen“ könne (PU § 27); dass nur „wenn es schon klar ist, welche Rolle das Wort in der Sprache überhaupt spielen soll“, man schon weiß, „dass Einer mir ein Farbwort erklären will“, mir die „hinweisende Erklärung (...) zum Verständnis des Wortes verhelfen“ wird (PU § 30). Dies schlägt vor, dass Augustinus, wenn er es sich so vorstellt: 


Nannten die Erwachsenen irgendeinen Gegenstand und wandten sich dabei ihm zu, so nahm ich das wahr und ich begriff, dass der Gegenstand durch die Laute, die sie aussprachen, bezeichnet wurde, da sie auf ihn hingewiesen haben wollten. (PU § 1)

 
etwas „verwechselt“. Augustinus beschreibt sich so, als ob er über das verfügen würde, was Wittgenstein als notwendige Bedingung des Verstehens der hinweisenden Definition bespricht, während „in Wahrheit“ auf das Kind Augustinus nur das zutreffend sein kann, was Wittgenstein „hinweisendes Lehren“ nennt. Es ist jedoch festzuhalten, dass Wittgenstein seine Sprachspiele zum „hinweisenden Lehren“ „primitiv“ nennt. Das von ihm als „hinweisendes Lehren“ Dar-gestellte wird einen also nicht näher zu einem Verständnis des Verstehens des 
Wort-Gebrauchs führen als Augustinus’ Bild. Für beide gilt, gleichermaßen, dass vorausgesetzt ist, was hätte erklärt werden sollen.
 
Auch in den Bemerkungen über „Muster“ als „Mittel der Darstellung“ wird eine Antwort auf die in § 27 aufgeworfene Frage nach dem „Background-Knowledge“ zu finden sein. Womit feststeht: Erklärungen in Bezug auf „what does one need to possess to be able to ask for the name of a thing“ würden (uns) auf den (aporetischen) Weg Fodors führen oder schlicht Antworten der Art darstellen, mit der Wittgenstein seine Ausführungen in § 32 abschließt („so, als käme das Kind in ein fremdes Land und verstehe die Sprache des Landes nicht“ (§ 32)).
 
Was Wittgenstein anstrebt, wenn er Sprachspiele entwirft, ist nicht eine Erklärung durch eine andere zu ersetzen. Er warnt eindringlich: 


 Hier darf man nicht den Irrtum begehen zu glauben, dass ich aufzeige, wie die Sprache aufgebaut ist oder wie sie sich entwickelt hat. (Wittgenstein 1934 VO: 281)
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Der Vorwurf, in Augustinus’ Beschreibung sei eine petitio principii enthalten, erweist sich somit als ‚unterbestimmt‘.
 
Dass man nicht voraussetzen kann, was Augustinus als gegeben annimmt, lässt sich in (mindestens) zwei Weisen lesen: In der Art, wie Fodor dies offensichtlich tut, der sich von Philosophen in der Tradition Wittgensteins als nicht kritisiert betrachtet, da seine Language of Thought kein Fall einer Privat-Sprache sei, vielmehr ein Ausdruck dessen, dass die Einheit von Gegenstand und seiner begrifflichen Bestimmung die Bedingung der Möglichkeit von Sprache ist, die als eigenes Begriffssystem dem Erlernen von Sprache vorausgesetzt sein muss.
 
In der anderen Weise würde die Feststellung „For the picture actually presupposes what it purports to explain (...)“ (McGinn 1997: 69) jedoch nicht den Vorwurf einschließen, Augustinus’ Erklärung würde eine petitio principii darstellen.
 
Augustinus’ Rede davon, „dass der Gegenstand durch die Laute, die sie (die Erwachsenen) aussprachen, bezeichnet wurde“, kann für Wittgenstein nicht deswegen irreführend sein, insofern Augustinus etwas voraussetzt, was als Wissen um die Gegenstände bestimmt werden könnte. Falls dem so wäre, wäre mit den ersten Paragraphen der Philosophischen Untersuchungen der Augustinischen Erklärung ihr potentieller Erfolg bestritten. Die Sprachspiele „argumentieren“ gerade mittels des Bezugs auf das hypothetisch angenommene Gelingen der „Verbindung“ von Laut und Gegenstands-Bezeichnung.
 
 
Die Pointe davon ist, um dies ganz unwittgensteinisch zu formulieren, dass Augustinus’ Bild schlicht falsch ist.
 
„‚Wir benennen die Dinge und können nun über sie reden‘“ (PU § 27) – das ist das Verständnis, gegen das sich Wittgenstein wendet. Als „Quelle der Angemessenheit“ des in den Sprachspielen am Anfang der PU Dargestellten erweist sich eine bestimmte Ansicht, die den konventionellen Charakter der Verbindung von Zeichen und Gegenstand betrifft. Es ist die „Namenstäfelchen“-Sicht, die, wenn sie als Antwort auf die „allgemeine Frage“ nach der Bedeutung aufgenommen wird, das Problem generiert, wie man einen Erklärungszirkel vermeiden kann.
 
Wenn etwas im Augustinischen Bild vorausgesetzt ist, dann ist es das Bestehen einer bestimmten Sprache überhaupt, als einer, zu der sich Augustinus als zu lernender verhalten kann. Andernfalls ist nicht „angemessen“, dieses Verhältnis so zu beschreiben, als ob der Lehrer – A – nur die Rolle innehätte, die Aufmerksamkeit des Kindes Augustinus – B – auf etwas zu lenken. Eine Erklärung „von Grund auf“ müsste den Lehrer – A –, soweit es die Fähigkeit betrifft, sich mit Worten auf Worte zu beziehen, dem Schüler – B – angleichen –mit dem schon eingangs erwähnten Resultat. Die Unterscheidung zwischen „hinweisendem Lehren“ und „hinweisender Definition“ will also aufzeigen, inwiefern der Maßstab der korrekten Verwendung von Worten im Lehren /Lernen immer schon unterstellt ist. Dieser Maßstab wird nicht erst in dieser Lehr-Lern-Interaktion geschaffen.
 
Genau das ist aber mit den „Verbindungen“, die Augustinus hergestellt haben will, prätendiert. Daraus folgt aber nun auch: Es ist nicht so, dass unter Voraussetzung dessen, dass es die Sprache, deren Wörter Augustinus benützt, schon gibt, die von Augustinus offerierte Beschreibung zutreffend gemacht werden könnte.
 
In diesem Resultat wird auch erkennbar, inwieweit Fodors Annahme eines Sprachmechanismus Ausdruck eines – nachvollziehbaren – Unbehagens ge-genüber Wittgensteins „Methode“ ist. Schließlich sagt Wittgenstein über sie, seine Sprachspiele, selbst, sie würden die Aufgabe der Philosophie, den Gebrauch der Wörter zu klären, nur so erfüllen, dass gerade nicht „ein eigentliches Verständnis“ (PG VI § 72: 115) hergestellt werde.
 
Der erfahrene Wittgenstein-Leser wird hier vielleicht einwenden, dass das zitierte ‚Eingeständnis‘ Wittgensteins so nicht gemeint sei. Schließlich ist dort von einem „eigentlichen Verständnis“ die Rede. Das ändert allerdings nichts. Durch Sprachspiele unsere Sprache erhellen zu wollen, heißt zwar nicht, dass die Kriterien des Wortgebrauchs damit in eins fallen sollen, dass eine bestimmte Sprache eben gegeben ist. Aus der Distanz, vom Standpunkt des Sprachspiels, das von unserer Sprache unterschieden ist, fallen diese Kriterien aber eben  
damit zusammen, dass dies so ist, dass eine bestimme Sprache gesprochen wird.
 
Wie der Fortgang der Philosophischen Untersuchungen zeigt, ist es freilich nicht so, dass hierin Wittgensteins letztes Wort zur hinweisenden Definition liegen würde.
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 Der Grund, warum dies nicht gesehen und so vehement auf dem Zirkel-Vorwurf beharrt wird, liegt darin, dass die hinweisende Definition tatsächlich eine Verbindung zwischen Zeichen und Gegenständen herzustellen scheint. Sie ist gewissermaßen das handgreifliche Darstellungsobjekt für die Vorstellung des Verhältnisses der Repräsentation von Ideellem durch etwas ‚Gegebenes‘.
 
Dass dies die Essenz der Kritik Wittgensteins an der Beschreibung von Sprachverstehen darstellt, wird nicht zuletzt daran offenkundig, dass es Wittgenstein im Zuge des Verfassens dessen, was uns als Letztversion der PU vorliegt, immer unwichtiger wurde, eine Situation zu beschreiben, in der es uns klar sein könnte, welche Voraussetzungen genau in dieser Vorstellung einer Vertretung gemacht sind. So ist es etwa in einigen Frühversionen der PU so, dass A und B des Sprachspiels § 2 in klar bestimmte Kontexte gestellt sind. In MS 142 und TS 220 heißt es etwa noch: „Wir könnten uns vorstellen, dass die Sprache (3) die ganze Sprache des A&B ist; ja die ganze Sprache eines Stam-mes“ (Wittgenstein MS 142 § 7) „Die Kinder werden dazu erzogen, diese Tätigkeiten zu verrichten, diese Wörter dabei zu gebrauchen und so auf die Worten des Anderen zu reagieren.“ (Wittgenstein TS 220 § 7, Schulte 2001: 61, 214)
 
Die Kritik am Augustinischen Bild, dass sie auf einer falschen Auffassung der hinweisenden Definition beruht, ist für Wittgenstein aber, wie gesagt, keinesfalls Anlass, ihr ein Alternativmodell entgegen zu setzen. Denn von den sich hier einzig anbietenden zwei Varianten – die eine: mit „Dies ist“ wird etwas identifiziert, die andere: etwas prädiziert – kann für ihn keine in Frage kommen. Gegen das Identifikationsmodell spricht, dass es als Satzform die Stellung des Subjekts zu einem ihm unbekannten Gegenstand ausdrücken soll. Das konfligiert aber gerade mit dem Umstand, dass man „schon etwas wissen“ muss, um dem vorliegenden Hinweis verständig folgen zu können. Gegen das Prädikationsmodell wiederum spricht, dass das Haben einer Eigenschaft nicht das ist, was mit dem Satz „Dies ist ...“ ausgesagt sein soll.
 
Alles, was Wittgenstein zur hinweisenden Definition sagt, ist negativ. Und zeitigt zugleich folgendes Resultat: Die Geste reicht nicht zum Gegenstand hin; sie kann die Aufmerksamkeit in eine ‚Richtung‘ ‚dirigieren‘, mehr nicht. Die Vorstellung, dass das Hinweisen zur ‘Sache selbst’ führen könne, und das bedeutet, 
diese in ihrer Besonderheit als Exemplifizierung ihrer Art darstellen könne, ist irrig. Schon „dies“ im Kontext der Namenserklärung greift das Ding, an dem etwas gezeigt werden soll, heraus relativ zu dem, was nicht genau ‚dort‘ ist, da ihm nur im Vergleich zu etwas anderem eine Bestimmung zukommt.
 
Mittels eines Dings bzw. des Deutens auf es eine Worterklärung zur Anschauung bringen zu können, geht aber nur ‚da‘, wenn man von genau dem kruden Verständnis von ‚da‘ abgeht, das in der Vertretungsansicht unterstellt ist. Nur dann wäre folgende Frage zu bejahen: 


 „Ist es richtig, und in welchem Sinne, von der hinweisenden Definition zu sagen, sie setze wie die Verbaldefinition ein Zeichen für ein anderes; das Wort für den Hinweis?“ (Wittgenstein PG IV § 48: 90). Und Wittgenstein wirft selber ein: „Es ist sonderbar: Wir möchten das Verstehen einer Geste als ein Übersetzen in Worte erklären, und das Verstehen von Worten als ein Übersetzen in Gesten.“ (Wittgenstein PG I § 5: 42)

 
Wollte man weiter die etwas verfängliche Frage „Was genau sagt die hinweisende Definition?“ stellen, dann lautet die Antwort Wittgensteins: Bestimmte Wörter werden so gebraucht, dass ihre Erklärung sich durch eine ins-Verhältnis-Setzung zu Gegebenem veranschaulichen lässt. Seine Rede von „Mustern“ ist also nicht so zu verstehen, dass diese nun das wären, worauf rückbezogen das Ding/etwas bestimmt würde. Der Gegenstand ist als Teil der „Muster“ gedacht insofern, als, wenn etwas an ihm veranschaulicht wird, dies den Gegenstand zu einem „Muster“ macht. Wie Hacker dies anführt: 


Ostensive definition is bound up with the use of objects as samples. To explain what ‘red’ means by pointing to a ripe tomato and saying ‘This colour is red’ is to employ the tomato as a sample of the colour red. (Baker/Hacker 2005: 92)

 
Augustinus im Kontrast dazu begreift, was Sprache ausmacht, als Realisierung von Universalien in Gegebenem. Der Beweis der Existenz dessen, was über das Partikulare hinausgeht, ist an dem Partikularen jedoch nicht mehr aus- /ansprechbar (vgl: Burnyeat 1987). Es würde nämlich verlangen, das Verhältnis von Allgemeinem und Partikularem in einer Bestimmung anzugeben, die unterschieden von der ist, die mit ‚Partikular‘ und ‚Allgemein‘ schon benannt ist. So ist denn die Rede davon, dass Augustinus sich sich als Kind so vorstellt, als ob er in ein fremdes Land käme, 


(...) und verstehe die Sprache des Landes nicht; das heißt: so als habe es bereits eine Sprache, nur nicht diese. (Wittgenstein PU § 32)

 
auch eine Form davon, wie die vorgenommene Trennung von Partikularem und Allgemeinem überhaupt Sinn machen könne. Nämlich als Bild von bestimmten 
 Gegenständen, die in ihren Bestimmungen durch die Subsumtion unter Arten oder Ausdrücke erweitert werden.
 
Eigentlich ist es aber auch so, dass Wittgenstein nicht über Augustinus sagen kann, dass dieser etwas verwechsele. Denn dieser Verwechslung Plausibili-tät zuzugestehen, würde eben bedeuten, dass die Rede von bestimmten Gegenständen quer durch bestimmte Sprachen Sinn macht. Und nichts von dem, was Wittgenstein sagt, erlaubt eine solche Annahme.
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In 1929, Wittgenstein returned to Cambridge and philosophical writing, criticising his own earlier work and turning his focus to how language is used in ordinary life. These years were a time of transition between his early and his later work, and are of great interest for anyone who wants to understand the development of his thought. Wittgenstein’s writings and lectures during the first half of the 1930s play a crucial role in any interpretation of the relationship between the Tractatus and the Philosophical Investigations. The manuscripts from 1929 record his first steps away from the Tractatus; by the end of 1936, he had written an early version of the Philosophical Investigations.
 
In ‘The “Middle Wittgenstein”’, written for a Wittgenstein centennial conference held in 1989, I outlined an interpretation of the development of Wittgenstein’s work that concentrated on this “middle period”. In that paper, I concentrated on a number of crucial passages in which he decisively changed his conception of the nature of mind and language, moving away from Tractarian logical atomism, through what I called the “logical holism” of the late 1920s and early 1930s, and from there to his later “practical holism.”
 
In recent years, the changes and continuities in Wittgenstein’s philosophy during the first half of the 1930s have attracted increasing attention. The idea of a “Middle Wittgenstein” has also played a significant role in this debate, although the precise boundaries of this period and its distinguishing characteristics are disputed. It even has an entry of its own in the Oxford Bibliographies Online series, under the title “Ludwig Wittgenstein: Middle Works” (Biletzki 2011), alongside entries on the “Early Works” (McManus 2010) and the “Later Works” (Coliva and Moyal-Sharrock 2010). Proponents of a “two Wittgensteins” view usually see this as a relatively short period of transition from the earlier to the later philosophy in the late 192os or early 1930s, followed by several years during which the later views were fully articulated (see Hacker 1986, Hilmy 1987, Glock 1990, 1996, 2001, 2007). “Resolute” readers construe this period as a matter of an evolution from a unitary conception of philosophical method toward a plurality of philosophical methods. On both of these approaches, the “middle period” is a time of transition to be understood in terms of what comes earlier and later.
 
 
However others, including myself, have argued that the “middle period” is best understood as a distinctive phase in Wittgenstein’s work from the first half of the 1930s that cannot be accounted for in terms of the dissolution of the Tractarian approach to philosophy and the emergence of the later Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein’s thought was rapidly changing during the first half of the 1930s, and his writing from this period should not be taken as a blueprint for his later work. During these years, Wittgenstein began to set out a conception of philosophy as aiming at systematic clarification of the rules of our language in a philosophical grammar. However, by the time he composed the first draft of the Philosophical Investigations in 1936-37 he had given up this conception of philosophical grammar in favor of piecemeal criticism of specific philosophical problems. In short, this approach challenges the assumption that the only available alternative to the standard account, on which there is a definitive rift between the early and the later Wittgenstein, is a resolute reading on which Wittgenstein’s philosophy is essentially unitary. Versions of this reading can be found in work by myself (1991, 2004, ch. 5.2, 2005), Schulte (2002, 2011), Pichler (2004), and Engelmann (2011, 2013).
 
In this paper, I return to the question of the development of Wittgenstein’s thought during this “middle period”. I do so by looking at the origins of the rule-following considerations, and the relationship between Wittgenstein’s way of writing and his philosophical methods. To be specific, I follow a particular thread in Wittgenstein’s writings from the 1930s concerning rule-following and interpretation in order to see what light it casts on larger questions about Wittgenstein’s philosophical development and the relationship between the “middle period” and the Philosophical Investigations. As we shall see, those source texts are not only fascinating in their own right. They also provide a point of departure for an exploration of the relationship between Wittgenstein’s initial formulation of his ideas in his manuscripts and typescripts and their final expression in his most polished work. More broadly, they also raise methodological questions about how best to study the development of Wittgenstein’s philosophy.
 
Talking of “the development of Wittgenstein’s philosophy” may seem like a neutral way of describing our topic. However, that very expression lends itself to thinking of Wittgenstein’s philosophy as structured in a certain way, as developing from a starting point to an end point, from the early philosophy to the later philosophy, or from the Tractatus to the Philosophical Investigations. The writing done in between, whether in his manuscript volumes, or the various collections of remarks assembled in other manuscripts or typescripts, will then be seen as a matter of his taking a path that leads away from the earlier masterpiece and towards the later one. Joachim Schulte is one of the few writers on this topic to have drawn attention to the particular difficulties that stand in the  
way of giving one’s full and undivided attention to any one part of Wittgenstein’s writing, and especially his writing from 1929 to 1944, those texts written after the Tractatus and before the Philosophical Investigations. He frames this challenge in the following terms: 


 A general problem of reading and interpreting Wittgenstein [is] that it is enormously difficult to read a text as a complete and unified work and at the same time as a transitory stage within the author’s oeuvre as a whole. Early or intermediate stages will appear as something superseded by later insights. The first and last versions will be allotted special status while what happened in between will appear to be of minor relevance. (Schulte, 1998, 380)

 
This is particularly true in the case of Wittgenstein’s writings from 1929 and the early 1930s, precisely because they are usually seen as steps on a path that leads away from the Tractatus and towards the later philosophy. I believe that this interpretive “frame” has prevented readers of this material from appreciating the extent to which it comprises a variety of different approaches. In places, Wittgenstein explores ideas that he would later reject; in others, he sets out methods and techniques that are very different from those characteristic of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy in general, and of the Philosophical Investigations in particular. Indeed, in addition to the danger Schulte identifies in the passage quoted above, that of seeing the intermediate stages as superseded by later insights, we also have to beware of the complementary pitfall of seeing the work from the 1930s as a summary or outline of central ideas in the later work, even if they are actually very different. I explore this concern in more detail in my discussion of Wittgenstein’s first writings on the paradox of interpretation in the early 1930s later on in this paper.
 
A further difficulty, which has not as yet received much attention, is that many distinctive aspects of Wittgenstein’s later writing style emerge very early in the “middle period”. Pichler (2009) makes a strong case that almost all of the distinctive stylistic features of the Philosophical Investigations, both the features that Wittgenstein explicitly describes in the preface to that book, where he describes it as an album, and features that characterize its album-form more generally, are also characteristic of the Philosophical Remarks. Indeed, there are only two aspects of what Pichler describes as the “album-philosophy” of the Investigations that he does not find in the Remarks, namely its stylistic multiplicity and polyphony-the use of a variety of different ways of writing, and of a number of different voices, voices that are not clearly identified (Pichler, 2009, 65-66, 69.) The claim that these particular aspects are not instantiated in the Remarks is not defended at any length in the paper, but is simply made in passing in a summary table on p. 93. In Stern 2010, Part 3 I argue that both stylistic 
multiplicity and polyphony are important features of Philosophical Remarks §§54-58, passages that anticipate much of what is most distinctive about the Investigations’ approach to solipsism. In a pair of very interesting papers, William Child (2011, 2013) has independently developed a closely related reading of this material. For a thoroughgoingly resolute reading of Wittgenstein on solipsism in the Philosophical Remarks and Blue Book, see Techio 2012 and 2012a.
 
The Philosophical Remarks, assembled in the spring of 1930, is the first synoptic collection and arrangement of material that Wittgenstein made from his manuscript volumes during the 1930s. While it is likely that it was only assembled in order to provide Russell with material that he could review in order to write a fellowship report, it does provide a convenient review of the work that Wittgenstein had done during the first year or so of post-Tractatus writing. One can trace a path that leads from the opening chapters of the Philosophical Remarks, via the treatment of those topics in the Big Typescript, the Blue Book and the Brown Book, leading up to the material we now know as the Early Investigations , written circa 1937.
 
While one can argue about the extent, and significance, of the similarities and dissimilarities between any two of these items, there can be no doubt that the Philosophical Remarks addresses many of the themes that would preoccupy Wittgenstein throughout the following decade. In retrospect, we can see it as an early stage in a process of revision and rearrangement that would ultimately result in the production of Part I of the Philosophical Investigations. Yet, at the same time, there is a considerable distance that separates the two texts. Part of the difficulty in assessing the nature of this distance is that the Philosophical Remarks, like the Big Typescript, is a transitional work, in which a wide variety of different ideas are explored in a highly provisional way. Seen in hindsight, it is easy for us to read it as setting out a much more well worked out and coherent position than the text in question actually supports, for we can hardly help reading it as anticipating, or outlining, positions that have since become familiar. It is only too easy to read those books as early versions of the familiar positions that are usually attributed to the Philosophical Investigations. For this reason, we need to interpret them not only by means of the standard philosophical strategy of identifying the first formulation of views we recognize from the later work, but also by identifying the conflicting and often contradictory impulses at work in Wittgenstein’s writing from the early 1930s.
 
In particular, in addition to the standard lineage of subsequent typescripts from this period outlined above, we should also consider texts where Wittgenstein reacted against interpretations of his work that he considered misleading or mistaken. While the placement of the “Foreword” to the published Philosophical Remarks is an editorial artifice, the “Sketch for a Foreword”, written in November  
1930, from which it is excerpted does provide a revealing statement of the spirit in which Wittgenstein wrote. It can be read as a reply to the Vienna Circle’s manifesto for its scientific philosophy, published in 1929, in which Wittgenstein, along with Russell and Einstein, was cited as a leading influence on their work. Wittgenstein characterized that spirit as a search for clarity for its own sake, and sharply contrasted it with the spirit of the “progressive civilization” in which we live. Josef Rothhaupt has argued that this series of remarks in Wittgenstein’s manuscript volumes is best understood as the preface to the Kringel-Buch, a very different collection of material from the 1930s (Rothhaupt and Vossenkuhl 2013).
 
Wittgenstein’s own views were constantly changing and developing during these years, and with the possible exception of Waismann, most of his interlocutors were primarily interested in making use of his ideas for their own work. Each of these ideas takes on a wide variety of different forms, and formulations, in the hands of the figures who took part in this discussion. For instance, in his conversations with members of the Vienna Circle in the late 1920s, Wittgenstein introduced the notion of a principle of verification: the idea, roughly speaking, that the meaning of an empirical claim consists in what would confirm, or provide evidence for that claim. Carnap’s memoir speaks of “Wittgenstein’s principle of verifiability” (Schilpp 1963, 45). In 1930, both Moore and Waismann recorded Wittgenstein as saying that “the sense of a proposition is the way in which it is verified” (Wittgenstein 1993, 59; Waismann 1967, 79). Further development of the view can be found in the contemporaneous Philosophical Remarks (Wittgenstein 1964, §§59, 150, 160, 225, 232).60 Later on, Wittgenstein would say that questions about verification are just one way of talking about how words are used (Wittgenstein 1953, §353), but his earlier pronouncements are much more dogmatic.
 
Waismann’s extensive and carefully dated notes of their meetings, the manuscripts based on his work with Wittgenstein, and the book that he ultimately wrote based on this collaboration provide us with a detailed record of various stages of their relationship (Waismann 1967, 1997, Wittgenstein and Waismann 2003).61 The earlier material, a systematic digest of Wittgenstein’s ideas, presumably provided the basis for Waismann’s regular reports on Wittgenstein’s views at the Vienna Circle’s meetings, which, we are told, were prefaced by the disclaimer “I shall relate to you the latest developments in Wittgen 
stein’s thinking but Wittgenstein rejects all responsibility for my formulations. Please note that” (Janik and Veigl 1998, 63).62
 
Waismann’s work on the book can be divided into several distinct phases. During the first phase, from the late 1920s to 1931, he planned to write a comprehensive introduction to Wittgenstein’s philosophy, incorporating the leading ideas of the Tractatus and Wittgenstein’s more recent work into a systematic exposition. In 1930, Waismann’s projected volume, Logic, Language, Philosophy, was advertised in Erkenntnis as the first volume in a series of books setting out the views of the Vienna Circle. However, Wittgenstein became increasingly unhappy with the plan, writing to Schlick on November 20, 1931 that he was “convinced that Waismann would present many things in a form completely different from what I take to be correct” (Wittgenstein and Waismann 2003, xxvii.) Matters came to a head on December 9, when Wittgenstein met with Waismann to discuss “Theses,” a summary of Waismann’s interpretation of his philosophy (Waismann 1967, 233-261 and 182-186.) Characteristically, Wittgenstein repudiated not only the details of Waismann’s exposition, but also its very title, insisting that none of his philosophy consisted in formulating theses (Waismann 1967, 183). It is this fundamental disagreement, or misunderstanding, that was to be the single biggest obstacle in Wittgenstein’s attempts at collaboration with Waismann on a systematic exposition of his ideas. This was so even when the text in question was no more than a restatement of what Wittgenstein had said (Waismann 1967), or an arrangement of what Wittgenstein dictated to Waismann (Wittgenstein and Waismann 2003), for it still failed to capture the point of what Wittgenstein was trying to do with these ideas.
 
Wittgenstein criticized both the Tractatus and the “Theses” for their “dogmatism”: they claim that a logical analysis of ordinary language into elementary propositions is possible, but do not carry it out.63 Instead of conceiving of philosophy as a matter of searching for an analysis of our language, Wittgenstein now characterized it as a matter of clarifying our current grasp of language, in terms that anticipate some of his most famous later statements about the nature 
of philosophy,64 and connect them with the method recommended toward the end of the Tractatus: 


 As regards your Theses, I once wrote, If there were theses in philosophy, they would have to be such that they do not give rise to disputes. For they would have to be put in such a way that everyone would say, Oh yes, that is of course obvious... I once wrote, The only correct way method of doing philosophy consists in not saying anything and leaving it to another person to make a claim.65 That is the method I now adhere to. (Waismann 1967, 183-4)

 
In order to make sense of pronouncements like this, we need to attend not only to what Wittgenstein wrote, but also to his consistently negative response to attempts by others to make use of his ideas.
 
The discussion of some of the most important and controversial topics in the Philosophical Investigations is remarkably brief, and sometimes extremely compressed. For instance, private language (§§243-315) occupies just sixteen pages; the self and solipsism (§§398-411) take up barely four. Given that Wittgenstein wrote many hundreds of pages on these issues in his Nachlass, including a great deal of preparatory material from which he selected the remarks published in the Philosophical Investigations, a number of interpreters have found it attractive and helpful to turn to that source material for further information. In view of the fact that there is considerable disagreement about the extent to which it is appropriate, or helpful, to make use of the Nachlass in this way, there has been remarkably little discussion of the methodological issues raised by such a genetic approach to the text.66 Instead, a relatively small group of enthusiastic Nachlass readers have drawn extensively on the Nachlass with the aim of casting light on the Philosophical Investigations, while other interpreters have, for the most part, made little or no use of these materials.
 
Looking back from the vantage point of the final text of the Philosophical Investigations, one will naturally be inclined to classify the source material depending on how close or distant it is to that destination. The closest source material of all contains the very words used in the published text. Rough drafts, 
earlier versions and alternative formulations of the remarks in the Philosophical Investigations can also be regarded as somewhat more distant parts of the same stratum of immediate antecedents. This material allows us to date the composition and arrangement of different strands of the polished text, to see connections between different parts of the finished work, and review different formulations of familiar points. Next, there is the larger body of writing on a given topic from which the published material was selected, and related discussion of the topics treated there. In some cases, the material in these source manuscripts that was not used in the final text may have been left out of the revision process simply because another passage made the same point more effectively. In other cases, Wittgenstein may have had a change of mind about the passage, perhaps because he decided that two topics that were intertwined in the draft material did not belong together in the final version, or even because he no longer accepted the ideas set out there. Thus, as soon as we broaden our attention from our first group of source texts-original occurrences of published remarks–towards the second and third-earlier versions of those remarks, and the manuscript or typescript in which those remarks are located-we find we have to evaluate the remarks that make up that context, in order to work out the extent to which they amplify what is said in the finished text, and the extent to which they represent a distinct, earlier view. Further off still is the earlier work that takes a different approach to those topics, including material setting out views that can be construed as the targets of Wittgenstein’s later criticism. Applying the same approach to the last group of source texts-earlier work on these topics-leads one to ask the same question: which passages can one can regard as further elaborating the outlook of the author of the Philosophical Investigations, and which set out earlier views, which he would have rejected or repudiated?
 
Books that focus on the “middle Wittgenstein”67-all tell a story that moves forward from the Tractatus to the Philosophical Investigations. That story turns on identifying the first formulation of “middle period” positions that can be attributed to the Philosophical Investigations and so stresses the continuities between Wittgenstein’s writing in the 1930s and the Philosophical Investigations . For all their differences over matters large and small, the authors of these 
books agreed in the overall approach they took to understanding the development of Wittgenstein’s thought. We construed the Philosophical Investigations as in part a systematic articulation of ideas developed in manuscripts from the 1930s, and in part a reaction to Wittgenstein’s work in the Tractatus and the manuscripts written in 1929 and the very early 1930s. We traced the first emergence of key themes from the Philosophical Investigations in the Nachlass, recognizing that the process of revision provided an access to the development of Wittgenstein’s philosophy that could not be gained from the published material alone. We gave particular attention to identifying turning points in Wittgenstein’s manuscripts, passages that, we claimed, resolved long-standing disputes about the positions adopted by the author of the Philosophical Investigations. We looked for “crucial passages... passages in which he decisively changes his conception of the nature of mind and language, moving away from the Tractatus and toward the Philosophical Investigations” as I put it in my earlier paper on “The ‘middle Wittgenstein’” (Stern, 1991, 205). In Jaakko Hintikka’s rather more vivid turn of phrase, we looked for “the ‘smoking gun’ that clinched the case in Wittgenstein’s notebooks or in other unpublished materials” (Hintikka 1991, 189; 1996, 6).
 
However, in searching for passages that marked a transition from an earlier position to a later one, we were primed to look for a steady process of development in the content of Wittgenstein’s views. Indeed, this research led, for the most part, to readings of the positions Wittgenstein sets out in the 1930s as early formulations of the leading ideas of the Philosophical Investigations.
 
At first sight, Cora Diamond’s much-discussed reading of Wittgenstein,68 with its stress on the unity of his philosophy, and the “resolute” interpretations of Wittgenstein’s work it has inspired might seem to be quite incompatible with a reading of his writing from the 1930s that turns on his criticism of his earlier views. Early critics of the New Wittgensteinian reading, including Hacker, observed that “defenders of Diamond’s interpretation have produced no evidence at all from the post-1929 documents to support their view” (Hacker 2001, 139; see also 126-140.) Those critics also argued that there was no trace of the argumentative strategy Diamond attributes to the Tractatus in the Nachlass materials from 1929 and the early 1930s. Diamond has since replied that an insistence on the unity of Wittgenstein’s philosophy is quite compatible with a recognition that it did change and develop in crucial respects, especially his conception of clarification (Diamond 2004; see also Conant 2007, 2011, Kuusela 2008, 2011 and Cahill 2011). This approach, which Conant has dubbed “mild mono-Wittgensteinianism,” 
faces, as he puts it, the challenge of both doing “full justice to the profound discontinuity in Wittgenstein’s thinking without neglecting... the extent to which it is folded within a fundamental continuity in his philosophy” while also doing “full justice to the profound continuity in his thinking without minimizing ...the extent to which it is folded within a fundamental discontinuity in his philosophy” (Conant 2007, 31-32; see also notes 19 and 136). With this acknowledgement of the complex interplay of continuity and discontinuity in the development of Wittgenstein’s philosophy, by not only Diamond and Conant, but also other resolute readers such as Kuusela and Cahill, we have moved a considerable distance from the radically unitary reading that Diamond originally seemed to be advocating. Instead, we are back where we started, with the task of mapping out the similarities and dissimilarities between Early, Middle and Later Wittgenstein, and looking for turning points in his writing.
 
In recent years, a number of interpreters, myself included, have challenged these methods, which assumed that once one had identified the turning point at which the distinctive views of “the later Wittgenstein” had emerged, one could then mine the subsequent “middle period” writings for evidence of those views. Such a focus on continuities in wording can lead one to overlook deep discontinuities between the use of those words in earlier and later contexts. For instance, Hacker’s strategy of using evidence from the source manuscripts to construe the Philosophical Investigations as committed to certain views, such as individualism about meaning, or the arbitrariness of grammar, depends on the presumption that there is a basic continuity between the selected remarks and the excluded remarks. That presumption fails to take the authorial act of selecting text for publication sufficiently seriously. I can only make this claim briefly here, and will refer the reader to much more detailed defense of it elsewhere.69 James Klagge and Alfred Nordmann provide an acute summary of the dangers of this approach: 


 One of the reasons we scholars want to read the Nachlass is that we are very content with Wittgenstein’s formulations-happy to read and quote them. The formulations seem perfectly adequate for our purposes. Indeed, when Wittgenstein is least satisfied we tend to be most satisfied, because he is least satisfied when he falls into the idiom that we find most familiar and understandable, and that he does not want to buy into. So what are we to make of the fact that he, and only he, is not content? Are we really keeping that in mind every time we quote something from the Nachlass? How would Wittgenstein scholarship 
be different if we decided to restrict ourselves to those formulations about which we are fairly confident that he considered them adequate? (Wittgenstein 1993, ix, n. 4.)

 
 Now that the entire Wittgenstein Nachlass can be easily surveyed by anyone with access to the Bergen electronic edition, the pitfalls of the pre-digital strategy of casting light on the published work by looking back at the earliest sources and the history of their revision-memorably described as “passage-hunting in the Nachlass jungle” (Glock 2007, 47 and 1990, 152)-have become apparent. If one focuses on those source texts in isolation, it is only too easy to construe Wittgenstein’s manuscripts as a record of the gradual emergence of his final considered views. In that case, one will take the early formulations of remarks in the Tractatus and Philosophical Investigations, passages that are sometimes shorter and more direct than the final, published version, and on other occasions, much longer and more detailed, as a reliable guide to what their author really meant when he made use of those words many years later. On the other hand, digitally informed research on Wittgenstein has made possible a broader perspective on the development of his work as a whole. It has also facilitated an appreciation of the great distance that often separates the forceful statement of philosophical theses in Wittgenstein’s manuscripts from the 1930s and the nuanced placement of those words within a larger dialogical framework in the Philosophical Investigations. Thus, while the first, pre-digital, stage of research on the Nachlass in the 1980s and 1990s tended to interpret the Tractatus and Philosophical Investigations as restating and further articulating positions that Wittgenstein had arrived at in the source manuscripts, recent work on the Nachlass has led to a new appreciation of the distinctive style and character of Wittgenstein’s masterpieces.
 
One group of Wittgenstein interpreters, including the early Gordon Baker, Peter Hacker and Hanjo Glock (Baker and Hacker, 1980, 1980a, 1985; Hacker 1990, 1996, 2012; Glock 1996) maintain that Wittgenstein’s later philosophy emerged in the early 1930s, and that it is already clearly stated in works by Wittgenstein and Waismann from 1932-34 (see Baker’s preface to Wittgenstein and Waismann 2003). According to this reading, we can already find clear formulations of many central commitments of the later Wittgenstein in his “middle period” writings. If one draws a dividing line in the early 1930s, then one will presume that, other things being equal, material written after that point states the views of the “later Wittgenstein” and can all be mined for statements of the later Wittgenstein’s philosophical methods and his views about the nature of grammar and rules of language. This will lend substantial support to a reading of the Philosophical Investigations on which the identification of grammatical 
rules, and their use, in Hacker’s Strawsonian turn of phrase, to police the bounds of sense, plays a central role.
 
On the other hand, one may, like Schulte, Pichler, Engelmann, and myself, construe this material as evidence about Wittgenstein’s outlook at the time, rather than a settled conviction that he maintained in later years. On this alternative reading, Wittgenstein’s thought was rapidly changing during 1930-34, and what he wrote during that period should not be taken as a blueprint for his later work. Wittgenstein was drawn, during this transitional period in the early 1930s, toward a conception of philosophy on which its aim is to clarify, in a systematic way, the rules of our language in a philosophical grammar. However, by the time he composed the first draft of the Philosophical Investigations in 1936-37 he had given up this conception of philosophical grammar in favor of piecemeal criticism of specific philosophical problems.70
 
If we follow Hacker’s reading we will construe Wittgenstein, not only in the early 1930s, but also throughout the rest of his career, as a philosophical grammarian, using the rules of our ordinary language to make clear the bounds of sense and so rule out certain philosophical claims and theories as mistaken. In that case, we will be inclined to draw a sharp line between scenarios that are logically possible, and thus conceivable, on the one hand, and those that are logically impossible, ruled out by the grammar of our language on the other. Traditional philosophy makes claims that may appear attractive, but on closer examination they prove to be nonsense, for they break grammatical rules. The task of the Wittgensteinian philosopher is, accordingly, to provide arguments that make these errors clear. If however, we give up the idea that it is the rules of our ordinary language that enable us to demarcate sense and nonsense, we also have to give up the correlative notion that there is a clear boundary between sense and nonsense. Whether or not a particular form of words makes sense does not simply depend on the rules of our language, but on the particular circumstances in which we are drawn to utter them, and the reasons we have for finding them attractive. Our attention turns from the question of whether the words under examination are grammatically well formed to the fantasies, or illusions, that motivate us to say such things, and lead us to offer another form of words when it turns out that our first formulation misfires.
 
 
My own view is that Wittgenstein was continually moving back and forth between proto-philosophical theorizing and Pyrrhonian criticism of such theories, and that we can find evidence for and against a “resolute” reading of his work at every stage of his career. Rather than looking for a decisive dividing line that clearly separates an earlier Wittgenstein who proposed various philosophical theories, and a later Pyrrhonian Wittgenstein who resolutely criticized such theories, we need to recognize that Wittgenstein felt the pull of both these im-pulses-the attractions of philosophical theorizing, and the critical attack on those theories-throughout his life. We can see the dialectic between these impulses at work in every stage of his career. However, it takes on a particularly central role in the transitional period that begins with his return to Cambridge in 1929 and ends with the composition of the Early Investigations in Norway in 1936-7.
 
The first half of this paper has looked at questions of interpretive strategy at a rarified level: general principles, not specific instances. But in the end, these questions cannot be resolved from a position far above the landscape, but rather on the rough ground, by considering specific issues, as they arise in specific texts, on particular occasions. So, in the second half of this paper, I turn to approaching these questions by means of a critical assessment of Robert Fogelin‘s insightful and explicit exposition of Wittgenstein’s rule-following paradox, or paradox of interpretation, in Taking Wittgenstein at his Word.71 Roughly speaking, the paradox concerns the idea that “a rule can be variously interpreted in every case” or “that no course of action could be determined by a rule, because every course of action can be brought into accord with the rule” (Philosophical Investigations, §201).
 
Fogelin opens the first chapter of his book by setting out this paradox: 


 Readers of Philosophical Investigations are familiar with the story of the child being taught to produce the series of even numbers starting with 2. She starts out well enough, writing down 2, 4, 6, 8. However, when asked to pick up the series at 1000, she writes down 1000, 1004, 1008, 1012 (PI 183). Told that she is no longer following the instructions we gave her-no longer doing the same thing-she replies that she is, perhaps saying, “Look, see for yourself!” The rub is this: Whatever she writes down, there will be some interpretation of the instructions we gave her-indeed, endlessly many interpretations-such that she has acted in conformity with the rule, and endlessly many interpretations such that she has not. Hence, we arrive at what Wittgenstein calls a paradox: 


PI 201. This was our paradox: no course of action could be determined by a rule, because every course of action can be made out to accord with the rule. The answer 
was: if everything can be made out to accord with the rule, then it can also be made out to conflict with it. And so there would be neither accord nor conflict here. (Fogelin 2009, 15-16.72)


 
 On Fogelin’s reading, Wittgenstein’s target 


is a certain account of rule-following that, he shows, leads to a paradox. We might call it the interpretational account. To fix this firmly in mind, from now on I will talk about Wittgenstein’s paradox of interpretation. The paradox is this: If we hold that following a rule always involves acting in conformity with an interpretation, then whatever we do will count as both following the rule and not following the rule. Can’t this matter be resolved by declaring what interpretation we are acting under? This will not help, for it simply reinstates the paradox of interpretation: Whatever we say about our intended interpretation will also admit of various interpretations. No interpretation can stop this regress; none has a built-in immunity to further interpretation. There are, we might say, no self- interpreting interpretations. (Fogelin 2009, 15-16.)
 
 

 
What the paradox shows, he says, “is that there is a way of grasping a rule that is not an interpretation.” Surprisingly-actually, incredibly-Kripke never cites this passage in Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language and thus misses what I take to be the central moral of Wittgenstein’s paradox: Rule-following cannot be made determinate-or, by extension, meanings cannot be fixed-through interpretation alone. (Fogelin 2009, 17.73)
 
 

 
If someone does not act appropriately when instructions are expressed one way, it may help to express them differently. Wittgenstein is not opposed to interpretations understood this way. What he does oppose is the claim (or assumption, or inclination to think) that every meaningful application of a term involves an act of interpretation. (Fogelin 2009, 19.)
 
 

 
... Wittgenstein does not hold that the paradox of rule-following is unavoidably thrust upon us as something we will have to learn to live with. To put the matter more strongly, for Wittgenstein there is no “paradox” of rule-following. The thought that it is paradoxical is the product of a misconception, namely, the misconception that rule-following is always grounded in (or implicitly contains) acts of interpretation. (Fogelin 2009, 22.)

 
So far, for most readers, this will have been a review and summary of one of the most well-worn topics in the Philosophical Investigations. But my reason for revisiting Fogelin’s discussion in some detail here is that he does something 
strikingly original in his framing of this reading: he takes Wittgenstein’s unusually clear and concise statement of the paradox of interpretation in Philosophical Grammar §9 as his key text. In doing so, he does precisely what we expect of an interpretation of the Philosophical Investigations on rule-following: he rephrases Wittgenstein’s thought in a more conventional manner. Yet he does so in a deliberately minimal way, “taking Wittgenstein at his word”, with the aim of respecting Wittgenstein’s “claims that his aim is purely therapeutic and that he is not in the business of presenting and defending philosophical theses.” (Fogelin 2009, xi.) What is crucial for my purposes is that he does so by appeal to one of the first formulations of these ideas in the middle period, and takes it as a key to understanding the Philosophical Investigations on that topic.
 
Section 9 of the Philosophical Grammar, then, runs as follows: 


9 [a]74 Suppose the order to square a series of numbers is written in the form of a table, thus: 
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–It seems to us as if by understanding the order we add something to it, something that fills the gap between command and execution. So that if someone said “You understand it, don’t you, so it is not incomplete” we could reply “Yes, I understand it, but only because I add something to it, namely the interpretation.”–But what makes you give just this interpretation? Is it the order? In that case it was already unambiguous, since it demanded this interpretation. Or did you attach the interpretation arbitrarily? In that case what you understood was not the command, but only what you made of it.
 
 

 
[b]75 (While thinking philosophically we see problems in places where there are none. It is for philosophy to show that there are no problems.)
 
 

 
[c]76 But an interpretation is something that is given in signs. It is this interpretation as opposed to a different one (running differently). So if one were to say “Any sentence still 
stands in need of an interpretation” that would mean: no sentence can be understood without a rider.
 
 

 
 [d]77Of course sometimes I do interpret signs, give signs an interpretation; but that does not happen every time I understand a sign. (If someone asks me “What time is it?” there is no inner process of laborious interpretation; I simply react to what I see and hear. If someone whips out a knife at me, I do not say “I interpret that as a threat”.)

 
Fogelin regards this passage as exemplary because it sets out, in just a few short paragraphs, the central theme of his reading of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy: the rejection of an interpretational account of rule-following, and its replacement with what he calls a “defactoist” account. The interpretational account is sketched in the first three sentences of the first paragraph: to understand an order, or any other sentence, one must add an interpretation to it. The sounds we produce when we speak, or the marks we make on the page when we write, are always potentially ambiguous, an ambiguity that can only be resolved by an interpretation. Of course, this notion of “interpretation” is itself open to interpretation, and Wittgenstein will later argue in much greater detail that we are unable to formulate any such conception in a way that will do the work we ask of it. He begins to indicate these problems in the second half of the first and third paragraphs. If the interpretation is already demanded by the words in question, or the person who produced them, then those words are not really ambiguous; but if the hearer adds it, it is hard to see how we can avoid the conclusion that we make up the meaning, rather than find out what it is. Even worse, whatever interpretation we may come up with will itself be expressed in words, words which are themselves open to yet another level of interpretation.
 
Fogelin’s principal reason for taking this passage as his point of departure is the intimation, in the final paragraph, of the defactoist approach to rule-following he attributes to Wittgenstein. Fogelin does not define the term; the closest he comes to a summary of what he has in mind is to say that it involves “the rejection of appeals to rational processes where philosophers typically have attempted to find or supply them,” (Fogelin 2009, 41) and interpreta-tionalism is his leading example of such an appeal. However, he does identify a number of characteristic features of Wittgenstein’s defactoism. One is the central role he gives to natural responses and training in his account of rule-following, and in particular, the point that the kind of training a creature can undergo depends on its natural or instinctive responses. Another is his “rejection 
of the idea that training is merely an external device intended to induce in the trainee a grasp of the correctness, the legitimacy, of what he has been trained to do” (Fogelin 2009, 35-36.) However, on the surface, the point made in paragraph [d] is a much more modest one: namely, that there are cases where we understand signs without interpreting them.
 
In the opening chapter of Taking Wittgenstein at his Word, Fogelin observes that as far as he has been able to discover, the paradox of interpretation makes its first appearance in Wittgenstein’s writings in §9 of the Philosophical Grammar . He adds in a footnote: “in all likelihood, there are earlier occurrences of this paradox, or at least anticipations of it, that I have not found” (Fogelin 2009, p. 20, n. 5.) It is perhaps worth observing that this is characteristic of a widespread reluctance to make use of the Nachlass and the Bergen Electronic Edition (Wittgenstein 2000) by many distinguished Wittgenstein experts.
 
A search of the Wittgenstein Nachlass for all instances of the word Deutung (interpretation) provides some support for both of Fogelin’s proposals concerning the origins of the paradox of interpretation. On the one hand, the words Fogelin quotes from the Philosophical Grammar do make up the first statement of the paradox in Wittgenstein’s writings. On the other hand, each paragraph was originally composed on a separate occasion, most of them several years earlier.
 
The first time the four paragraphs all come together is in Part II of MS 114, a reworking of material from the Big Typescript (Wittgenstein 2005), from which paragraphs [a], [c] and [d] were selected. They are followed by the first occurrence of [b], Wittgenstein’s parenthetical methodological remark. It is only in MS 140, a further reworking of that material, and the basis for the Philosophical Grammar, that all four remarks occur in their present order. Only [c] is reused later, in §229 of Zettel (Wittgenstein 1967).
 
Paragraph [a], the introduction of the paradox, was the first to be drafted, on page 278 of MS 109, the fifth of a series of volumes that Wittgenstein used to keep a record of his work in progress from January 1929 onward, dated 29 January 1931. An early version of the fourth and final paragraph, [d], the defactoist response, was written down a couple of weeks later, on 15 February 1931, on page 110 of the sixth volume in that series, MS 110. While the wording is rather different from the final version, the point is already clearly stated; later revision is a matter of making it sharper and more concise. The third paragraph, [c], which further develops the paradox, first occurs on page 267 of MS 110, and is dated 2 July 1931. These three-[a], [c], and the source material for [d]-were typed up not long afterward, when Wittgenstein selected passages from his notebooks for use in his book project. That typescript, TS 211, was then cut up into slips, rearranged into a topical order (TS 212), and then typed up afresh, in  
what has become known as the Big Typescript (TS 213). These three remarks are in close proximity in sections 4 and 5 of the first chapter of that book. Near the end of §4, [a] is immediately followed by [c]; an early version of [d] follows shortly afterward, part of §5.
 
What can we learn from this excavation of the sources of Fogelin’s chosen passage from §9 of the Philosophical Grammar? First, that while these ideas are first formulated during the first half of 1931, they do not come together in a single, forcefully expressed sequence until Wittgenstein’s work on revising the Big Typescript, circa 1934. Even then, our passage does not play a role in the articulation of an extended train of thought in the opening chapters of the Philosophical Grammar. Instead, it is just one more example that drives home the principal claim of the opening chapter of the Big Typescript, namely that mental processes of understanding, meaning, and interpreting, whether of a proposition, a word, or a command, “drop out of our considerations”, to borrow words from the title of the first section of that chapter. Indeed, until Fogelin noticed the way that it prefigures a central idea in Wittgenstein’s later philosophy, the passage had attracted no attention at all, to the best of my knowledge.
 
In the Philosophical Investigations, the paradox of interpretation plays a very different role. There, the extended discussion of that paradox in §§143-242 follows, and builds on, Wittgenstein’s treatment of a series of related paradoxes in §§1-142.78 The paradoxes that are presented in the remarks that lead up to the paradox of interpretation, the paradoxes of ostensive definition, explanation, and intentionality, are each introduced and given an initial response within the space of a page or two, more or less along the lines of the presentation of the paradox of interpretation in Philosophical Grammar §9. Furthermore, the paradox of interpretation is a leading theme throughout §§143-242. It is first explicitly introduced in §143, discussed in §§144-155, which also introduce a closely related paradox at §151 concerning what is involved in understanding the system behind a series of numbers, and is then ostensibly put to one side while related issues are explored for over 20 remarks. Wittgenstein reintroduces the paradox of understanding of §151 in §179, and the paradox of interpretation then returns to center stage in §185. The discussion of the paradox of interpretation in §§198-202 is often regarded as the key statement of Wittgenstein’s paradox, and is treated by Fogelin as essentially a restatement of the argument of §9 of the Philosophical Grammar. However, it is only the high point of a far more extensive 
and more complex discussion of a whole host of related issues, a discussion that continues for another 40 remarks afterwards.
 
A key point in §202 of the Philosophical Investigations, presented as a consequence of the resolution of the paradox of interpretation presented in §2o1, is that following a rule is a practice, a point that is not mentioned in the Philosophical Grammar. So while the paradox is memorably stated in §9 of the Philosophical Grammar, its role is substantially different on that occasion. Indeed, when Wittgenstein did develop these ideas about the paradox of interpretation during the second half of the 193os, he did not make any use of his previous drafts. With the exception of paragraph [c], which was later included in Zettel, none of this material was reworked or reused after the construction of the Philosophical Grammar in the mid-1930s.
 
Still, one might ask, once we note that the early formulation of the paradox of interpretation plays a very different role in the Philosophical Grammar from the Philosophical Investigations, how much difference does this really make? Why shouldn’t one draw on an early and striking formulation of an idea to cast light on a more intricate and involved later development of that idea? While this can certainly be an attractive strategy, the danger is that the initial exposition, precisely because of its clear and didactic tone, may prove an oversimplified, or even misleading, guide to the fully developed work. A full exploration of the different approaches to the paradox of interpretation in the two books would call for a far-reaching evaluation of the differences between Wittgenstein’s conception of rule-following and grammar in the early 1930s and the late 1930s. Nevertheless, at the very least, we can say that Wittgenstein’s target is a much narrower one when the paradox is initially formulated, namely the idea that there must be some intermediary that connects a speaker’s words and a hearer’s understanding, or an order and its execution. As a result, the paradox and its resolution can be concisely set out in a few short paragraphs. In the Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein uses it in a variety of different ways. One of the positive themes he explores in this connection is to draw out some of the connections between rule-following and practices. He also uses it to attack the very idea that rule-following is ungrounded unless we can give an explanation that does not rely on anyone’s responses, a grounding that is global and contextless. But this is not an idea that can be rebutted, or even set out, in a few sentences, and one of the leading tasks of that book is to explore the many ways in which it can distort our self-understanding, and how best to resist it.
 
To return to Klagge and Nordmann’s way of framing this issue, Fogelin is “very content” (Wittgenstein 1993, ix, n. 4) with Wittgenstein’s exposition of the paradox of interpretation in the Philosophical Grammar, yet Wittgenstein’s formulation of those ideas “about which we are fairly confident that he considered  
them adequate” (ibid) in Philosophical Investigations §§143-242 is very different. In the Philosophical Grammar, Wittgenstein uses the paradox of interpretation to make a clear, concise, and relatively straightforward point; in the Philosophical Investigations that point is still made, but only as one part of a much larger multi-voiced discussion that pursues a whole host of related issues.79
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1 Die Helsinki Edition der PU, die Kritisch-genetischeEdition der PU
 
Die Philosophischen Untersuchungen, Wittgensteins zweites Opus magnum ist zugleich das Opus summum als Spätwerk – ein Meisterwerk. Die Darstellung der Genese der „Philosophischen Untersuchungen“ (=PU) wie sie Georg Henrik von Wright in seiner bahnbrechenden, richtungsweisenden und bis heute maß-gebenden Studie „The Origin and Composition of Wittgenstein’s Investigations“80 vorgelegt hat, ist der mögliche und sinnvolle Fokus auf eine besondere Entwick-lungsphase dieses Opus summum Wittgensteins. Nun ist naturgemäß jedes Fokussieren mit dem Ausblenden des weiteren Umfeldes und größeren Kontex-tes verbunden. Gerät dieser Umstand in Vergessenheit, so führt dies zur Veren-gung und Verkürzung der Gesamtgenese von Wittgensteins Opus summum. G. H. von Wrights Studie zur PU-Genese hat Manuskript MS142 als PU-Urfassung, TS220 mit Vorwort TS225 und TS221 als PU-Frühfassung, TS239 als bearbeitete PU-Frühfassung, TS227(I)+TS242 als PU-Zwischenfassung und TS227(I+II) als PU-Spätfassung81 ins Zentrum der PU-Genese gerückt und so die 
Erforschung dieser Genese begründet und vorangetrieben. Diese Studie ist alsdann auch die Grundlage für die von Joachim Schulte im Jahre 2001 herausge-gebene Publikation Philosophische Untersuchungen. Kritisch-genetische Edition. (Wittgenstein 2001) Diese Veröffentlichung fußt nämlich in umfassender Weise auf der von Heikki Nyman und Georg Henrik von Wright in enormem und be-achtenswertem Arbeits- und Forschungsaufwand erstellten sechsbändigen so genannten Helsinki-Edition82 der PU. Zwei Hauptunterschiede zwischen der Helsinki-Edition und der Kritisch-genetischen Edition sind besonders erwähnens-wert, nämlich: 1) Während letztere die so genannte „Urfassung“ der PU (MS142) wiedergibt, ist diese (noch) nicht in der ersteren enthalten. Manuskript MS142 wurde erst im Jahre 1993, also erst nach der Erstellung der Helsinki-Edition, wiederentdeckt und ist dort nur als vorhanden gewesen erwähnt und veranschlagt. 2) Während erstere den Manuskriptband MS116 als Bestandteil der PU-Genese ansieht, einbezieht und ediert, wird MS116 nicht mehr in letztere aufgenommen und „kritisch-genetisch“ wiedergegeben. Bei diesem Fallenlassen von MS116 dürfte es sich um einen Rückschritt in der Rekonstruktion der PU-Genese handeln.
 
Die PU-Genese wird in diesem „Standard View“ in einem engeren Sinne auf Manuskript MS142 als Anfangsdokument im Zeitraum 1936/37 und auf TS227 als Enddokument im Zeitraum 1945/46 fixiert. Die PU-Genese ist aber in einem weiteren Sinne darüber hinausgehend umfassend verflochten – also vor 1936/37 und also nach 1945/46 – zu veranschlagen, ja muss für eine adäquate philologische Rekonstruktion der PU-Genese und ein treffendes inhaltliches, philosophisches Verstehen des Werkes „Philosophische Untersuchungen“ darüber hinaus-reichend behandelt werden. So ist vor Manuskript MS142 von 1936/37 der Werdegang einer Fülle von Bemerkungen – beginnend Anfang Februar 1929 in Manuskriptband MS105 und reichend bis Mai 1932 in Manuskriptband MS114(I) – mit oft weiten Transferwegen über die Typoskripte TS208 bzw. TS210 bzw. TS211 bis in das so genannte „Proto-Big Typescript“ TS212 und das so genannte „Big Typescript“ TS213 für die Genese der „Philosophischen Untersuchungen“ von großer Bedeutung. So ist nach Typoskript TS227(I+II) – bisher angeblich von 1945/46, tatsächlich aber von 1949 – das Neuentstehen einer Fülle von Bemerkungen – beginnend mit den Aufzeichnungen in Manuskriptband MS130 
im Zeitraum 1945/46 und endend in Manuskriptband MS138 Anfang 1949 – mit Transferwegen in die Typoskripte TS229 und TS232, in die Loseblattsammlung MS144 – ehemals „Teil II“ der PU-Publikation, nun weit angemessener „Fragment zur Philosophie der Psychologie“ –, in Wittgensteins Zettelkasten TS233A+B und sogar in die „späten Manuskripte“ MS167-MS177 der Jahre 1949 bis April 1951 – zu konstatieren. Die Gesamtgenese der „Philosophischen Untersuchungen“ ist demnach in der zeitlichen Spannweite von 1929 bis 1949 bzw. bis 1951 anzusiedeln.
 
Nimmt man auch Wittgensteins sowohl explizite als auch implizite Rück-verweise, Bezugnahmen, Kritikerwägungen in den Philosophischen Untersuchungen bezüglich der Logisch-philosophischen Abhandlung hinzu, so wird die zeitliche Ausdehnung bis ins Jahr 1913/14 vorverlegt. Wittgenstein wollte ja sogar im bzw. ab dem Jahr 1943 diese beiden Werke zusammen veröffentlichen. So findet sich im PU-Vorwort in Typoskript TS243,2-3 folgende Auskunft dazu: 


 Vor zwei Jahren nun [image: e9783110378610_i0011.jpg] hatte ich Veranlassung, mein erstes Buch (die „Logisch-Philosophische Abhandlungen“) wieder zu lesen und seine Gedanken zu erklären. Da schien es mir plötzlich, daß ich jene alten Gedanken und die neuen zusammen veröffentlichen sollte;<:> [image: e9783110378610_i0012.jpg] daß [image: e9783110378610_i0013.jpg] diese nur durch den Gegensatz, und auf dem Hintergrund meiner ältern Denkweise, [image: e9783110378610_i0014.jpg] rechte Beleuchtung erhalten könnten.[image: e9783110378610_i0015.jpg]

 
Dieses Typoskript des PU-Vorwortes wurde handschriftlich von Wittgenstein selbst „Cambridge im Januar 1945“ datiert. Entwürfe dazu finden sich bereits 1944/45 in MS129,6v+10r und in MS128,43. Wittgenstein hatte im September 1943 mit Cambridge University Press Kontakt aufgenommen und sein Werk –laut Vorstandsprotokoll beim Verlag – mit dem Titel „Philosophische Untersuchungen“ zur Veröffentlichung angeboten unter der Bedingung, „daß der Tractatus im gleichen Band wiederabgedruckt werden sollte“ (von Wright 1986, 126-127). Nachdem die Nachdrucklizenz von Cambridge University Press bei Routledge & Kegan Paul, dem bisherigen Verleger des Tractatus, eingeholt worden war, wurde am 14. Januar 1944 Wittgenstein darüber positiv Bescheid gegeben (vgl. von Wright 1986, 127). Und von Wright fügt dann hinzu: „diese Lizenz wurde später widerrufen“. Was genau „später“ bedeutet, also wann genau dieser Widerruf vom Verlag Routledge & Kegan Paul erfolgte, ist bisher unklar. Ein genaues Wissen des Zeitpunktes dieses Widerrufs ist aber wesentlich und wichtig. Erfolgte der Widerruf noch zu Wittgensteins Lebzeiten? Hat Wittgenstein selbst je den Plan aufgegeben die Logisch-Philosophische Abhandlung zusammen mit den Philosophischen Untersuchungen zu publizieren? Studiert man das entsprechende Minute Book. Syndics of the Press im Archiv von Cambridge University Press, das im Department of Manuscripts der Cambridge University 
Library der Forschung zugänglich gemacht ist83, so findet man am 18. Mai 1951, also drei Wochen nach Wittgensteins Tod, im Vorstandsprotokoll die Information, dass Prof. G. H. von Wright, einer der drei Verwalter des Wittgensteinschen Nachlasses, durch den Verlagssekretär darüber informiert wurde, dass „the Syndics“ bereits im Jahre 1944 das von Wittgenstein vorgeschlagene Werk zur Veröffentlichung angenommen haben.84 Im Protokoll vom 15. Juni 1951 wird dann konkret über einen möglichen Abschluss eines Vertrags zur Veröffentlichung des Wittgensteinschen Werkes gehandelt und hervorgehoben, dass es aus zwei Teilen bestehen wird, nämlich dem Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus und den Philosophischen Untersuchungen, sowohl im deutschen Original als auch in englischer Übersetzung. Es gelte nun noch zu recherchieren, ob die von „Messrs Kegan Paul“ im Jahre 1944 erteilt Erlaubnis zur Mitveröffentlichung des TLP weiterhin Gültigkeit hat oder zurückgezogen wird.85 Das Protokoll vom 25. Juli 1951 vermerkt, dass die Erlaubnis zur Mitveröffentlichung des Tractatus nun zurückgezogen wurde und dass also nur Wittgensteins neues Werk in einer deutsch-englischen Ausgabe erscheinen soll.86 Und am 26. Oktober 1951 vermerkt das Verlagsprotokoll dann, dass die Verwalter des Nachlasses von Wittgenstein mit „Messrs Blackwell“ einen Vertrag zur postumen Veröffentlichung von Wittgensteins neuem Werk abgeschlossen haben.87 – Hervorzuheben ist also, dass auch nach Wittgensteins Tod die Philosophischen Untersuchungen zusammen mit der Logisch-Philosophische Abhandlung veröffentlicht werden sollten. Dies war dann aber nicht möglich, weil sich die Publikationsrechte dazu auf zwei Verlage verteilten.88 Gerade diesen Umstand gilt es im Auge zu behalten, um die von Wittgenstein selbst veranschlagte und (soweit bis jetzt bekannt) zeitlebens von ihm nicht aufgehobene Zusammengehörigkeit von TLP und PU in einer Veröffentlichung, ja zu einem – zweiteiligen – Gesamtwerk, nicht zu unterschlagen und künftighin diesen Sachverhalt weit mehr zu berücksichti-gen. Die Logisch-Philosophische Abhandlung ist – so Wittgenstein im PU-Vorwort 
– sowohl „Gegensatz“ als auch „Hintergrund“ zu den Philosophischen Untersuchungen.
 
Wittgenstein transferiert die – ja bereits zitierte – Aussage im PU-Vorwort in Typoskript TS243,2-3 über die gemeinsame Veröffentlichung später weiter und so findet sie sich dann auch im Vorwort der PU-Zwischenfassung TS227(I)+TS242 von 1945 und (gegebenenfalls sogar) in der PU-Spätfassung TS227(I+II) von 1949. Bereits in Manuskript MS128,51 steht eine genaue Titel-formulierung (Abb. 1), die stärker in den Fokus der Aufmerksamkeit genommen werden sollte, nämlich:
 
[image: e9783110378610_i0016.jpg]
 
Abb. 1: MS128,51 (Detail)89


 
„Philos. Untersuchungen [image: e9783110378610_i0017.jpg] <der> Log. Phil. Abh. <entgegengestellt.>
 
 

 
Insofern gehört die Logisch-Philosophische Abhandlung in die PU-Genese. Mehrere wichtige Paragraphen in Wittgensteins zweitem Buch, in den Philosophischen Untersuchungen also, beziehen ja sein erstes Buch, die Logisch-Philosophische Abhandlung mit ein, berufen sich darauf, gebrauchen es als Gegensatz, zur Entgegenstellung, als Hintergrund – etwa am Ende von PU§23 in TS227,22 heißt es: 


– Es ist interessant, die Mannigfaltigkeit der Werkzeuge der Sprache und ihre Verwen-dungsweise, die Mannigfaltigkeit der Wort- und Satzarten, mit dem zu vergleichen, was [image: e9783110378610_i0018.jpg] <Logiker> über den Bau der Sprache gesagt haben. (Und auch der Verfasser der Logisch-Philosophischen Abhandlung.)

 
 
Bevor diese Kundgabe unter Einbeziehung der Logisch-Philosophischen Abhandlung erstmals in die PU-Urfassung MS142 gelangte, hatte Wittgenstein sich in MS152,47 (Abb. 2) im Jahr 1936 folgende Ursprungsnotiz gemacht: 
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Abb. 2: MS152,47 (Detail)


 
Die Sprache ist viel komplizierter als die Logiker & der Verfasser der Log Phil Abh sie sich vorgestellt haben.
 
 

 
Achtet man dann auch noch auf die – teilweise sehr wichtigen, teilweise höchst problematischen – Abweichungen bei der Drucklegung und Veröffentlichung der Philosophischen Untersuchungen, so wird die Ausdehnung bis ins Jahr 1953, dem Zeitpunkt der Erstveröffentlichung, hinausgeschoben. Damit ist die Verortung dieser Werkgenese in Wittgensteins Nachlass über zwei Jahrzehnte (nämlich: 1929-1949) bzw. vier Jahrzehnte (nämlich: 1913-1953) hinweg zu verfolgen; sie reicht von Wittgensteins ersten philosophischen Niederschriften nach der Aufnahme seines Philosophiestudiums in Cambridge 1913/14 bzw. der Wiederaufnahme seines Philosophierens und seiner Rückkehr nach Cambridge im Jahre 1929 bis zu seinem Aufenthalt in den Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika und dem Auftreten seiner Krebserkrankung 1949 bzw. bis zu seinem Tod am 29. April 1951 bzw. bis zur postumen Erstveröffentlichung der Philosophischen Untersuchungen im Jahre 1953.
 

 
2 Die „Überarbeitung“ MS114(II)+MS115(I) als eigenes Buch Wittgensteins mit dem Titel „Philosophische Bemerkungen“
 
Das Vorhandensein von Wittgensteins Buch mit dem Titel „Philosophische Bemerkungen“90 in MS114(II)+MS115(I) aus dem Zeitraum 1933/34 wird als solches in der Forschung über, zu, in Wittgensteins philosophischem Nachlass bis auf den heutigen Tag nicht beachtet und in seinem herausragenden Stellenwert für die Genese der PU übergangen. Die Zusammengehörigkeit von zwei Buchhälften zu einem einzigen Buch verteilt auf zwei Manuskriptbände, nämlich: MS114(II) einerseits und MS115(I) andererseits, wird ebenso übersehen, wie der Zusammenhang dieses Buches MS114(II)+MS115(I) von Wittgenstein mit dem so genannten „großen Format“, nämlich: MS140(I). Dabei liegt die Zweiteilung sowohl von MS114(I+II) als auch von MS115(I+II) klar auf der Hand und ist philologisch-topographisch eindeutig bestimmbar. Ebenso ist die Verknüpfung von MS114(II)+MS115(I) wiederum mit MS140(I) von Wittgenstein selbst schriftlich fixiert.
 
Als „Vorläufer“ zu MS114(II)+MS115(I) ist nicht nur das so genannte „Big Typescript“ TS213 anzusehen, sondern beispielsweise – um nur einen weiteren, zunächst unscheinbaren, aber alsdann wichtigen Komplex von Nachlassdoku-menten ins Spiel zu bringen – der Tripelkomplex MS145+MS146+MS147 zu veranschlagen und einzubeziehen. Dabei handelt es sich um „Große Notizbücher“ (C1, C2, C3). MS145 wurde am 14.10.1933 begonnen, MS146 setzt MS145 fort und wurde am 12.12.1933 begonnen, MS147 folgt wiederum MS146 nach und trägt zu Beginn die Datierung „Anfang Februar 1934“. Im letzten Notizbuch dieses Tri-pelkomplexes, in MS147, finden sich aber nicht nur Bemerkungen, die in Relation zu MS114(II)+MS115(I) stehen, sondern interessanterweise auch Aufzeichnungen die in engstem Zusammenhang entweder mit Wittgensteins Diktat „Blue Book“ (D309) im Zeitraum 1933/34 oder mit Wittgensteins Diktat „Brown Book“ (D310) im Zeitraum 1934/35 stehen. Gerade das Registrieren, Sichten und Einbeziehen von ersten Gedanken, ursprünglichen Ideen, Entwürfen von Bemerkungen und Texten zur und innerhalb der PU-Geschichte – wie eben im Tripelkomplex MS145+MS146+MS147 – ist für ein adäquates Verstehen unabdingbar.
 
 
Der erste Manuskriptteil von MS114, nämlich MS114(I),1v-31r enthält Aufzeichnungen, die bereits im Jahr 1932, exakt: im Zeitraum 27.5.1932 (Abb. 3) bis 5.6.1932, verfasst wurden und klar als Ausgangsbasis für die Bemerkungsauswahl in Typoskript TS211 dienten. MS114(I) trägt als Manuskriptband die römi-sche Nummer „X“ und den Titel „Philosophische Grammatik“ (MS114(I),1r) (Abb. 9). Der erste Manuskriptteil in MS114 gehört also keinesfalls zu Wittgensteins Buch „Philosophische Bemerkungen“.
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Abb. 3: MS114(I),1v (Detail)


 
Die erste Hälfte des Wittgensteinschen Buches „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ ist ohne Zweifel der zweite Manuskriptteil MS114(II). Er ist insofern als zweiter eigener Teil in diesem Manuskriptband erkennbar, als er einerseits – zusätzlich zur durchlaufenden Blattzählung MS114(II),31v-145r – eine eigene Seitenzäh-lung MS114(II),1-228 aufweist und andererseits (Abb. 4) die Überschrift „Umarbeitung. “ trägt und mit dem weiterführenden Hinweis „Zweite Umarbeitung im großen Format“ startet.
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Abb. 4: MS114(II),1 (Detail)


 
Die Betitelung „Umarbeitung.“ bezieht sich klar nachweisbar auf die Transformation von TS213 in MS114(II)+MS115(I). So entspricht die erste Bemerkung in MS114(II),1/1 (Abb. 6) inhaltlich der ersten Bemerkung in TS213,1/1 (Abb. 5); es wurden nur einige Umformulierungen vorgenommen.
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Abb. 5: TS213,1/1 – Beginn „Big Typescript”
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Abb. 6: MS114(II),1/1 – Beginn „Umarbeitung“
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Abb. 7: MS114(II),12/2b als eingeklebter Zettel aus TS211,487/2b in MS114(II),13


 
 
In MS114(II),12/2b (Abb. 7) ist dann sogar ein Zettel eingeklebt, der aus TS211,487/2b stammt (wie auch am handschriftlichen Eintrag „487“ zu Beginn des Textes auf dem Zettel ersichtlich ist) und dessen exakter Wortlaut über TS212 auch in TS213,12/5b gelangte und nun in MS114(II),12/2b – vertreten durch den Zettel aus TS211,487/2b – vorhanden ist. Die handschriftliche Ergänzung zu Beginn von TS213,12/5b (Abb. 8) wurde dann auch auf den Zettel aus TS211,487/2b geschrieben, der dann in MS114(II),13 mit diesem handschriftlichen Zusatz eingeklebt wurde.
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Abb. 8: TS213,12/5b


 
Die zweite Hälfte des Wittgensteinschen Buches „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ befindet sich in MS115(I),1-117 und ist als solche klar erkennbar, denn der Titel dieses Manuskriptbandes lautet: „Philosophische Bemerkungen XI. Fortsetzung von Band X.“ (MS115,0r) (Abb. 10).
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Abb. 9: MS114,Titelblatt (Detail)
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Abb. 10: MS115,Titelblatt (Detail)
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Abb. 11: MS115(I),1 (Detail)


 
 
Diese zweite Buchhälfte wurde 14.12.1933 (Abb. 11) begonnen und umfasst insgesamt 117 Manuskriptseiten. Im Abschnitt MS115(I),95-100 sind als Zettel die Typoskriptseiten aus TS211,604-609 eingeklebt; diese entsprechen exakt den Typoskriptseiten in TS213,393-398, welche sich dort kurz vor dem Beginn des Kapitels „Philosophie.“ (TS213,405) im „Big Typescript“ befinden. Dieser Sachverhalt ist deshalb besonders hervorzuheben, weil die „Umarbeitung“ von TS213 in MS114(II)+MS115(I) und die „Zweite Umarbeitung“ von MS114(II) in MS140(I) von Wittgenstein nur bis eben zu diesem Kapitel „Philosophie.“ in TS213 vorangetrieben wurden und dann aufhören. Der erste Teil in MS115 und damit die zweite Hälfte von Wittgensteins Buch, endet dann eben auch bei MS115(I),117. Sowohl die freie Restseite bei MS115(I),117 als auch der neue Text-beginn bei MS115(II),118 mit der vorhandenen Überschrift „Philosophische Untersuchungen. Versuch einer Umarbeitung.“ und der vorhandenen Datierung „Ende August [19]36“ (Abb. 17) signalisieren eindeutig, dass hier Wittgensteins Buch „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ endet und der zweite Manuskriptteil in MS115(II) beginnt.
 
Für das Übersehen und Übergehen der Eigenständigkeit dieses „Buches“ in Wittgensteins Nachlass ist – wie bereits dargelegt – ausschlaggebend, dass es eben aus zwei Hälften besteht, welche jeweils in einem anderen Manuskriptband enthalten sind. Dass aber diese getrennt vorhandenen Buchhälften un-trennbar zusammengehören zeigt nicht nur das Faktum, dass MS115,0r den Vermerk „Philosophische Bemerkungen XI. Fortsetzung von Band X.“ hat, also die Fortsetzung von MS114(II) darstellt, sondern in allererster Linie ein ganz besonderes Detail, welches in MS115 zwar vorhanden ist, aber einfach übersehen, nicht beachtet und nicht adäquat eingeschätzt wird. Auf der Verso-Seite des Vorsatzblattes von MS115 (Abb. 12) – also zwischen der ersten Hälfte des Buches „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ in MS114(II) und der zweiten Hälfte dieses Buches in MS115(I) – steht nämlich die dazu relevante und aussagekräftige Angabe von Wittgenstein:
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Abb. 12: MS115, Vorsatzblatt, verso (Detail)


 
Die Umschrift dieses Textes, der original in codierter Schrift niedergeschrieben wurde, enthält nämlich folgende von Wittgenstein explizit gemachte Angabe: 


[Code→] Dieses Buch kann allerdings gekürzt werden, aber es ist sehr schwer es richtig zu kürzen. Diese Bemerkung bezieht sich nicht auf den “Versuch einer Umarbeitung.“ [←Code]

 
Damit ist klar, dass mit „Dieses Buch“ nicht MS115 als ganzer Manuskriptband gemeint ist, sondern eben die Zweiheit welche in MS114(II) ihren Anfang nimmt und in MS115(I) ihr Ende findet. Diese Bemerkung wurde nach der Entstehung von MS115(II) – also sicher nach Ende August 1936, ja frühestens ab Ende November 1936 – verfasst, da ja ausdrücklich darauf hingewiesen wird, dass sich das Gesagte „nicht auf den ‘Versuch einer Umarbeitung‘“ – also eben auf MS115(II) – bezieht. Um dies konstatieren zu können, muss MS115(II) einerseits schon existiert haben und andererseits – wie noch gezeigt wird – auch schon wieder mit den Worten „Dieser ganze ‚Versuch einer Umarbeitung‘ […] ist nichts wert.“ verworfen worden sein.
 
Sollten nun bezüglich Wittgensteins Buch „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ noch Zweifel bestehen, so kann man ein weiteres – höchst aussagekräftiges, aber gänzlich übersehenes – Notat Wittgensteins vorbringen (Abb. 13). Auf der Verso-Seite des Vorsatzblattes von MS114 befindet sich nämlich ebenfalls eine von Wittgenstein extra dazu verfasste Eintragung, die hauptsächlich deshalb in ihrer Bedeutung übersehen und übergangen wird, weil sie sich nicht zu Beginn des eigentlichen Buches, also zu Beginn von MS114(II) befindet, sondern von Wittgenstein noch vor dem ersten Manuskriptteil MS114(I) auf dem Vorsatzblatt in MS114 fixiert wurde, obwohl sie keinesfalls entweder auf den ersten Manuskriptteil MS114(I) oder auf den gesamten Manuskriptband MS114(I)+MS114(II) 
bezogen werden kann und darf; sie ist vielmehr auf das Buch „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ in MS114(II)+MS115(I) – gegebenenfalls bereits inklusive der „Zweiten Umarbeitung“ in MS140(I) – zu beziehen. Besagte Eintragung auf der Verso-Seite des Vorsatzblattes von MS114 lautet nämlich:
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 Abb. 13: MS114, Vorsatzblatt, verso (Detail)


 
Die Umschrift dieses Textes, der original (nach den ersten elf Worten) in codierter Schrift niedergeschrieben wurde, bietet dann folgende von Wittgenstein explizit gemachte Angabe: 


Im Falle meines Todes vor der Fertigstellung oder Veröffentlichung dieses Buches [Code→] sollen meine Aufzeichnungen fragmentarisch veröffentlicht werden unter dem Titel:
 
“Philosophische Bemerkungen“ und mit der Widmung:
 
“FRANCIS SKINNER zugeeignet“
 
Er ist, wenn diese Bemerkung nach meinem Tode gelesen wird, von meiner Absicht in Kenntnis zu setzen, an die Adresse: Trinity College Cambridge. [←Code]

 
Wittgenstein spricht hier nicht nur ausdrücklich von seinem Buch, erwähnt nicht nur die noch ausstehende Fertigstellung bzw. eine mögliche fragmentarische Veröffentlichung, vermerkt nicht nur die intendierte Widmung und Zueignung an seinen Schüler und Freund Francis Skinner, sondern nennt ausdrücklich den Titel dieses Buches: „Philosophische Bemerkungen“.
 
Die Bedeutung gerade dieses Buches mit eben diesem Titel hat nun auch allergrößte – wenn auch bis jetzt gänzlich übersehene, übergangene, unterschlagene 
– Relevanz für die möglichst adäquate Rekonstruktion der Genese der „Philosophischen Untersuchungen“ – und zwar nicht nur für die PU-Genese im weiteren Sinne, sondern gerade auch für die PU-Genese im engeren Sinne. Im weiteren Sinne ist der Komplex MS114(II)+MS115(I) – höchstwahrscheinlich bereits mit der „Zweiten Umarbeitung“ in MS140(I) – kurz vor dem Beginn der PU-Genese im engeren Sinne mit MS142 im Zeitraum 1936/37 anzusiedeln; im engeren Sinne ist dieser Komplex aber in der PU-Genese beim Übergang von der PU-Zwischenfassung TS227(I)+TS243 zur PU-Spätfassung TS227(I+II) im Zeitraum 1945-1949 zu situieren. Dieser Komplex, dieses Buch Wittgensteins wurde nämlich direkt in die Mitte der engeren PU-Genese gebracht, nämlich durch den Transfer von MS114(II)+MS115(I) unmittelbar in Typoskript TS22891, welches dann von Wittgenstein zunächst in Typoskript TS230, also in den zweiten Teil der „frühen PU-Spätfassung“ (TS227(I)+TS230), umstrukturiert und alsdann in TS227, also in die „späte PU-Spätfassung“ (TS227(I+II)), implantiert wurde.

 
3 Die „Zweite Umarbeitung“ in MS140(I) als Überarbeitung der „Umarbeitung“ in MS114(II)+MS115(I)
 
Der zusätzliche Hinweis „Zweite Umarbeitung im großen Format“ (Abb. 14) zu Beginn von MS114(II),1 referiert auf MS140(I), denn diese insgesamt 39 losen Blätter bilden das „große Format“, welches zweifelsfrei die „Zweite Umarbeitung“ darstellt.
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Abb. 14: MS114(II),1 (Detail) – Titel „Umarbeitung“ / Referenz auf „Zweite Umarbeitung“


 
MS140(I),1r-39r ist demnach eine „Umarbeitung der Umarbeitung“, nämlich der „Umarbeitung“ von TS213,1ff in MS114(II),1-228. Vergleicht man den Anfang von MS114(II),1/1 (Abb. 15) mit dem Anfang von MS1140(I),1r/1 (Abb. 16) so ist die „Zweite Umarbeitung im großen Format“ in ihrem Beginn fixiert.
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Abb. 15: MS114(II),1/1 – Beginn „Umarbeitung“
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Abb. 16: MS140(I),1r/1 – Beginn „Zweite Umarbeitung“


 
Präzisierend ist für diese „Zweite Umarbeitung im großen Format“ folgende Abfolge zu konstatieren: MS140(I),1r-14r → MS114(II),28-40 → MS140(I),15r-38r → MS114(II),180-184 → MS140(I),38r-39r → MS114(II),56-292 → MS115(I),1-117. Es wurden also lediglich die beiden Manuskriptportionen MS114(II),1-28A und MS114(II),40E-56A in MS140(I),1r-39r umgearbeitet. So sind eben diese von der Umarbeitung betroffenen Seiten auch von Wittgenstein in MS114(II) diagonal über jede Seite hinweg gestrichen worden. (Vgl. z.B. die vorstehend gebotene Faksimileabbildung von MS114(II),13 (Abb. 7).) Eine detaillierte Beschreibung 
von MS140 – das ja in MS140(I),1r-39r und MS140(II),39v einzuteilen ist – kann hier nicht vorgenommen werden. Die „Zweite Umarbeitung im großen Format“ betrifft nur MS140(I). Auf die von Wittgenstein selbst verwendete Bezeichnung „großes Format“ für MS140(I) sei hier noch besonders aufmerksam gemacht, denn es handelt sich tatsächlich um Doppelblattbögen in ungewöhnlicher Grö-ße, nämlich mit einer Breite von 301 mm und einer Höhe von 471 mm.92 Bei MS140(II),39v handelt es sich um einen bedeutenden fragmentarischen Entwurf des PU-Anfangs.93 Dass MS140(II),39v den Anfang der PU-Urfassung MS142 als Entwurf enthält, ist nicht nur ein höchst interessantes Vorkommnis, sondern zeigt wiederum, dass die PU-Genese im engeren Sinne beginnend mit MS142 eben auch im Kontext der PU-Genese im weiteren Sinne verortet werden muss.
 
Es ist nun eigens hervorzuheben, dass Wittgensteins Werk „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ nicht nur in der Fassung der „Umarbeitung“ also MS114(II)+MS115(I), sondern eben gerade auch in der Fassung der ergänzenden „Zweiten Umarbeitung im großen Format“ also MS140(I)+MS114(II)+MS115(I) als ein eigenes Buch in der Forschung gänzlich übersehen und übergangen wird – und dies obwohl es postum bereits im Jahre 1969 in den Schriften veröffentlicht wurde und also schon fast ein halbes Jahrhundert lang der Rezeption und Interpretation zugänglich ist. Dafür, dass Wittgensteins Buch „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ bis auf den heutigen Tag noch nicht adäquat aufgenommen wird bzw. aufgenommen werden kann, lässt sich ein Hauptgrund angeben. Die postume Veröffentlichung erfolgte zwar durch den Herausgeber Rush Rhees zunächst im Jahre 1969 in den Schriften (Band 4) und alsdann im Jahre 1984 in der Werkausgabe (Band 4), aber darin jeweils lediglich als „Teil I“ der Publikation Philosophische Grammatik (Wittgenstein 1969)94. Ist eben dieser Umstand als großes Manko 
anzusehen, so ist doch die vom Herausgeber Rhees für den Manuskriptenkomplex MS140(I)+MS114(II)+MS115(I), also für dieses eigentliche Buch Wittgensteins mit dem Titel „Philosophische Bemerkungen“, welches postum dann eben lediglich als „Teil I“ der Philosophischen Grammatik erschien, geleistete Editionsarbeit von höchster und bleibender Bedeutung. Die scharfe Kritik, wie sie Anthony Kenny in seinem Artikel „From the Big Typescript to the Philosophical Grammar“ erstmals im Jahre 1976 95 vorgebracht hat, ist zu wichtigen Teilen nicht haltbar und über weite Strecken hinweg widerlegbar. Rush Rhees hat dann ja auch in einem Brief vom 2.3.1977 – welcher erst nach dessen Tod unter der Überschrift „On Editing Wittgenstein“ von D. Z. Phillips ediert und im Fach-journal Philosophical Investigations im Jahre 1996 veröffentlicht wurde – darauf ebenso pointiert wie souverän geantwortet. (Rhees 1996) Differenzierend muss und soll dann aber vermerkt werden, dass sich Kenny nicht nur kritisch mit der Rekonstruktion und Edition von Wittgensteins Manuskriptenkomplex MS140(I)+MS114(II)+MS115(I) befasst, den er zudem – wie ja Rhees selbst auch und ebenfalls Georg Henrik von Wright – nicht als eigenes und eigenständiges Buch Wittgensteins behandelt und würdigt, sondern sich auch mit den unterschiedlichen Weisen der Veröffentlichung des „Big Typescript“ TS213 kritisch auseinandersetzt.
 
Auf einen außergewöhnlichen Sachverhalt, der in der Wittgenstein-Forschung noch gänzlich unaufgeklärt ist, wird nun noch eigens hingewiesen. Von eben jenem Manuskriptenteil, der die „Zweite Umarbeitung“ betrifft, existiert nämlich eine Typoskriptfassung. Diese befindet sich jedoch nicht in Wittgensteins Nachlass, sondern im Nachlass von Moritz Schlick.96 So könnte man meinen, dass es vor Schlicks Ermordung am 22.6.1936 auf der „Philosophenstiege“ in der Wiener Universität durch dessen ehemaligen Studenten Hans Nel-böck entstanden ist.97 Der genaue Entstehungszeitpunkt für MS140(I) ist aber 
noch nicht wirklich aufgeklärt; er wird bis jetzt nur schätzend kurz nach der Entstehung von MS114(II)+MS115(I) – also um 1934 – datiert. Tatsächlich kommt aber der ganze Zeitraum 1934 bis 1936 in Frage. Ludwig Wittgenstein und Moritz Schlick trafen sich beispielsweise nachweisbar noch am 26.12., am 29.12.1935 und am 1.1.1936 in Wien. (Siehe Rothhaupt 2011, 249) Die Erweiterung des Buches „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ um MS140(I) kann damit auch erst wenige Monate vor dem Beginn der Abfassung der PU-Urfassung in MS142 Anfang November 1936 erfolgt sein. Das Vorhandensein des Entwurfes zum Beginn der PU-Urfassung mit dem Augustinus-Zitat in MS140(II) ist ein markantes Indiz dafür. Es könnte sich dabei um den Versuch des „Kürzens“ von MS114(II)+MS115(I) gehandelt haben, denn im Vorsatzblatt von MS115 heißt es ja ausdrücklich: „Dieses Buch kann allerdings gekürzt werden, aber es ist sehr schwer es richtig zu kürzen.“

 
4 „Philosophische Untersuchungen. Versuch einer Umarbeitung“ in MS115(II)
 
 Das zeitlich 1934/35 stattgefunden habende Diktat des „Brown Book“ (D310) durch Wittgenstein und der damit zusammenhängende, weil darauf aufbauen-de, anschließende Übergang auf MS115(II),118-292 – nämlich der Mitte 1936 unternommene Versuch Wittgensteins das „Brown Book“ umzuarbeiten – ist bei der Rekonstruktion der PU-Genese ebenso höchst beachtenswert; was alleine schon die – „Ende August [19]36“ erfolgte – erstmalige Betitelung mit „Philosophische Untersuchungen. Versuch einer Umarbeitung“ (MS115(II),118) (Abb. 17) signalisiert.98
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 Abb. 17: MS115(II),118 (Detail)


 
Dass Wittgenstein selbst eben diese Ausarbeitung MS115(II),118-292 mit den Worten „Dieser ganze ‘Versuch einer Umarbeitung’ von Seite 118 bis hierher ist nichts wert.“ (MS115(II),292) (Abb. 18) später dann ausdrücklich verworfen hat, ändert nichts an der Tatsache, dass sie beim Entstehungsbeginn der PU-Genese (im engeren Sinne) bzw. innerhalb der PU-Genese (im weiteren Sinne) eine wichtige Rolle spielt, aber ändert sehr viel an der Fehleinschätzung der Sachlage, wenn man eben dieses ausdrückliche Verwerfen von MS115(II) durch Wittgenstein selbst ignoriert.
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Abb. 18: MS115(II),292 (Detail)


 
Bereits im Jahre 1969 wurde MS115(II),118-292 unter dem Titel Eine philosophische Betrachtung in den Schriften (Band 5) veröffentlicht. Rush Rhees vermerkt in seiner „Vorbemerkung des Herausgebers“ dazu zwar, dass Wittgenstein diese Version „Philosophische Untersuchungen“ wieder verworfen hat, aber alleine schon die Tatsache, dass dieses von Wittgenstein mit „nichts wert“ verworfene Werk MS115(II),118-292 als eigenständige Arbeit postum veröffentlicht wurde, enthält eine Unstimmigkeit, ja einen Widerspruch. In der Rezeption der postum veröffentlichten Werke Wittgensteins bleibt diese Beurteilung „nichts wert“ inzwischen vollkommen unbeachtet und man zitiert aus Eine philosophische 
Betrachtung ungeniert wie aus jedem anderen Werk Wittgensteins.99 Die Verwendung des Titels „Eine philosophische Betrachtung“ anstatt des Titels „Philosophische Untersuchungen. Versuch einer Umarbeitung“ ist unglücklich, ja sogar irreführend, denn diesen Titel hatte Wittgenstein bereits einige Jahre zuvor, nämlich: 1930-1932, in Erwägung gezogen, dann aber aus guten Gründen wieder fallen gelassen. Am 24.6.1931 notierte Wittgenstein in den Manuskriptband MS110,214 (Abb. 19) jene Aussage, auf die sich der Herausgeber Rush Rhees bei der neuen Titelvergabe für MS115(II) bezieht und stürzt:
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 Abb. 19: MS110,214 (Detail)


 
∫ [Mein Buch soll <kann> heißen: Eine philosophische Betrachtung. (Als Haupt-, nicht als Unter-titel)]
 
 

 
Aber alleine schon die nachträglich hinzugefügte Sektionsmarkierung „∫“ (für „schlecht“ bzw. „schwach“ bzw. „schwefelnd“) zeigt, dass Wittgenstein damit dann unzufrieden war. Und etwa ein Jahr später wird von ihm dann in MS154,1r (Abb. 20) folgende Titelidee – die übrigens sicher nicht auf MS115(II) zu beziehen ist, sondern sich vielmehr nachweisbar auf die Gestaltung des so genannten „Proto Big Typescript“ TS212 bezieht (siehe Rothhaupt 2008, 280-292 und Rothhaupt 2010a, 60-61) – festgehalten:
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Abb. 20: MS154,1r (Detail)


 
Der Titel meines Buches: „Philosophische Betrachtungen. Alphabetisch nach ihren Gegenständen <Themen> geordnet <aneinandergereiht>.“ <[nach Stichwörtern angeordnet>
 
 

 
Und eine weitere aussagekräftige, sich ebenfalls auf die Gestaltung von TS212 beziehende, Variante findet man alsdann zwanzig Manuskriptseiten weiter in MS154,9v-10r: 


Weniger versprechen als man halten will ist oft schön, aber es kann auch aus einer An-maßung entspringen; dann, wenn man sich auch etwas drauf einbildet weniger zu versprechen als man halten wird. – Ist es richtig oder unrichtig mein Buch nicht „Philosophische Betrachtungen100 etc.“ zu nennen, sondern: „Philosophische Bemerkungen, [image: e9783110378610_i0038.jpg] [image: e9783110378610_i0039.jpg] <[alphabetisch nach Stichwörtern [image: e9783110378610_i0040.jpg]]>

 
Hier deutet sich bereits an, dass Wittgenstein den Titel „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ dem Titel „Philosophische Betrachtungen“ der Authentizität wegen vorziehen wird. Was er dann auch konsequent tat, denn seit 1932 verwendet er nicht mehr den Buchtitel „Philosophische Betrachtungen“101, sondern „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ – eben auch und gerade für sein Buch MS140(I)+MS114(II)+MS115(I). Von diesen drei hier zitierten Stellen in Wittgensteins Nachlass her ist es höchst 
problematisch, dass Rhees für MS115(II) den Titel „Eine philosophische Betrachtung“ verwendet hat.

 
5 Wittgensteins Buch „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ im Jahre 1938
 
 In der zweiten Hälfte des Jahres 1938 gibt es bei Cambridge University Press konkrete Pläne, Wittgensteins damaliges Buch unter dem Titel „Philosophical Remarks – Philosophische Bemerkungen“ zu veröffentlichen, denn: „Laut Protokoll der Vorstandssitzung vom 30. September 1938 wurde der Vorschlag gemacht, das deutsche Original mitsamt einer Parallelübersetzung eines Werkes von Wittgenstein herauszubringen, das als Philosophical Remarks - Philosophische Bemerkungen bezeichnet wird.“ (von Wright 1986, 126)
 
Damit ist die wichtige Frage aufgeworfen, welches Buch Wittgenstein damals bei Cambridge University Press zu veröffentlichen beabsichtigte. Generell werden hier die „Philosophischen Untersuchungen“ als zweiteilige PU-Frühfassung (TS220 mit Vorwort TS225 und TS221) veranschlagt. Das Textcorpus „Philosophischen Untersuchungen“ als „Versuch einer Umarbeitung“ (MS115(II)) des „Brown Book“ (D310) kommt nicht in Frage, denn dieses trägt einerseits den Titel „Philosophische Untersuchungen“ und ist andererseits ja nach Wittgensteins eigener Einschätzung „nichts wert“ (MS115(II),292). Warum soll aber – und hierauf soll der Fokus nun gerichtet werden – Wittgensteins Buch MS140(I)+MS114(II)+MS115(I) nicht in Frage kommen – alleine schon der Buchtitel würde dabei mit der entsprechenden Titelnennung im Protokoll der Vorstandssitzung vom 30.9.1938 übereinstimmen. Und wie bereits dargetan, gehört ja gerade dieses bis jetzt weitestgehend übersehene Buch sogar in die PU-Genese im engeren Sinne. Neben dem Strang der PU-Genese verläuft mindestens ein weiterer Strang der Genese eines Buches von Wittgenstein in seinem Nachlass. Folgende Aussage Georg Henrik von Wrights sollte also nochmals mutig hinterfragt und kritisch kompetent geprüft werden: „Trotz der etwas rät-selhaften Titelbezeichnung [Philosophical Remarks - Philosophische Bemerkungen ] kann kaum ein Zweifel daran bestehen, daß das gemeinte Werk kein anderes war als das, was ich hier die Frühfassung der Philosophischen Untersuchungen genannt habe.“ (von Wright 1986, 126) Gemeint ist also konkret 
TS220.102 Zumal im Protokoll der Vorstandssitzung bei der Cambridge University Press vom 21.10.1938 ausdrücklich vermerkt ist, „daß sich Wittgenstein nicht sicher war im Hinblick auf die Veröffentlichung seiner Philosophical Remarks, aber im Begriff stand, Vereinbarungen mit einem Übersetzer zu treffen.“ (von Wright 1986, 126) Im Archiv der Cambridge University Press, das sich im Department of Manuscripts befindet, sind auch diese Vorstandsprotokolle, die G. H. von Wright ja nur paraphrasierend wiedergibt, zugänglich und können in ihrem exakten Wortlaut studiert und evaluiert werden. Das Konsultieren des entsprechenden Minute Book / Syndisc of the Press zeigt, dass im Protokoll vom 30. September 1938 das zu veröffentlichende neue Werk Wittgensteins klar mit dem Titel „Philosophical Remarks“ (mit großgeschriebenen Anfangsbuchstaben und in Anführungszeichen) versehen ist, welches nebeneinander auf Deutsch und auf Englisch gedruckt werden soll.103 Und auch am 21. Oktober 1938 wird im Protokoll Wittgensteins neues Werk mit „Philosophical Remarks“ (mit großgeschriebenen Anfangsbuchstaben, aber diesmal ohne extra Anführungszeichen) bezeichnet.104 Georg Henrik von Wright beachtet bei seinem Urteil nicht, dass Wittgenstein ja mit MS114(II)+MS115(I) bzw. MS140(I)+MS114(II)+MS115(I) auch das Buch „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ kreiert hatte. Und von der „Zweiten Umarbeitung“, konkret von MS140(I),1r-39r+MS114(II),1-56) existiert ja – wie bereits erwähnt – im Schlick-Nachlass sogar ein Typoskript.105
 

 
6 TS220 bzw. MS140(I)+MS114(II)+MS115(I) bzw. MS116(I+II) als mögliche Kandidaten für „this and the following volumes“ und TS225
 
 Im Nachlass von George Edward Moore, der im Department of Manuscripts der Cambridge University Library für die Forschung zugänglich ist, findet sich das neunseitige Dokument „Extracts from diary 1929-39 / Wittgenstein“ (Add8330-1 /5,8). Moore selbst hat nach Wittgensteins Tod eine Zusammenstellung wichtiger Angaben Wittgenstein betreffend aus seinen Aufzeichnungen für das Jahr 1912 und für den Zeitraum 1929 bis 1939 exzerpiert. Für den 24. August 1938 vermerkt Moore, dass Wittgenstein wegen des Vorwortes zu seinem Buch zu ihm gekommen ist; am 27. August 1938 kam Wittgenstein, nachdem er sein Vorwort fertiggestellt hatte, abermals zu Moore. Und für den 30. August 1938 hat Moore notiert, dass er wegen Wittgensteins Buch an den Verlag – also an Cambridge University Press – geschrieben hat.106 Von großer Bedeutung ist hier nun auch das – „Cambridge, [image: e9783110378610_i0041.jpg]August 1938“ datierte – Vorwort TS225. Dieses Vorwort wird bis jetzt einfachhin der PU-Frühfassung TS220 zugeschlagen. Es ist aber auch denkbar – und keinesfalls abwegig oder unwahrscheinlich –, dass man dieses Vorwort erst einmal dem Buch „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ zuordnet. Insbesondere die ebenfalls erhaltene, von Theodore Redpath erstellte, sich in der Österreichischen Nationalbibliothek befindende, englische Übersetzung von eben diesem Vorwort ist höchst aufschlussreich. In TS225 lautet der Beginn des Vorwortes: 


In dem Folgenden will ich eine Auswahl der philosophischen Bemerkungen veröffentlichen, die ich im Laufe der letzten neun Jahre niedergeschrieben habe.

 
In der englischen Übersetzung lautet der Beginn des Vorwortes davon abwei-chend 107: 


In this and the following volumes I wish to publish a selection of the philosophical remarks which I have written down in the course of the last nine years.

 
 
 Was im deutschsprachigen Vorworttext TS225 durch die Formulierung „In dem Folgenden“108 allgemein und undeutlich ausgedrückt wird, tritt in der englisch-sprachigen Übersetzung mit „In this and the following volumes“ klar zu Tage. Dass es sich dabei nicht um einen versehentlichen Fehler beim Formulieren der englischen Übersetzung handelt, sondern eben genau so intendiert wurde, bestätigt eine weitere Formulierung im Plural in der Übersetzung, wo es heisst „I begin these publications […]“.109 Wittgenstein hat also das Veröffentlichen von mindestens drei „volumes“ im Auge.
 
Die Debatte, was denn nun für Wittgenstein Mitte 1938 diese drei Bände bzw. Teile sind, hat bis jetzt in der Wittgensteinschen Nachlassforschung noch überhaupt nicht begonnen. Das Buch mit dem Titel „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ MS114(II)+MS115(I) bzw. MS140(I)+MS114(II)+MS115(I) kommt dabei ganz gewiss als eines der mindestens drei „volumes“ – zusammen mit dem Vorwort TS225 – in Frage. Ein weiterer Kandidat ein „volume“ zu sein, ist MS116, präziser: MS116(I+II). Dabei handelt es sich nämlich um eine eigene „Umarbeitung“, und zwar von TS213,1-196, von MS119,82r-105v, MS120,8v-139r, MS121,45r, MS158,4r-26r in den großen Manuskriptband MS116(I+II).110 Die Ausarbeitung von MS116(I),1-136 und MS116(II),136-264 ist im Zeitraum Herbst 1937 bis Mitte 1938 anzusiedeln, wie den datierten Bemerkungseinträgen in MS119-MS121, welche anschließend in MS116(I+II) transferiert wurden, zu entnehmen ist.111 Damit ist klar, dass Wittgenstein MS116(I+II) während und sogar nach der Ausarbeitung der PU-Urfassung MS142 und der PU-Frühfassung TS220 erstellt hat. Das auf August 1938 datierte Vorwort TS225, welches in der Nachlassforschung bis jetzt wie selbstverständlich kurzerhand der PU-Frühfassung zugeschlagen wird, ist also bezüglich einer treffenden Zuordnung erst noch näher zu untersuchen. So ist nicht nur nochmals eingehend zu prüfen, welches Textcorpus jeweils den mindestens drei „volumes“ zuzuordnen ist bzw. mit guten Gründen zugeordnet werden kann, sondern auch zu klären, welches Textcorpus – so 
schreibt Wittgenstein ja im Vorwort TS225,II – als „Fragment meines letzten Versuchs, meine philosophischen Gedanken in eine Reihe zu ordnen“ einerseits und als „Masse von Bemerkungen in mehr oder weniger loser Anordnung“ andererseits anzusehen ist bzw. mit guten Gründen angesehen werden kann.
 
Weiter ist noch darauf hinzuweisen, dass nach der Quellenlage in Manuskripten, in Verlagsprotokollen, in Briefwechseln ein Unterschied für Mitte bis Ende 1938 einerseits und Ende 1938 bis Anfang 1939 andererseits konstatiert werden muss; während Mitte 1938 noch MS140(I)+MS114(II)+MS115(I) als das von Wittgenstein zu publizierende Buch in Frage kommt, ist für Ende 1938 und Anfang 1939 dieses Buch nicht mehr relevant, sondern eben die PU-Frühfassung TS220. Am 30.8.1938, also an jenem Tag als Moore sein Schreiben bezüglich Wittgensteins Buch an Cambridge University Press sendet, schreibt John M. Keynes an Ludwig Wittgenstein: „Very glad to hear that you are near publishing. I should feel perfectly certain that the Press would take the book as soon as they asked any competent person’s advice about it.“ Hier kann eben gerade das Buch „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ – so ja auch der Buchtitel im bereits erwähnten Vorstandsprotokoll vom 30.9.1938 – gemeint sein. Und erst der Vermerk im Vorstandsprotokoll vom 21.10.1938, welcher besagt, „daß sich Wittgenstein nicht sicher war im Hinblick auf die Veröffentlichung seiner Philosophical Remarks […]“ (von Wright 1986, 126)112 signalisiert, dass er ab diesem Zeitpunkt Zweifel bezüglich der Veröffentlichung von MS140(I)+MS114(II)+MS115(I) hegt und alsdann Ende 1938 den Plan, dieses Buch zu veröffentlichen, aufgibt. Die Bestrebungen Ende 1938 und Anfang 1939 die PU-Frühfassung von Rush Rhees ins Englische übersetzen zu lassen sind dann übrigens nicht mehr auf die Publikation bei Cambridge University Press gerichtet. In erster Linie müht sich zu diesem Zeitpunkt Wittgenstein, das Typoskript der PU-Frühfassung TS220 bzw. eine von Rush Rhees vorgenommene und von Wittgenstein selbst anschließend korrigierte englischsprachige Teilübersetzung TS226 für seine Bewerbung um die Professur in Philosophie als Nachfolger von George Edward Moore zu verwenden bzw. den Mitgliedern des Berufungsausschusses vorzule-gen. 113 Nachdem Wittgenstein am 11.2.1939 zum Philosophieprofessor berufen worden war, lassen sich für den Zeitraum 1939 bis 1943 keine konkreten Bestrebungen mehr, eine Verlagsveröffentlichung zu organisieren, ausfindig machen; er hatte den konkreten Plan solch einer Veröffentlichung aufgegeben. Erst im Vorwort vom „Januar 1945“ (TS243,2) teilt Wittgenstein dann ausdrücklich mit: 
„Ich hatte bis vor Kurzem den Gedanken an eine Veröffentlichung dieser <der> Arbeit bei meinen Lebzeiten eigentlich aufgegeben.“114

 
7 Zur Bearbeitung der PU-Frühfassung TS220 in TS239 (und TS238)
 
 Gerade dieses Typoskript TS239 – von Denis Paul aus gutem Grund mit dem Titel „TS 239, the Smythies Typescript“ versehen – hat eine abenteuerliche Tra-dierungsgeschichte. TS239 wurde von Wittgenstein 1944 aus der PU-Frühfassung, TS220 erstellt, indem diese – an mehreren Stellen sogar sehr mar-kant und aussagekräftig – be- und umgearbeitet wurde. Nach der Erstellung der „bearbeiteten PU-Frühfassung“ soll Wittgenstein eben dieses Typoskript TS239 in den Wirren des Zweiten Weltkrieges mit der Bombardierung englischer Städte sicherheitshalber einige Zeit im Tresor einer Bank deponiert haben.115 Wittgenstein überließ es später Yorick Smythies und dieser wiederum gab es nach Wittgensteins Tod im Jahre 1957 an Denis Paul. Denis Paul gab es – mit der aus-drücklichen Kundgabe, dass es nur eine Leihgabe ist – im Jahre 1966 an Eliane Flach. Alsdann geriet es in die Hände des damaligen Partners von Eliane Flach und mit ihm von Großbritannien in die Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika. Dort wurde es im Herbst 1977 der Cornell University zum Kauf angeboten; was vom dortigen Bibliothekar aber abgewiesen wurde. Eliane Flach konnte dann diesem TS239 wieder habhaft werden, brachte es im Frühjahr 1978 zurück nach Großbritannien und übergab es Philip Gaskell, dem Bibliothekar der Trinity College Library in Cambridge. Dort ist es seitdem für die Wittgensteinsche Nachlassforschung zugänglich. Bis auf die Aufnahme und Wiedergabe sowohl in der Helsinki Edition als auch in der Kritischen-genetisch Edition, einigen philologischen und editorischen Angaben in diesen beiden Publikationen dazu und eben dem pointierten Artikel „TS 239, the Smythies Typescript“ von Denis Paul (Paul 2009) blieb dieses Nachlassdokument TS239, welches als bearbeitete PU-Frühfassung ja sogar in die PU-Genese im engeren Sinne gehört, bis jetzt nahezu unbeachtet und unerforscht. Nur wenige allgemeine und grobe Angaben 
sind bis jetzt zu TS239 vorhanden. G. H. von Wright schreibt kurz nach der Rückkehr von TS239 nach Großbritannien in die Wren Library des Trinity College in einem extra „Addendum (October 1978)“ zur Erstveröffentlichung seiner Studie „The Origin and Composition of Wittgenstein’s Investigations“ (Luckhardt 1979, 160): 


 In 1977 a hitherto unknown typescript version of the first half of the early version of the Investigations came to light. It is now with the other Wittgenstein papers in the Wren Library, Cambridge. This typescript is evidently the revision of TS 220 which Wittgenstein made at the end of 1942 or beginning of 1943. [...] The relevance of its discovery to the history which is told in this essay cannot be assessed until a detailed examination of the typescript has taken place.

 
Bei der späteren Wiederveröffentlichung dieser Studie hatte G. H. von Wright dann seine gewonnenen allgemeinen Informationen zu TS239 eingearbeitet, etwa (von Wright 1982, 117-118; vgl. von Wright 1986, 122): 


TS 220 of the catalogue, is, as far as we can tell, based on the lost manuscript (142) which had been written in Norway […]. Two copies of this typescript have been preserved – a top copy and a second copy. Roughly the first half of the copy (pp. 1-65) and the second half of the other copy (pp. 66-137) were used by Wittgenstein for thorough revision of TS 220 undertaken during the war years. The existence of this revised copy, now registered as TS 239, was not known to me until 1977 when it unexpectedly turned up in the United States.

 
In der von Joachim Schulte herausgegebenen Kritisch-genetischen Edition finden sich in den „Historisch-philologischen Nachbemerkungen“ wenige detailliertere Angaben zu TS239: zunächst einige Informationen über die neuen Seiten zu Beginn von TS239, alsdann einige Informationen über die so genannte „Insel 77.1-11“ in TS239 und zuletzt noch einige Informationen zum philologischen Befund, dass mehrere Korrekturschichten in TS239 vorhanden sind (Schulte 2001, 1095 und 1101): 


Beginnen wir mit einem nur aufs Äußere gerichteten Blick auf die Typoskripte […]: TS 220 besteht aus den Seiten i-iii plus 2-137, also insgesamt 139 Seiten. TS 239 besteht aus den Seiten 1-2a plus 3-77 plus 77.1-11 plus 94-137, also insgesamt 133 Seiten, wobei die letzte (Nr. 137) nur als Fragment erhalten ist. Was es mit den Seiten 77.1-11 auf sich hat, wird weiter unten deutlicher werden. […]
 
 

 
Dafür, daß in TS 239 wenigstens drei Korrekturschichten auseinandergehalten werden müssen, gibt es […] vor allem die „Insel“ 77.1-11, auf die oben schon kurz angespielt wurde. Hierbei handelt es sich um einen Teil des Kapitels „Philosophie“ ab ca. § 116 (PU § 111) bis § 148 (PU § 133c). Dieser Teil – d.h. die Seiten 77 bis 93 der FF [=PU-Frühfassung TS220] – wurde von Wittgenstein in Zettel zerschnitten, eine ganze Reihe von Bemerkungen wurde ausgeschieden, andere wurden handschriftlich mehr oder weniger stark verändert und 
neu geordnet wieder zusammengeklebt. Und das gleich zweimal, denn von diesem Teil ist eine zweite, inhaltlich weitgehend übereinstimmende Fassung erhalten (TS 238). Das Vorhandensein dieser zweiten Zettelfassung belegt zugleich, daß es wenigstens von den Seiten 66-137 ein drittes Exemplar gegeben haben muß.

 
Welch immens wichtiges Dokument mit TS239 in Wittgensteins Nachlass über-liefert ist und welche Schlüsselbedeutung diesem TS239 als der bearbeiteten PU-Frühfassung in der Erschließung der PU-Genese zukommt, wird offensichtlich, wenn man sich einerseits die philologische Topographie von TS239 im Vergleich mit TS220, dem PU-Vorgängertyposkript, und mit TS227, dem PU-Nachfolgetyposkript, genauer vor Augen führt und andererseits sich auch um die inhaltliche Dimension kümmert. Exemplarisch werden hier nun einige wichtige Aspekte des Textkomplexes „Insel 77.1-11“ in TS239 behandelt.
 
7.1 Schaffung der „Insel 77.1-11“ und Vertauschung von „Sektionsblöcken“ in TS239
 
Die Umstrukturierung von insgesamt 16 Typoskriptseiten, nämlich TS220,77-93 bzw. TS239,77.1-11 (plus ein eingelegter handgeschriebener Zettel), durch Zer-schneiden in Zettel, Umstellung von Sektionen, Hinzufügung von Sektionen, Hinzufügung von handschriftlichen Zusätzen zu, Umformulierungen in und Streichungen von bzw. in Sektionen. Betroffen ist davon das so genannte „Philosophie-Kapitel“ in den PU (TS220,66-93=§86-§116; TS239,66-93=§93-§148; TS227,75-91=§89-§133), denn die „Insel 77.1-11“ in TS239 umfasst davon etwa die zweite Hälfte.
 
Die Umstellung von Bemerkungen in der „Insel 77.1-11“ vollzieht sich hauptsächlich in zwei Sektionsblöcken, nämlich: TS220,§99-§107 bzw. TS239,§121-§130 als Block I und TS220,§109E-§112 bzw. TS239,§131-§144 als Block II. Diese Blöcke wurden der Reihenfolge nach einfach miteinander vertauscht; Block I wurde hinter Block II transferiert und dort unmittelbar anschließend positioniert. Zudem wurden noch drei Einzelsektionen versetzt, nämlich: §123, §140, §145. Alsdann wurden zwei Sektionen neu hinzugefügt, nämlich: §125 und §133. Weitere Umformulierungen und Ergänzungen wurden an mehreren Sektionen vorgenommen. Und schließlich wurden mehrere Sektionen oder Sektions-teile gestrichen. Die graphische Darstellung (Abb. 21) veranschaulicht die Umstrukturierung 
der beiden Sektionsblöcke, der drei Einzelsektionen und vermerkt die neu hinzugekommenen Sektionen oder Sektionsteile.116
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Abb. 21: Graphische Darstellung der Umstrukturierung von TS220 ins bzw. im TS239


 
Die Vertauschung der beiden Sektionsblöcke betrifft zentrale Themen in den PU – konkret im so genannten „Philosophie-Kapitel“ bzw. im so genannten „Methoden-Abschnitt“. Was in der graphischen Darstellung im Überblick präsentiert wurde, kann nun anhand einer Tabelle detailliert gezeigt und alsdann erklärend beschrieben werden.
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Zugrunde gelegt wird in der Tabelle die Sektionenabfolge wie sie in der PU-Spätfassung TS227 (Spalte 4) vorhanden ist, nämlich PU§109-133, hier Nr. 1 bis Nr. 70 (Spalte 1)117. Betrachtet man nun aber die Reihung in der PU-Frühfassung TS220 (Spalte 2), so zeigen sich eben die zwei – bereits erwähnten und graphisch veranschaulichten – umgestellten Sektionsblöcke in TS239. Nämlich: Nach TS220,§96a-§99b, also Nr. 1 bis Nr. 14, folgen TS220,§107a-§§100a-112e, also Nr. 15 bis Nr. 40, und erst dann schließen sich TS220,§100a-§106b, also Nr. 41 bis Nr. 63, an und darauf wiederum folgen TS220,§115a-§116a, also Nr. 64 bis Nr. 70. Gerade diese Umstellung ist inhaltlich von allergrößter Bedeutung. In der PU-Urfassung MS142 und in der PU-Frühfassung TS220 hatte Wittgenstein nämlich zuerst folgende Bemerkungen (hier mit ausgewählten Schlagsätzen markiert) positioniert: „Unserer Grammatik fehlt es an Uebersichtlichkeit. – Die übersichtliche Darstellung vermittelt das Verständnis, welches eben darin besteht, dass wir die ‘Zusammenhänge sehen’. Daher die Wichtigkeit des Findens der Zwischenglieder.“ (Nr. 41), „Der Begriff der übersichtlichen Darstellung ist für uns von grundlegender Bedeutung.“ (Nr. 42), „Die Philosophie darf den tatsächlichen Gebrauch der Sprache nicht antasten“ (Nr. 44), „Die Philosophie stellt eben alles bloss hin, und erklärt und folgert nichts.“ (Nr. 54), „‘Philosophie’ könnte man auch das nennen, was vor allen neuen Entdeckungen und Erfindungen möglich ist.“ (Nr. 55), „Die Arbeit des Philosophen ist ein Zusammentragen von Erinnerungen“ (Nr. 57), „Wollte man Th es en in der Philosophie aufstellen, es könnte nie über sie zur Diskussion kommen, weil Alle mit ihnen einverstanden wären.“ (Nr. 60), „Die philosophisch wichtigsten Aspekte der Dinge sind durch ihre Einfachheit und Alltäglichkeit verborgen.“ (Nr. 61), „Eine unserer wichtigsten Aufgaben ist es, alle falschen Gedankengänge so charakteristisch auszudrücken, dass der Andre sagt: ‚Ja, genau so hab ich es gemeint.’“ (Nr. 63). Und erst danach hatte Wittgenstein einerseits seine Kritik in bestimmter Art und Weise Philosophie zu betreiben und andererseits die Kritik seiner eigenen früheren Art und Weise zu Philosophieren, positioniert (wieder mit ausgewählten Schlagsätzen markiert): „So befreien wir auch vom Bann des Ideals, indem wir es als Bild anerkennen und seinen Ursprung angeben.“ (Nr. 15), „Nur so nämlich können wir der Ungerechtigkeit, oder der Leere unserer Behauptungen entgehen“ (Nr. 18), „Ich habe seinerzeit (in der Log. Phil. Abh.) gesagt ‘Elementarsatz’ sei eine Verkettung von Namen.“ (Nr. 19), „Aber ich suche, suche krampfhaft, nach einem System, nach einer Einheit aller 
Sätze.“ (Nr. 21), „Man glaubt, wieder und wieder der Natur nachzufahren, und fährt nur der Form entlang, durch die wir sie betrachten.“ (Nr. 24), „Wir führen die Wörter von ihrer metaphysischen, wieder auf ihre alltägliche Verwendung zurück.“ (Nr. 29), „Die Ergebnisse der Philosophie sind die Entdeckungen ir-gendeines schlichten Unsinns und Beulen, die sich der Verstand beim Anren-nen an das Ende /die Grenze/ der Sprache geholt hat. Sie, die Beulen, lassen uns den Wert jener Entdeckungen erkennen.“ (Nr. 33). Mit dem Vertauschen dieser beiden Blöcke hat Wittgenstein die Problemanalyse beim Philosophieren vor die Problemlösung beim Philosophieren gestellt. Also: In MS142 und TS220 wurde erst die Problemlösung geboten und dann erst die Problemstellung angegeben. Ab TS239 und weiter bis TS227 ist dann aber die Komposition der Sektionsblöcke umgekehrt.
 
Weitere kompositorische und inhaltliche Analysen in TS239 – konkret im Bereich der „Insel 77.1-11“ – sind höchst informativ und aufschlussreich. Hier können und sollen nur noch drei besonders herausragende Punkte angesprochen werden.

 
7.2 Einfügen von neuen Bemerkungen bzw. Bemerkungsteilen in TS239
 
Das Einfügen von neuen Bemerkungen bzw. Bemerkungsteilen in TS239 – hier speziell in die „Insel“ in TS239 – durch handschriftliche Zusätze (z.B. Nr. 5, Nr. 9, Nr.23, Nr. 30, Nr. 31, Nr. 41, Nr. 42, Nr. 43). Inhaltlich exemplarisch: Es wurden folgende zwei – kleine, aber höchst bedeutende und aufschlussreiche –Textänderungen (in Nr. 41 und in Nr. 42) vorgenommen und es wurde folgende Bemerkung (Nr. 43) neu hinzugefügt (Abb. 22).
 
 
[image: e9783110378610_i0045.jpg]
 
 Abb. 22: TS239,77.6 (Detail)


 
[<131>] Eine Hauptquelle unseres Unverständnisses ist, dass wir den Gebrauch unserer Wörter nicht übersehen. – Unserer Grammatik fehlt es an Uebersichtlichkeit. – Die übersichtliche Darstellung vermittelt das Verständnis, welches eben darin besteht, dass wir die ‘Zusammenhänge sehen’. Daher die Wichtigkeit des Findens <& des Erfindens> [image: e9783110378610_i0046.jpg] <von> Zwischengl ieder <n>.
 
<132> Der Begriff der übersichtlichen Darstellung ist für uns von grundlegender Bedeutung. Er bezeichnet unsere Darstellungsform, die Art wie wir die Dinge sehen. ([image: e9783110378610_i0047.jpg] [image: e9783110378610_i0048.jpg] <Ähnlich einer> ‘Weltanschauung’<.)> [image: e9783110378610_i0049.jpg])
 
<<133> Ein philosophisches Problem hat die Form: „Ich kenne mich nicht aus.“>
 
 

 
Bei diesen drei Sektionen (TS239,§131-§133 = Nr. 41 bis Nr. 43) handelt es sich um ein Herzstück von Wittgensteins Opus summum, den „Philosophischen Untersuchungen“, denn diese Bemerkungen handeln von der „übersichtlichen Darstellung“. Wittgenstein hat nämlich handschriftlich drei Eingriffe vorgenommen.
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 Abb. 23: TS239,77.6 (Detail zu Nr.41)


 
In der ersten dieser Sektionen (Nr. 41; Abb. 23) hat Wittgenstein die Formulierung „Wichtigkeit des Findens der Zwischenglieder“ zu „Wichtigkeit des Findens und des Erfindens von Zwischengliedern“ umgestaltet. Nicht bestimmte, nicht „die“ Zwischenglieder sind zu finden. Nicht nur die „Wichtigkeit des Findens“, sondern die „Wichtigkeit des Findens und des Erfindens“ von Zwischengliedern. Nicht nur das Recherchieren vorhandener Zwischenglieder, sondern auch das Imaginieren innovativer Zwischenglieder.
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Abb. 24: TS239,77.6 (Detail zu Nr. 42)


 
In der zweiten dieser Sektionen (Nr. 42; Abb. 24) transformiert Wittgenstein den ursprünglichen Satz „(Vielleicht eine Art der ‘Weltanschauung’. Spengler.)“ –über eine Zwischenstufe hinweg – in den endgültigen Satz „(Ähnlich einer ‘Weltanschauung’.)“. Die vermutende Formulierung „Vielleicht eine Art von“ wird ebenso entfernt wie die Referenz auf „Spengler“ und damit auf das Konzept von „Weltanschauung“ bei Oswald Spengler in dessen Hauptwerk Der Untergang des Abendlandes.118 Für ein adäquates Verständnis von Ludwig Wittgensteins zentralem Begriff „übersichtliche Darstellung“ ist die Kenntnis der 
Verwendungsweisen des Begriffs „Weltanschauung“ bei Wittgenstein selbst und bei Spengler ebenso erforderlich, wie das Wissen um Konzeption und Verwendung des Begriffs „Urphänomen“ bei Johann Wolfgang von Goethe, bei Oswald Spengler und bei Ludwig Wittgenstein unabdingbar ist.
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 Abb. 25: TS239,77.6 (Detail zu Nr. 43)


 
Die dritte dieser Sektionen (Nr. 43; Abb. 25) – „Ein philosophisches Problem hat die Form: ‚Ich kenne mich nicht aus‘.“ – hat Wittgenstein eigens in der bearbeiteten PU-Frühfassung neu hinzugefügt. Diese Bemerkung hatte Wittgenstein erstmals am 14. Oktober 1931 in den Manuskriptband MS112,24r in etwas abwei-chender, weniger polierten Formulierung – „Ein philosophisches Problem ist immer von der Form: „Ich kenne mich einfach nicht aus.“ – eingetragen (Abb. 26), dann über TS211,433 und TS212 in das „Big Typescript“ TS213,421 transferiert, bevor es dann handschriftlich in TS239,77.6 (und übrigens auch in TS238,7) gelangte.
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Abb. 26: MS112,24r (Detail)


 

 
7.3 Herausnehmen bzw. Herausstreichen von Bemerkungen in TS239
 
Das Herausnehmen bzw. Herausstreichen von Bemerkungen (z.B. Nr. 7, Nr. 11, Nr. 16, Nr. 25, Nr. 48, Nr. 56, Nr. 58, Nr. 59, Nr. 62). Inhaltlich exemplarisch: Folgende zwei Bemerkungsteile (Nr. 56 und Nr. 62) wurden in TS239 gestrichen.
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Abb. 27: TS239,7.7 (Detail)


 
[image: e9783110378610_i0055.jpg]

 
Die Streichung – in einer dreifachen, ungewöhnlichen, ganz besonderen Art und Weise – der erstzitierten Sektion (Nr. 56; Abb. 27) besagt sicher nicht, dass Wittgenstein gerade diese aussagekräftige Bemerkung ihrem Gehalt nach revi-diert und/oder ihrer Gestalt nach verworfen hätte. Sehr bemerkenswert ist nun aber die Tatsache, dass er eben diese Bemerkung zunächst in sein Werk „Philosophische Untersuchungen“ aufgenommen hat (MS142 und TS220), sie darin dann wieder gestrichen hat (TS239) und sie zuletzt daraus wieder entfernt hat (TS227). Ein wichtiger Hinweis zu einer stimmigen Interpretation dieses Sachverhaltes ist eine markante Aussage von Wittgenstein selbst, nämlich: „Es ist 
eine große Versuchung den Geist explicit machen zu wollen.“ (MS109,209) Dieser Versuchung in seinem Œuvre „Philosophische Untersuchungen“ selbst nicht zu erliegen, wird ihn – dafür sprechen gewichtige Indizien – zum Streichen von Sektionen insbesondere in TS239 veranlasst haben.
 
„Die Lösung des Problems des Lebens“ hat übrigens bei Wittgenstein noch einen weiteren prominenten Auftritt, nämlich in der Logisch-Philosophischen Abhandlung 6.521 mit einer Formulierung, die erstmals am 6.-7.7.1916 in den Manuskriptband MS103,13r+13v (Abb. 28 und Abb. 29) eingetragen wurde und dann über den Proto-Tractatus 6.521-6.5211 (Abb. 30) in den Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus gelangte. Auch bei der Rede von der „Lösung des Problems des Lebens“ sind Wittgensteins beiden Hauptwerke, der TLP und die PU (bis TS239), miteinander thematisch verknüpft.
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Abb. 28 und Abb. 29: MS103,13r (D: 6.7.1916) und MS103,13v (D: 7.7.1916)


 
/ \ Die Lösung des Problems des [image: e9783110378610_i0057.jpg] Lebens merkt man am Verschwinden dieses Problems
 
/ \ Ist nicht dies der Grund warum Menschen denen der Sinn des Lebens nach langen Zweifeln klar wurde warum diese dann nicht sagen konnten worin dieser Sinn bestand.
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 Abb. 30: MS104,83 = Proto-Tractatus 6.521-6.5211


 
 
 
 
 
	6.521 
	Die Lösung des Problems des Lebens merkt man am Verschwinden dieses Problems.
 
 
	6.5211 
	Ist nicht dies der Grund, warum Menschen, denen der Sinn des Lebens nach langem Zweifeln klar wurde, warum diese dann nicht sagen konnen worin dieser Sinn bestand.


 
 

 
Eine weitere Sektion in TS239 (Nr. 62; Abb. 31) – mit der in Wittgensteins Nachlass an markanten Stellen und mit speziellen Formulierungen vorhandenen Rede vom „erlösenden Wort“ – gehört auch unter das Diktum „große Versuchung den Geist explicit machen zu wollen“. Diese und viele weitere Bemerkungen sind aber – in einem recht verstandenen Sinne, den es künftighin noch genau auszuloten gilt – als „Substratum“ bzw. als eigener Themenstrang im Wittgensteinschen Nachlass gerade auch neben dem der Genese der „Philosophischen Untersuchungen“ zu sehen und zu veranschlagen (siehe Rothhaupt 2013).
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Abb. 31: TS239,7.8 (Detail)


 
[image: e9783110378610_i0061.jpg]<W>er Philosoph<iert> trachtet das erlösende Wort zu finden, das ist das Wort, das uns endlich erlaubt, das zu fassen, was bis dahin, ungreifbar, unser Bewußtsein belastet hat. (Es ist, wie wenn uns ein Haar auf der Zunge liegt; man spürt es, aber kann es nicht fassen und darum nicht los werden.)
 

 
7.4 Hinzufügen eines separaten handschriftlichen Zettels in TS239
 
Das Hinzufügung eines eigenen separaten handschriftlich verfassten Zettel in TS239 mit einer neuen Bemerkung hinzugefügt (Nr. 30 und Nr. 31; Abb. 32): 
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Abb. 32: TS239,77.4


 
125 Man sagt mir: „Du verstehst doch diesen Ausdruck? Nun also, in der Bedeutung<,> die du kennst, gebrauche auch ich ihn.“ Als wäre die Bedeutung eine Aura, die das Wort mitbringt & in jederlei/<jeder> Verwendung herübernimmt/<mitnimmt>!<.>
 
Wenn Einer z.B. sagt, der Satz „Dies ist hier“ – <(>wobei er <vor sich hin> auf einen Gegenstand zeigt – habe für ihn Sinn, so möge er sich fragen, unter welchen besonderen Umständen man diesen Satz <wirklich> verwendet. In diesen hat er dann Sinn.
 
 

 
Die Erstaufzeichnung dieser Bemerkung findet sich in MS127,73 und wurde dort am 27.2.1944 eingetragen. Dann wurde eben diese Bemerkung auf einen eigenen handschriftlich verfassten Zettel abgeschrieben und dieser in TS239,77.4 einge-legt und mit der Paragraphennummer „125“ versehen.119 Wichtig und aufschlussreich ist dieser Sachverhalt, weil sich damit eine Datierung der Entstehung von TS239, also der Zeitraum der Bearbeitung und Umstrukturierung der PU-Frühfassung TS220 und deren Transformation in die bearbeitete PU-Frühfassung 
TS239, genauer festlegen lässt. Da die Zettel-Bemerkung ursprüng-lich am 27.2.1944 verfasst worden ist, wird also auch die Entstehung von TS239 (wenigstens ab TS239,77.4) erst nach diesem Datum anzusetzen sein. Denkbar wäre zwar der Umstand, dass die Erstellung von TS239 bereits vor diesem Zeitpunkt erfolgt ist und die besagte Zettel-Bemerkung erst später als Einfügung eines losen Blattes vorgenommen wurde. Aber: Damit wäre auch die Nummerierung der Paragraphen in TS239 später erfolgt, denn der eingefügte Zettel trägt ja selbst die Nummerierung als Paragraph „125“. Es macht nun überhaupt keinen Sinn und weitere Indizien120 sprechen dagegen, dass die Durchnummerierung der Paragraphen in TS239 nicht bereits im Zuge der Entstellung von TS239 erfolgt wäre.


 
8 PU-Genese im engeren Sinne und die Revision ihres „Standard View“
 
 Innerhalb der PU-Genese im engeren Sinne, innerhalb des „Standard Views“ der PU-Genese – wie er etwa in der Kritisch-genetischen Edition präsentiert wird – nämlich: PU-Urfassung (MS142), PU-Frühfassung (TS220 mit Vorwort TS225 und TS221), bearbeitete PU-Frühfassung (TS239), PU-Zwischenfassung (TS227(I) und TS242) und PU-Spätfassung (TS227(I+II)) sind neue weitreichende For-schungsergebnisse zu integrieren, sind längst fällige Korrekturen vorzunehmen, sind nachhaltige Verbesserungen anzubringen, sind substanzielle Erweiterungen einzuführen – kurz: eine Revision des „Standard View“ der PU-Genese im engeren Sinne ist dringend erforderlich (siehe bereits Rothhaupt 1999 und Rothhaupt 2006).
 
Eine Übersichtstabelle (auf der folgenden Seite) kann einen ersten Eindruck davon vermitteln helfen, wie solch eine Revision des „Standard Views“ der PU-Genese im engeren Sinne aussehen wird. Hier können nur einige markante und zentrale Punkte – welche sich in der Übersichtstabelle leicht identifizieren bzw. lokalisieren lassen – für die dringend erforderliche Revision des „Standard Views“ der PU-Genese erwähnt werden: 1) Das (Wieder-)Einbeziehen von MS116(I+II) in die PU-Genese im engeren Sinne. 2) Das Einbeziehen von 
MS114(II)+MS115(I) mit MS140(I), dem Buch Wittgensteins mit dem Titel „Philosophische Bemerkungen“, in die PU-Genese im engeren Sinne. 3) Nicht TS221 ist als Teil der PU-Frühfassung anzusehen, sondern vielmehr TS222 (siehe Rothhaupt 2010b). 4) TS222 kann in zwei unterschiedlichen und unterscheidbaren Fassungen veranschlagt werden (siehe Rothhaupt 2010b). 5) Besondere Aufmerksamkeit gebührt der Bearbeitung der Frühfassung TS220 in TS239. 6) Beachtung der bei Wittgenstein vorhandenen „Ruhephase“ der Buchpublikation von „Philosophischen Untersuchungen“ im Zeitraum 1939-1943. 7) Detailliertere Nachlassforschungen ergeben zeitliche Verschiebungen der Datierungen zur Entstehung der bearbeiteten PU-Frühfassung (von 1942/43 nach 1944), der PU-Zwischenfassung (von 1944 nach 1945/46) und insbesondere der PU-Spätfassung (von 1945/46 nach 1949). 8) Das adäquate Veranschlagen der herausragenden Bedeutung des in TS228 vorhandenen Nummernsystems für die Gestaltung von TS230 und TS227(I+II). 9) Die Beachtung der herausragenden Bedeutung von TS228 und TS231(I+II) einerseits und von MS130(I)+MS130(III) und TS235 andererseits für die Entstehung von TS227(I+II). 10) Zusammengehörigkeit von Zwischenfassung TS227(I)+TS242 und TS230 als einer eigenen PU-Fassung, der so genannten „frühen PU-Spätfassung“. 11) Die Transformation der „frühen PU-Spätfassung“ (Zwischenfassung TS227(I)+TS242 und TS230) in die so genannte „späte PU-Spätfassung“ (TS227(I+II)), durch Einfügung von TS228- bzw. TS230-Bemerkungen in die Zwischenfassung mit Hilfe von MS182(I) und durch Anhängung von TS228- bzw. TS230-Bemerkungen an die Zwischenfassung mit Hilfe von MS182(II). 12) Der detaillierte Nachweis der „Unvollendetheit“ der so genannten „späten PU-Spätfassung“. 13) Die Beschreibung von Ungereimtheiten, Unstimmigkeiten und Fehlern bei der Transformation von TS227 in die zweisprachige Erstpublikation der Philosophischen Untersuchungen im Jahre 1953. 14) Gezielte Anstrengungen und konkrete Recherchen zum Wiederauffinden der verschollenen „späten PU-Spätfassung“ TS227(I+II) bzw. der zweisprachigen PU-Druckvorlage .121
 
 
Revision des “Standard View“ der Genese der Philosophische Untersuchungen

 
[image: e9783110378610_i0063.jpg]

 

 
9 PU-Genese im engeren und im weiteren Sinne – nur ein Strang im Nachlass
 
 Die in den letzten 40 Jahren geleistete Erforschung der PU-Genese in Wittgensteins Nachlass im Speziellen bzw. die Erforschung des Wittgensteinschen Ge-samtnachlasses im Allgemeinen ist jeweils ein Meilenstein – bei einer sicher zweistelligen Gesamtmeilenzahl. Allmählich bilden sich Zugangs- und Sicht-weisen auf das Œuvre Wittgensteins heraus, die ihm auch angemessen sind. Insbesondere ein immer adäquater werdendes Verstehen der „Philosophischen Untersuchungen“ – Wittgensteins Opus magnum und Opus summum – ist zu konstatieren und macht stetig Fortschritte. Hier konnte und sollte bezüglich der Erforschung der PU-Genese sowohl im engeren Sinne als auch im weiteren Sinne nur ein Problembewusstsein dafür geschaffen, dazu ein Überblick gegeben und ausgewählte Einblicke gewährt werden.
 
Es ist aber eigens darauf hinzuweisen, dass die Rekonstruktion der PU-Genese nur einen Strang in Wittgensteins Nachlass darstellt. Weitere Stränge, Bereiche, Felder lassen sich in Wittgensteins Gesamtnachlass ausfindig machen. Auf einen bedeutenden – bis jetzt aber nur im Ansatz gesehenen, recher-chierten und gewürdigten – Themenstrang in diesem Nachlass soll hier noch eigens aufmerksam gemacht werden, nämlich auf einen „kulturellen“ Themenstrang. Man kann auch treffend von einem „Culture and Value“-Strang oder von einem „Vermischte Bemerkungen“-Strang (im besten Sinne dieser Bezeichnung etwa in Verbindung zu Lichtenberg und zu Novalis) sprechen, der – wenn man so sagen darf – an der Grenze zwischen „Sagen“ und „Zeigen“ bzw. an der Grenze der „Versuchung den Geist explizit machen zu wollen“ (MS109,209/1) angesiedelt ist. Die Rekonstruktion eben dieser von Wittgenstein selbst angeleg-ten Bemerkungsauswahl – durch die Verwendung der Sektionsmarkierung „O“ einerseits (1929-1932 und 1937-38) und durch die Sektionsmarkierung „│…│“ (1932-1951) andererseits – ist ein Desiderat für die Erforschung des Wittgensteinschen Nachlasses (siehe dazu genauer Rothhaupt 2013). Wittgensteins eigene Bemerkungsauswahl mit der Sektionsmarkierung „O“ wurde bereits als Proto-Edition unter dem Titel Wittgensteins KRINGEL-BUCH erstellt. (Wittgenstein 2011) Die Bemerkungsauswahl mit der Sektionsmarkierung „│…│“ ist künftighin noch genau zu recherchieren und zu analysieren.122 Weiterhin ist die von Georg Henrik von Wright postum aus Wittgensteins Nachlass, präziser: „from the published works and existing typescripts and manuscripts“, 
im Zeitraum 1965-1966 exzerpierte große Bemerkungsauswahl A Collection of Remarks by Ludwig Wittgenstein on questions with his Life and Work; the Nature of Philosophical Inquiry; Art, Religion and the ‚Philosophy of Life‘; the I, Will, and the World; and various other General Topics einerseits und eine dann wiederum daraus exzerpierte „Auswahl der Auswahl“, die Vermischte Bemerkungen bzw. Culture and Value publiziert wurde, genau zu dokumentieren, zu diskutieren zu evaluieren.123 (Wittgenstein 1998) – Und so ist auch hier abschlie-ßend zu konstatieren: Die möglichst detaillierte Erforschung des Wittgensteinschen Nachlasses und das möglichst adäquate Verstehen der Philosophie bzw. des Philosophierens Ludwig Josef Johann Wittgensteins steht noch nahe dem Anfang.
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In a passage in ‘The Idea of Perfection’ Iris Murdoch questions the possibility of turning to ordinary language to come to know a value concept in depth. She presses us to see that ‘if morality is essentially connected with change and progress, we cannot be as democratic about it as some philosophers would like to think.’ The ‘meaning of all necessary moral words’, she says, is something ‘we may have to learn’. This involves a ‘movement of understanding […] towards increasing privacy, in the direction of the ideal limit and not back towards genesis in the rulings of an impersonal public language’ (1999, 322).
 
These ideas pose serious question to anyone who, after Wittgenstein, tries to describe our moral psychology, by recourse to everyday ways of speaking. It also points to a tension in our speaking about morality, and psychology, that one will, almost inevitably, come to acknowledge if one takes it upon oneself to attend to our ordinary ways of speaking about morally significant matters. Here, I will attend to the concept of ‘love’ as one ‘necessary moral word’ to bring out this tension more clearly. I will also show how it is present in Wittgenstein’s scattered remarks about love. I begin in the first section by considering how to understand the suggestion that love is not an inner mental event and how that reverberates in how we speak about love. In the second section I follow up on this discussion by considering in what senses one may speak of love as true. I end with a consideration of what implications this has for what it means to speak of love with meaning.
 
1 Feelings and Dispositions: Inner and Outer
 
In relation to the elusiveness that love often shows when one attempts to characterize it as an emotion, Wittgenstein writes: ‘Love is not a feeling. Love is put to the test, pain not. One does not say: “That was not true pain, or it would not have gone off so quickly”‘ (1967, §504). This remark about love does of course turn on a very everyday way of speaking about it. Imagine, for instance, the parent who comforts the heart-broken teenager who for the first time has been turned down in love by saying that this was not yet love but a strong 
affection: ‘So, so, it will pass. Time heals. There’s plenty of fish in the sea. In time you will find your true love.’ It is also possible to follow up Wittgenstein’s remark, by noticing, as he does, that love does not pass as a feeling does, since it does not have ‘genuine duration’ (ibid., §472). It is not possible to localize love as it is possible to localize a stabbing pain in my back when getting out of bed. Love does not have a beginning and an end in the same sense as ‘thrills, twinges, pangs, throbs, wrenches, itches, prickings, chills, glows, loads, qualms, hankerings, curdlings, sinkings, tensions, gnawings and shocks’. These are the words used by Gilbert Ryle to exemplify feelings in the chapter on emotion in his The Concept of Mind (1955, 83). He takes great pain to distinguish these feelings from ‘“inclinations” (or “motives”), “moods”, “agitations” (or commotions)’ which to him constitute the ‘different kinds of things … that the word emotion is used to designate’. Rather than understanding these three (and ‘love’ latches on to each one of them), as referring to a feeling or a succession of feelings, Ryle encourages us to think of them as dispositions to act, behave and, also, feel in certain ways.
 
Indeed Wittgenstein also, in a remark that has found its way both into the first volume of the Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology and Zettel, notes that one might call love and hate ‘emotional dispositions’ (1980, §148; 1967, §491). Similarly, we can make use of the remarks Wittgenstein makes to distinguish talk about ‘hope’, ‘grief’ and ‘joy’ from talk about sensations, and suggest with him that the feelings and acts of love, its manifestations, are ‘modes’ (or ‘modifications’)124 of a ‘complicated form of life’ (2009, 183) or that the word love ‘describes a pattern which recurs, with different variations, in the tapestry of life’ (ibid.). Wittgenstein uses the first expression to show how mastery of the concept of hope is deeply ingrained in leading a certain sort of life and the second to remind us that it would be uncharacteristic of joy and sorrow to alternate with the ticking of a clock (ibid.). That the assimilation of love with hope, joy and grief here is in line with how Wittgenstein thought about love is seen in PI §583 where he asks ‘Could someone have a feeling of ardent love or hope for one second – no matter what preceded or followed this second?’ (ibid., §583).
 
The emphasis in these remarks is on showing that love is not constituted by an inner, private experience available only through self-consciousness, but rather acted out and embedded in a rich, historical context where other people 
have a crucial role to play. They do so, in their role as fellow speakers and language users; a pre-requisite for the complicated forms of life that arise out of a life in and with language. More than that, they share our world as fellow human beings. It is in response to them that our talking about love, joy, grief and hope have their home. I eagerly await someone’s arrival (ibid., §577); I feel joy at seeing someone again (Wittgenstein 1982 §357); I complain to them about my pains and fears (Wittgenstein 2009, 197-198); I find some memories unbearable, at first at least, when they are no longer there (ibid., 198).
 
It is also as a reminder of such contexts in our life that Wittgenstein writes: ‘It makes sense to ask: “Do I really love her or am I only pretending to myself?” and the process of introspection is the calling up of memories; of imagined possible situations; and of the feelings that one would have if …’ (2009, §587.) This passage is one of the remarks mentioning love that shows up in several different contexts in the Nachlass. It draws attention to at least three things. First, even if there is direct talk about introspection, the process of ‘introspection’, of looking inside, that Wittgenstein wants us to consider, is not a matter of trying to take hold of an inner feeling to determine what the feeling is; is it love or not? Second, the whole idea that there could be a way of setting up criteria for what feeling it is that are only available to me privately, as Wittgenstein shows in the remarks on private language, is incoherent, since there is in such a setup no possibility of determining whether these criteria have been applied correctly. Rather, and this is the third thing, in so far as I am able to articulate my reactions in the past and in their possible form in an imagined context’- ‘Did I feel happy when she came to meet me at the airport?’ ‘Would I feel relief, rather than sadness, if she had to move to another town’-they are in principle open to the judgements of others, just as I myself am trying to pass judgement on them.
 
This is not to preclude that I may only engage in this form of introspection in private. In other words, I may not share my thoughts, and keep my possible doubts about what I am feeling to myself. It is even characteristic of these kinds of doubt that I do not engage everyone in them, but perhaps only a few chosen friends. Perhaps I only write about them in my diary.125 This, however, only 
strengthens Wittgenstein’s point, for it is not that we keep certain thoughts, questions and doubts to ourselves, because others would not understand us (although we may explain ourselves in precisely this way), but because of what uttering these doubts would allow them to see about ourselves, and our commitments. The following remark is telling in this way: ‘It might also be said: hate between human beings comes from our cutting ourselves off from each other. Because we don’t want anyone else to see inside us, since it’s not a pretty sight in there.’ (Wittgenstein 1998, 52).
 
It is on issues such as these that Murdoch feels that Wittgenstein, and especially part of the tradition that has taken up his way of understanding psychological concepts, does away with the private in an undesired way. She 
names Stuart Hampshire as one of the philosophers who have contributed to what she calls a behaviourist-existentialist picture of man characterised by ‘the identification of the true person with the empty choosing will, and the corresponding emphasis upon the idea of movement rather than vision’ (1999, 327). In other words, she suggests that a tradition of thought that disregards talk about inner entities as irrelevant for clarifying the meaning of mental concepts, and makes behavioral manifestations central for their identification, ends up privileging action and choice in their description of morality, for mental concepts ‘form part of the sphere of morality’ (ibid, 318). In doing so, they disregard the notion of moral vision and the kind of moral progress that comes about through lovingly attending to an individual, person or object, which to Murdoch is the salient feature of morality. If thought can only be perceived as thought as long as it is directed at action, there is nothing, she says indicatively, to make of taking up ‘an idle contemplative attitude to good’ (ibid., 311).
 
She illustrates what she means by this in her example of M, a mother in law who through a gradual process of looking at her daughter-in-law comes to see her as ‘not vulgar but refreshingly simple, not undignified but spontaneous, not noisy but gay, not tiresomely juvenile but delightfully youthful’ (ibid., 313). Although we are invited to think that this change does not in any way come to show in M’s actions – she ‘behaves beautifully towards the girl throughout’ (ibid., 312)126 – Murdoch suggests that we fail to attend to a central feature of our moral reality, in the strongly moral sense with which the concept, to her, is imbued, if we do not attend properly to the kinds of inner efforts and struggles to see lovingly that are involved in the change in M’s vision.
 
This is not the place to delve any deeper into Murdoch’s alternative vision of morality, or into the picture she is criticizing. Suffice it to say that the criticism she offers is well worth taking into consideration in the following discussion. It is so in at least three respects. First, the recourse to ordinary language with the intent of explaining the meaning of mental concepts is deeply problematic if ordinary language is seen as providing us with publicly available, and thereby 
impersonal, criteria, for determining what it means to, say, love or know someone. Second, the attempt to separate the discussion of mental concepts from the moral sphere, not to mention attempting to ground morality in our psychology, by allowing the philosophy of mind to set the terms in which value judgements are stated (ibid., 335), is as problematic in that it does not account for the ways in which mental concepts are immersed in moral concerns from the start. Third, the knowledge, grammatical or moral, we may gain by considering these mental and moral concepts in concrete, personal and historical contexts, cannot be exhausted philosophically in terms of ‘switching on to some given impersonal network’ (ibid., 322).
 
The question is, however, whether these points of critique hit the heart of Wittgenstein’s remarks. Murdoch is careful not to locate more than the starting point of the tradition she is critical of with him, and notes that he ‘remains sphinx-like in the background’ (ibid., 311). The most pointed critique is that he does not pose a limit on the idea that the identity of mental concepts is dependent on observers and rules for correctness (ibid., 318). Such a limit is needed, according to Murdoch to do justice to the realization that: 


 There are two senses of ‘knowing what a word means’, one connected with ordinary language and the other very much less so. Knowledge of a value concept is something to be understood, as it were, in depth, and not in terms of switching on to some given impersonal network. (ibid., 322)

 
There is, however, reason to think that Wittgenstein would not have been at odds with anything Murdoch says about the need to consider the personal histories, and the personal responses of an individual, needed to make out how a mental concept is used in what that person says or does. Rather, we may think that anyone who looks into how the words are used would come to say and see the exact same things that Murdoch brings out. In other words, that there are no general criteria for judging whether a certain expression falls under a certain description or another, but that what a person sees in another, ‘youth’ or ‘vulgarity’ will also be an aspect of that person’s more spontaneous responses, her efforts to look justly and lovingly, etc. In that sense, there is a very real sense in which the differences in emphasis can be explained by Wittgenstein and Murdoch speaking with different purposes, where Wittgenstein’s interest is to combat a certain idea of the inner or the private rather than present a full-fledged description of our use of the mental concepts.
 
In the rest of the paper, I articulate how this idea of deepened moral knowledge, can also be found in some of Wittgenstein’s remarks regarding love. I earlier mentioned the way in which mental concepts spring out of and form 
our responses and reactions to other people, to show a different path in which we may look at the philosophical reflection on the role of mental/moral concepts in language. Making our personally interconnected lives the starting point for the discussion of what sense it may have to speak about ‘really loving’ or ‘love being true’, I believe, also allows for a way of understanding these concepts where the central focus is neither on action nor on vision, but on communication and dialogue, on what it is to say something to another.

 
2 Wittgenstein on ‘true love’
 
 It is striking that the question raised by Wittgentstein: ‘Do I really love her or am I only pretending to myself?’ is not that far away from the question facing M: ‘Am I unloving in my way of looking at D?’ Without downplaying the important asymmetries that may be found in raising the question about one’s relation to someone in erotic love and in more familiar relations, in formulating the question in the positive or in the negative, they both raise questions about what can be seen as the truth about one’s love: ‘Are my feelings/thoughts really expressive of love’ or is it actually something else, jealousy, snobbishness (in the case of M), a fear of leaving, a desire for admiration, sexual attraction (in Wittgenstein’s case)? The possibility of raising such questions is a recurrent theme in Wittgenstein’s remarks on love, and I will argue that there is a different lesson to be learnt from them, than merely making the previous distinctions between feelings and dispositions and the private and the public as an aspect of our emotional life. This places Wittgenstein’s remarks of the inherently moral mental concepts and their role in communication in a different position from the one we can extract from Murdoch‘s writings.
 
In RPP1, Wittgenstein, again takes up the idea of love passing and writes, 


‘If it passes, then it was not true love.’ Why was it not in that case? Is it our experience, that only this feeling and not that endures? Or are we using a picture: we test love for its inner character, which the immediate feeling does not discover. Still, this picture is important to us. Love, what is important, is not a feeling, but something deeper, which merely manifests itself in the feeling.
 
We have the word ‘love’ and now we give this title to the most important thing. (As we confer the title ‘Philosophy’ on a particular intellectual activity.) (1980, §115).

 
Here again the idea of inner surfaces. Murdoch, however, is right in suggesting that Wittgenstein is very reluctant to connect such expressions with any idea of something inner. Speaking about testing the inner character of love does not 
testify to the existence of an inner event, but is said to be expressive of a picture we use to describe what is of importance to us. For Wittgenstein, it is hardly coincidental that we express what is important to us in this manner. He says e.g., someone may ‘learn to understand the meaning of the expression ‘seriously meaning what one says’ by a gesture of pointing at the heart’ (2009, 590). Similarly, we may point to the breast if asked where we feel love, as we may point to the head to ‘locate’ a flash of thought (1980, 438). These ways of speaking, however, should not mislead us when philosophizing to stipulate inner localizable events. We are better advised to consider what can be meant by saying that someone’s love is deep, if we want to unpack what meaning it has to ask about the truth of someone’s love as a question that goes beyond his or her immediate feelings. What does it, as it were, mean to say ‘I love you’ and ‘really mean’ it? Wittgenstein responds to the suggestion that certain words have ‘a dimension of depth’ (2009, §594) in the remarks preceding and following the one about the possibility of making mistakes in love in §587 (cf. §590, §594) and is clearly interested in our tendency to frame questions about the meaning of our words in this way.
 
The quote above (1980, §115) ends in the suggestion that calling something love is a specific kind of doing. It is not a report of an inner state, but a singling out of what we deem as most important in our life and crowning it with the ‘title’ love. It is, if you wish, a move in a game that has highly normative features. In other words, it belongs to the ‘language of love’ (Rhees 1969, 12)127 that we do not merely ask whether it is the case, or whether it is true that someone loves another. We may also ask whether the person truly loves, or is true in her love. Despite the fact that a person claims that he or she feels love, we may challenge these feelings, or question whether these feelings are really the most important thing. In that manner we ‘test love for its inner character’ (Wittgenstein 1980, §115). If it does not pass the test, we may even be reluctant to call it love.128
 
 
It is significant that the questions whether something truly is love, or whether someone truly loves, when they arise, usually arise in situations where the speaker is himself or herself concerned. This is also evident in PI §587: ‘Do I really love her?’, although it is also easy to imagine a ‘Does she really love me?’ Or they may be asked directly to a particular you: ‘Do you really love me?’ Perhaps they are then followed by an ‘as much as I love you’. They are not concerned with the possibility of making a mistake in a factual sense, such as ‘Do I own a jigsaw?’ (In fact I (CK) do, but once I had two of them, and I sometimes have difficulty remembering whether I actually gave one away or just intended to do it.) Rather they are expressive of doubt in an existential sense. They concern, as it were, the articulation of the meaning it is possible for me to grasp in my relationship with another human being.
 
When asked to personally make a judgement, or better yet take a stand, in these matters, there is also no fact that could determine the issue for me. The concepts denoting our moral psychology are inherently indeterminate, not in the sense that we may never know what we or someone else feel, but in the sense that there is a possibility for others, or for ourselves in retrospect, of understanding what we felt or thought under a different description. Consider e.g. Lars Hertzberg’s example of a widow who, ‘looking back on her married life, [is] asking herself whether her husband really loved her. On one side she thinks about his concern, his tenderness and patience with her, his joy in her company; on the other side she thinks of their quarrels, his sarcasm, the times when he was bored with her or seemed to forget she existed’ (1994, 137). What Hertzberg draws attention to, is that the widow’s anguish cannot be solved by more facts. There is nothing in these descriptions of her deceased husband that in themselves settle the matter of whether he loved her. We can imagine both listing all these things and concluding, ‘Yes, he loved her’, as well as the opposite. The question is rather how the widow is to take these things, what she is to make of what she has.
 
Murdoch’s example of M, of course, plays with this indeterminacy. It is possible for M to see D as both ‘vulgar’ and as ‘refreshingly simple’, and we can see these different descriptions at play both in a change in vision in one person over time, as in M’s case, as well as in two people seeing D differently. It is also significant that the two descriptions may be equally alive to a person, as different  
aspects, so that the person can shift between seeing D as ‘vulgar’ and as ‘refreshingly simple’ and be uncertain about what he or she really wants to say. A person can also choose, more or less consciously to remain undecided. This aspect is not that clearly written out in Murdoch’s discussion of the example, but I do think that being open to the possibility of a different meaningful description has to be assumed in M’s attempt to ‘look again’, or in the realization that her present way of looking may be ‘old-fashioned, conventional, narrow-minded, snobbish or jealous’ (1997, 313).
 
The possibility of being uncertain, or remaining undecided about what to say in such situations, however, is no reason to neglect how pressing these questions can be, especially from the first person perspective. They are so, at least partly, in virtue of what committing myself to one description over another tells me about myself. Wittgenstein strikingly connects this indeterminacy in our mental concepts to self-knowledge or self-understanding when he writes: 


 It is hard to understand yourself properly since something that you might be doing out of generosity and goodness is the same as you may be doing out of cowardice or indifference. To be sure, one may act in such and such a way from true love, but also from deceitfulness and from cold heart too. Similarly not all moderation is goodness. (1998, 54)129

 
The difficulty that Wittgenstein testifies to here is not simply a consequence of the fact that a set of feelings and behaviour can fall under competing decriptions. Neither does it solely grow out of the impossibility of laying down generally available criteria for determining whether an act was done out of love or callousness. Read the quote above in direct connection with PI 587, and imagine the following inner conversation taking place: ‘Do I just tell myself I love her because I fear being left alone?’ ‘Am I playing with the thought of loving her just because it is a comfortable illusion, while I in fact do not really care for her?’ ‘Did I tell her I did not love her just to spare her feelings?’ ‘Am I afraid to admit how much I care for her, because I don’t know if I could bear to be so happy?’
 
 
The force of asking whether something really was an act of love alongside the question of pretending to oneself, I submit, comes out of the realisation that there are a number of ways in which I may not be true to myself about what it is I am doing. This ranges from the milder forms of favouring a more charitable reading of what I am doing and being reluctant to admit that there could be an alternative way of seeing it, ‘Well, I would never… (be so vain, merely act out of self-interest, etc.)’, to hanging on to the belief that what I did was right, decent, called for, that is, easily finding excuses and justification for my own words and actions, where I would have been critical of others doing the same, and being resistant to criticisms voiced by others: ‘What do you mean in saying I cannot stand criticism? What about you? I was only pointing out…. And righteously so, I might add.’ At one of the furthest ends we find the deepest forms of self deception that reflect on a person’s whole life.
 
The point of speaking about pretense and self-deception, here, is to separate these ways of being blind and shutting my eyes to the character of my words and behaviour from overt lying. If I intentionally say something that I know is not true, the truth of the matter, which here boils down to the facts, is in fact clear to me. The real difficulty is accepting the truths about me that I am unwilling to both see and admit. Am I open to the possibility that my words express cowardice, indifference or vanity, rather than goodness and generosity? Am I, in that sense, willing to admit less noble aspirations in the cases where those steer my actions? Can I, on the other hand, accept what is good in my life, including the good I do, without belittling my own words and actions? Or does my words bear testimony of my failure to love myself?
 
 If I realized how mean and petty I am, I should become more modest.
 
Nobody can say with truth of himself that he is filth. For if I do say it, though it can be true in a sense, still I cannot myself be penetrated by this truth; otherwise I should have to go mad, or change myself. (Wittgenstein 1998, 37)

 
It is difficult to read this remark without attempting to provide grounds for why it is impossible for me, to say in truth, in the first person, ‘I am filth’, a consideration that would have to go together with Wittgenstein’s insistence that ‘[a] confession [to be a confession, I would like to add] has to be part of your new life’ (1998, 16).130 Let us, however, leave that aside and focus instead on the 
remark that what I say can be true in a sense although I cannot say it and be penetrated by its truth. Can this help us to become clear about what it means to speak about truth in love?
 
Now, if we stop at the first line of the quote, it is, again, drawing on the indeterminacy of psychological descriptions. Imagine that I in my meanness and pettiness, think or say, ‘See how he struts around, thinking everything revolves around him’. This example is of course much less dramatic than the impossibility of truthfully asserting how filthy I am, but the desire for drama sometimes blurs the need for clarity which can often be better achieved in a less dramatic staging. As long as others, mean and petty as I am, can see something of my words in his way of being, my words have some truth in them. They are true ‘in a sense’. They are true in the sense that I see them as reflecting the situation, and his behaviour in it. Yet, they are not true in the sense that they blind me to seeing the truth they tell me about myself; how mean and petty I am, that I should draw attention to this. I am, in words that others have often felt illuminating, not being true to myself, or to bring in another attempt at articulation, not speaking in a spirit of truth. (Cf. Weil 1978, 242).
 
Thus, our ways of speaking about the truth pull us in at least two different directions. The first, the one that comes most readily to us, is the setting in which philosophers are very often inclined to speak of truth, in a very awkward way, as a property of a sentence, or a proposition. This is the sense in which we may frame sentences by saying ‘It is true that…’ The second sense in which we can speak of the truth, is not concerned, as one may think, with a property of a person,131 but rather addresses the relation a person has to his or her words, how much he or she is in them. This sense is clearly connected with one way of speaking of meaning, in other words the sense in which we may ask ‘Do you (or I) really mean that [what you are (or I am) saying]?’ The concern in these cases is neither with truth in the first sense, nor with questions of intelligibility that 
could be explicated by reference to an impersonal network of interconnected concepts, to borrow Murdoch’s expression. The concern is, in the most personal way, with us, with where we stand, and particularly how we stand in relation to our words, and through them in relation to others.
 
Let us dwell for a while on yet another less dramatic situation than the ones summoned by Wittgenstein’s more pained remark. It does, however, have more to do with Wittgenstein’s personal note which appears in connection with the remark about being filth: ‘Had coffee with A.R.; it was not as it used to be, but it was not bad either.’ (1998, 37). Think of the many times we say, ‘It was good seeing you’ when departing from friends and acquaintances, and the difference between saying this because it is ‘something we say’, or a way of being polite, and saying it and meaning each and every word. Clearly there is a difference, although most of us would be deeply challenged if asked to pinpoint where the difference lies. At times the difference is even experienced as a dissonance. These are the times where I feel that I should be able to say something with ‘more feeling’ (for these are precisely the cases where we start looking for inner feelings) or that I wish I could say something with the same presence as before.
 
I do not in any way want to claim that it is problematic to sometimes, and even most of the time, say such things because it is polite, or because it is what is done and expected. This example, however, helps us see the limits of the analogy between language and games in speaking about language-games, for although it may be true of our social life and conversations that we are often just playing along, carried by custom and convention, there are times when saying something, and having something to say, is definitely anything but a game, and where treating my own words as just part of a game is one of the utmost ways of deceiving not only others, but myself. There is nothing in the language or grammar of love that prevents me from saying ‘I love you’ to simply adhere to the rules of the game. In other words, I may say the words, without having my heart in it. Neither is there anything stopping me from making up my own rules for a game that the one I am speaking to may not know I am playing. This is the case if my words e.g. are part of a seduction, a way of deceiving the other about the love I am expressing. These are ways of speaking that are not unusual in the ‘games people play’, and, of course, tie in with expressions such as ‘playing with someone’s heart’. From Wittgenstein’s remarks it is clear that saying ‘I love you’ to someone, when I let myself be penetrated by its truth, is no such game.
 
These considerations help us formulate the following criticism of the distinction that Murdoch seems to evoke. It is not that we on the one hand have ordinary language, where meaning is determined by impersonal rules and largely behavioral criteria, and on the other hand have moral language, where we mean what we say, and where meaning either is given by inner entities, or is  
personal, contingent on history and personal experience. Rather the distinctions we make between really meaning something and speaking casually, formally, politely, with the intention to deceive or seduce, and so on are made within our ordinary, everyday life to bring in how we personally are involved in or stand behind what we say.

 
3 Conclusion
 
 I opened by saying that Murdoch poses serious questions to anyone who tries to describe our moral psychology by recourse to everyday ways of speaking. I hope to have shown that drawing on our different uses of words when philosophizing about love does not have to be seen as ‘switching on to some given impersonal network’. This thus defies the description Murdoch gives of the philosophical turn to the ordinary. Her concerns in speaking about the need to reintroduce talk about the inner life, in the form of attention to questions of inner vision, struggle, effort and contemplation, I said, are also quite different from Wittgenstein’s interest in dispelling the notion of a private language. Furthermore, some of Wittgenstein’s remarks about love and questions of self-understanding makes it clear that he is not foreign to the kinds of moral efforts or struggles to come to see other people, and particularly oneself, aright, that Murdoch wants philosophers to address. In that sense, Murdoch misrepresents many of the insights that can be taken from Wittgenstein’s philosophy of psychology. Niklas Forsberg (2013) eloquently argues for this same point, and sees even stronger parallells between Murdoch, Wittgenstein and Kierkegaard.
 
By discussing the ways in which we can speak of love as true, I noted that Wittgenstein draws on a sense of ‘truth’ that has less to do with seeing the truth of factual statements, than with different ways in which we can speak of someone being truthful, honest and sincere in struggling to see under what description his or her words, actions, thoughts and feelings fall, as well as being wholehearted in what he or she says or does. This distinction between two senses of ‘truth’ also alerts us to a possible tension between two senses in which our words, such as our declarations, have meaning or fail to have meaning. What I say can philosophically be said to have meaning by being in accordance with the ‘rules’ of grammar. At least it is not apparent nonsense and we are not baffled by hearing it. It can, however, fail to have meaning in the sense that I do not mean what I say, or that I only tell myself that I mean it in the way grammar seems to tell me it has meaning. This possible tension within our concept of meaning, and what is meaningful, between form and content, is the tension I 
initially said faces everyone who tries to elucidate the language of love, as well as other concepts relating to our moral psychology, by looking at how we speak that language.
 
Is it then enough to register these different uses of the words ‘true’ and ‘meaning’, and rest firm in the decision not to mix them up when further philosophizing about the meaning of love? Can we, as Wittgensteinians, then rest assured in practicing our philosophy of ordinary language? I think not, and I will end by raising one concern I have with regard to speaking of bringing words back to their ordinary use in the context of love.
 
If we consider the different roles more minor and major self-deceptions have in our life with love, our senses of doubt in the possibility of love, our disappointments and disillusions, the pretenses and the games we play, it is clear that these aspects also extend to our very ordinary ways of speaking about love. The attempt discussed here to waive off love as a feeling is only expressive of one such way. Speaking of ‘true love’ may be yet another. Much more could be said about how the ordinary language of love can be superficial, banal, naive, self-seeking, immature, light-hearted, destructive or cynical. A philosophical investigation of love aiming to elucidate the meaning of love, and not that of self-deception, therefore, will have to discern what uses of that language are really true to love. Since all of these uses are aspects of our language, these kinds of confusions, or illusions, cannot be done away with by merely referring us back to ordinary use. In one way or another the philosopher has to take on which ways of speaking about love (in a factive sense) truly speak about love (in a moral sense), and which do not, much as we, as lovers, personally have to stand up to the question whether we live up to the words of love that we speak.
 
Uncovering the language of love is in that sense much less ordinary than a philosopher intent on ‘leaving everything as it is’ may be inclined to think. For it seems that if we, both as human beings and as philosophers, do not aim at a conception of love, or the language of love, that is directed at making us love better-in other words carries the possibility and even the demand to change our ways to become more true in our love, both in our life and in our philosophy-we are not being true to a central feature of that love, not to mention being true to love. Or can we – to slightly alter Wittgenstein’s remark –be penetrated by the truth that we are lacking in love without changing or going mad?
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1 Introduction
 
Whether one agrees or disagrees with his reading of the Investigations, Stanley Cavell is without a doubt one of the most thought-provoking interpreters of the later Wittgenstein. His take on the Wittgensteinian approach, for instance, goes against the grain of more customary readings, arguing that Wittgenstein’s appeal to ordinary language never puts an irrevocable end to philosophical discussion but rather always invites a further examination of our everyday practices. The Wittgenstein who emerges from works like The Claim of Reason is accordingly engaged in an uncompromising quest for self-knowledge that knows no pre-given end and that excludes no perspective beforehand.
 
Given this very valuable view – or what I myself take to be a very valuable view – on Wittgenstein or even on philosophy as such, it can be said to be regrettable that Cavell has always refrained from commenting on the post-Investigations remarks published as On Certainty. While Cavell rightly states that he is, as a philosopher in his own right, not obliged to comment on Wittgenstein’s every single statement (1979, xviii; 2004, 287-289), this silence may seem to play into the hands of those who have questioned his Wittgenstein-inspired outlook.132 On Certainty namely contains a detailed discussion of scepticism – one of the topics Cavell is most interested in – and it may at first sight seem to argue that sceptical doubt can be rejected without giving it further thought because all doubt presupposes certainty. Cavell’s refusal to engage with On Certainty could therefore be interpreted as a concession there is no such thing as what he calls the “truth of skepticism” (Cavell 1979, 6).
 
 
But it is Cavell’s entire anti-dogmatic reading of Wittgenstein that may appear to be contradicted by On Certainty. It after all explains that certainty is presupposed, not just by sceptical doubt, but also by rational debate, and even suggests that it is therefore perfectly valid to call someone who does not subscribe to the same picture of the world a madman, fool or heretic. Cavell’s unwillingness or inability to comment on these remarks could therefore be taken to indicate that his open-minded and self-critical picture of Wittgenstein is overly optimistic, to say the least.
 
In what follows, I will argue that there is no need to draw these conclusions, and that a Cavellian reading can be given, not just of the Investigations but of On Certainty too. I will explain that Cavell’s understanding of Wittgenstein as a thoroughly anti-dogmatic thinker is not refuted by these writings, even though they may seem to dismiss the sceptic beforehand, or indeed anyone who begs to differ with what one takes to stand fast.

 
2 Cavell, certainty and scepticism
 
 Let me start by pointing out that like On Certainty, The Claim of Reason begins by discussing anti-scepticism rather than scepticism itself. Just as Wittgenstein takes Moore to task for wanting to defeat the sceptic by means of statements like “(I know) this is a hand”, Cavell argues that Malcolm, Albritton and Austin’s appeal to criteria cannot disprove scepticism. And just as this brings Wittgenstein to insights about the very nature or structure of human knowledge, it enables Cavell to make some important epistemological and anthropological points. Not unsurprisingly, then, the main arguments from On Certainty can all be summarized in Cavellian terms.133
 
As Wittgenstein’s remarks first and foremost make clear, to immediately quote from The Claim of Reason, “the human creature’s basis in the world as a whole [...] is not that of knowing, anyway not what we think of as knowing” (Cavell 1979, 241).134 According to On Certainty, that is, our intellectual pursuits 
are made possible by our already taking a host of things for granted. While it may sound like the pinnacle of rationalism to eliminate every imaginable doubt before uttering a statement, we would not be able say or do anything if we would have to answer every possible question about our doings and sayings in advance: “If I want the door to turn,” after all, “the hinges must stay put” (OC 434). In Wittgenstein’s view, knowledge always already presupposes certainty, or as Cavell more elaborately puts it: “every surmise and each tested conviction depend upon the same structure or background of [...] agreements that judgments of value explicitly do” (1979, 14).
 
This does not come in the form of our consciously subscribing to a well-ordered list of empirical propositions, as Wittgenstein repeatedly observes. What we take to be certain only shows itself in what we unhesitatingly do and say: “it is our acting, which lies at the bottom of the language-game” (OC 204); the foundation of our knowledge, in Cavellian terms, is composed of nothing over and above “our shared commitments and responses” (1979, 179).
 
If this does not sufficiently undermine the idea of a superbly rational and wholly autonomous epistemological subject, Wittgenstein moreover points out that there is no justification for the things we take for granted than that we have come to do so in the course of our upbringing: “I did not get my picture of the world by satisfying myself of its correctness [...]. No: it is the inherited background against which I distinguish between true and false” (OC 94). As Cavell accordingly observes, “Wittgenstein’s discovery, or rediscovery, is of the depth of convention in human life” (1979, 111) – though he adds that “no current idea of ‘convention’” (ibid., 31) may be able to capture what Wittgenstein has in mind. “That a group of people” take the same things for granted does not mean that they have “[arrived at] an agreement on a given occasion” but that they are “in agreement throughout, [...] mutually attuned top to bottom” (ibid.).
 
So even if Cavell has by and large refrained from commenting on On Certainty , The Claim of Reason puts forward insights echoing or anticipating those of Wittgenstein’s very last collection of remarks. Indeed, Cavell’s reformulations or reverberations of Wittgenstein allow us to get a better grip on some of the more difficult issues with which On Certainty presents us. This is due to the fact  
that Cavell can be said to really take to heart Wittgenstein’s urging us “to realize the groundlessness of our believing” (OC 166).
 
This remark may seem to be at odds with Wittgenstein’s ample use of foundational language in On Certainty, yet as a Cavellian reading of these entries makes clear, we should be careful not to misunderstand the kind of foundations that Wittgenstein is laying bare.135 Wittgenstein’s epistemology, Cavell explains, is “anthropological, or even anthropomorphic” (1979, 118); he takes knowledge to “[depend] upon nothing more and nothing less than shared forms of life” (ibid., 168). Wittgenstein, in other words, shows human knowledge to rest on a human foundation.
 
This is an unorthodox perspective that is not necessarily easy to take in. It is for instance bound to disappoint those who feel that only something unaffected by the all-too human can function as a foundation. To him or her, Cavell points outs, it will seem “as if it is not really [knowledge] which [Wittgenstein] has given an anthropological view of (ibid., 119)”. Alternatively, Wittgenstein’s remarks might render a reader anxious, making her worry that our “[knowledge] rests upon very shaky foundations – a thin net over an abyss” (ibid., 178). As Cavell explains, however, disappointment and fear only follow “when we look for, and miss, foundations of a particular sort” – namely of the non-human kind – and moreover “look upon our shared commitments and responses” (ibid., 179) as always already incapable of grounding epistemological practices. What Wittgenstein is trying to bring attention to is that knowledge needs nothing over and above our inherited certainties in order to function.
 
Hence, when Wittgenstein mentions the groundlessness of our believing, he does not mean to say that human epistemology is without any ground at all, at least not from all perspectives. He rather means that the grounds for knowledge are not what we have taken them to be. This brings me to the topic of sceptical philosophy and to Cavell’s claim that “One misses the drive of Wittgenstein [...] if one takes [him] [...] to deny the truth of skepticism” (ibid., 47). For on Cavell’s reading, the kernel of truth contained in sceptical arguments is precisely the 
fact that there is no justification for the things we take for granted other than that we have come to do so in the course of our upbringing, which cannot be called a justification in the traditional sense of the word. “[T]he skeptic’s point,” Cavell observes, is exactly “that there is no rational ground [...] for [our assumptions]” (ibid., 91). Lest there be any misunderstanding, however, this does not mean that Cavell takes Wittgenstein to be a sceptical philosopher. That there is a kernel of truth contained in scepticism does not mean that the sceptic is right all the way through.
 
The sceptic, namely, takes the lack of traditional grounds to indicate that human epistemology is completely unreliable. She assumes that her arguments will only be invalidated if we are able to show her something non-anthropological lying beneath our language games. Yet that there are no such grounds to point to does not mean that human knowledge is indeed untrustworthy; the sceptic takes the groundlessness of our believing to be much more of a disqualification or disappointment than Wittgenstein means it to be. In other words, just as Moore misunderstands the nature or status of his anti-sceptical propositions, the sceptic misunderstands Moore’s – and e.g. Austin’s –inability to prove her wrong. “[B]oth rest upon the same concept of what knowledge is, or must be,” Cavell explains: “both picture knowledge as lying at the end of an appallingly long road of [...] evidence” (ibid., 234). Yet if this picture is mistaken, and if our relation to the world is not one of knowing, “it is also true that we do not fail to know such things” (ibid., 45). Wittgenstein should accordingly be said to offer “a reinterpretation of what skepticism is, or threatens” (ibid., 7), Cavell maintains.
 
I also take this to be the main message of Part Two of The Claim of Reason, where Cavell investigates in more detail why scepticism, if it is not entirely false, cannot be said to be completely true either. I will not discuss Cavell’s entire analysis here, partly because others have already discussed it more thoroughly than I will be able to do in the scope of this paper,136 and mostly because I have bigger fish to fry than Wittgenstein’s relation vis-à-vis the septic. Suffice it to say that, on a Cavellian account, sceptical doubt is not nonsensical because we always know in advance where we can draw the line between what can and what cannot be questioned. Wittgenstein rather wants to show that when we investigate the sceptic’s questions more closely, they either appear to not express clear doubts at all, or prove to be of a completely ordinary and therefore 
non-sceptical kind. We however have to engage with the sceptic, rather than silencing her in advance, in order to be able to draw this conclusion.
 
Something along these lines in fact holds for Moore’s supposed knowledge claims, Cavell maintains. In criticizing Moore, Wittgenstein is not claiming that the former is always already wrong to verbalize his being certain about things like his having a hand, or as Cavell puts it, “I am in no way hoping [...] to convince anyone that certain statements cannot be made or ought not be made” (ibid., 212). In criticizing Moore, Wittgenstein rather argues that simply saying “I know this is a hand” does not yet mean or convey anything; Moore still needs to make clear what the exact point of his statement is supposed to be.137 Yet if he would give a concrete reason and context for this statement, it would become an ordinary claim that cannot support the entire edifice of human knowledge.138 Like the sceptic’s questions, Moore’s statements either lack a clear meaning or turn out to be everyday observations without larger epistemological impact.
 
On a Cavellian reading, then, On Certainty does not dogmatically dismiss either Moore or the sceptic. In line with Wittgenstein’s insight that there are no hard and fast rules to as to what counts as an instance of ordinary language, he further investigates sceptical questions rather than reject them beforehand. On the basis of this investigation Wittgenstein moreover concludes that the sceptic’s questions are not so much nonsensical as that she misunderstands them herself.

 
3 Cavell, certainty and dogmatism
 
 Now my arguments in the previous may sound rather unconvincing given a number of remarks that I have refrained from discussing so far. For there are plenty of entries in which Wittgenstein exactly seems to dismiss someone questioning our certainties without further ado, for instance when he notes that “One might simply say “O, rubbish!” to someone who wanted to make objections to the propositions that are beyond doubt. That is, not reply to him but admonish him” (OC 495). While certainties make investigation and discussion possible in the first place, after all, they can themselves not be the topic of a reasoned debate. When confronted with someone begging to differ with our unspoken assumptions, Wittgenstein accordingly appears to claim, a person can only revert to irrational means: “Where two principles really do meet which 
cannot be reconciled with one another, then each man declares the other a fool and heretic” (OC 611).
 
To really make my case for a Cavellian, anti-dogmatic reading of On Certainty , then, let me address these entries as well. A first thing that should be noted about them is that Wittgenstein is not arguing that insults like “Rubbish!”, “Fool!” or “Heretic!” are the only correct responses to someone who doubts or differs with one of our certainties. We might have the inclination to respond in this way because it concerns the very foundation of what we ordinarily do and say, yet as Cavell explains in The Argument of the Ordinary – his discussion of Kripke on rules and private language – that we are inclined to do something does not yet mean that we are also licensed to do so (1990, 70, 74-75). Above all, Wittgenstein’s remark that one might admonish rather than reply to a contradicting voice is prompted by his holding that we cannot provide independent grounds in support of our unspoken assumptions. That arguments are out of place when it comes to certainties themselves, however, does not provide a positive justification for calling the other a fool or heretic. It only means that other than purely analytical capacities are called upon when someone questions our view on life and the world. Swear words and insults, in other words, are only among a number of possible, non-argumentative responses.
 
Moreover, even if swear words and insults are the first non-intellectual responses that come to mind, this does not mean that a person will always already revert to this option. As Cavell also points out in The Argument of the Ordinary : “What I am inclined to say is precisely not something I necessarily go on to say” (ibid., 71). When someone is “contradicting my fundamental attitudes”, Wittgenstein accordingly observes in another remark, I might just “have to put up with” (OC 238) this divergence rather than bully and offend her. “At such a crossroads,” to use in Cavell’s words, “we have to conclude that on this point we are simply different” (1979, 19). This means that rather than always already reverting to swear words and insults, it should be said to be a practical question how we will react to someone with a different outlook on things. Again, a number of non-argumentative responses are possible.
 
Formulating this issue in terms of non- or non-standard rationality rather than in terms of irrationality brings to mind another part of The Claim of Reason – though this connection is perhaps already made in one of the first Cavell quotes that I gave: Wittgenstein shows that “every surmise and each tested conviction depend upon the [...] background of [...] agreements that judgments of value explicitly do” (1979, 14). I am referring to Part Three of Cavell’s book, in which he investigates what the nature of moral judgment should be said to be, given that it is typically not a matter of arguing from premises that all participants can agree upon to conclusions that everyone can share. This is often  
taken to mean that moral argument falls short of rationality, yet as Cavell explains, “it no more points to the failure or irrationality of morality [...] than the failure of ordinary claims to knowledge points to the inadequacy of knowledge as a whole” (ibid.,255). Part Three of The Claim can accordingly help to understand why the fact that certainties cannot be the topic of a reasoned debate does not necessarily imply complete irrationality.
 
To very briefly summarize Cavell’s main points here, he maintains that when a moral conversation does not lead to a shared conclusion, or does not even get off the ground for a lack of joint premises, this does not disqualify morality in its entirety. For “What is at stake in such discussions,” Cavell contends, is not “the validity of morality as a whole, but the nature or quality of our relationship to one another” (ibid., 268). When a moral conversation stagnates, therefore, this merely means that the interlocutors cannot be said to “live in the same moral universe” (ibid.); that “on this point [they] are simply different” (ibid., 19). Moreover, such a delineation of moral worlds does not leave the participants without each and every insight. Far from it, for it allows them to understand in more detail where they stand with regard to the other, and thus to understand something in more detail about themselves. In Cavell’s view, the rationality of morality accordingly consists in its ability to “lead to a knowledge of our own position, of where we stand; in short, to a [...] definition of ourselves” (ibid., 312). While this may not correspond to our standard picture of rationality, it cannot be dismissed as being completely devoid of understanding either.
 
Applying this to On Certainty, Cavell’s reflections on morality also allow us to explain situations in which different certainties “really do meet which cannot be reconciled with one another” (OC 611). In such cases, we can no longer fall back on the practices of discussion and argumentation as we know them. “[W]hen these limits are reached,” to return to Part One of The Claim, “I cannot get below them to firmer ground. The power I felt in my breath as my words flew to their effect now vanishes into thin air” (Cavell 1979, 115). At this point, in other words, “I have arrived at the rock bottom of my convictions” (OC 248), or more precisely at the very groundlessness of my believing. And to be sure, Cavell continues, “I may blunt that realization through hypocrisy or cynicism or bullying” (1979, 125) – but I can also “use the occasion to go over the ground I had hitherto thought foregone” (ibid.). Put differently, instead of responding with swear words and insults, a person can use confrontation with someone who questions her certainties as an opportunity for self-knowledge and self-examination.
 
This may even take the form of self-criticism, as Cavell goes on to suggest: if the other person for instance asks “Why do we eat animals? or Why are some  
people poor and others rich? [...] I may [...] throw myself back upon my culture, and ask why we do what we do, judge as we judge” (Cavell 1979, 125). For as Wittgenstein himself makes clear, it is not a given that what has been taken for granted up until now will forever remain indisputable: “The mythology may change back into a state of flux, the river-bed of thoughts may shift” (OC 97), as he metaphorically puts it.139
 
Self-examination need however not immediately mean self-criticism; its value can already be said to lie in a becoming aware of what one takes for granted in the first place. According to Wittgenstein, after all, we do not consciously subscribe to the certainties we have: they function precisely by going unnoticed and unexpressed. This means that with regard to the very foundations of what we ordinarily do and say, to use the words of Cavell, “the self is not obvious to the self” (Cavell 1979, 312). As Wittgenstein also points out, however, even if we have unknowingly inherited a whole system of certainties in the course of our upbringing, we can “discover them subsequently like the axis around which a body rotates” (OC 152). A confrontation with someone who begs to differ with our certainties, then, can be the trigger for such (self-)discovery. The other is able to break the inexpressibility that characterizes certainty and make us see what unwittingly underlies our everyday doings and sayings.
 
So, to bring my Cavellian reading of On Certainty to a close, even if Wittgenstein observes that one can respond with “Rubbish!”, “Fool!” or “Heretic!” to questions about one’s certainties, this does not mean that he unconditionally condones irrationality and dogmatism. It merely testifies to what Wittgenstein calls “the groundlessness of our believing”, or to the fact that when certainties collide, no independent grounds can be appealed to and other than purely analytical capacities are called for. Those alternative capacities are not limited to bullying and insulting but include, as Cavell makes clear, our ability for self-examination. Bringing out things that normally go unnoticed, an encounter between systems of certainties provides an opportunity for exploring what kind 
of person one is and what kind of community one belongs to, willy-nilly and unawares.
 
In the course of such self-exploration, one may of course discover things about oneself and one’s society that are rather unpleasant; things about which one no longer feels comfortable saying “This is simply what we do”.140 (Which perhaps provides an explanation for the initial inclination to turn on the other rather than oneself.) Yet as Cavell explains, “This simply what we do” can eventually be turned into a “This is simply what we don’t do”, or as he puts it in The Claim of Reason: “What I took as a matter of course […] I may come to take differently”, I may even “set it as my task” (1979, 124). On a Cavellian reading, after all, Wittgenstein takes human knowledge to rest on a human foundation, and it is not necessarily impossible to change our very own actions and reactions. Indeed, if we ourselves are the ground for our certainties – to paraphrase another quote by Cavell – we cannot hold anything or anyone else responsible for the practices we have. On Certainty, then, only confirms the Cavellian understanding of Wittgenstein as relentlessly engaged in uncompromising self-reflection.
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1 The New Wittgenstein: is nonsense nonsense?
 
The main purpose of this article is to assess whether the so-called austere reading of Wittgenstein, as put forward by James Conant, might help us in approaching the question What it is to be a thinker. I believe that the austere reading does in fact help us in approaching such a question and that it does so by suggesting that issues regarding the natures of logical truths and of philosophical method cannot be bypassed when we consider it. Yet another way of describing what follows is as an attempt to understand why a particular understanding of proposition 6.54 of the Tractatus is so crucial for the austere reading.
 
Exploring the suggestion above, i.e. that issues regarding the natures of logical truths and philosophical method cannot be bypassed when we consider what it is to be a thinker, I will mostly be guided by James Conant’s 1991 article ‘The Search for Logically Alien Thought – Descartes, Kant, Frege and the Tractatus’ (1991). Conant’s article is an early attempt at the austere reading, and some people – I’m thinking of British philosopher Peter Hacker in particular (Hacker 2003, 2010) – have accused the austere reading not only of resting upon an ungrounded view of nonsense (Hacker 2010), but also – by making the whole interpretation of Wittgenstein rest on such a view – of ultimately remaining hostage to a mere hermeneutic debate (Hacker 2003). This is a bit of a caricature of course, but the idea is that what austere readers are (supposedly) involved in – in arguing that Wittgenstein took nonsense as always nonsense and not, sometimes, as a way of showing things that cannot be said – strongly (and negatively) contrasts with classical discussions in Wittgensteinian studies (say, in the philosophy of psychology, or in the philosophy of mathematics), whose philosophical purport is much more substantial. By searching for what the austere reading has to say on what it is to be a thinker I intend to show that the 
purpose, and the fruits, of the austere reading are very far from being merely hermeneutic; they are, in fact, as substantial as substantial can be according to Hacker’s own criteria141. In fact I believe austere readers are facing up to a challenge which arises both for them and for Hacker: spelling out what it means to be a Wittgensteinian, if what one is doing is not merely hermeneutic, in the literal sense of interpreting Wittgenstein’s actual writings.

 
2 The logical alien
 
 Conant (2000: 176-77) believes that the positivist and innefabilist readings of Wittgenstein have something in common, something he wants to reject and which he calls ‘a substantial conception of nonsense’. Principle one of the austere reading is the rejection of such a substantial conception of nonsense: nonsense is (always) nonsense and not (sometimes) a way of showing what cannot be said. In most of what follows I will be searching for the grounds of such rejection.
 
My starting point, the question ‘Could There Be a Logical Alien?’, is borrowed from Conant; it originates in Frege’s allusion, in the Introduction of the Grundgesetze der Arithmetik (Frege 1967), to a logical alien. The importance of asking the question whether there could be a logical alien lies in the fact that in trying to answer it we find ourselves forced to consider the question of the nature of logic, and, in a way that is intimately related to such question, the question of the nature of philosophical method. A logical alien would be a thinker whose thinking does not conform to the laws of logic which govern our own thought: 


But what if (...) beings were found whose laws of thought flatly contradicted ours and therefore frequently led to contradictory results even in practice? The psychologistic logician could only acknowledge the fact and say simply: those laws hold for them, these laws hold for us. (Frege 1967: 14).

 
Although the logical alien is an alien, it is a thinker, i.e. something (or someone) that represents and infers, in a rule-governed way, although different from ours. Now, could there really be such a thinker? The question runs through Conant’s 1991 article, which covers a vast territory of the history of philosophy, going 
through different positions on the nature of logical truths – or, more broadly put, positions on what can and cannot be thought, and on necessity. Such positions were put forward by philosophers from Aquinas to Descartes, as well as Kant, Frege, Quine and Putnam, and, obviously, Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein is particularly important, since, as I said above, the article is one of the first attempts at the interpretation of Wittgenstein that came to be known as the New Wittgenstein, or austere reading. In Conant’s own initial summary (1991: 115), his article is about three things. First, it is about Wittgenstein’s ideas concerning the possibility of illogical thought. Second, it is about the sources of such ideas in Kant and Frege. Third it is about the successive positions of Hilary Putnam on the nature of logic (in fact, the article appeared in an issue of Philosophical Topics dedicated to the philosophy of Hilary Putnam). What interests me here, though, is that Conant’s first attempt at the austere reading leads him deeply into a discussion of the nature of logical truths.
 
To get a quick grasp at why the problem of the nature of logical truths matters here, let us consider a contrast. Suppose I say or think That wall is red or These hands are mine and then ask what it is for these propositions to be true. I may then make the usual move of theories of truth and say ‘That wall is red is true if and only if that wall is red’, and ‘These hands are mine is true if and only if these hands are mine’. On the right side of each T-sentence one finds something like facts; granted, a complicated discussion follows, yet something like a proposition-fact correspondence is in view. But what of logical truths? How would they mirror the world or correspond to facts? What do they say about the world, i.e. about how things are? What is said in, say, the Law of Non Contradiction, in stating that ~(p^~p)? As Conant asks, in what sense does negating a law of logic represent an impossibility?
 
 What is the status of the laws of logic, the most basic laws of thought? Wherein does their necessity lie? In what sense does the negation of a basic law of logic represent an impossibility? (1991: 116)

 
Is negating laws of logic something we cannot do? Is it that that which would thus be conceived could not be, i.e. could not exist? Does this mean then that laws of logic are some kind of limit for thought? Some limit for being? Such questions underlie the more orthodox, more disciplined, way of formulating 
familiar questions in philosophy of logic, as when we ask whether logical truths are analytic or synthetic, or whether we know them a priori or a posteriori142.

 
3 Psychologism
 
 So, the logical alien is something like a motivating device for considering the status of logic. When Frege introduces the figure of the logical alien, his target is Herr Benno Erdmann, a philosopher, the author of a 1892 logic textbook143 published just one year before volume I of Grundgesetze (Frege 1967: 14). Frege is worried with ‘the corrupting incursion of psychology into logic’ (Frege 1967: 12), with the fact that Herr Erdmann – the ‘psychological logician’, as he calls him (Frege 1967: 13) – thinks of laws of logic as governing thoughts the same way laws of nature govern the events in the external world: 


... the expression “laws of thought” seduces us into supposing that these laws govern thinking in the same way as laws of nature govern events in the external world. (Frege 1967: 12)

 
Now, by being thus seduced the psychological logician simply collapses the laws of truth into laws of taking as true (fürwahrhalten). These, according to Frege, belong in psychology; such a collapse may thus be called psychologism. The big problem with psychologism is that it simply lets logic’s fundamental (for Frege) connection with truth run through its fingers. By taking truth to depend on the fürwahrhalten by a subject, i.e. on a subject’s judging144, the psychological logician loses sight of what is (for Frege) the all-important role of truth (and of understanding the word ‘true’): it should provide us with a foothold for understanding the objectivity of thought. That’s why for people like Herr Erdman, says Frege somewhat outragedly, there is no objectivity: everything is ideas, Vorstellungen, subjective representations in minds, from the number ten to hallucinations: 
 


 [Frege quoting Erdmann] Thus psychology teaches us with certainty that the objects of memory and imagination, as well as those of morbid and delusive ideation, are ideal in their nature...Ideal as well is the whole realm of mathematical ideas properly so called, from the number-series down to the objects of mechanics (Vol I, p. 85). (Frege 1967: 18)

 
Frege comments: 


What an assemblage! The number ten shall thus stand on a level with hallucinations! Obviously what is objective and not actual is being mixed up here with what is subjective. (1967: 18)

 
Now if the psychological logician thinks as he says he thinks, then he should, says Frege, consider the following scenario to be fully intelligible: it is possible that we come across beings whose thought is governed by laws different from those that govern our own thought, i.e. logical aliens. In his words 


But what if beings were found whose laws of thought flatly contradicted ours and therefore frequently led to contradictory results even in practice? (Frege 1967: 14)

 
And he goes on: 


The psychologistic logician could only acknowledge the fact and say simply: those laws hold for them, these laws hold for us. I should say: we have here a hitherto unknown type of madness. (Frege 1967: 14)

 
This means that in contrast to the psychological logician, Frege believes such a scenario to be unintelligible. He thinks Herr Erdman is led to accept it by what he calls (and is ultimetely interested in countering) ‘helpless foundering in idealism’ (Frege 1967: 17).
 
Why the scenario is unintelligible for Frege and how such an idea relates to a view of logic is what I will try to spell out now, following Conant (1991). I hope to thus make clear what Conant’s reasons are for presenting the Tractarian views of logical truths and method in the context of a historical clash between psychologism and anti-psychologism. As we will see, what is at stake is whether the idea of explaining the laws of logic, the laws that govern our thought, makes any sense. Notice that if laws of logic can be explained, they are somehow contingent.
 
One (of the many) illuminating examples from the history of philosophy in Conant’s article is that of the contrast between Descartes and Aquinas on necessity. When Descartes, in the Replies to the Objections to his Meditations, says that logical truths (he speaks of ‘eternal truths’, such as arithmetic truths, like 2+2=4) are contingently necessary, he means that the truth of all truths, eternal truths included, as this one, depends on the will of God. The sole non-blasphemous 
way to think about this is to think that God wanted, or willed, eternal truths to be true. In other words, there cannot be truths that would be true were God not to exist, truths that do not originate in his will, and thus, do not depend on his existence for holding as they hold. Thus, although eternal truths are absolutely constraining for human thought (i.e. they are necessary for our kind of mind, in the sense that we could not think otherwise) they are not so for God himself; they are, as it were, contingently necessary. God might have created a very different world, might have made it the case that two plus two does not equal four. So that when we think, our clear and distinct ideas match that which is necessary in this world, not in any possible world. Descartes has no problem in saying that God could have made it the case that two contradictory propositions are both true, or that he could have created a world where a man is a donkey and a man is not a donkey, or that he could have made the negation of truths true, such that for instance, four plus four does not equal eight.
 
A different way of thinking can be found in Aquinas’ Summa Theologica (Q25, art. 3), in the context of the discussion of the relation between human thought and divine omnipotence (Conant 1991: 117). Aquinas (1225-1274) asks how we, human thinkers, stand before that which is possible and impossible, if there is an omnipotent God, for whom everything is possible. Can God suspend or modify the laws of logic? If not, then there is a limit to his power. Now, according to Aquinas, to say that God, being omnipotent, can do everything, is to say that God can do everything which is possible. It is thus more appropriate to say that certain things cannot be done than to say that God cannot do them. Going back to the example above, it is not possible for a man to be a donkey (this, says, Aquinas, is impossible absolutely; and God can only do that which is possible absolutely) (Conant 1991: 118)145. In saying this, Conant notices, Aquinas is, 400 years before Descartes, ‘rejecting’ Descartes’ idea that necessity could be contingent. Conant also comments that it is not clear that this distinction, as Aquinas formulates it, helps. Still, looking at the big picture, he stresses that Descartes’ position according to which logical laws appear as contingently necessary and as standing as they stand for minds like ours, seems closer to radical empiricism such as Quine’s, than to any form of rationalism. In saying that some truths (among them logical truths) are eternal truths, we are only saying how they stand to our minds, or our minds stand towards them, and so we are talking about what is necessary for us – we are not saying anything 
about how the world is. In the terms of the logical alien, we are saying that what is logically alien is alien for us, not in absolute terms – there could thus be logical aliens, for whom what is alien for us is not at all alien (God, to start with, if we think of him as a thinker). In other words: something may seem impossible for us (such as that a man be a man and a donkey, or that four and four do not equal eight) and yet not be so. The conviction that eternal truths are contingent is what renders Descartes, the rationalist, strangely close to the most radical empiricist of the 20th century, W. V. Quine. In fact, in another very illuminating history of philosophy example of his 1991 article, Conant calls our attention to the fact that two famous 20th century articles on the analytic-synthetic distinction – Quine’s 1953 Two Dogmas and Putnam’s 1962 The Analytic and the Synthetic – both mirror Descartes’ humility towards necessity. Just like Descartes, Quine and Putnam claim that it would be hybris to think that because we cannot conceive of something, such thing cannot be conceived. If we do not want to be guilty of such hybris, we should not for instance claim that the laws of classical logic will forever constrain our inquiry into the nature of things. For Quine, for instance, laws of logic are just a part of our current best conception of the world, i.e. of our current best theories; humility advises that we consider the possibility that they be revisable (the example in Two Dogmas is the Law of the Excluded Middle). This – that logic, for some, the best example of what can be known a priori, is after all not immune to change and revisability – would not cross the mind of classical empiricists.
 
How could one think otherwise? I.e. what is it not to see logic as open to explanation and thus contingent as Descartes or Quine do? Is Aquinas’s appeal to necessary necessity, as opposed to contingent necessity, the best way? And what does all of this have to do with the logical alien and with philosophical method?

 
4 Anti-psychologism: from Kant to Frege to Wittgenstein
 
 The first thing to ask is whether these alternatives – that necessary truths are either necessarily necessary or contingently necessary, in that they are relative to the psychology of particular thinkers – are exhaustive. And one very central point of Conant’s 1991 article is that they are not – he follows Putnam in 
claiming that it was Kant, in his Lectures on Logic146, who first came up with a different way of thinking of logic. The crucial idea is that illogical thought is not thought proper; thought being thought and thought being bound by logic stand or fall together. Logical laws are prior to any explanation; the best way to regard them is to think that they are constitutive of thought. So contrary to what Descartes or Quine claim, it makes no sense to explain logic by appealing to God or to nature: explaining anything already presupposes logic. One should keep in mind here that ‘logic’, for Kant, is neither a description of metaphysically possible worlds nor a psychological description of how thinking goes; logic is about the ‘form of thought’. It is important to be very careful here especially because what ‘form’ and ‘formal’ mean for Kant is not what they mean for us when we speak ‘formal logic’ (Boyle forthcoming). To get at what matters, one should rather think of Conant’s illuminating comment: to understand the idea according to which logic is constitutive of thought we should think of Kant’s idea of the spontaneity of reason. In contrast with perception, reason (i.e. thinking) is not receptiveness to ways of being foreign to it, rather it is bound by its own rules. This is what Kant is saying, and in spite of his well-known critique of the Kantian conception of analyticity, which in itself embodies a revolution in logic, it is in this that Frege follows Kant. Searching for an explanation of logic leads us nowhere in trying to understand the nature of thought. Like Kant, Frege takes laws of logic to be constitutive of thought, simply that which should be followed in pursuing truth – they, as it were, mark thinking as what it is, i.e. thinking, in contrast to, say, concentration of phosphorus in human brains. Thus, 


 One does not take the description of how an idea originates for a definition, nor a statement of the mental and physical conditions under which a proposition comes to our consciousness for a proof, and confuse the fact that a proposition has been thought of with its truth! One must, as it appears, be reminded of the fact that a proposition just as little ceases to be true when I no longer think of it than the sun would disappear if I closed my eyes. Otherwise, we come down to this, that in order to prove the Pythagorean theorem it is necessary to think about the phosphorous content of our brain. (Frege 2007 13-15)

 
Yet, says Conant, elsewhere in his writings Frege claims something apparently very different: he claims that the laws of logic are the most general laws of nature. There is thus a tension in Frege, which Conant characterizes in the following way: on the one hand, he is attracted to the (Kantian) idea that laws of 
logic are constitutive of thought; on the other hand, he feels inclined to think of them as laws of nature, putting forward a set of truths on how things are.
 
The problema is thinking that logic is about the form of thought and thinking that logic is the most general science of nature are ideas which lead to very diferent ways of thinking about thinking. That they both can be found in Frege is certainly an issue for Frege interpreters (it is good to keep in mind that Conant’s is a controversial reading of Frege). But if it is an issue for Frege interpreters, it is the decisive issue for the resolute readers of Wittgenstein, since Conant’s claim is that it was Frege’s ambiguity on this matter that led Wittgenstein to the Tractarian conception of logical propositions as sinnlos (empty of meaning); i.e. tautologies. He acknowledged the internal conflict in Frege’s views, and wanted a way out. And his way out was the Tractarian position according to which logical propositions do not say anything about the world, they are just a logisches Gerüst, i.e. a logical scaffolding.

 
5 Some conclusions around the logical alien
 
 With the idea that the propositions of logic are sinnlos we are in the territory of the Tractatus. It is in the Tractatus that the ‘dispute’ about the status of logical laws (about whether they can be explained) – which Conant follows throughout the history of philosophy in his 1991 article – is explicitly related to a conception of philosophical method. This is what is summarized in Proposition 6.54 with the image of the ladder and the ‘elucidations’ (Erläuterungen): 


6.54 Meine Sätze erläutern dadurch dass sie der, welcher mich versteht, am Ende als unsinning erkennt, wenn er dadurch sie – auf ihnen – über sie hinausgestiegen ist. (Er muss sozusagen die Leiter wegwerfen, nachdem er auf ihr hinaufgestiegen ist.) Er muss diese Sätze uberwinden, dann sieht er die Welt richtig” [My propositions are elucidatory in this way: he who understands me finally recognizes them as senseless, when he has climbed out through them, on them, over them. (He must so to speak throw away the ladder, after he has climbed up on it.) He must surmount these propositions, then he sees the world rightly.] (Wittgenstein 1986: 188-189)

 
Going through this psychologism/anti-psychologism dispute and seeing it result in the Tractatus’ view of the propositions of logic as sinnlos, makes it possible to understand the crucial tenet of the austere reading, namely the idea of a connection between a position according to which logical laws cannot be explained and a particular conception of philosophical method. So at the heart of the austere reading we find the Tractatus, and the idea of elucidations. In fact, the idea of elucidations (here I leave aside the ladder...) is not just 
Tractarian: according to the austere reading it is much more important and persisting – it is Wittgenstein’s position, never altered throughout his whole career, on philosophical method. The Tractatus as gesture, as a way of doing philosophy, illustrates the unchanged Wittgensteinian conception of philosophy as an activity centered on Erläutern and Unsinn (elucidating and nonsense). Being involved in philosophy is being involved in Erläuterungen, elucidations. But elucidations of what? And why elucidations? And what does that have to do with Frege? The idea is that elucidations target the illusion of making sense, and that such an illusion is always lurking, thus opening the way to philosophy. As long as thinkers think, such work of elucidation will not come to an end – it is the object of Sprachkritik (in Conant’s view, Wittgensteinian Sprachkritik is, in fact, a successor to Kant’s Transcendental Dialectic in the Critique of Pure Reason; Kant wrote the transcendental dialectic because he thought metaphysica naturalis to be inevitable for human reason, and so is dealing with it). Anyway, it is because being involved in philosophy is being involved in Sprachkritik that it is ultimately superficial to say that philosophical method is a question of argument, or analysis, or textual hermeneutics –obviously one does all that doing philosophy, yet none of those activities makes it clear what the connection is between doing philosophy and simply thinking (being a thinker). Yet making such a connection clear is what Wittgenstein is doing in the Tractatus, when he speaks of elucidations.
 
Again, in discussing the nature of philosohical method we are not just discussing how to go about, in a disciplined way, within a particular discipline, philosophy: we are rather considering how we stand towards our own condition as thinkers (if we cannot, as it were, jump out of that condition or observe it from afar – and Wittgenstein, like Kant, thinks we cannot). It is one of the roles of elucidation to point this out. Only the idea of elucidation makes it possible to understand the claims that philosophy is an activity and does not put forward theses or claims (like, say, God exists or The world is deterministic) and arguments in favour of such theses; or to understand that the problems of philosophy regard the logic of our language, and that the only thing that can free us of philosophical perplexities is to practice such activity.
 
So, finally, I will spell out how the Fregean figure of the logical alien may be seen as embodying this view of things. Let us go back to our initial question. Could there be a logical alien? What I have done until now is the following: I described the context of Frege’s reference to the alien, i.e. the Introduction to Grundgesetze, in order to show why one cannot answer the question ‘Could there be a logical alien?’ without considering competing positions regarding logic, and in particular whether the idea of explaining such logic makes any sense. I stressed that understanding the contrast between psychologistic and  
anti-psychologistic positions regarding the status of the laws of logic is crucial for understanding the nature of the austere reading – more specifically for understanding its Frege-inspired anti-psychologism. The psychologism/anti-psychologism clash is the essential background for Conant’s 1991 presentation of the Tractatus’ particular brand of anti-psychologism, epitomized in the conception of logical propositions as sinnlos, and explicitly related to a particular view of philosophical method as consisting in elucidations (Erläuterungen).
 
Now, the logical alien. In Conant’s very direct way of putting things, ‘from Frege’s anti-psychologism it follows that there can be no logical aliens’ – in fact, Conant sees this as ‘the conclusion of Frege’s argument against psychologism’ (1991: 149). Asking about the logical alien, we are under the illusion that such a question makes sense, whereas in fact it doesn’t, unless we have already subscribed to a psychologistic view of logic, which Frege, for independent reasons, thinks is ungrounded147. Escaping such an illusion we get a view of how logic stands to our thought; what is elucidated is not logic (as if we had been able to look at it from sideways on) but, as it were, our own condition as thinkers. We cannot think what we cannot think – for instance, we cannot meaningfully think that there are logical aliens.
 
We have thus one more way of saying why the Tractatus is so important for the austere reading: in Conant’s words, the Tractatus takes the structure of the question of the logical alien as paradigmatic: 


 The Tractatus takes the (illusory) structure of the problematic of the logical aliens to be paradigmatic of the ‘structure’ of philosophical confusion generally, and takes its elucidatory burden to be illustrative of the burden of philosophical work generally. (1991: 159)

 
The image of a philosophical question in general is thus the following: it looks as if we can answer it, but in fact we cannot. And that, for the austere readers, is how philosophical questions stand for thinkers such as ourselves.
 
I have so far attempted to make some principles of the austere reading explicit, on the question of the logical alien, leaving aside the more complicated and interesting questions which arise from the austere reading of Wittgensteinian nonsense – questions concerning concepts and objects, further discussions concerning nature of logic, or the nature of elucidations. It is obviously an open question whether the austere reading is a good reading, not just in the sense of being a solid interpretation of texts – something with which Peter Hacker, for 
instance, disagrees (Hacker 2010) but also as a proposal about the nature of logical truths and of philosophy.148 My goal here was simply to show why what is going on in the austere reading is in no way a mere hermeneutic dispute about the meaning of nonsense – whether we agree with the conclusions or not, the discussions in Conant’s 1991 article have a very substantial import on the discussion on how to do philosophy. In particular, they allow us to pin down what being a Wittgensteinian amounts to, if it is not just a matter of trying to get at what Wittgenstein actually said or thought. For instance, being a Wittgensteinian in the austere reading’s sense makes us think that empirical research on cognition cannot by itself get us any closer to understanding what it is to be a thinker149 (which is part of the big picture point made by Bennett & Hacker 2003). Something very important is forgotten and repressed if we take ourselves to be thinking about thought by doing neuroscience or investigating cognitive architecture (or even phenomenal consciousness ...) without any concern about the ontological-semantic questions to which the consideration of the nature of logic and philosophical method that we have been looking at lead. Of course, to suggest that such questions are important in thinking about thinking (or about what it is to be a thinker) is not big news: these are the founding questions of analytic philosophy, the questions with which, the very fathers of analytic philosophy such as Frege and Wittgenstein, dealt. And that is the territory of the austere reading.

 
Literature
 
Bennett, M. R. and Hacker, P.M.S. 2003 Philosophical Foundations of Neuroscience, Oxford: Blackwell.
 
Boyle, Matthew Forthcoming. ‘Kant on Logic and Laws of Understanding’ in Travis and Miguens (eds) Forthcoming.
 
Conant, James 1991 ‘In Search of Logical Alien Thought – Descartes, Kant, Frege and the Tractatus’ Philosophical Topics 20: 1, 115-180.
 
Conant, James 2000 ‘Elucidation and nonsense in Frege and early Wittgenstein’ in Alice Crary & Rupert Read (eds.) The New Wittgenstein, London: Routledge, 2000, 174-217.
 
 
Conant, James 2007 ‘Mild monowittgensteinianism’ in Alice Crary (ed) Wittgenstein and the Moral Life, Cambridge MA: MIT Press, 2007, 131-142.
 
Conant, James, 2011 ‘Wittgenstein’s methods’ in Oskari Kuusela and Marie McGinn (eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Wittgenstein. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011, 620-645.
 
Frege, Gottlob, 1967 The Basic Laws of Arithmetic [Grundgesetze der Arithmetic]. Berkeley: University of Califórnia Press. Translated and edited, with an introduction by M. Furth. [selections from Frege 1893 and Frege 1903].
 
Frege, Gottlob 2007 The Foundations of Arithmetic. A Logical-Mathematical Investigation into the Concept of Number. Translated with an Introduction and Critical Commentary by Dale Jacquette. New York: Longman.
 
Hacker, P.M.S. 2003 ‘Carnap, Wittgenstein and the New Wittgensteinians’ The Philosophical Quarterly 53: 210, 1-23.
 
Hacker, P.M.S. 2010 ‘Was He Trying To Whistle It?’ in Alice Crary & Rupert Read (eds.) 2000 The New Wittgenstein, London: Routledge, 2010, 353-388.
 
Travis, Charles and Miguens, Sofia Forthcoming. The Logical Alien At 20, Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press.
 
Wittgenstein, Ludwig 1986 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. London: Routledge.


 



II Enactivism and extended mind
 
 
 





Louise Barrett
 
Back to the rough ground and into the hurly-burly
 
 Why cognitive ethology needs ‘Wittgenstein’s razor’
 
 

 
 

 
Louise Barrett: University of Lethbridge, louise.barrett@uleth.ca
 
1 Introduction
 
In December 2012, a young monkey, dressed in a sheepskin coat and disposable nappy, was found wandering around the parking lot of a Toronto branch of Ikea. He became an instant internet sensation, spawning several memes and at least two Twitter accounts. Stranded in a human world, dressed in his ill-fitting clothes, the Ikea monkey is the perfect metaphor for modern cognitive ethology. Like the Ikea monkey, the subjects of comparative psychological studies are clothed in a human-like garb that is inevitably ill-fitting: they are tested on tasks that reflect some specifically human concerns about the nature of cognition, and although lauded for whatever human-like capacities these reveal, they are also viewed as pre-cursors of our own more highly developed abilities. Other species, almost by definition, thus fail to measure up to humans in the domain of interest.
 
This is not to say that a research strategy aimed at establishing the continuity between species is mistaken. For anyone of an evolutionary bent, the idea that we should draw a clear distinction between human and non-human behaviour is obviously false. Evolution requires us to view life as a continuum, and permits the formulation of clear, testable hypotheses and predictions regarding the distribution of traits across species and other taxonomic groupings. For many in the field of comparative cognition, however, an emphasis on evolutionary continuity has been taken to mean the wholesale adoption of Darwin’s maxim that the differences between species are only of degree, and not kind. The idea that evolutionary processes are also diversity-generating mechanisms, giving rise to unique traits as well as conserved ones, sometimes gets lost, as does the idea that small quantitative changes in degree can accumulate to produce qualitative ‘phase-transitions’ and hence to changes in kind.
 
 
The emphasis on continuity at the expense of diversity, combined with our tendency to view other animals’ lives through an anthropocentric lens, results in studies that end up being directed solely toward the detection of ‘human-like’ traits in our fellow creatures. This is a position that naturally tends to privilege so-called ‘higher’ forms of cognition – theory of mind, empathy, causal cognition, ‘insight’ learning, and semantic communication – because we assume these are key to our ability to negotiate our complex physical and social environments (an assessment about which we may well be mistaken). This is especially true of studies in primate cognition, and those of other big-brained species, like the cetaceans and, most recently, the corvids.
 
Consequently, we find ourselves at the beginning of the 21st Century where studies of the human-like nature of animal cognition have become something of a boom industry. Chimpanzees have, among other things, been shown to hunt with spears (Pruetz and Bertolani 2007), grieve (Anderson, Gillies, and Lock 2010; Biro et al. 2010), understand the inferences that others make (Schmelz, Call, and Tomasello 2011), negotiate collective action (Melis, Hare, and Tomasello 2009), and make nests for sticks that they treat like dolls (Kahlenberg and Wrangham 2010). Orang-utans, meanwhile, are playing charades (Cartmill and Byrne 2007), while scrub-jays are engaging in espionage (Dally, Emery, and Clayton 2010). Baboons have recently got in on the act, by showing that they can recognise real words from gibberish (Grainger et al. 2012), which seems about right, given that they have previously been argued to ‘parse dramatic narratives’ from sequences of baboon grunts (Cheney and Seyfarth 2005).

 
2 Cognitivism rules, and it’s not OK
 
 Criticism of studies like these often leads to accusations that one is in ‘anthropodenial’ (De Waal 1997) or, most heinously, a behaviourist (see e.g., Call 2006; Call and Tomasello 2008; Emery and Clayton 2008). The demonisation of behaviourism is, indeed, an interesting feature of the shift to cognitivism, not least because the attacks made are usually inaccurate and confused (Barrett 2012). Watsonian methodological behaviourism and radical behaviourism are often conflated, for example, although they couldn’t be more different. Where these two are kept distinct, radical behaviorism is usually depicted as the position which stated “that the mental activities of animals were not appropriate topics for research ... because they don’t exist” (Seyfarth et al. 2010, p.3); a description that misses by a mile the subtlety of Skinner’s argument, which was rooted in pragmatism, and held that it was wrong to imagine 
one could separate body and mind, mind from behaviour for all this did was conjure up ‘mental fictions’: mental state terms that were used to account for our outer behaviour, without providing any well-founded explanation for how such ‘inner behaviour’ could actually achieve such a feat. Skinner didn’t deny that mental states existed so much as point out that they were often merely “bewitchments of language”; in many ways, then, his argument is similar to contemporary arguments leveled against representational theories of mind by proponents of a radical embodied (Chemero 2009) or enactivist (Hutto and Myin 2012; Hutto 2008; Hutto 2013) cognitive science (see also (Barrett 2011). This, however, is a story for another day (Myin & Barrett, in prep.).
 
Nevertheless, it seems the battle has been won in favour of animal minds of the Cartesian variety, at least for the moment, in both the scientific mainstream and the popular imagination. “Animal mindlessness” and “associationism” were, for example, put forward as two scientific ideas ‘that were ready for retirement’ in a recent poll of scientists and public intellectuals150. We now also know that ‘dogs are people too’, thanks to the wonders of fMRI: “by looking directly at their brains and bypassing the constraints of behaviorism, MRIs can tell us about dogs’ internal states”151 (It is with a certain delicious irony, that one notices that the first line of this article states that ‘my colleagues and I have been training dogs to go in an MRI scanner” (emphasis added), which suggests that the ‘constraints of behaviourism’ actually come in rather handy at times).
 
Criticism of this cognitivist position is warranted on empirical, as well as theoretical grounds: (a) many studies lack the methodological and analytical rigour needed to conclude unequivocally the existence of the traits in question (e.g., Mulcahy and Call 2006), (b) even in those studies with a rigorous design, the inclusion of mental state terminology to account does no unique explanatory work (e.g., Dally 2006; see also Penn and Povinelli 2007 for detailed criticism along these lines), and (c) whether studies are sufficiently rigorous or not, privileging the detection of shared traits over those that are unique serves to deny the quiddity of other species, metaphorically preventing them from speaking with their own voice (see Barrett and Würsig 2014 for a review of this with respect to the cetaceans). Not only this, but it also serves to maintain an implicit ‘scalae naturae’ (even though we know that evolution is a bush and not a ladder, and that such thinking is outdated), because the focus is often on unique human traits, like language, and hence the search is not for shared traits as 
such, but only for their ‘pre-cursors’ (Barrett 2011, 2012). Unfortunately, however, we seem to be on a research trajectory whereby the desire to integrate studies of animal cognition with those of humans simply seems to mean making animals more like humans, full stop. Even if this weren’t so blatant, there would still be a problem with the comparisons made between human cognition and that of other animals. This is because the cognitive sciences continue to be dominated by a problematic theoretical/philosophical conception of the nature of cognitive processes that is applied unquestioningly to the study of non-human animals.
 
The rise of radical embodied and dynamical views notwithstanding, most research programmes in human psychology and cognitive science are premised on the notion that cognition is a set of (a) purely brain-based processes that (b) elaborate, augment and enhance sensory input so that it can be stored, recovered and transformed into motor output and, as such, are (c) inherently representational, and often, computational in nature (see Barrett 2012 for a review). This is something that remains true even of much so-called ‘embodied’ research. Chemero (2009) for example, gives an excellent overview of current varieties of representationalism, and shows how much of the research in embodied cognition remains firmly committed to representation at its core, concerned only with the manner in which embodiment either grounds representational processes (Barsalou 2008) or how bodily action influences or primes computational/representational processes (e.g., studies where making people lean to one side or the other apparently affects their estimates of magnitude: (Eerland, Guadalupe, and Zwaan 2011).
 
The idea that cognition is, ultimately, a form of ‘mental gymnastics’ (Chemero 2009) involving the construction, manipulation and use of representations stems from the fact that the original artificial intelligence project that arose out of the cognitive revolution (good old fashioned artificial intelligence, or GOFAI) was strongly anthropocentric, resting squarely on some peculiarly human aspects of intelligence, like natural language, formal reasoning, planning, mathematics, and playing games like chess. That is, tasks that involved the manipulation and processing of abstract symbols in a rule-based fashion (for reviews see e.g., Dreyfus 1988; Brooks 1999; Pfeifer and Bongard 2007; Chemero 2009; Barrett 2011).
 
Added to the mix here is also Chomsky’s famous ‘poverty of the stimulus’ argument with respect to language learning, which argued that environmental input was too underdetermined and too degenerate to allow any form of associative learning to occur (on the basis of nothing more than a ‘common sense’ assertion, rather than actual evidence). In this view, innate representations had to fill the gap, in just the same way that earlier discussions of visual perception  
by Helmholtz argued for the necessity of ‘unconscious inferences’; a process that simply had to occur if the brain was to compensate for the scanty and impoverished information sent from the retina (Hacker 1995). Modern neuroscientists speak similarly of the ‘hypotheses’, ‘arguments’ and ‘inferences’ made by the brain in its attempt to reconstruct an inner model of the outer world (Bennett and Hacker 2003), although these days it’s more likely to be a form of probabilistic Bayesian inference, rather than the kind that Helmholtz had in mind (Fletcher and Frith 2008; Kilner, Friston, and Frith 2007). Nevertheless, the assumption remains intact that sensory information cannot uniquely specify objects in the world and requires additional representational processes to ‘fill in’ the missing parts. Any theory that does not posit such representations cannot possibly succeed, therefore, in accounting for the phenomenon of interest, be it language learning or the process of visual perception.
 
These ‘Hegelian arguments’, as Chemero (2009) terms them are, as he points out, characteristic of cognitive science in a manner that isn’t true of areas like evolutionary biology. In cognitive science, certain kinds of empirical approaches (like radical behaviourism) are marked for failure on the basis of arguments that have little or no empirical support. Hutto (2013) criticises representational theories of mind in similar terms, referring to ‘Explanatory Need’ arguments. Like Hegelian arguments, these are arguments that ‘attempt to provide a logically compelling philosophical rationale for specific explanatory projects.’ (Hutto 2013, 287). As Hutto notes, it is the explanatory need that such arguments create that leads people to persist in pursuing certain goals, even if success is not forthcoming, and indeed is unlikely to occur any time soon; people become convinced that the explanation they seek must be out there somewhere because this has been established by those logical arguments that insist this is the case: “It is that demand-and that demand alone-not actual explanatory successes, that promotes an unshakable, superstitious belief in the existence of contentful mental representations” (ibid., 291). Pinker, for example, reveals inadvertently that Chomsky’s argument was not only Hegelian, but also one that created an explanatory need, where any adequate theory of language acquisition “...must characterize Universal Grammar, a part of the innate structure of the mind.” (2005, xii).

 
3 Compounding the error
 
 This emphasis on logical, algorithmically based tasks as the basis for all cognition has now gained such momentum (aided by the Church-Turing thesis and 
the sway of functionalism) that, in some quarters, brains are not seen as merely analogous to computer-like logical reasoning devices, but are considered actually to be a form of computer (e.g., Tooby and Cosmides 2005). Similarly, psychological processes are not regarded simply as best modelled as a form of ‘computation’ or ‘information processing’, but are considered to be literally algorithmic in precisely this fashion (e.g., Pinker 1997, 2003). The consequence of viewing ‘proper’ cognition as some form of internal symbol manipulation is that the role of the body and the environment has been sidelined in most research programmes in cognitive science, psychology and neuroscience, so that brains have become divorced entirely from both the bodies they inhabit and the world that they encounter. Cognition has become a process that has no real link to the body or the outside world, taking place purely in the head, hermetically sealed from reality.
 
The ‘cognitive revolution’ is, therefore, more akin to the English Restoration: far from bringing about a new world order, it has served merely to reinstate the strongly Cartesian view of the mind and cognitive processes that Skinner sought to eradicate, returning to many of the dualisms (organism-environment, mind-body, internal private minds-public visible behaviour ) that we continue to struggle with. The wide spread acceptance of the modern cognitivist view also persists despite the fact that it cannot account for most forms of ‘natural’ human cognition-the ways in which we encounter and cope with a dynamic, changing environment (e.g., how we manage to negotiate uneven terrain without falling over; catch a falling leaf; coordinate all the actions and objects necessary to make a cup of tea; recognize a familiar face in a crowd: (Pfeifer and Bongard 2007; Gallagher 2005; Barrett 2011; Hutto and Myin 2012).
 
We have then taken this strange, distorted view of cognition – the “disembodied” manipulation and transformation of internal representations (whether by computational processes or differential equations) – and applied it to other animals. Penn et al. (2008), for example, despite bucking the current trend in comparative studies, and arguing strongly for a profound discontinuity between human and non-human minds, continue to rely heavily on a heavily anthropocentric, computational model of cognition in their account of non-human cognition. Specifically, they reject the idea that ‘non-representational, purely embodied’ processes have anything much to tell us about non-human cognition because the comparative data “strongly suggests that non-human minds are ... highly structured information processing devices”. But this conclusion is premature, given that the comparative literature they review is, without exception, designed, conducted and interpreted within a theoretical framework that regards internal representational structure and information processing as axiomatic. While such data must inevitably support this conclusion, they do not rule  
out other possible mechanisms. Similarly, as discussed elsewhere (Barrett 2012), Byrne and Bates (2006) advocate expressly for a computational/representational approach in comparative studies on the grounds that ‘…only the cognitive approach leads to testable predictions’, and that a view of cognition as ‘information processing’ is responsible for the “de-mystification” of mental processes (p.445). The computational metaphor in itself does not, of course, demystify anything; it simply provides us with a theory with which we can produce meaning from matter without the need for any free-floating ‘mind stuff’. How the processes of neuronal firing that take place in the brain, aided and abetted by various neurotransmitters and neuromodulators, actually achieve this continues to mystify neuroscientists and, as such, it remains anyone’s guess how ‘mental processes’ are supposed to work (Barrett 2012).
 
For these reasons, then, the adoption of a representational/computational theory of mind to frame studies of cognition may not be the most productive means by which we can understand our own minds and certainly not those of other animals. The representational theory of mind (or more accurately, this set of theories: Chemero 2009) is not ‘species neutral’ in the manner that we think, but is inherently anthropocentric (and yet, ironically, also very poor at explaining very much natural human behaviour). Moreover, it seems to rely mainly on our ‘unshakeable, superstitious belief” in mental representations’ (Hutto 2013, 291); a belief created to meet an explanatory demand, rather than because we have any good evidence to suggest that such representations exist. Consequently, we are using a heavily flawed model of human cognition to model many other, potentially very different, species of cognition in ways that can only serve to compound our initial error, not least because, when dealing with non-linguistic and non-human animals, it is an approach that offers a lot of leeway in the interpretation of the available data.

 
4 The cupcake of over-interpretation
 
 The representational approach can be particularly dangerous, for example, in those areas of research where the dominant experimental paradigm involves the use of ‘looking times’, ‘dishabituation’ and ‘violation-of-expectation’ to test its claims. This is common in studies of primate vocal communication, as well as studies of human infants (where a focus on visual perception is more common). This is an approach that, by its very nature, produces ‘thin’ data (i.e., the number of seconds attending to one stimulus over another) that is subject to very rich interpretation, rather like a cupcake, where a simple, plain sponge is 
adorned with all manner of elaborate toppings, and where any number of different kinds of topping can be applied to the very same kind of cake.
 
To give a brief account of what happens: in both human and non-human animal studies, the basic approach is to arrange a series of events (whether auditory or visual) in such a way that one series is to be expected (by an adult human) and one is not. The infants or non-human subjects are then presented with the event series, and the durations of looking times are recorded, with the experimental series (unexpected) compared to controls (expected). From these data, inferences are made about the nature of the subjects’ knowledge based on the extent to which it meets human adult human expectations, i.e., if the infant or non-human subject looks longer at events that would be considered unexpected by an adult human, then the infant’s/non-human’s understanding of those events is equivalent to that of adult humans. In this way, studies of infants have looked at, among other things, object permanence, linguistic patterns, basic mathematics, gravity, inertia and social interactions (see Prinz (2012) for a review of this literature). Similarly, non-human primate studies have considered numerical representation/basic mathematics (Uller, Hauser, and Carey 2001), representations of tools (Santos, Miller, and Hauser 2003), conceptual precursors to language (Bergman et al. 2003) and most recently, ‘prejudice’ (Mahajan et al. 2011; although this paper has subsequently been retracted for issues related to data-coding). As should be clear, these studies adhere to the representational view of cognitive processes used in human cognition, and their aim, as noted, is to test whether evidence for such representational abilities or their precursors can be found in non-human animals.
 
The inconsistencies and difficulties identified in the infant looking-time literature along with alternative interpretations of their findings are nicely reviewed by Prinz (2012), and these will not be considered in any detail, except to point out two issues. First, that looking-time experiments that control for perceptual factors more rigorously fail to produce the same results as those that don’t. Indeed, “conceptual” understanding falters and often disappears altogether in those studies that control their stimuli more rigorously (Haith 1998). That is, many of these studies seem to tap into perceptual processes, rather than any kind of inferential conceptual process. In addition, non-representational approaches have shown that habituation can be considered a dynamical process: infant looking times can be accurately modelled as a function of the perceivable properties of what infants are shown, and the amount of time infants have been given to look at each of those properties, with no need to bring in any conceptual understanding (Schöner & Thelen 2006). The take-home message, then, is that these experiments show only that infants can discriminate between two classes of stimuli, while their basis for making such distinctions remains  
 unclear. There is nothing in the design of most experiments that can rule out perceptual distinctions and support conceptual ones unequivocally, and yet most researchers remain firmly committed to this procedure as the best means of detecting conceptual knowledge in infants who are too young to tell us what they know, and hence a case can be made that these data are heavily overinterpreted. It should be readily apparent that the same criticisms apply to studies of non-human animals, and that a conceptual interpretation should be accepted only after experimentation has ruled out any kind of perceptual distinction. This tends not to be the case, however.
 
To take as one example, Dorothy Cheney and Robert Seyfarth have used a suite of rigorous playback experiments to make a variety of claims about the ‘social knowledge’ of wild vervet monkeys and baboons (Cheney 1992; Cheney and Seyfarth 2008) (it should be noted their studies are not any worse than any other study one could pick; they are chosen then simply because they are the pioneers of the technique). As explained above, the empirical data comprise the time an animal spends looking towards a source of stimulus information; in this case, a hidden speaker. In one study, baboons were played sequences of calls in which an unexpected event (e.g., a dominant animal submitting to a subordinate) which was compared to an expected event (the reverse situation) (Bergman et al. 2003). Longer looking times in response to the unexpected event were subsequently interpreted as follows: ‘listeners responded as if they parsed a call sequence as a dramatic narrative: Hannah is threatening Sylvia and Sylvia is screaming. But Sylvia belongs to the alpha-matriline and Hannah belongs to the beta. This can only mean that the beta-family is attempting to depose the alpha’ (Cheney and Seyfarth 2005, 152, emphasis in the original). This is a detailed and weighty interpretation, given the nature of the data, and is really only possible because the ‘parsing of narratives’ is built right into the experimental design from the start (by adult humans in possession of symbolic language). That is, the question asked here is whether monkeys’ social narratives are hierarchically organized by kin and rank, but the whole approach begs the question by assuming the existence of such narratives in the first place (see also Penn, Holyoak, and Povinelli (2008) who show that the conclusions of this study also cannot be fully supported on empirical grounds). As with infant research, the actual mechanism underlying this looking time response remains thoroughly opaque, because the data show only that the animals are able to discriminate one sequence of calls from another on the basis of their acoustic structure. They remain silent on the means by which they did so: while we can predict that the baboons will respond in a systematic fashion to such stimuli, we cannot know how or why this is the case.
 
 
This willingness to attribute complex conceptual knowledge on the basis of very sparse evidence may stem from the fact that most modern cognitive psychologists are “methodological behaviourists” (i.e., in Skinner’s sense), who remain committed to a linear stimulus-response psychology (although their focus, obviously, is on what happens between stimulus and response) and limit their evidence purely to observable behaviour. The insertion of an intervening variable, X, into the standard S-R process leaves plenty of room for interpretation, and the standard design of such experiments is to pit the cognitive interpretation (S-X-R) against a statistical null hypothesis of a simple stimulus response link (S-R). Rejecting the null hypothesis in such cases does not mean that the postulated cognitive mechanism has been shown to exist, only that something is happening rather than nothing (Barrett, Henzi, and Rendall 2007).
 
Moreover, close inspection of many comparative studies reveals that the nature of the cognitive mechanism is, in fact, licensed to remain entirely unspecified in any clear mechanistic fashion, thanks to the adoption of Dennett’s “intentional stance” to inform its methodological strategy (Dennett 1987). As this requires only that animals’ behaviour should be predicted accurately on the grounds that they behave ‘as if’ they possess the (often high level) psychological characteristic in question, there is no impetus to determine whether or not such a mechanism actually is operating, despite the ostensive aim of such studies being the identification of mechanism. In addition, and as Dennett himself pointed out, the adoption of the intentional stance leaves an ‘interpretative gap’ - the stance can predict behaviour, but as noted above, cannot explain it. To do so requires additional work to provide data at the right explanatory level. What seems to happen, however, is that rather than prompting further study, this gap is closed by fiat; that is, by invoking evolutionary continuity and phylogenetic relatedness (or in the infant case, ontogenetic inevitability).
 
Finally, this kind of introspective consideration of our own folk psychological mechanisms also encourages researchers to engage in the isomorphic mapping of cognitive and behavioural complexity: although behaviour can be predicted accurately using ‘as if’ intentional statements that suggest a certain degree of cognitive complexity, such behaviour may in fact be produced by very simple mechanisms of an altogether different nature, operating in a supporting environmental context. Jumping spiders of the genus, Portia, provide a very good example of this. Their ability to perform complex detours in pursuit of prey has encouraged an interpretation articulated in terms of complex ‘planning’ and ‘insight’. In fact, it is the result of possessing eyes of a particular design, and a simple servomotor mechanism that allows them to trace out unbroken horizontal lines in their visual field (Barrett 2011); it is the structure of their bodies, rather than that of their ‘cognitive architecture’ that holds the key to  
their success. Similarly, recent work has shown that the remarkable tool-using skills of New Caledonian crows owes as much, if not more, to the positioning of their eyes (they have far greater binocular overlap than other members of the crow family) and the straightness of their bills (which allows them to maintain a highly stable grip on a tool), than to the complexity of their brains (Troscianko et al. 2012). It is, therefore, a mistake to think that the complexity of behavior must (and will) map directly onto the complexity of the neural mechanisms that underlie it: environmental resources can be exploited to produce behavior more complex than those produced by “raw brain” alone. The behavior we see thus falls out of the non-linear interaction between brain- and body-based mechanisms and the environment (Chemero 2009) and, as such, cannot point accurately or directly to cognitive mechanisms as processes in and of themselves. For committed animal cognitivists, however, this argument is not an option because, from their perspective, behavior is meant to be a window through which we can discern the structure of the “internal” mind (Barrett 2012).

 
5 Conflation of co-variance and content
 
 This brings me to my most pertinent point, which is that primate and other comparative cognition researchers are held ‘captive by a picture’, and employ the same ‘picture-driven theorizing’ as their contemporaries who investigate human cognitive capacities (Hutto 2013). This can be seen in both the specific nature of the debates that occur within comparative psychology, as well as in the language used to characterise the nature of primate social understanding.
 
Recently, for example, there has been a contentious debate over the ‘meaning’ of animal vocal signals, including the idea that they may not mean anything at all (Rendall, Owren, and Ryan 2009). More specifically, Rendall et al. (2009) criticize animal communication studies for using explanatory constructs inspired by analogies to human language, such as ‘information transfer,’ ‘encoding’ and ‘decoding’, and the idea that calls can be considered to possess some kind of word-like meaning. They argue instead for an approach that avoids all forms of linguistic metaphors and concentrates on the ‘concrete details of signal design’. In this way, they suggest, we can move from a view in which calls ‘inform’ others to one in which they ‘influence’ them, avoiding all reference to such slippery concepts as ‘meaning’. This emphasis on ‘meaning’ as the root of the problem is, however, unfortunate precisely because it is so slippery. One can counter the argument easily by invoking a non-linguistic concept of meaning: there are many aspects of the world that can be said to 
hold significance for animals, because of the way they promote survival or reproduction or both, and hence these can be considered ‘meaningful’ to animals. The fact that a call does not contain ‘meaning’ in some specific semantic sense does not preclude it from being meaningful in this more functional sense. This, in turn, allows critics of Rendall et al.’s (2009) position plenty of wiggle-room.
 
What Rendall et al. (2009) actually seem to be arguing against, however, is the conflation of information-as-covariance with information-as-content, as discussed by (Hutto 2008; Hutto and Myin 2012). That is, when we say that the rings within a tree-trunk ‘carry information’ about the age of the tree, we are identifying only that they co-vary in a manner that is sufficiently reliable for us to use that information in various ways; tree rings are not, in and of themselves, information or content (Hutto 2013; Hutto and Myin 2012). Whether Rendall et al.’s (2009) position accords fully with that of Hutto and Myin (2012) is not clear: it is not possible to conclude that they reject the notion that all cognitive abilities, by necessity, are to be explained by appealing to content-bearing informational states. What is clear, however, is that they see no reason to treat animal signals as content-bearing, and this is what they are attempting to get at with their rejection of ‘meaning’. To put this in Hutto and Myin’s (2012) terms, Rendall et al. (2009) can be said to view signalling animals as informationally sensitive systems, but not as information processing systems. The same is not true of their opponents, of course, but what is interesting here is the manner in which the argument slides from the defensible scientific view of information as covariance into the assumption that animal calls themselves contain information, i.e., content.
 
For example, in a direct response to Rendall et al.’s (2009) essay, Seyfarth et al. begin by stating: “Whenever there is a predictable relation between a particular signal and a specific social situation, the signal can be used by listeners to predict current states or upcoming events; that is, to provide information” (2010, 4), which adheres to a standard scientific notion of information-as-covariance. They continue by noting that “[i]n black-capped chickadees, Poecile atricapillus, acoustic features of the ‘seet’ and ‘chick-a-dee’ alarm calls are correlated with both the type of predator present and the degree of danger” and that “[s]uricates give acoustically different alarm calls to different predators ... with graded acoustic variation that is correlated with the urgency of the danger (ibid., emphasis added), again this identifies calls as ‘meaningful’ because they are correlated to particular features of the world, but does not argue for meaning as content. Within the very same paragraph, however, they go onto to state that: “In California ground squirrels, Spermophilus beecheyi, acoustically different alarm calls encode information about urgency, but not predator type ... in primates, they encode information about different predators... .Once again,  
playback experiments indicate that listeners acquire this information from the calls.” (ibid., emphasis added). Here, then, is an unacknowledged, and perhaps unnoticed, switch to treating information as content, not merely as co-variance. This, in turn, shores up both the methodological approach (because the response to calls will reveal something about their contents) and reinforces the idea that information processing is what cognition is all about (because the response to calls helps reveal something about the contents of these information processing mechanisms). In other words, the conflation of content with co-variance serves to reveal that picture-based theorizing is indeed characteristic of the consensus view in comparative cognitive science.
 
Elsewhere and similarly, Cheney and Seyfarth rely on heavily representational language to characterize both vervet monkey vocalizations and baboon ‘social knowledge’, arguing that their field experiments “reveal a hierarchical, rule-governed structure with many properties similar to those found in human language.” (Seyfarth, Cheney, and Bergman 2005, p.264). They also make reference to the “inferences about [another’s] intentions” (Cheney and Seyfarth 2005, p.140) that animals use to work out when a particular vocalisation, like a threat grunt, is directed their way. They also suggest that a vervet alarm call is ‘best described as a proposition’ (Cheney and Seyfarth 2005, p.150), by which they mean “a single utterance or thought that simultaneously incorporates a subject and a predicate” (Cheney and Seyfarth 2005, p.150-151). That is, they seem to mean that the calls possess a sentence-like structure; something which is reinforced by their subsequent statement that “in their natural behaviour, therefore, non-human primates certainly act as if they are capable of thinking (as it were) in sentences” (Cheney and Seyfarth 2005, p. 151; note the telling use of the phrase ‘as if’).
 
These propositions do not, according to this definition, appear to bear any truth-value, however, nor do they necessarily imply any kind of explicit ‘knowing-that’. Accordingly, they are difficult to understand in philosophical terms, and they do not conform to the definitions used to characterise propositional knowledge – content-bearing, truth-preserving – in representational, information processing theories of mind. They neither add value, nor do much work, in efforts to discover the evolutionary basis of our own propositional and linguistic understanding of the world. This awkwardness in language and definitions is again a consequence of picture-based theorizing. In thrall to the representational theory of mind, it becomes necessary to characterize monkeys as possessing a particular kind of knowledge, even though many aspects of their behaviour speak against this view, requiring certain concepts either to be modified in slightly unusual ways or otherwise watered down. As Cheney and Seyfarth freely admit, the monkeys they have studied seem “unaware of their  
effects on their audiences knowledge and beliefs” (2005,139), even though they recognise an effect on their behaviour. They seem not to ‘know that’ others have beliefs and knowledge, nor do they show any evidence of ‘knowing that’ they themselves possess knowledge and beliefs (Cheney 1992; Cheney and Seyfarth 2008). It is this that leads them to posit that monkey knowledge is propositional in a largely non-propositional way, and to make statements like ‘monkeys and apes have many concepts for which they have no words’ (Cheney and Seyfarth 2005, 149).

 
6 Applying Wittgenstein’s razor
 
 The alternative, of course, is to get free of pictures and embrace an alternative view of cognition that doesn’t require some elaborate ‘mental gymnastics’ on our part to ensure that some form of mental gymnastics is going on inside the monkeys’ heads. One might instead embrace a non-representational radical enactivist view: the idea that cognition is action-centred, time-pressured, body-based and dependent on a larger environment (Chemero 2009; Hutto and Myin 2012; Barrett 2011). As Moyal-Sharrock points out, Wittgenstein can rightly be considered to be the original enactivist (2007, 2013; see also Brice 2013; Shotter 1996). Contrary to the idea that cognition “‘always and everywhere involves content’ (Hutto and Myin 2012), Wittgenstein sees it as ‘always and everywhere involving man as an animal’, which translates into saying that ‘at the beginning is the deed’, not the word, not the proposition, but the deed, action” (Moyal-Sharrock 2013, 264). This is true both ontogenetically and logically, but also as Moyal-Sharrock (2007) notes, phylogenetically. It should thus be apparent where my argument is heading.
 
Psychologists like Cheney and Seyfarth wish to ground human knowledge and language abilities in the more basic forms of knowledge, propositional thought and conceptual understanding of our closest living relatives: “the hypothesis is that the internal representations of language meaning in the human brain initially emerged from our pre-linguistic ancestors knowledge of social relations” (2005, 153). Wittgenstein shows that such an approach is inherently mistaken because “giving grounds...justifying the evidence, comes to an end; but the end is not certain ‘propositions’ striking us immediately as true, i.e., it is not a kind of seeing on our part; it is our acting, which lies at the bottom of the language game” (1997, 204). Our most basic beliefs, our ‘hinge certainties’, are, therefore, non-epistemic and non-propositional – they are ways of acting, not ‘knowing’. Our fundamental beliefs are practical in nature, “...a kind of animal, 
unreasoned, unhesitating belief. A belief that cannot meaningfully be said, but only shown, in our actions.” (Moyal-Sharrock 2007, 98). If our hinge certainties are ways of acting, then it makes no sense to look for the precursors of human knowledge and linguistic thought in the (putative) thought processes of the living primates; there are no precursors of this nature, and whatever we share in common is not to be found by seeking similarity in their ways of thinking, but in their ways of acting.
 
Applying an enactivist Wittgensteinian framework to non-human primates thus frees us from the cognitivist, representational view that at the basis of knowledge is yet more knowledge. It allows us to see that action is at the basis of all thought. Baboons and vervets who engage with their group mates with complete assurance, sensitive to the actions of those around them, adjusting to the ongoing flux of behavioural interactions, need not infer what others can see nor do they need to translate what they hear into narratives. The propositions of which Cheney and Seyfarth speak are not propositions at all but, as revealed by their inability to assign them any truth value, objective certainties, hinge beliefs, that are revealed in the ways that one baboon treats another, how she behaves toward and with her group mates. There is no need for inference or the formulation of narratives or other unnecessary intellectual baggage because successfully navigating social life is a matter of ‘knowing how’, not ‘knowing that’. The same is true for human forms of life, and is this that forms the common ground between humans and other living beings. An enactivist view also frees us from regarding living creatures (ourselves included) as passive recipients of external stimuli, for this is another corollary of the static brain-as-computer metaphor, which suggests that organisms respond solely to inputs on which their cognitive processes act to produce particular kinds of outputs in a strict linear fashion. Instead, it reconceives living creatures as actively seeking out relevant and significant resources in the world, so that they can stay ahead of the game. Motor action is not, then, an output or response, but the means by which organisms can ensure they receive particular kinds of stimuli that help guide further useful action in an ongoing cycle of sensorimotor coordination (Barrett 2011). The active, living organism engaged in the ‘hurly-burly’ of life is where we are to find the roots of cognition.
 
“Wittgenstein’s razor” thus strikes again (Moyal-Sharrock 2013). It pares away the superfluous intellectualism that has been applied to primate social worlds. At the base of our knowledge lie our objective certainties; ways of acting that are not susceptible of doubt. The study of baboons, and our other living relatives, helps reveal this to us as we document and analyse their particular  
forms of life. Understanding baboons, then, means recognising that they do not know, but that they are certain152.
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If the play of expression develops, then indeed I can say that a soul, something inner, is developing. But now the inner is no longer the cause of the expression.
 
 

 
~ Wittgenstein
 
 

 
 

 
It is to science’s great discredit that no one has done a thorough investigation of the meaning of every wag of the dog’s tail.
 
 

 
~ Horowitz

 
1 Introduction
 
Tomasello’s Origins of Human Communication is one of the most significant applications of aspects of Wittgenstein’s philosophy in the scientific field. In particular, Tomasello draws upon and develops, with persuasive ethological detail, Wittgenstein’s insight that the possibility of language-like communication depends on a non-language-like consonance in judgments. Tomasello harnesses this insight and gives it empirical support in development of his general thesis, viz. that 


 
	“ape gestures – in all their flexibility and sensitivity to the attention of the other…are the original font from which the richness and complexities of human communication and language have flowed” (Tomasello 2008: 55).
 
	Human communication differs from that of other animals, including other primates, because the “agreement” or “common ground”, which is a prerequisite of communication, itself becomes mutually manifest in communicative interactions recursively enabling new modes of cooperation.

 
A key move in the development of this position is the ethological concept of ontogenetic ritualisation. In a later summary, Tomasello and Zuberbüler offer the following account of the concept: 
 


In ontogenetic ritualization two organisms essentially shape one another’s behavior in repeated instances of a social interaction. The general form of this type of learning is: (1) Individual A performs behavior X; (2) Individual B reacts consistently with behavior Y; (3) Subsequently B anticipates A’s performance of X, on the basis of its initial step, by performing Y; and (4) Subsequently, A anticipates B’s anticipation and produces the initial step in a ritualized form (waiting for a response) in order to elicit Y. The main point is that a behavior that was not at first a communicative signal becomes one by virtue of the anticipations of the interactants over time. (Tomasello and Zuberbühler 2002: 205)

 
Thus, a young chimpanzee may repeatedly raise his arm to play-hit a companion such that the companion comes to recognise that an invitation to play attends such a gesture and reacts accordingly. The arm raiser now comes to anticipate just such a reaction and pauses or ends the arm-raising after an initial segment. Subsequent field investigations have verified the occurrence of such behaviour patterns, for example in dyadic interactions amongst bonobo apes. But ontogenetic ritualisation (hereafter OR) is not confined to the simian. Another much studied case is the canine play slap in which a dog’s front legs clap the ground, prefiguring but not performing the full canine play bow.
 
In what follows, I want to explore the connection between OR and some central features of a phenomenon, central in the Wittgensteinian tradition, namely that of expressive behaviour: a phenomenon, which, insofar as it plays a part in Tomasello’s account, is, largely, contrasted with the behaviour relevant to OR. My ambition here is not criticise Tomasello’s general position but to strengthen his resolve in offering a genuinely radical Wittgensteinian alternative to existing frameworks of thought in the ethological sciences. Tomasello sometimes frames his argument or is heard to frame it, in terms which have made it tempting for some to offer a conspicuously non-Wittgensteinian interpretation of his central thesis, weakening its radical import. Making the connection with expression, in a Wittgensteinian key, I will suggest, obviates the need to underwrite scientific study of OR with talk of inner mental representations or Theory Theory of Mind.
 
But there is a problem. Expression, as it is understood in the Wittgensteinian tradition, is a fundamentally non-epistemological concept. But the behavioural evidence recorded in ethograms and gathered up into analysis and theoretical explanation by animal scientists is, of necessity, in an epistemological key. How can we articulate Wittgenstein’s account of the foundational but non-epistemic role of expression whilst satisfying ethologists that such an approach is rigorous enough to play a role in empirical investigations aimed at progressing our knowledge of other animal minds? I’ll suggest, in outline, that the problem can be can be resolved by framing OR as a subset of expressive behaviour within a radical enactivist model of dynamical interaction.
 

 
2 What is ontogenetic ritualization?
 
The term requires some explanation. The term ontogenetic refers, in general, to development in the individual, contrasted with phylogenetic. Its use here is to signify that the target behaviour is unique or at least idiosyncratic to the individual animal or even individual behavioural segment rather than to a group or a species.
 
The technical zoological sense of “ritualisation” also needs clarification. For Huxley, it refers to the evolutionary process whereby a signal behaviour is established or improved in such a way that it becomes a more effective or efficient means of communication. Any attribute of an animal upon which natural selection can act – behavioural, physiological, developmental, or morphological traits – can be the basis of a communicative signal and thus ritualisation may act on any of these attributes. In some definitions of the term, one finds the additional requirement that ritualisation involves an action or behaviour pattern which has lost its original function but is retained for a new role in display or other social interaction. Other definitions seem to downplay this requirement.
 
It should be noted that the idea of a communicative signal is a far from philosophically neutral term in ethology, with differing accounts reflecting the history of the science. Thus on some definitions, a signal just is a piece of behaviour which produces a change in the probability pattern of behaviour of the other, with some adaptive advantage to one or both. There is no question of such a signal having “content” in any sense which is independent of the effect on behaviour, and certainly not in any (proto-) semantic sense. Any linguistic characterisation we offer of the behaviour – say “let’s play” – is only our convenient shorthand for referring to the likely resulting behaviour pattern. Such an account clearly reflects ethology’s behaviourist provenance. After the demise of Behaviourism, where such a view of signals survives now, it does so, largely, in methodological form as a means of stressing the robust objectivity of the descriptions deployed. On other accounts, we are given the strong sense that the “signal” does have a content, which could, in principle at least, be specified independently of the relevant behaviour. In particular, that there is some internal state of the organism, which represents some state of affairs, itself external to or internal to the organism or both, for example, “wanting to play with you”. Signals here are thought of as the Lockean transmission of this independently specifiable content from one organism to another. Such accounts clearly reflect the influence of the “classical” Representationalist model of mind in Cognitive Science in which “the manipulation and use of representations is the primary 
job of the mind” (Dretske 1997: xiv). That influence is most evident when animal behaviour, and indeed that of adult and infant humans, is described in terms of the Theory Theory of Mind or, as it is often referred to, “mind-reading”. It actually makes no sense to deploy either “Theory” or “reading” even as metaphors, if there is nothing, specifiable independently of the behaviour, which conspecifics or we discover in the reading of that behaviour.
 
Two channels of ritualisation commonly mentioned in the literature involve the “signal behaviour” becoming more salient: through being exaggerated or otherwise being made more conspicuous and being “schematized”; reduced to some simpler, presumably more efficient, form. The commonest cited case of the latter is abbreviation in which the initial or an early part of the behaviour comes to play the functional role of the whole.
 
Thus put, the term ontogenetic ritualisation, may appear, at least on the dominant definitions of ritualisation, to have a somewhat oxymoronic ring. Ritualisation is, on the dominant definitions, an evolutionary process and thus intrinsically involves more than one individual, presumably many generations. The ontogenetic qualifier expressly limits the behaviour to one individual. But this does not amount to a contradiction. The term ritualisation is meant only to situate the target behaviour in its adaptive context generally, as surely it must be. The emphasis is that the behaviour, though of course explicable in naturalistic terms, is specific to an individual animal or dyadic interaction.
 
The critical factors for something counting as OR are then, (a) a form that is derived from an associated mechanically effective action (b) role and dyad specificity (c) a high degree of individual variation, both synchronically for a given individual and diachronically across individuals.

 
3 Why is ontogenetic ritualisation significant?
 
 OR matters to ethologists because the gestures falling under this description seem to be idiosyncratic to the individual organism, the interactive context or both. And the assumption is that so being, such gestures can be neither genetically determined nor learned by imitation.
 
What then is it evidence for? The claim is that OR is evidence for cognitive complexity, particularly regarding the animal’s cognitive traction on its conspecifics. Cognitive complexity that is, on the one hand, far more extended than envisaged in quasi-behaviourist accounts but, on the other less so, and so it is thought more plausible, than that required by rival accounts of animal communication, in particular by full-blown neo-Gricean accounts. In fact, as we shall 
see, the advantages of an OR account, suitably understood, over full-blown neo-Gricean accounts are a matter of logic rather than plausibility or reach. The question is how we should frame the accounts of the degree of cognitive complexity licensed by confirmation of OR interactions.
 
In reviewing the accounts given by ethologists, the philosopher need to be cautious. Ethologists and perhaps scientists generally, for all the empirical rigour, may sometimes use terms which though intended only heuristically, will, because of their history and resonance tend to set off fire alarms and conceptual sprinkler systems for the philosopher. So the philosopher needs to be sure that critiques of the use of such terms are responses to genuine but misleading or unhelpful claims rather than to mere figures of speech. Still, where there are such claims and they do stem from incorrect framing, the philosopher is right to draw attention to them.
 
Two examples will suffice to make the point that at least some ethologists are lead to conclusions which may strike the Wittgensteinian, and I suspect philosophers of other persuasions too, as decidedly strange. Here for example is an interim conclusion by Hurford: 


 Apes have rich mental lives, but keep their pictures of the world to themselves, like all other animals besides humans. Only humans tell each other in detail about events and scenes in the world. And this is something of an evolutionary puzzle, because giving information away would seem prima facie to be against the individual interests of the information-giver. (Hurford 2007: 332)

 
A philosopher might criticise, on general grounds, the selfish individual view here. But this paradigm is perhaps too deeply embedded in the biological sciences as a neo-Hobbesian default. That apart, we would surely want to question the idea that communication is fundamentally about transmitting the content of pre-existing pictures from one to another, a process which, from the point of view of biology, humans, problematically, engage in but apes, unproblemati-cally, do not. It will be tempting, even for some Wittgensteinians, to respond that if apes don’t do what we do in language then it is empty to say that they have rich mental lives but keep it all to themselves. As if apes were logically private linguists. So, it may be thought, let’s just not say that apes have rich mental lives.
 
I think a better, and more wholly Wittgensteinian response is to say: let’s just not think that the richness of mental life is measured by the information content of internal pictures which may or may not be communicated. If you want to see how rich the mental life of an ape is, then look, as ethologists do, in real detail, at a mother caring for her young or the precise modes of cooperative hunting or reactions to injury and crisis. And keep an eye out for kinds of riches 
that are new to us too. And different ways in which, such information as there is, and much that is not best described as information, is communicated between them, just as we do, only not in language or, as we might say, not in the copresence of language.
 
Again, Cheney and Seyfarth, conclude their admirable and painstaking seminal study of vervet monkeys with a claim that will surely make any Wittgensteinian blanch: 


 In sum, many fundamental differences in social behaviour between human and nonhuman primates depend on the presence, or lack, of a theory of mind: whether individuals can recognize their own knowledge and attribute mental states to others. Apparently monkeys see the world as composed of things that act, not things that think and feel. (Cheney and Seyfarth 1992: 365-6)

 
A general capacity for “seeing the world as composed of things that act” is quite a metaphysical achievement we may think – one that’s certainly eluded two millennia of philosophy. But in the particular case, what on earth is it, we will ask, to think of something, as at once a thing and yet also an actor? And, even putting that aside, what could be superadded to the genuine seeing of someone as acting by seeing that they were also thinking and feeling? We should note that the use of “Theory of Mind” here is far from being just a philosophically innocuous way of referring to the capacities of, here, vervet monkeys with regard to each other. Rather the term is structuring the very terms in which the inquiry is pursued, forcing a wholly synthetic split between “intentionality” and “behaviour”: the result of what Leudar and Costall describe as “an over intellectualised account caught up in the spurious problem of other minds”.
 
Partly what is going on here is while ethologists no longer feel embarrassed, as once they were, to talk about the minds of other animals, the tools at their disposal remain essentially behaviourist. As Robinson nicely puts it: 


[…] behaviorism is a branch of psychology that seems to have passed out of style without taking its major assumptions with it. (Robinson 2010: 9)

 
The behaviourism itself is now in the guise of a methodological rather than metaphysical commitment: one to scientific rigour and objectivity. When this is combined with the “cognitive revolution”, what we end up with is a Representationalist conception of the mental clothed in a methodologically behaviourist concept of behaviour. This, the Wittgensteinian will conclude, is exactly the kind of confusion we get into if we go on conceiving of the recognition of others as minded, whether human or non-human, as consisting in an epistemological stance towards internal mental states conceived as conceptually uncoupled 
from meaning denuded “behaviour”. And what drives that conception is the idea that inside every deed, there is a proposition, or what as might as well be a proposition, pulling all the levers.
 
To what extent does the account given of OR encourage such a picture? In some places, Tomasello’s claim is precisely that OR gives a “window” onto the “mental representations” of apes. Thus he writes: 


 By most definitions, cognition involves mental representation…primate communication also involves mental representation in some cases, most clearly in the representation vocalisations used by some monkey species. (Bekoff et al. 2002: 296)

 
But elsewhere, he takes a quite different view, or at least one that looks quite different to philosophers, writing: 


the meaning or communicative significance of intention-movements is inherent in them, in the sense that they are one part of a pre-existent meaningful social interaction…individuals do not need to learn…to connect the signal with its “meaning” – the “meaning” comes built in. (Tomasello 2008: 26)

 
Here the meaning, far from being something which might, in principle, be independently identified as internal representations, is constituted by the interactions themselves. We aren’t, here, troubled by the thought that the animals have rich but undisclosed inner lives (unmysteriously for the biologist but mysteriously for the philosopher of mind) forever uncoupled to its behaviour.
 
The issue is at stake here is a logical one. But making clear the issue involves first revisiting the general problem about representationalism.

 
4 About Representations
 
The view that mindedness just is the manipulation of symbolic representations is of course the classical conception of the modern cognitive sciences. As is well known, it is critical for such accounts that they find a way to introduce the necessary asymmetry between representation and what is represented. There has to be something which, for example, makes the postulated state of the lion a representation of the kudu, and not the kudu a representation of the postulated leonine state. Though there is general agreement that mere isomorphism is not enough, the question of not just how, but if at all, foundational contentful representations can be naturalized, is one of the most divisive issues in philosophy. For Wittgenstein (Wittgenstein 1965: 5), and later Putnam (Putnam 1981: 3), it is simply “magical” to think that, for example, some further internal leonine state 
can introduce the needed asymmetry merely in virtue of being “internal” or for that matter “intentional”. For the internal or intentional state to introduce a kudu relevant asymmetry, it must in some way itself represent kudus. But that capacity is the very thing in question and cannot appear in both explanandum and explanans.
 
In fact, the circularity problem – which, in the human case, we can call semantic homunculism – is a quite general one. Wittgenstein’s stricture that we should not seek to explain the learning of language as if it were the learning of a second language is, alongside the missing asymmetry problem, another instance of it. In a magical, frictionless environment, meaning cannot bootstrap itself in existence, rules don’t apply themselves and arrows alone cannot point. For such possibilities, we need the “rough ground” of actual interactions. Thus, in Wittgenstein, the identification of this circularity is backed by an argument that, in order to avoid the regress, this fundamental consonance must be non-linguistic and rooted in our “primitive” animal nature. That is, the possibility of language is not – and could not be – a kind of transcendental addition to human life but emerges from and remains embedded within our practices as social animals. This, of course, is the insight which drives Tomasello’s thesis.
 
The standard Representationalist reply is that, served with a sprinkling of Shannon (Shannon and Weaver 1971), Dretskean causal covariance will do the job. We need not rough but only inclining ground: the necessary gradient is created because causes flow over it one way rather than another and what, as it were runs uphill, from world to mind, causally, returns downhill, from mind to world representationally. Against this, anti-representationalists maintain that co-variance involves an equivocation between information and truth tracking representational content and the circularity is not escaped. As Hutto writes: 


 Naturalistic theories with explanatory ambitions cannot simply help themselves to the notion of information-as-content, since that would be to presuppose rather than explain the existence of semantic or contentful properties. (Hutto and Myin 2013: loc. 1269)

 
Wittgensteinians will naturally find themselves on the anti-representationalist side of this debate. And indeed Tomasello is alive to the general circularity problem – as we have seen, it motivates his entire project. Thus he writes: “explicit codes are […] by their very nature derivative […] if we want to understand human communication […] we cannot begin with language” (Tomasello 2008: 58-9).
 
Where the term “derivative” alerts us, precisely, to the circularity problem. However, much of the detail of the development of OR follows a broadly neo-Gricean shape of shared intentionality highlighting the claim that whereas, in 
humans, the cooperative shape of the interaction is mutually manifest to the interactants, in apes, we get a Gricean interaction without the internal character of that interaction being manifest to the interactants.
 
The problem is here that as Bar-On points out, the neo-Gricean accounts are, incorrectly deployed, also vulnerable to the now familiar objection of semantic homunculism: 


 If we accept that full-blown Gricean intentions are indeed required to explain the emergence of linguistic communication, we would be faced with the task of explaining how our languageless ancestors might have come to possess full-dress Gricean propositional thoughts, which themselves possess recursive, compositional structure. But that task would seem no less problematic than the task of explaining the evolution of language itself. (Bar-On 2013: 346)

 
That is, if the task is to explain how, at the foundation, the canine play bow can be deployed in order to encourage the other to play, we get nowhere if we do that by crediting the animals with even more Dennettian meta-cognitive content such as “by behaving in this way, he intends that I should believe that he wants me to play”. And note that, if it were conceived as a cognitive task, one requiring a theory to deploy, OR introduces yet another meta-level: that of mutually recognising the relation of the abbreviated behaviour segment to the full-blown sequence, even though the segment may be unique.
 
Tomasello’s concluding comment on this problem is instructive. The issue is between treating what he calls common ground and what Wittgenstein called agreement in judgments as something that emerges from the recursive “backing-and-forthing” (Tomasello 2008: 335) of Grice-like interactions or as Searlean collective we- intentionality conceived as a “psychological primitive”. (Tomasello 2008: 335) The trouble with the former is, as we have seen that it falls victim to the charge of circularity. The trouble with the latter, as Tomasello sees it, is that it is “extremely implausible to posit that we-intentionality arose full-blown as a one-shot innovation” (Tomasello 2008: 335), perhaps by a group of Darwin’s “unusually wise ape-like animal[s]”. Is there another way of trying to frame OR that avoids these problems?

 
5 Between the Seconds
 
Consider the report of the ethologist Alexendra Horowitz who spent a year in close study of videos of dogs at play, slowing sequences of 30 frame per second video to one frame per second.
 
 
 …you need to look at the moments between the seconds. What I found there was remarkable. These dogs playsignaled only at very particular times. They signaled reliably at the beginning of play-and always to a dog who was looking at them. Attention might be lost a dozen times in a typical play session. One dog gets distracted by a ripe smell underfoot; a third dog approaches the playing pair; an owner wanders away. What you might notice is simply a pause followed by a resumption of play…For the play not to be permanently severed, the interested dog must regain his partner’s attention and then ask him to play again. The dogs I observed also play-signaled when the play had paused and they wanted to resume the game-again, almost exclusively to dogs able to see the signal. […]
 
 

 
Importantly, they used attention-getters that matched the level of inattention of their playmates, showing they understood something about “attention. ” Even in the middle of play, they used mild attention-getters-such as an in-your-face or an exaggerated retreat, leaping backward while looking at the other dog- when their partner’s attention was only mildly diverted.…But when the other dog was very distracted, looking away or even playing with another dog, they used assertive attention-getters-bites, bumps, and barks. …Instead of using a brute-force method of trying to get attention by any means necessary, they chose types of attention-getters that were just sufficient, but not superfluous, to get the desired attention. (Horowitz 2010: loc. 2466)

 
Given that these are canine interactions have role and dyad specificity, a high degree of individual variation and, in terms of behaviour which, by disrupting attention, is mechanically effective, what we have here is, as Horowitz claims, OR in abundance. Of course, in accordance with the governing paradigm, Horowitz claims that such complex, split second interactions look “tantalizingly close to a display of theory of mind” (Horowitz 2010: loc. 2665) where that notion is explained as follows: 


It’s called a theory because minds are not directly observable, so we extrapolate backward from actions or utterances to the mind that prompted that act or remark. (Horowitz 2010: loc. 2501)

 
But the question is why we should need to advert to such a theory and invoke such a philosophically contentious conception of mind, given that we are then faced with the circularity problem. Is there no other kind of account available? Interestingly, Horowitz, but only in passing the answer: 


The dog uses his body expressively: communication writ through movement. Even the moments between interactions are marked by movement: as when a dog does a full-body shake, his skin twisting over his frame, to indicate his finishing one activity and moving on to another. (Horowitz 2010: loc. 1555)

 
At this point, a philosopher might feel like saying: “Ah, I see what the ethologists are talking about. At least I see what they want to say only they feel constrained 
to use the highly attenuated language of the ethogram in order to preserve objectivity. They are talking about, or want to talk, about, behaviour as expressive. So OR is the idea that, even within naturalistic explanations, other animals have to be though of, not just as types but as individuals too”.

 
6 Wittgenstein on Expression
 
 Indeed. The kind of behaviour on which OR seeks to get scientific traction is what, generally, in Wittgenstein is characterised as expressive behaviour. Dorit Bar-On gives the following summary of the thesis which emerges from his account: 


Expressive communication is a form of social, intersubjective, world-directed and overt communicative behavior that is naturally designed to enable expressers to show their intentional states of mind to suitably endowed observers, so as to enjoin them to act in certain ways (toward the expresser or the object of her expressed state), in part by foretelling the expresser’s impending behavior. (Bar-On 2013)

 
It is right to add to this account (as Bar-On does), and certainly make more explicit, several further aspects of expressive behaviour. First of all its modulatability – that, though rooted in a species shared repertoire, expression in the animal case, just as in our case, is subject to some degree of individual modification relative to the particular context. This is in keeping with more general accounts of expression in philosophy: expression is inherently adverbial. And second, the reciprocal and recursive aspect of expressive behaviour: that one expressive episode can the “target” of another and so on to some arbitrary degree of recursiveness. Useful here is Eilan’s use of the developmentalist notion of mutual affect regulation: 


[…] processes such as the child smiling, the adult responding with a related expression of an emotion to which the child again responds with another expression of a related emotion and so until one of them gets bored or distracted. (Eilan 2007: 123)

 
Where (quoting Hobson) “we should treat each felt emotion in such exchanges as, essentially, a response to the other such” that “to detect and respond with a new related emotion come to the same thing”. And of course these dimensions interact in complex ways. Thus, in canine play bows, there is great flexibility in just how enthusiastic for example, this particular dog’s play bow is. It modulates not just in relation to the actual state, that is just how intensely the dog wants to play, but also in relation to the expressive responses of its conspecific.
 
 
The expressive significance is intrinsically other-directed and the other simultaneously detects and responds to that significance, affectively, in – what else to call it? – the canine second person. What we have here is a pure and I think intelligible to us case (after all, if we are dog owners, we are on the end of these engagements) of mutual affective reciprocity. Note in our own case, Wittgenstein is clear that the significance of expressive behaviour does not stand in the relation of evidence to the expressed state. That relationship holds for symptoms: for example, blushing or trembling. By contrast, the relation of expressive behaviour to the expressed state for Wittgenstein is criterial: which is to say that (a) our very concept of what it is to have that state is constituted by its expressive manifestation and (b) its character as criterial is manifest only on the inside of the expressive exchange. Of course, we will want to be careful in the animal case, of talking about a concept being so constituted. Since, seen from a non-Wittgensteinian perspective, that is likely to reinvite the picture of foundational inner representations. Seen from a Wittgensteinian perspective, however, the use of concept is harmless since in that case the notion – the concept of concept – itself has an intimate connection to behaviour and practice.
 
What we can’t do is to hold that whilst such expressive behaviour is criterial in the human case, it is not so in the animal case. After all, in Wittgenstein, such expressive behaviour is part of the natural behaviour which, in our case, makes communication, possible. So the general position that “inner processes stand in need of outward criteria” (Wittgenstein 2009: § 580) is one that holds in the first instance between conspecifics. For this reason, other animals are no more in need of solving the other minds problem on a moment-to-moment basis than we are. We can’t be Wittgensteinian about the human think that other animals are mute inglorious Cartesians. The fact that we cannot now see the psychologically criterial significance of the behaviour as criterial, after only a few decades of serious ethological study, does not mean that we never will. It certainly doesn’t mean that such criterial behaviour is not now operative, as it were, in the animal second person. Such an account is capable of framing OR without the necessity of referring to mental representations. This, I submit, is what Wittgenstein intends when he says: 


If the play of expression develops, then indeed I can say that a soul, something inner, is developing. But now the inner is no longer the cause of the expression. (Wittgenstein 1988: § 947)

 
In the “play” of expression, and indeed it is apposite here to think of two dogs playing, is revealed, so to speak, the canine soul. Insofar as we see the interactions as expressive, in the Wittgensteinian sense, which is to say, as that behaviour 
is mutually manifest to the canine interactants, we are no longer tempted to think of it as “behaviour” conceived as merely the outward symptoms of internal canine representations. We might say: the dog is not of the opinion that the other is a soul (Wittgenstein 2009: IV 22) but rather that is its attitude (Einstellung) towards the other. In this way, we capture Tomasello’s thought that “the meaning comes built in” without having to postulate a one-off innovation of “we-intentionality”. And any “theory of mind”, if we need it at all, stays, where it should, with we theorists, as we seek to capture, in third person terms, the import and structure of the second person interactions. In this sense, other animals, and we ourselves, “have” a theory of mind, only in the sense in which objects “obey” the law of gravity.
 
The problem is that a natural side effect of the entirely correct demand upon ethologists to record their observations in ethograms using the objective language of behaviour category (e. g. “mating”), behavioural acts (e. g. “chase”), components (e. g. “head-rest”) and motor-behaviour (e. g. “grasp partner”) is to epistemologise expression. Seen in this way, from the outside, in the third person, the criterial significance for the interactants of the expressive behaviour becomes opaque or invisible and instead the relation of the expressive behaviour to its psychological significance will look merely causal – a symptom – so that the expressively significant behaviour will look like a kind of signalling. In short, when we thus epistemologise expression, we lose the critical distinction between expression and symptom. And when that happens the old picture of the inner, as the cause of the outer, reasserts itself.
 
The danger then is that we project our epistemic stance back into the relation between expressor and expressee as if the interactants themselves were trying to read or decode or make inferences about each other. But this is not how things objectively are for the interactants. On the inside of their reciprocal relations. the interactants are biologically, developmentally and ontogenetically such that the expressive behaviour is, in the Wittgensteinian sense, criterial and constitutive. What we have to recall is that the constitutive relation between inner process and outer criteria is not some fact about mind and body, equally available in the first person and third person alike, but is actively forged, and forged anew as young are brought up and nurtured and developed, through the dynamics of second person interactions. However third person and epistemologically conservative the terms used in Ethograms, our third person, now epistemic looking ascriptions, are always actually riding on the back of those primitive second person interactions. Seeing those interactions as objectively as we can, whilst still seeing them for what they are, is the achingly difficult task of field cognitive ethology. When Horowitz points out:  
 


 What counts as a unit of behavior is non-obvious. Where the lay observer sees a fluid stream of activity, describable with a story, the ethologist must divide the stream into bits each too small to hold any of the storyline (Horowitz 2002: 177-8)

 
the philosopher should reassure ethologists with Nagel’s (Nagel 1989) reminder that, sometimes at least, the objective is the enemy of the real.
 
Tomasello is, somewhat curiously as it seems to me, prone to contrast expressive behaviour with the behaviour that he thinks of interest. Thus, Tomasello takes ape vocalisations as paradigm expressions, noting that they are “tightly fixed”, “urgent”, “individualistic expressions of emotions, not recipient-directed acts” (Tomasello 2008: 18) and, as Bar-On (Bar-On 2013: 354) points out, thus assimilates such expressive behaviour to mere communicative displays , which, reverting to a more straight-laced account of signals, he characterizes as “prototypically physical characteristics that in some way affect the behaviour of others”, comparing them to “large horns which deter competitors or bright colors which attract mates”. Such an account of expressive behaviour stands in rather stark contrast to the account we find in Wittgenstein. Of course, in Wittgenstein too, expressive behaviour is thought of as spontaneous and even compulsive (Moyal-Sharrock 2000) and, too, it may occur without there being an audience. But to complain that this possibility makes it irrelevant to understanding communication is to miss the point about the Wittgensteinian conception of expression. Just in virtue of its spontaneity, expressive behaviour is logically prior to any contrast between other-directed and non-other directed. It is perhaps, a species of anthropomorphism (for a general account see Bavidge and Ground 1998, chap. 5) or better, logomorphism, to think that this contrast, which seems so foundational to we language-users, must also be so for creatures so different from ourselves.
 
For the Wittgensteinian concept of expression to do its job, as a condition of the possibility of social interactions, it has to work in a non-epistemological key. But as soon we try to use the idea in connection with the actual animal sciences, where it can do really valuable work, it gets understood as a new kind of evidence for the making of inferences about internal animal psychological states and the issue is whether the animals are, like us, capable of making such inferences based on such evidence. In particular, when expressive behaviour gets picked up by the dominant Theory Theory of Mind approaches, it is now understood as mind-reading or expression reading and, of course, reading is exactly the wrong way of metaphor for making sense of expressive interactions as these are for the interactants. For then we lose the direct, in the Wittgensteinian sense, criterial dimension of the behaviour.
 
 
So the problem is that, for the Wittgensteinian, the concept of expressive behaviour is a transcendental one. That is, it lies at the fundament of what “so much as gives us the idea”, if it can even be called an idea (Gaita 2003: 59), that others are sentient, as a condition of that possibility. But for ethologists, the philosopher’s transcendental concepts have no scientific traction. So how to bridge the gulf? Is there a way of making something like the Wittgensteinian concept of expression scientifically acceptable to ethologists? I think the answer is yes and the answer, which I can only suggest here, lies in enactivist thinking. 


 [Radical Enactive Cognition] holds that mentality-constituting interactions are grounded in, shaped by, and explained by nothing more, or other, than the history of an organism’s previous interactions. Sentience and sapience emerge through repeated processes of organismic engagement with environmental offerings. For organisms capable of learning, it is this, and nothing else, that determines which aspects of their worlds are significant to them. Nothing other than its history of active engaging structures or explains an organism’s current interactive tendencies. (Hutto and Myin 2013: 406)

 
Such an approach, which is now a real rival to the classical approach in cognitive science, seems to me a profoundly more conducive framework for understanding OR and for Tomasello’s general thesis than talk of inner representational content and theory of mind. To steal an enactivist slogan (Varela 1993, chap. 11), OR is in fact communication, “laid down in expressive behaviour”. The enactivist approach in effect naturalises and makes empirically tractable Wittgenstein’s transcendental claim about expression. But this is, in Hutto’s phrase, a “softly-spoken naturalism” (Hutto 2013) one freed from unnecessary “magical” pictures about minds human and non-human alike, leaving the genuine empirical work to others.
 
It would therefore, I suggest, be constructive and useful if we talk not of expressive behaviour, nor of expressive interactions or exchanges, still less of expressive signals but of expressive enactions as a sub-type of behavioural acts and thus such a category should be added to the taxonomy of terms used in ethograms. For such a choice of term, whilst still allowing decomposability into objective units such as motor actions, would be able to maintain the central deed-like performative aspect of both expression, the relevant constitutive aspect, the essential connection to embodiment and the dynamically coupled relation between interactants which is the key idea of OR. Crucially, expressive behaviour, as understood by radical enactivism will be, at least in terms of Representationalist thinking, content-free. Which is to say a proper ethological account of such behaviour would not need to invoke the notion of content, at least the notion of content as the Representationalist has conceived it, as a means of understanding what is going on. There is not, inside every expressive 
enaction, a proposition pulling the levers. What, at the foundation, is manifest in expressive behaviour, for human and animal alike, is shown but, not in the Representationalist sense, said.
 
What OR looks like now then is a particular case of dynamical systems development as conceived by Enactivism where the coupled system is constituted by the interactants in their environments, engaged in, in a Wittgensteinian sense, expressive interactions. If Tomasello’s evolutionary thesis is true, then it must be possible to defend against it against the charge of semantic homunculism. But it is very hard to see how that can be done without embracing the central tenets of radical enactivism.

 
7 Conclusion
 
 Tomasello has done a great service in giving the central ideas of Wittgenstein some empirical traction on the rough ground of ethology. My suggestion is that by embracing a Wittgensteinian distinction between expression and symptom and, more broadly, by conceiving OR in enactivist terms, we can maintain the scientific rigour of Tomasello’s account whilst avoiding unnaturalistic and unnecessary encumbrances such as Representationalism and Theory Theory of Mind. That, I hope, will only speed the progress of Tomasello and colleagues in using the philosophy of Wittgenstein to make progress in ethological science. We need to move yet further beyond the age in which the height of intellectual sophistication was to believe that whilst computers might think, dogs don’t.153

 
Literature
 
Bar-On, Dorit 2013 “Origins of Meaning: Must We ‘Go Gricean’”? Mind & Language 28, 342-375.
 
Bavidge, Michael and Ground, Ian 1998 Can We Understand Animal Minds?, Bristol: Bristol Classical Press.
 
Bekoff, Mark, Allen, Colin, and Burghardt, Gordon M. (eds.) 2002 The Cognitive Animal: Empirical and Theoretical Perspectives on Animal Cognition, Cambridge Mass.: MIT Press.
 
 
Cheney, Dorothy L. and Seyfarth, Robert M. 1992 How Monkeys See the World: Inside the Mind of Another Species, New edition Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
 
Dretske, Fred I. 1997 Naturalizing the Mind, Cambridge Mass.: MIT Press.
 
Eilan, Naomi 2007 “Consciousness, Self-Consciousness and Communication”, in: Reading Merleau-Ponty: On Phenomenology of Perception, New York: Routledge.
 
Gaita, Raimond 2003 The Philosopher’s Dog, New York: Routledge.
 
Horowitz, Alexandra 2002 The Behaviors of Theories of Mind, and a Case Study of Dogs at Play (PhD Thesis), University of California, San Diego.
 
Horowitz, Alexandra 2010 Inside of a Dog: What Dogs See, Smell, and Know, Kindle iPad Edition: Scribner.
 
Hurford, James R. 2007 The Origins of Meaning: Language in the Light of Evolution, Oxford: University Press.
 
Hutto, Daniel D. 2013 “Enactivism, from a Wittgensteinian Point of View”, American Philosophical Quarterly 50, 281-302.
 
Hutto, Daniel D. and Myin, Eric 2013 Radicalizing Enactivism: Basic Minds without Content, Kindle iPad version: MIT Press.
 
Moyal-Sharrock, Daniele 2000. “Words as Deeds: Wittgenstein’s ‘spontaneous utterances’ and the Dissolution of the Explanatory Gap”, Philosophical Psychology 13, 355.
 
Nagel, Thomas 1989 The View from Nowhere, New edition, Oxford: Oxford University Press.
 
Putnam, Hilary 1981 Reason, Truth, and History, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
 
Robinson, Marilynne 2010 Absence of Mind: The Dispelling of Inwardness from the Modern Myth of the Self, New Haven: Yale University Press.
 
Shannon, Claude E. and Weaver, Warren 1971 The Mathematical Theory of Communication, Urbana-Champaign: University of Illinois Press.
 
Tomasello, Michael 2008. Origins of Human Communication, Cambridge Mass.: MIT Press.
 
Tomasello, Michael and Zuberbühler, Klaus 2002. “Primate Vocal and Gestural Communication”, in: Bekoff, Mark, Allen, Colin and Burghardt, Gordon M (eds.) 2002 The Cognitive Animal: Empirical and Theoretical Perspectives on Animal Cognition, Cambridge Mass.: MIT Press, 293-297.
 
Varela, Francisco J 1993 The Embodied Mind: Cognitive Science and Human Experience, New edition, Cambridge Mass.: MIT Press.
 
Wittgenstein, Ludwig 1965 The Blue and Brown Books, HarperCollins.
 
Wittgenstein, Ludwig 1980 Remarks on the Philosophy of Psychology, Oxford: Blackwell.
 
Wittgenstein, Ludwig (2009 Philosophical Investigations, P. M. S. Hacker and Joachim Schulte (eds.), Fourth edition, Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

 
 

 



Clotilde Calabi
 
The Far Side of Things: Seeing, Visualizing and Knowing
 
 Clotilde Calabi: University of Milan, clotilde.calabi@unimi.it
 
1 Premise
 
When we look at a three-dimensional object in front of us, neither its far side nor its inner parts are visible from our standpoint. If the object is partially behind another object, certain parts of its front surface are not visible either. However, we are aware that that object has a far side, that it has inner parts and that it continues behind the surface occluding it, even when this object is of a kind never encountered before. What is this awareness? We have the intuition that there is a difference, for example, between the experience of a house façade and the experience of a house of which the front façade only is visible, but what does the difference consist in? Some theorists cryptically assert that in the latter case, unlike in the former, some hidden parts of the house are present in our experience, albeit in absence (Noe 2005; Kanizsa, Gerbino 1982). Oxymora have no explicative value and if our experience of the hidden parts is unlike the experience of the visible parts, this difference falls short of an explanation.154
 
For psychological theories of visual perception our experience of the house as a three-dimensional object is the outcome of a completion mechanism. There are four major theories on the mechanism that provide different answers to the question about experience, namely the perception theory, the sensory-motor theory, the visual imagery theory and the cognitive theory.
 
According to the perception theory, in perceiving 3-D objects, despite the fact that the occluded parts do not project on the retina, there is enough information in the light sampled by the eye, i.e. in the optical array, to specify the continued existence of the object behind the occlusion. In other words, we actually perceive objects as having hidden parts. In this sense, our awareness of the hidden parts is perceptual.
 
 
The sensory-motor theory claims that the observer has perceptual access to the hidden parts in the sense that, if he moves he retrieves information concerning these parts. In this sense they are perceptually present, but we do not represent them at all (Noë 2004, esp. pp. 21-23, see also Noë 2005). Thus, unlike the perceptual theory, information about these parts is not actually represented information, but rather it is information the observer would access (Noë 2004, 2005; Pessoa et al. 1998). In fact, what the brain represents are the movements that he should accomplish in order to gain access to the occluded parts.
 
For the visual imagery theory, representation of the occluded parts is the product of a low level, vision specific, neural mechanism that takes place in the early vision processing areas of the brain. As a result, the observer enjoys a quasi-perceptual conscious experience that is phenomenally similar to seeing those parts: he visualizes the occluded parts and, in this sense, he is visually aware of them.
 
For the cognitive theory, representation of the occluded parts is the result of an inference based on information about the visible features of the objects we see, and background beliefs. Unlike the visual imagery theory, which claims that our experience of 3-D objects is the outcome of a perceptual and a visual imagery mechanism, the cognitive theory says that it is the outcome of a perceptual mechanism and top-down beliefs. One version of this theory says that perceiving involves meeting incoming sensory information with a set of top-down predictions, which amount to the brain’s best guesses about the shape of some specific sensory signal (Clark 2013).
 
In this paper I focus on a recent version of the visual imagery theory and on the objections it raises. I discuss possible replies to such objections and argue that visual imagery is still not a viable option. Eventually, I defend a syncretist theory that combines the perceptual and the cognitive.

 
2 Nanay’s Argument
 
 A recent version of the visual imagery theory is Nanay’s 2011. He argues that it is the best option, given the shortcomings of the other theories. We should reject the perception theory because perception provides information about those features of the object that project onto the retina only and this partial information must be completed by other means. We should reject the cognitive theory because (1) completion can occur in a way that runs counter to our beliefs about the object or in absence of such beliefs; (2) one version of the cognitive theory claims that in some cases completion involves no activation of cells in the primary 
visual cortex, but there is empirical evidence that this claim is false. Eventually, we should reject the access theory because its account of occlusion also applies to phenomena that are not cases of occlusion, such as the following. Suppose that a cat has just disappeared behind the door. Is it perceptually present to me? I do have some kind of access to it in the next room: I could walk over and have a look. Thus, it seems that it follows from the access-view that the cat in the next room is perceptually present to me. This is wrong, indeed, and as Nanay points out, none of the strategies that are available to the access theorist allow him to overcome this objection. I will return to this objection at the end of my discussion.
 
The main claim of the visual imagery theory is that the world as we see it is the result of the joint operation of vision and imagination: we perceive the visible parts and our awareness of the hidden parts of what we see is a matter of visualizing. Moreover, since visualizing is similar to seeing, our experience of the hidden parts is similar to seeing, despite the intuition that our experience of the invisible parts is unlike the experience of the visible parts. In what sense, then, do the two experiences resemble each other, given that an experience can resemble any other experience of some other kinds under some aspect?
 
In making the similarity claim, Nanay relies on a famous experiment by Cheve West Perky, in which she tried to prove that perceiving and visualizing are phenomenally similar. The experiment she envisaged consisted in the following. Subjects were asked to fix a point on a white wall while visualizing some object, such as a banana or a leaf. Unbeknown to them, an image of the appropriate size and color of the object that they were asked to visualize, was projected on the wall from behind. These images were just above the normal threshold for visibility (they could be identified by subjects who were not simultaneously attempting to visualize). Although the subjects of Perky’s experiment claimed to visualize what in fact they were perceiving, the projections appeared to be influencing the nature of objects that they claimed to visualize. These pictures determined, for instance, the orientation of the banana, or the type of leaf they were imagining. According to Perky, this was proof that they were mistaking perceiving for visualizing, and if we can mistake perceiving with visualizing, there is phenomenal resemblance between them.
 
The experiment is controversial for a number of reasons (see Hopkins 2012), let me suppose that the underlying prediction is correct and hence that visualizing is sufficiently similar to seeing in some aspects. On this ground, Nanay argues as follows. I am looking at a house that is behind a tree. The tree hides some parts of the house’s façade from my view. My visual imagery mechanism completes the missing details by representing them and, as a result, I have visual imagery of, or visualize those details (in my reconstruction of the argument I  
consider “visualizing” as a synonym of “having visual imagery”). Given the phenomenal similarity between visualizing/having visual imagery experiences and perceiving that Perky’s experiment purportedly demonstrates, it is as if I were perceiving the occluded parts of the house façade: 


 If what it is like to have visual imagery is similar to what it is like to perceive and being aware of occluded parts of perceived objects is having visual imagery, then, putting these two claims together, we get that what it is like to be aware of the occluded parts of perceived objects is similar to what it is like to perceive those parts that are not occluded. (Nanay, 2010: 252)

 
Nanay’s argument amounts to the following: 


 
	We are aware of occluded parts of perceived objects if and only if we have visual imagery of those parts (by assumption).
 
	For all x, what it is like to have visual imagery of x is similar to what it is like to perceive x (by Perky’s experiment).
 
	What it is like to be aware of the occluded parts of perceived objects is similar to what it is like to perceive those parts. (from 1-2).

 
Premise (1) is the main claim of the visual imagery theory; premise (2) is a general statement about the experience of having visual imagery and says that it is like seeing (as Perky’s experiment purportedly shows). (3) answers the question of what kind of experience we have of the occluded parts of perceived objects: to be aware of these parts is similar to seeing them.

 
3 Objections Against the Argument
 
As Briscoe 2011a points out, premise (1) can be attacked on two grounds. 


 
	1) Nanay considers optical information relevant for the perception of a contour or a surface limited to its optical projection on the retina, but this is false: absence of sensory stimulation from a feature F is not always absence of visual information for F. In fact, information is also given by cues such as binocular disparity, T-Junctions, and texture deletion in perspective transformation. These cues allow us to perceive hidden surfaces as directly as we perceive those surfaces hiding them. Thus, his main objection against the perception theory does not rest on firm grounds.
 
	2) The representation of occluded features that occurs on the basis of this visual information, takes place in early visual processing areas, and in virtue of this representation, we have a visual experience of the partially occluded 
objects as coherent, unified wholes. We do not need to characterize this experience as a composition of seeing and imagining.

 
 Thus, visualizing is not necessary for perceiving. Yet, the following reply is available. There is evidence from neuroimaging studies that seeing and imagining engage overlapping neural machinery. For instance, there is evidence of overlap in the parts of the brain that display neural activity during vision and visualization (Kosslyn et al. 1999, Briscoe 2011a). The exact extent of the overlap is controversial, and which mechanism is involved is an empirical issue. But even on the assumption that Premise (1) is true, the argument rests on thin air for other reasons. Let me focus on its finer details.
 
Nanay’s argument contains a hidden premise, obtained by instantiation from (2), namely
 
2#) What it is like to have visual imagery of the occluded parts of perceived objects is similar to what it is like to perceive those parts.
 
We cannot move from (2) and (2#) to (3) by logic alone. It is further required that the meanings of “What it is like” and “similar to” support the following inference: 


 
	1*. A if and only if B
 
	2*. What it is like (B) is similar to What it is like (C)
 
	3*. Thus, What it is like (A) is similar to What it is like (C).155

 
In this case, “seeing” and “visualizing” are the arguments of “What it is like”. Call the conditions under which What it is like to see an F is similar to What it is like to visualize an F, conditions for phenomenal similarity (between seeing and visualizing). The question is whether their fulfillment supports the above inference.
 
Do we have reasons to deny the conclusion, namely that the awareness of the occluded parts is phenomenally similar to the awareness that we have when we perceive them? Given that visualizing is the closest experience we have to seeing, do we have reasons to deny that the awareness of the occluded parts is an experience of visualizing?
 
Here is one such reason. One essential feature of what it is like to see an F is its dependence on a unique standpoint: what it is like to see an F is (among other things) that one cannot have two different standpoints on F at the same time. For example, if I see a house by having a visual experience of its front façade, being where I am, I cannot at the same time have a visual experience of 
its rear façade. Thus, phenomenal resemblance of seeing and visualizing entails at least this much: the visualizer cannot have two different points of view on the same scene at the same time. Again, it requires that one cannot visualize the near and the far side of the house at the same time.
 
Consider now the tree in front of the house. By hypothesis, if I am aware of the part of the front façade hidden by the tree, I visualize it and I do so from the same standpoint from which I see the tree. However, the near side of the tree that I see also occludes its far side. Similarly, the region of the house façade that I see occludes the rear façade. Nanay’s theory predicts that I visualize these parts. But in order to do so, my standpoint should change. The prediction of the theory is that I have at the same time a visualizing experience of the rear part of the tree, of the front part of the façade occluded by it and of the rear façade. If there is phenomenal resemblance between seeing and visualizing, I cannot. Thus, fulfillment of the conditions for phenomenal resemblance between seeing and visualizing does not support the above inference. If it does not support the above inference, and even if we assume that the premises are true, we should reject the conclusion that being aware of the occluded parts is similar to what it is like seeing them.

 
4 A Different Intuition about the Unseen Façade?
 
 One might follow up a different intuition and hold that visualizing is unlike seeing in this respect: in visualizing, I can take different standpoints at the same time. One may even hold that while seeing a particular object from standpoint F, I can visualize it simultaneously from standpoint G. For example, I can visualize the far side of the tree while seeing its near side. Is it possible? The question is reminiscent of a problem once raised by Berkeley.
 
Berkeley famously claimed that we could not imagine (i.e. visualize) an unseen object such as a tree. In other words, he claimed that we could not visualize a tree and visualize it as unseen. If we visualize the tree, we visualize it from the standpoint that we would occupy if we were seeing it. His argument is the following: if I visualize something, then I think of myself seeing it, and that I could think of myself seeing something that was not seen, involves a contradiction. Thus, we cannot visualize the unseen.
 
Against Berkeley, Bernard Williams 1973 claims that we can visualize the unseen. Here is what he says: 
 


 Even if visualizing is in some sense thinking of myself seeing, and what is visualized is presented, as it were, from a perceptual point of view, there can be no reason at all for insisting that that point of view is of one within the world of what is visualized: anymore than our view of Othello is a view had by one in Othello’s context, or the cinematic point of view is necessarily that of one stealing around the characters. We can, then, visualize the unseen. (Williams 1973: 37)

 
In other words, according to Williams, when we visualize we can exclude our present standpoint from visualization. In this sense, we can visualize the unseen. This is precisely what happens in counterfactual reasoning: we exclude our present standpoint, and take another one (see on this also Williamson 2009: 149-150).

 
5 Abandoning the Visual Imagery Theory
 
Let me sum up the main claims of the visual imagery theory discussed so far. According to it, 


 
	– We are aware of occluded parts of perceived objects if and only if we have visual imagery of those parts.
 
	– What it is like to be aware of the occluded parts of perceived objects is similar to what it is like to perceive those parts.

 
Moreover, phenomenal resemblance between seeing and visualizing involves that we visualize the occluded parts of perceived objects as occupying a particular location in our egocentric space. As Nanay puts it, 


When we represent the occluded parts of perceived objects, we use mental imagery in this latter sense: in a way that would allow us to localize the imagined object in our egocentric space. When I represent the cat’s occluded tail, I represent it as having a specific spatial location in my egocentric space. (Nanay 2010: 250)

 
The new hypothesis is that my egocentric space in visualizing is unlike my egocentric space in perceiving, but they coexist and to some extent overlap in our ordinary commerce with the world. How? The proposal is to go counterfactu-ally, that is, to integrate the visual imagery account with a counterfactual condition like the following: to see an object x as having a far side is to see its near side A from standpoint Pa and to see that, being in standpoint Pa, if I were in Pb I would see B.
 
However, it is not clear what the main claim of the new imagery theory would amount to. In what sense do I see that, being in standpoint Pa, if I were in 
Pb I would see B? This is just another way to say that I know that, if I were in Pb, I would see B. In other words, counterfactuals of this kind are not the content of a visual experience, but rather the content of a knowledge or belief state. At this point, we are no longer endorsing the visual imagery theory, but rather one version of the cognitive theory. Here is how the theory goes.
 
Suppose that I am in Pa. I know that, if I were in Pb I would see B, if I were in Pc, I would see C, etc. In a more precise formulation, we have the following:
 
Let d be the front side and f the far side of any object C, from the standpoint P(d).
 
In P(d) is “being in standpoint d” and [image: e9783110378610_i0064.jpg] the counterfactual conditional.
 
My hypothesis is that
 
(**) being aware of the far side f of C is to know that C has a far side f, and know that if I were in standpoint P(f), I would see f.
 
Two points should be stressed: first, the theory does not deny that we see objects as having a far side, but it contends that to see objects as having a far side is to see them and to have a certain type of knowledge. In other words, it contends that the following are the necessary and jointly sufficient conditions for seeing C as having a far side: 


 
	(1) I see C
 
	(2) In P(d) Vd [In P(d) I see d]
 
	(3) I know that: 
 (*) In P(f) [image: e9783110378610_i0065.jpg] Vf [If I were in P(f), I would see f]


 
Second, the cognitive theory leaves room for visualizing in the following sense. How do I know that (**) is true? I can know it, for example, by visualizing the situation in which I am in P(f), and f is visually present (there is an f appearance). In the tree case, I can visualize that I am in P(f) and, in that case, I see the far side of the tree.
 
I do not claim that visualizing is the only source of knowledge for (**). I simply claim that it is one source: I can visualize the situation in which I am in P(f) and in this visualization, f appears. Put differently, I can imagine how things would look if my standpoint were different. Under this assumption, we can reject Nanay’s claim that the far side of the tree is present in a quasi-visual sense, without abandoning the idea that the far side may be present or have been present in imagination.
 
The same goes for the more complex case in which there are the tree and the house and I am aware of the far side of both. However, there is no unique standpoint P(ab) from which the far sides of A and of B are visible at the same time.. On this ground we should reject Nanay’s crucial premise, because this premise entails that there exists a unique standpoint P(ab) from which the far 
sides of A and B are visible at the same time. But this unique standpoint P(ab) is not required, in order to be aware of the far side of the house and of the tree. All we need is to know that if I were in P(a), I would see the far side of the house, and if I were in P(b) I would see the far side of the tree. In other words, being aware of the far sides of A and B means the following (given **):
 
(***) K [(In P(a) [image: e9783110378610_i0066.jpg] V far side of A) & (In P(b) [image: e9783110378610_i0067.jpg] V far side of B)]
 
where K is “to know that”.
 
We should note that (***) is true despite the fact that there is no unique standpoint P(ab) such that
 
In P(ab) [image: e9783110378610_i0068.jpg] V far side of A and far side of B.
 
In other words, we simply assume that
 
K [In P(a) [image: e9783110378610_i0069.jpg] Va]
 
and
 
K [In P(b) [image: e9783110378610_i0070.jpg]Vb]
 
Truth of (***) does not require that I visualize now at the same time my being in P(a) and my being in P(b). I may have visualized that I was in P(a) and remember it and I may have visualized that I was in P(b) and remember it. Thus I know both.
 
At this point, I know that
 
(In P(a) [image: e9783110378610_i0071.jpg]V far side of A) & (In P(b) [image: e9783110378610_i0072.jpg] V far side of B)
 
Hence (***) is true.
 
 Again, this means that being aware of the far side of an object is not actually visualizing the far side of that object (as Nanay claims instead), nor visualizing that if I were in Pf, I would see F. Awareness of the far side of an object is counterfactual knowledge, which has visualization as one of its sources. Through visualization, we know that the relevant counterfactual is true.

 
6 Objections and Replies
 
One could object that I am simply defending one version of the access theory and there is a powerful objection against it, which I have already described. Let me recall the objection. According to the visual imagery theory, if a cat’s tail is occluded by a fence, the tail is present to me in the sense that I have access to it: if I moved or the cat moved, I would see it. It follows that if the cat disappears behind the door, I do have access to its tail and to it in the next room: I could walk over and have a look. Thus, according to the access-view, the cat’s tail in the next room is perceptually present to me.
 
 
The cognitive theory is immune from this objection in virtue of condition (1) above. However, the cognitive theory lays emphasis on beliefs and one might argue that beliefs are not necessary for amodal completion. True enough. As Briscoe 2011a, 2011b points out, there are two types of amodal completion, one stimulus-driven and not depending on background beliefs and the other depending on stored information about the kind of object we are perceiving and/or its individual properties. Typically, the former occurs in cases such as these:
 
[image: e9783110378610_i0073.jpg]
 
 Fig. 1: (a1)


 
[image: e9783110378610_i0074.jpg]
 
Fig. 2: (a2)


 
And the latter in the house and the cat behind the fence examples and other cases such as the following:
 
 
[image: e9783110378610_i0075.jpg]
 
 Fig. 3: (b)


 
According to Briscoe an empirically and phenomenologically compelling case can be made for the view that the (a) cases, unlike the (b) cases, are “a properly perceptual phenomenon subserved by representations of occluded object features in early visual processing areas”. (159, my emphasis). I am not denying that there is a difference between the (a) and the (b) cases. I am simply defending a syncretist theory according to which amodal completion, either involving explicit beliefs or not, requires that the brain makes its best guesses about the shape of the sensory signal and these guesses, at least in some of the (b) cases, involve counterfactual claims of the above kind.
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In On Certainty, Ludwig Wittgenstein introduced the notions of primitive certainty and framework (or hinge) proposition to suggest a different way of understanding the nature of empirical knowledge, including perception-based knowledge. My aim in this short essay is to explore some of the implications that Wittgenstein’s notions might have for a theory of epistemic perception and perceptual content.
 
1 Introduction
 
The general claim that can be extracted from Wittgenstein’s remarks in On Certainty is that ordinary empirical beliefs can amount to knowledge even though they rely on various kinds of primitive certainties. Certainties are not genuine beliefs; they are not justified and do not justify (Mulligan 2006). Still, they can (pace Moyal-Sharrock 2004) be specified in propositional terms. The relevant propositions, which are sometimes called hinge or framework propositions, are taken for granted by the inquiring subject (Stroll 1994, Coliva 2010).
 
A more specific claim is that ordinary perceptual beliefs, in the sense of beliefs grounded on perceptual experiences, can amount to knowledge while relying on primitive certainties and only because they rely on primitive certainties. In this case, the relevant framework propositions can be about general enabling conditions of perceptual knowledge, such as external conditions of observation (there are no mirror tricks, the lighting conditions are optimal, etc.) and properties of our perceptual organs and systems (my eyes are open and oriented in the right direction, my visual cortex is in good order, etc.). The claim that these propositions can be taken for granted and generally remain tacit or unnoticed is more or less accepted by contemporary epistemologists. Many of them will acknowledge that, for instance, I can know that there is a chair in front of me on the basis of my visual experience even if I have no belief or knowledge about my visual cortex.
 
 
In On certainty, Wittgenstein apparently intended to go further, and consider as primitive certainties some of the states that philosophers would typically assume to be paradigmatic perceptual beliefs: 


 I believe that there is a chair over there… But is my belief grounded? (OC 173)
 
 

 
My having two hands is, in normal circumstances, as certain as anything that I could produce in evidence for it. That is why I am not in a position to take the sight of my hand as evidence for it. (OC 250)

 
Following Wittgenstein’s train of thought, my “belief” that there is a chair over there, or that I have two hands, is not evidentially grounded on my visual experience. (This is presumably so even if the general enabling conditions of perceptual knowledge are met, i.e., if the lighting conditions are optimal, my visual system is in good order, etc.) I do not know on the basis of perception that there is a chair over there or that I have two hands. This is not something that I learn by visually scrutinizing the world. Rather, in the relevant context, I am primitively certain that there is a chair over there, or that I have two hands.
 
Wittgenstein’s point can be put in terms of familiarity. What is familiar can be taken for granted. If I expect to find a chair at a particular place in my room, I won’t learn that there is one by setting my eyes on it. One might say that the more a visual scene is familiar to the subject, the less empirical contents will be grounded for her. There is not much to be learned from a wholly familiar scene.
 
In On Certainty, Wittgenstein made clear that a primitive certainty that p in a context of inquiry C can be a genuine (i.e., empirical) belief that p in another context of inquiry C’, and vice versa (at least for some primitive certainties and empirical beliefs). Perhaps what we now take for granted in our perceptual judgments can become empirical. For instance, if the environment changes and chair façades become more common and familiar than whole solid chairs, the boundary between primitive certainties and empirical beliefs will change accordingly. Perhaps we will only take for granted the fact that this object looks like a chair or has a “chair profile” from our current spatial perspective.
 
Kevin Mulligan offers another example of a dynamic adjustment between primitive certainties and empirical beliefs: 


If naïve, visual certainties are not justified and do not justify, what account should be given of the case where, when asked whether it is raining outside on returning from a walk, I reply in the affirmative, and to the question ‘How do you know?’ I reply ‘I saw that it was raining’? Presumably, the naïve visual certainties I enjoyed in the rain become critical certainties when I reply to the question. (Mulligan 2006, p. 17)
 

 
 What Mulligan calls “critical certainties” are what we call “empirical beliefs”. In his example, the subject’s memory-based self-ascription (“I saw that it was raining”) now provides a fairly good justification for an empirical belief (“It was raining”), even if the content of the latter used to be primitively certain. By making a primitive certainty explicit within the relevant epistemic inquiry, the subject transformed it into a (justified) empirical belief.

 
2 Simple vs epistemic perception
 
Wittgenstein acknowledged that even though the subject is primitively certain that she has two hands, there is a sense in which she sees both of her hands (in the quotation above, Wittgenstein used the phrase “the sight of my hand”). The sense in question can be elucidated in at least two ways.
 
First, one might suggest that the subject sees, or is visually aware, that she has two hands. One worry with this interpretation is that the phrases “seeing that” and “being visually aware that” signal epistemic perception (Dretske 1969). It follows that they report epistemically significant, i.e., empirical content. Seeing that p is either already a way of knowing that p (Williamson 2000) or at least being in a position to know that p (McDowell 1982). In both cases the sight of my hand would be evidence for the belief that I have two hands after all, contrary to what Wittgenstein explicitly says.
 
Second, one might suggest that although the subject’s hands are visually differentiated for her (they occupy different locations in the visual field), she does not see that she has two hands. Using Dretske’s terminology, I have simple perception of my hands, but I am not visually aware that there are two hands, at least if this entails that I have empirical evidence for the truth of the proposition expressed by “I have two hands” (in the relevant context). The empirical content of my visual experience does not involve there being two hands attached to my body.
 
The second interpretation is probably closer to what Wittgenstein meant. It is not a coincidence that he used a non-propositional phrase (“the sight of my hand”) to describe the relevant visual experience. In the situation described by Wittgenstein, simple perception of the hands fails to give rise to epistemic perception of some facts about the hands, such as the fact that I have two hands, or that there are two hands.
 
Some philosophers are skeptical about simple perception being a genuine form of perceptual experience and contend that all perception is epistemic in some sense (see, e.g., Dennett 1994). Indeed, the phrase “the sight of my hands” 
can also be interpreted in purely causal terms. I am in front of hands which cause my current visual experience, but it does not follow that I perceive that I have two hands.
 
In what follows, I shall leave simple perception to one side and focus on epistemic perception. I take it that epistemic perception is still perception and not, for instance, belief based on independent perceptual experience. (This is compatible with the claim that epistemic perception already involves belief or some other doxastic state. Much of what I have to say here is independent of the fate of the doxastic theory of perception.) So I shall use the notion of perceptual content, or what is perceived, in the sense of empirical content, namely content as apprehended by the perceiver in her experience and epistemically relevant to the formation of her perceptual judgments.
 
The issue that I wish to raise at this point concerns the implications of Wittgenstein’s idea for perceptual content in this sense. The claim so far is that primitive certainties prevent perceptual experiences from having the corresponding empirical contents. The question then arises: if I do not see that I have two hands, what states of affairs am I visually aware of? As we shall see, there are two main accounts of epistemic perception which provide rather different answers to this question.

 
3 Two accounts of epistemic perception
 
Both accounts of epistemic perception acknowledge that primitive certainties enhance our perceptual knowledge, and in general our ability to form judgments on the basis of perception. However, the first account goes further, and claims that primitive certainties broaden the scope of epistemic perception itself. That is, taking for granted certain propositions enables me to perceive states of affairs that I would not be able to perceive otherwise. For instance, primitive certainties might be invoked in order to argue that we can perceive states of affairs involving natural kinds or known individuals. If I take for granted that this is a tiger, or that this is Mary, I can see further states of affairs, such as the fact that a tiger is approaching, or that Mary is smiling at me.
 
Here is another possible example. By taking for granted that I have two hands, I can see that I can lift this box. I could not lift the box with a single hand, or handless. In general, the epistemic perception of affordances somehow presupposes that I have a body with specific physical characteristics, even though the relevant presuppositions can remain entirely implicit or unnoticed.
 
 
By contrast, the second account insists that primitive certainties do not affect epistemic perception. Perceptual content is not enriched by primitive certainties. For instance, the content of my visual experience of a chair is the same whether or not I take for granted that this is a chair. If I cannot see that there is a chair in the former case, I cannot see it either in the latter case. So the fundamental reason why I cannot learn from perception that this is a chair is not because I take it for granted. Rather, I cannot learn from perception that this is a chair because perception is perspectival: the content of my visual experience (at least from my fixed point of view) is about a specific appearance or look that a normal chair can instantiate, but also a chair façade or a set of unconnected parts as in Ames’ room. Similarly, I do not see that Mary is there, but at best a person with a characteristic look, which Mary can instantiate, but also her twin sister or a Doppelgänger (see Dokic 2010).
 
On the second account, the epistemological interest of primitive certainties is to enable the subject to form judgments that go beyond what is perceived, without the mediation of background theories. I can judge and know that there is a chair just there in front of me, or that Mary is smiling at me, because I take for granted that this thing is a chair and that this person is Mary.
 
The second account will be favoured by those of us who believe in the modularity of perception, i.e., the independence of perceptual content from higher-level cognitive states (Fodor 1983, Pylyshyn 2004). In the present case, these states should include not only the subject’s empirical beliefs, but also her primitive certainties. Insofar as primitive certainties of the form “This is a tiger” or “This is Mary” involve long-term memories, at least implicitly, they cannot belong to perception itself.

 
4 Liberal vs austere views of perceptual content
 
 The distinction introduced above between two accounts of epistemic perception can be related to the debate in contemporary philosophy of perception between liberal (or rich) and austere (or conservative) views of perceptual content (Hawley & Macpherson 2011). If we (plausibly) interpret the latter debate as being about the scope of epistemic perception, the first account of epistemic perception is congenial to the liberal view, according to which we can perceive “high-level” properties such as being a tiger, being Mary or being liftable, while the second account is more in line with the austere view, according to which we can perceive only appearances conceived as complexes of “low-level” properties, such as (in the visual case) colour, shape, size, texture and orientation.
 
 
It has been recently argued (by Phillips ms.) that the debate between (what we call here) liberal and austere views of perceptual content is antinomic. On the one hand, the austere view is bound to “falsify how our experiences seem to us” (Phillips ms., 1). We seem to be visually aware of real chairs and tigers, and not mere looks or appearances, which are neutral as to the presence of real chairs or tigers (see also Strawson 1979). On the other hand, the liberal view tends to multiply beyond necessity illusions or perceptual errors. For instance, if it allows me to be visually aware that a tiger is approaching, a matching visual experience caused by an approaching fake tiger is bound to be illusory. However, in the latter case, “all the properties being picked up on, or seemingly picked up on, by the visual system in the tiger ringer case are instantiated” (Phillips ms., 16). This is very unlike ordinary cases of perceptual errors, such as the Müller-Lyer or Ponzo illusions, which can explained by natural properties of our perceptual systems.
 
Phillips’s own way out of this antinomy is to defend a contextualist view of perceptual content. For instance, depending on the context and our folk-psychological interests, the very same experience can be described as being about water, vodka, or a neutral look that water and vodka share. The objection against the liberal view is defused by the claim that explicit consideration of a matching experience in which the relevant property is not instantiated shifts the context and invites more austere descriptions of the original experience.
 
Phillips’s objection to the liberal view survives even if the latter acknowledges the role of primitive certainties in epistemic perception. Let us assume that I am visually aware that a tiger is approaching. My visual awareness might involve the primitive certainty that this is a tiger, or that what looks like a tiger around here is a tiger. If what I see is in fact a fake tiger, my primitive certainty will be false, but I may not have formed any false or incorrect belief. In this sense, I may not have committed any cognitive error. However, the liberal view is bound to rate my visual awareness as a perceptual error, even though my visual system is blameless.
 
In contrast, the austere view might be on safer grounds if it takes primitive certainties on board. On this view, the fake tiger example does not involve any perceptual error. When I see a fake tiger, I am visually aware of an object that looks like a tiger, and my visual experience is fully veridical. The falsity of my primitive certainty that this is a tiger is thus neither a perceptual nor a cognitive error. The dichotomy between perceptual and cognitive errors is not exhaustive (Dokic 2012).
 
In a nutshell, the austere view recognizes the context-sensitivity of perceptual judgments, which can have different contents in different contexts even if the visual scene is objectively the same. However, it insists that such context-sensitivity  
 need not reflect that of perception itself. Our judgmental abilities are context-sensitive in a way which cannot be explained either by the relative rigidity of perceptual processes or by the subject’s applying different background theories to what she is perceptually aware of.

 
5 Cognitive phenomenology
 
What about the other side of Phillips’s antinomy? Doesn’t the austere view of perceptual content run in the face of our ordinary descriptions of experience?
 
Our naïve theory of perception is certainly closer to the liberal view. However, the notion of perceptual content is a technical one, and our ordinary self-ascriptions of experience might not be sensitive to perceptual content in this sense. One view is that they are sensitive to inclinations to believe on the basis of one’s experience, whether the latter are grounded in perceptual content or in primitive certainties. On this view, the boundary between the contribution of perception and that of primitive certainties in the formation of perceptual judgments might not be transparent to the naïve perceiver.
 
Now consider the following puzzle that this account of primitive certainty can give rise to. Present-tense reflective self-ascriptions, for instance of the form “It visually seems to me as if p”, can be made in the absence of any perceptual judgment. For instance, it can seem to me as if it is raining while I believe that I am hallucinating. This might seem to raise a problem. Primitive certainties are relative to the formation of judgments. In this sense, they are belief-dependent. How can a self-ascription of experience then reveal a primitive certainty, for instance that it is raining, when the subject does not make any judgment which takes this fact for granted?
 
The answer to the puzzle is that primitive certainties can persist as mere cognitive impressions, i.e., felt inclinations to believe, even after the subject has explicitly put them under scrutiny, rejected or suspended judgment about them. Perhaps this is the sign that the relevant certainties are deeply entrenched in the subject’s cognitive system.
 
The austere view of perception can and should acknowledge that the phenomenology of perception, which drives our ordinary self-ascriptions of experience, is constituted by both sensory and cognitive (or at least non-sensory) phenomenology. Inclinations to believe, whether they are actualized or not, and whether they are grounded on perceptual content, primitive certainties or mere cognitive impressions (when the relevant primitive certainties have been superseded), can make a difference to what it is like to have a perceptual experience.
 

 
6 Conclusion
 
 If Wittgenstein is right, ordinary perceptual knowledge is grounded on perceptual experience but also relies on primitive certainties, which as I have suggested correspond to familiar facts in the perceptual scene. I have distinguished between two ways of understanding these primitive certainties, depending on whether they are conceived to be within or outside of perception itself. Although much work remains to be done on these issues, I have claimed that the latter view is slightly superior to the former. The point about primitive certainties is that the content of a perceptual judgment can go beyond that of perception itself independently of the (implicit or explicit) epistemic mediation of a background theory. Thus, the falsity of a perceptual judgment can be due to a perceptual error (if there is some kind of perceptual dysfunction), a cognitive error (if the background theory is false) or neither (if what the subject takes for granted is false or incorrect).
 
 

 
 
[Thanks to Daniele Moyal-Sharrock for helpful comments.]
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1 Magnitudes: Exposition of a Realistic Ontology
 
I am going to argue for a robust realism about magnitudes, as irreducible elements in our ontology. This realistic attitude, I will argue, gives a better metaphysics than the alternatives. It suggests some new options in the philosophy of science. It also provides the materials for a better account of the mind’s relation to the world, in particular its perceptual relations.
 
As a preliminary, let us distinguish between magnitude-types, magnitudes, and magnitude-tropes. Magnitude-types are generic kinds of magnitudes. Distance is one magnitude-type, whose instances are more specific distances, such as the distance measured by one meter, and the distance measured by ten miles. Gravitational mass is another magnitude-type, whose instances include the magnitude measured by one gram, and the magnitude measured by ten pounds weight. Magnitudes come in types. Every magnitude is of some magnitude type. As Frege said, “Something is a magnitude not all by itself, but only insofar as it belongs with other objects of a class which is a domain of magnitudes” - “Etwas ist eine Grösse nicht für sich allein sondern nur, sofern es mit andern Gegenständen einer Klasse angehört, die ein Grössengebiet ist” (1998: §161:159).
 
If we slice more finely than magnitudes, we reach magnitude-tropes. Just as we distinguish between properties and tropes, between the property of being red and this particular thing’s redness, to be distinguished from a different object’s redness, so we can equally make the parallel distinction for magnitudes. For some purposes, we may want to distinguish, in the case of two equally long meter rods, between this rod’s length and that rod’s length. My focus here is going to be mainly on the magnitudes, rather than their types or their tropes.
 
Magnitudes are apparently involved in many explanations and in many counterfactuals, from the humblest to the most sophisticated science. The shadow is a certain size because the flagpole casting it is a certain height. The avalanche flattened the forest because the avalanche’s momentum was above a certain threshold. Ceteris paribus, if the flagpole had been shorter, so would its 
shadow. If the avalanche had had a much lower momentum, the forest would still be standing; and so on. We should take these appearances at face value. An object or an event’s have a certain magnitude can both explain and be explained.
 
In these explanations and counterfactuals, we cannot replace the reference to magnitudes with reference to the extension of a predicate “has such-and-such magnitude”. Suppose the flagpole is 10 meters high. The predicate “is 10 meters high” has an extension, one that includes various buildings, watchtowers, fences. These various objects are completely irrelevant to the explanation of the flagpole’s casting a certain length of shadow. The explanation of its casting a shadow of a certain length would be the same even if some of these other objects were not in the extension of “is 10 meters high”.
 
Conversely too: consider a world in which the flagpole and these other objects had all had a different height, so that in these other possible circumstances, “is 11 meters high” had the same extension (E, say) as “is 10 meters high” has in the actual world. In this other world, the magnitude of the flagpole (its 11 meter length) that explains the length of its shadow there would be different. It is irrelevant to that explanation that in the actual world, E is also the extension of “is 10 meters high”.
 
This argument is entirely parallel to the argument that one would give for the conclusion that in explanation by properties and explanation of properties, references to properties cannot be replaced by corresponding references to the extensions of those properties. The same points apply whether extensions are conceived as sets, sets of ordered n-tuples, Fregean courses-of-values, or indeed as Fregean functions from entities of one sort or other to truth-values.
 
Extensions or anything extensional will also not discriminate between two magnitudes with the same extension. Explanation by something’s having a certain mass is different from explanation by something’s having a certain electrical charge, even for some magnitude of mass M, all and only the things with mass M have a certain electrical charge. The same goes pari passu for which magnitudes are explained, as well as for the magnitudes that do the explaining.
 
I take all these simple points about the irrelevance of certain objects to the explanations in question to be statements of what we ordinarily know about explanations. They do not involve any commitment to, for instance, a non-Humean account of laws. Any philosophical analysis of laws, explanations, and counterfactuals is going to be plausible only insofar as it preserves these obvious points about the irrelevance of certain objects. Nothing here, or in what follows, is meant to imply that a broadly Humean or Ramseyan treatment of laws is incorrect, or could not accommodate these points.
 
 
Peter Railton pointed out to me that the inadequacy of attempts to elucidate explanation by magnitudes in terms of extensions is parallel to the inadequacy of attempts to explain the role of objective probabilities in terms of actual frequency of occurrence of events of a given type.156 For a good explanation of phenomena involving radioactive decay, we need to recognize objective probabilities not definable in terms of actual frequencies, and we need to formulate laws using those objective probabilities. Actual extensions and actual frequencies are heavily contingent features of the actual world that cannot bear the weight of explanation and its associated counterfactuals.
 
All this seems, or may seem, completely obvious, so why is it even worth saying? Part of the reason is that writers of several different stripes have attempted to elucidate empirical statements about magnitudes in terms that do not involve any ontology of magnitudes, and have done so in ways that contradict these obvious points. Such attempted elucidations characteristically proceed in stages. Suppose that 


 
	(i) an object x has a magnitude M of a certain magnitude-type T (such as mass, or distance) that measures n in units U.

 
 This, it is said as a first step, can be elucidated simply as 


 
	(ii) x measures n in units U for the type in question.

 
There is then a fork in the road according as one or another kind of reduction is attempted. Note that in moving to (ii), reference to the magnitude M has already disappeared. (This may be a good example of the dictum that an argument is almost always over in the first few sentences.)
 
The first kind of reductive explanation of magnitudes is found in an earlier approach, which attempts to explain (ii) in terms of what are essentially evidential relations. Here is a quote from Patrick Suppes’ and Joseph Zinnes’ paper “Basic Measurement Theory”: 


6. This sample of ferric salt weighs 1.679 grams.
 
 

 
But this statement may be replaced by the statement:
 
 
 

 
 7. The ratio of the mass of this sample of ferric salt to the gram weight of my standard series is 1.679, and the manufacturer of my series has certified that the ratio of my gram weight to the standard kilogram mass of platinum iridium alloy at the International Bureau of Weights and Measures, near Paris, is 0.0010000. (Suppes and Zinnes 1963: 9)

 
This replacement statement numbered 7 does give evidence for the statement of mass in grams. It is, however, not at all plausible that it specifies what statement 6 means, nor that it specifies how the world has to be for statement 6 to be true. It is clear that the evidence provided by the manufacturer may be misleading; that the object originally used as the standard kilogram mass in Paris might have been filed down by a thief; and so forth. If the evidence can be misleading, then we need an account of what the evidence is evidence for. A statement of what is clearly both empirical and contingent evidence cannot provide this.
 
The second kind of attempt at a reductive approach does not speak in quite that way of evidence, but rather, in this example, it speaks of the place of the sample of ferric salt in a system of relations. This needs a little explanation and exposition. Two elements are involved in this second elucidation of “x measures n in units U for such-and-such type of magnitude”. The first element is the notion of an “extensive system” in the sense of Suppes and Zinnes on a domain of non-numerical objects. The second element is the notion of a numerical extensive system isomorphic to that extensive system.
 
An extensive system <A, R, ⊛> consists of a domain A, a binary relation on A, and a function ⊛ whose domain is ordered pairs of elements from A and whose range is A. Suppes and Zinnes write, by way of illustration: 


If A is a set of weights, then the interpretation of aRb is that either a is less heavy than b or equal in heaviness to b. The interpretation of a⊛b for weights is simply the weight obtained by combining the two weights a and b, for example, by placing both on the same by combining the two weights and b, for example, by placing both on the same side of an equal arm balance. (Suppes and Zinnes 1963: 42)

 
The axioms for being an extensive system, as they note, are similar to those given back in by Hölder (1901). The axioms given by Suppers and Zinnes are: 


 
	A1 If aRb and bRc, then aRc (transitivity)
 
	A2 ((a⊛b)⊛c)R(a⊛(b⊛c) (associativity)
 
	A3 If aRb, then (a⊛c)R(c⊛b) (adding the same to each preserves R)
 
	A4 If not aRb, then there is a c in A such that aR(b⊛c) and (b⊛c)Ra
 
	A5 Not (a⊛b)Ra (magnitudes corresponding to R are always positive)
 
	A6 If aRb, then there is a number n such that bRna, where na is defined recursively: 1a=a, and na=(n-1)(a⊛a).
 

 
 It is a theorem of Suppes (1951), reported as Theorem 17 in Suppes and Zinnes (1963), that for any extensive system, if we take equivalence classes under the relation xRy&yRx for that system, there is a numerical extensive system isomorphic to the extensive system formed from those equivalence classes. The proof of the theorem involves taking the class of elements that stand in the equivalence relation (same weight, length, etc., under the various natural interpretations) to some selected element e in the domain chosen as unit object. The proof consists in constructing a mapping f from equivalence classes of the non-numerical objects to the real numbers, and establishing that it has the properties required of an the relevant isomorphism.
 
With this apparatus in place, we are now in a position to give the second, less evidentially oriented construal of statements of the form “x measures n in units U for such-and-such magnitude-type”. The proposal is that they should be read as saying: 


For the magnitude-type in question, there is an extensive system whose domain has x as an element, and a corresponding isomorphic numerical extensive system, and under that correspondence, there is a selected object e distinctive of the units U, whose equivalence class is mapped to 1 under the correspondence, while equivalence class of the object x is mapped to the number n.

 
We can call this proposal of equivalence the extensive system/chosen object claim.
 
This extensive system/chosen object claim is vulnerable to the same objections raised against the treatment of magnitudes as extensions. If the extensive system/chosen object claim is meant to be a complete account of what is meant by a statement of particular measurement, then it brings irrelevant objects into explanations. It also (a versions of the same point) does not work in counterfactuals. The properties of the standard gram or meter in Paris have nothing to do with, are irrelevant to, the explanation of why the avalanche flattened the forest or why the flagpole cast a certain length of shadow. This is reflected in the counterfactuals supported by such explanations. Other things equal, if the standard gram in the vault in Paris had been filed down, however much, the avalanche whose momentum had a certain magnitude would still have flattened the forest.
 
These points, I should emphasize, in no way undermine the value of the Suppes Representation Theorem. That numbers can code for certain systems of empirical relations between objects is both theoretically and philosophically significant. It shows how the assignment of numbers as measurements in a system can be empirically grounded, if the relations and operations in the extensive system are empirically grounded. It shows, in the context of a reasonable 
epistemology, how these statements of particular measurements can amount to knowledge. Indeed, I will be arguing that the framework can do more than that, taken together with a good metaphysics of magnitudes. But the points so far do show a gap between the theory of extensive systems and the Representation Theorem, on the one hand, and what it is for a statement of a particular measurement to be true. We need an account that can handle explanation, relevance, and the counterfactuals properly.
 
If we take a straightforwardly realistic attitude to the ontology of magnitudes, we are in a position to give a different interpretation to the Suppes axioms for extensive systems. Instead of construing the variables in the axioms as ranging over material objects and events, or other entities (such as places, times, or pairs of such) that have the measurable magnitudes, I suggest that we construe the variables simply as ranging over the magnitudes themselves. The relations mentioned in the axioms are then taken as relations between magnitudes. The references to functions on objects are reconstrued as references to functions on magnitudes. There is a relation, in the case of mass, of one magnitude M1 of the mass-type being less than or equal to a magnitude M2. There is a mass-magnitude M3 that is the addition of two mass-magnitudes M1 and M2; and so forth. So construed, the axioms A1-A6 all hold for the familiar list of extensive magnitudes. Hilbert famously recommended that we regard axioms as implicit definitions. Hilbert said in a letter to Frege in 1899, about the concept point, that “… the definition of the concept point is not complete till the structure of the system of axioms is complete. For every axiom contributes something to the definition, and hence every new axiom changes the concept” (Frege 1980: 42). It is not necessary to agree with an unrestricted version of Hilbert’s doctrine, or even to agree with him about the concept point, to recognize that some concepts are fully implicitly defined by a suitable set of axioms. I recommend that, in this particular case, we see the Suppes axioms A1-A6 as definitive of what it is for a magnitude-type to be extensive. There is nothing more to a magnitude-type being extensive than magnitudes that are instances of the type conforming to axioms A1-A6.
 
Under this reading of the axioms, the Suppes Representation Theorem has a rather different significance than it was initially portrayed as possessing. When the axioms for extensive systems are construed as being about magnitudes of a given type, the Representation Theorem is, perhaps surprisingly, a contribution to metaphysics. It, and more particularly the correspondence functions mentioned in its proof, provides a systematic link between two domains of entities: magnitudes of a given type, and the real numbers.
 
On this conception of the importance of the various Representation Theorems involved in the formal theory of measurement, they are completely freed  
from any suspicion that they have importance only on an evidentialist, operationalist, or verificationist theory of meaning and understanding. The theorems connect types of magnitude, as characterized by the different axioms to which they confirm, with the possibility of certain kinds of mapping to the real numbers. On the approach I am recommending, we distinguish what is to be explained by the nature of magnitudes of a certain type from what is to be explained by features of a procedure for measurement. The significance of the Representation Theorems, on the construal I advocate, neither mentions, nor does it allude indirectly to, any particular procedure of measurement. So where Suppes and Zinnes write that one of the broadly mathematical problems they are addressing is to “determine the scale type of the measurements resulting from the procedure”, I would say their results are, instead, theorems that determine the scale type from characteristics of the magnitude-type itself, where the characteristics are given in certain axioms to which instances of the magnitude-type conform. The fact that a certain magnitude-type is extensive, for instance, is not in any way tacitly relative to some particular measurement procedure. It is a fact about the magnitude-type itself. Any characteristics possessed by a good procedure for measuring magnitudes of that type are explained by features of those magnitudes them selves, rather than being autonomous characteristics of the procedures.
 
When an object x measures n in certain units for a certain kind of magnitude, there is a magnitude M of that kind, such that x has magnitude M, and M also measures n in those units. The units may be described by reference to some standard objects or events in Paris. When the units are so described, the statement that the object measures n in those units, and the statement that magnitude measures n in those same units, may involve empirical properties and relations concerning some standard object in Paris. But one should always distinguish between: 


 what is explained by x’s having the magnitude M itself

on the one hand, and 


what is (or is not) explained by x’s standing in certain relations to a standard object in Paris.

 
It is the flagpole’s height having a certain magnitude M that explains the length of its shadow. Its relations to an object in Paris have nothing to do with that explanation. Parallel points apply to the momentum of the avalanche and what it explains.
 
 
It can be helpful here, as so often, to distinguish wide and narrow scope of descriptions in relation to statements of explanation. This statement can be true: 


 There exists some magnitude M that is in fact ten times the length of the standard meter rod in Paris, and it is because the flagpole’s height is M that it casts a shadow of a certain magnitude in respect of length.

 
That is compatible with the falsity of this statement, in which the material about the standard meter rod in Paris falls within the scope of “because”: 


It is because the flagpole stands in a certain relation to the standard meter rod in Paris that it casts a shadow of a certain magnitude in respect of length.

 
And, to add the obvious remark that the reader is no doubt expecting at this point, Kripke’s distinction between fixing the reference of an expression and giving its meaning, which he illustrated by the standard meter rod in Paris, needs an ontology of magnitudes for its most straightforward exposition (1980). The reference fixed by the description “the length of the standard meter rod in Paris” is a certain magnitude, M. That particular rod could have had a magnitude distinct from M as its length. To the best of my knowledge, the only plausible regimentation of this modal truth involves quantifying over magnitudes themselves, or involves notions that have to be explained in terms of an ontology of magnitudes.
 
It is possible to conceive of an explanatory enterprise in which the intended explanandum is in fact the relation of the shadow to the standard meter rod in Paris. I doubt that this is in fact the target of any ordinary empirical investigation of the world, but we can conceive of someone interested in such matters. For that person, the relational characterization “standing in such-and-such relation to the meter rod in Paris”, as it features in the q position of “It is because p that it is the case that q” would be within the scope of the “because” operator. This is a different explanandum than is involved in an explanation of the magnitude itself, independent of its relations to what is the case in Paris. For this relational explanandum, it may indeed be necessary to mention the relations of the flagpole to the standard meter rod in Paris. But such an explanation is possible only because there is a core explanation, involving a relation between the magnitudes themselves, an explanation that does not need to mention the rod in Paris. That causal explanation holds, and then the entities it mentions, including the magnitudes involved, may be characterized in terms of 
their relations to other things – equally to objects in London or New York, as well as Paris. The core explanation does not mention standard objects or events.
 
An ontology of magnitudes does not have to involve a commitment to their having an absolute character. It is entirely consistent, and in my view correct, to hold that magnitudes are ineliminable, while also being relative. In my view, a fuller statement of the correct form of attribution of a magnitude is: 


 x has magnitude M of type T, at time t, relative to frame r.

 
Frame-relative magnitudes can still be causally explanatory. The fact that the time between two events has a certain temporal magnitude relative to a certain frame of reference can explain the difference between to clock readings made in that frame of reference. When we recognize the frame-relative nature of magnitudes, explananda involving magnitudes will also be frame-relative. The frame-relative magnitudes remain unit-free.
 
Frame-relative magnitudes of a given type need not exist in splendid isolation from magnitudes of other types. It is consistent with the existence of frame-relative magnitudes that they are individuated in part by their relations to other magnitudes. It is always a substantive question in metaphysics how far such individuative dependence extends. But some individuative dependence on relations to magnitudes of other types is consistent with the causal-explanatory power of frame-dependent magnitudes.
 
The realism about magnitudes I have been advocating here has consequences for various positions that hold that there are psychological and/or constructivist elements in magnitudes. I mention two such positions.
 
In his very engaging book on temperature in the history of science, Hasok Chang discusses what he calls “the principle of single value (or single-valuedness): a real physical property can have no more than one definite value in a given situation” (Chang 2004: 90). Of this principle, he writes that “it is not logic but our basic conception of the physical world that generates our commitment to the principle of single value”. More specifically, he describes it as an ‘ontological principle’, “whose justification is neither by logic nor by experience” (Chang 2004: 91). “Ontological principles are those assumptions that are commonly regarded as essential features of reality within an epistemic community, which form the basis of intelligibility in any account of reality. The denial of an ontological principle strikes one as more nonsensical than false” (ibid.). He adds, “Perhaps the closest parallel is the Kantian synthetic a priori; ontological principles are always valid because we are not capable of accepting anything that violates them as an element of reality” (ibid.). These last two quotations suggest that the principle of single value is something to do with our 
psychological makeup, or the makeup of the minds in an epistemic community. Chang writes that a significant difference between his treatment of his ontological principles and Kant’s treatment of his synthetic a priori principles is that “It is possible that our ontological principles are false” (ibid.).
 
From the standpoint of the realism about physical magnitudes I have been advocating, the principle of single value can be demonstrated. If there is a physical magnitude-type whose various real physical magnitudes form an extensive system, then it is a theorem, provable from their conformity to these axioms, that they can be measured by a ratio scale, and there will be at most one number that is their value once a zero and unit have been fixed. (This is Theorem 18, the Uniqueness Theorem of Suppes and Zinnes 1963: 43.) This theorem is not a matter of what, with our human psychological makeup, we are capable of accepting, or of features of our epistemic community. In my view, Chang is right to say that “our basic conception of the physical world” generates our commitment to the principle of single value – but the conception that generates it is one that involves the existence of magnitudes, of a certain type, from which the principle follows.
 
The realism makes such a difference here, because if one does not make use of the ontology of magnitudes, and speaks only of what, empirically, certain measuring procedures will produce in repeated circumstances, then the principle of single value looks empirical. But the correct principle in this area does not mention any particular measuring procedure at all. Uniqueness of value follows from satisfaction of the axioms characterizing an extensive magnitude (given a fixing of a unit), and any empirical consequences are empirical consequences concerning the nature of one’s measuring apparatus and its regular operation. (Temperatures, which are Chang’s focus, of course form a difference system, rather than an extensive system, but a similar point applies. There is a corresponding Uniqueness Theorem for infinite difference systems: see Theorem 13 in Suppes and Zinnes 196: 37.) What is genuinely empirical is this question: if there is a magnitude satisfying the relevant axioms, does such-and-such measuring device in fact operate in such a way as to give the value that’s uniquely determined (given the zero and unit) by the magnitude we are attempting to measure? If the device in question does not give the same value in apparently relevantly similar circumstances, we may draw conclusions of varyingly radical degrees. We may, conservatively, conclude that circumstances are not relevantly similar. At the next level, we may conclude that they are relevantly similar in respect of what we are trying to measure, but that our device is not a good instrument for obtaining that measurement. At the most radical level, we may conclude that we were under an illusion that there is any such magnitude satisfying the axioms for measurement on a ratio scale of the sort we thought there  
was. That is what we would say today about those scientists - and philosophers - who believed that cold is as real as heat, a physical and explanatory magnitude in the physical world. (For further entertaining and illuminating discussion, see Chang 2004: 162-8.) I do not see, in a plausible description of our procedures in this area, any need to take the principle of single value as founded in some human epistemic characteristic.
 
A second kind of view holds that magnitudes, either singly or a group, have no identity outside of holistic groups of hypotheses that are involved or presupposed in any procedures we use for measuring those magnitudes. On views of this kind, magnitudes should be regarded as constructs from those procedures, and no more. In contrast, I would distinguish sharply between holism about the hypotheses on which we rely in thinking that operation of some instrument measures a certain magnitude, on the one hand, from constructivism and holism about the ontology of magnitudes themselves. The former holism, a holism of the epistemic, is evident. By itself, that epistemic holism does not imply constructivism about magnitudes. The epistemic holism is also consistent with various degrees of constitutive involvement of other magnitudes in the individuation of the magnitude being measured. The holism of hypotheses involved in accepting a particular measurement by an instrument is extraordinarily extensive. That particular response of an instrument measures a particular magnitude will involve some physical theory that involves the magnitude; it will involve matters concerning the materials of the instrument; it will involve the mechanisms by which it transmits to a read-out device. It is entirely consistent with this holism that these matters may have nothing to do with the nature, the individuation of the magnitude being measured. It may indeed be the case that some magnitudes are individuated in part only by their relations to other magnitudes. This is obviously an important question, both for any given magnitude, and for the general philosophical question of the principles that distinguish local from more extensive individuation. My point here is simply that, on a realistic conception of magnitudes, these issues cannot be settled simply from the undeniable phenomenon of the epistemic holism involved in accepting an instrument as measuring a particular magnitude.
 
There are positions in the previous literature that are close to endorsing the ontology I have been advocating, and I particularly want to mention the contributions of Brent Mundy and Chris Swoyer. Brent Mundy, in his papers of the late 1980s, in particular his 1987 paper “The Metaphysics of Quantities” offers a  
different motivation from that which has driven my discussion above.157 Mundy treats quantities as properties of objects. There is a simple translation scheme between Mundy’s ontology and mine. Where I write “x has magnitude M”, Mundy would write “QM(x)”, where QM is the property of having magnitude M. Where I have an algebra of magnitudes, Mundy has a corresponding algebra of properties. What he calls “rays” of properties are all properties that correspond to magnitudes of some single type of magnitude, in my sense. Mundy says the expression “the size of x” refers to a quantitative property of x (Mundy 1987: 34). I myself think it less strained to distinguish a size, as a first-level entity, and, what is distinct, the property of having that size. But these are all points of detail in the larger scheme of what ontology we should adopt. Mundy’s position and mine are in the same camp.
 
The case for a realistic view of magnitudes is in fact broadly analogous to the case for a realistic view of properties in scientific explanation, as the latter case was developed in Hilary Putnam’s essay “On Properties” (1975). It is a familiar point that many statements about properties in successful sciences have no plausible translation into statements about linguistic predicates. “Selection pressures will favour properties that produce stronger offspring” – the properties may not all be ones identified in our language, by any means. Many of the points that apply to properties apply equally to magnitudes. Putnam discusses the case of a scientist who conjectures that there is a single property responsible for a range of phenomena (Putnam 1975: 316). A scientist might equally make a conjecture about an as yet unidentified magnitude. It would be hard to accept the arguments for a realistic view of properties, but reject a realistic view of magnitudes. In some sense properties, on the Putnam model, are universals, since many different objects may have the same property. A similar point applies to magnitudes as I have been conceiving them. Properties and magnitudes, so conceived, are on a par with respect to the causal realm.
 
Mundy himself has a distinctive motivation for his own treatment. He says, of approaches that do not employ an ontology of magnitude-properties, that they 


 all depend essentially upon at least one strong existence axiom asserting the existence of sums, e.g. the existence, for any two objects x and y, of an object z=x*y whose magnitude is the sum of those of x and y. It is recognized in first-order measurement theory that this particular assumption is unrealistic because of practical limitations on the process of concatenation, but the only weakened first-order axiom system addressing this point known 
to me is that of Krantz…which replaces the assumption of universal existence of sums with the assumption that sums exist whenever they are not larger than a certain size, and which then yields existence of a scale only for objects not greater than that size. (Mundy 1987: 32)

 
 This seems to me a good motivation, but it is a somewhat different motivation from mine. The motivation I offered for an ontology of magnitudes would apply even when the existence assumptions Mundy mentions are fulfilled. The metaphysics of what it is for an object to have a certain magnitude of a given type should not mention particular standard objects; and a philosophical theory that appeals to them does not give an adequate account of their role in causal explanation and in counterfactuals. These points apply whether the existence assumptions are fulfilled or not.158
 
In this respect, my position is much closer to the realism of Chris Swoyer (1987), who emphasizes the role of the property of having a certain magnitude in causal explanation. Swoyer is also sceptical, incidentally, of the possibility of purely extensional treatments of magnitude-properties. He treats magnitudes as properties, where the properties are neither extensions nor intensions. As Swoyer notes, the idea of introducing properties and relations into relational structures was earlier developed by George Bealer (1981) and Edward Zalta (1983). In the remainder of this paper, I want to carry this realism further, to develop some applications to our understanding of scientific laws, of the role of the real numbers in science, and of the explanation of some distinctive features of our perception of magnitudes.

 
2 Laws and Relations between Magnitudes
 
How are statements of laws to be understood under this realistic treatment of magnitudes? In a law such as Newton’s law that f=ma, we normally substitute numerical terms for the letters for force, mass and acceleration, in some units for mass, distance and time. To each of the numerical assignments to a magnitude variable, there corresponds the magnitude itself, the one which has that measure under the given units. So a law such as f=ma codes a relation between magnitudes by specifying a relation between the numbers that measure those 
magnitudes. We use the numbers to specify the magnitudes, and we use functions on numbers – in this case, simply multiplication – to specify relations between the magnitudes corresponding to those numbers. Under a realistic approach to magnitudes, there is a good case for saying that what is really explanatory is the relation between the magnitudes themselves. The law concerns that relation, and the numbers help merely in picking out that relation in a computationally convenient fashion. We could put it this way. There is some relation R between magnitudes of force, mass and acceleration meeting this condition: 


R(F, M, A) iff the measure of force F is the numerical product of the measure of mass M, in specified units, and the measure of acceleration A, in specified units.

 
What is on the right hand side of this biconditional obviously mentions numbers and operations on pairs of numbers. But the relation on magnitudes picked out by this numerical condition has a nature and identity entirely independently of the numerical apparatus used to pick it out. To give an analogy: we may similarly pick out a region of the surface of the earth using four GPS coordinates to specify a four-sided region. The region picked out has a nature and identity entirely independent of the GPS coordinate system used to pick it out. The same goes for relations between regions of the surface of the earth. The relevant Newtonian law, under the realistic conception of magnitudes, then concerns the relation R itself. It simply says of this relation R: 


For any object, its force exerted F, its mass M, and its acceleration A stand in the relation R(F, M, A).

 
This formulation leaves us, however, with at least two questions urgently in need of answers:
 
Question One: can we give some account of the nature of this relation R that makes clear that its nature and existence is independent of anything to do with measurement by real numbers? Without some such elaboration, the comparison of R with the relations holding between GPS coordinates and relations between places is in danger of being question-begging if we cannot characterize R fundamentally without mentioning the numbers.
 
Question Two: we can multiply numbers, but it is not at all obvious that we can make any sense of multiplying magnitudes themselves, so what operation involved in the relation R corresponds to multiplication? If we cannot multiply 
magnitudes themselves, what entities are within the domain and range of this operation, whatever it is? And how do those entities relate to the law f=ma?
 
It is at this point that the realistic approach to magnitudes I have been proposing here needs to be integrated with the formal treatment of magnitudes, ratios of magnitudes, and the algebra of magnitudes developed in Dana Scott’s A General Theory of Magnitudes (1963).159 The Introduction to Scott’s essay says that it grew out of a series of lectures he gave on geometry in 1958-9 at the University of Chicago. His essay aims to give clear formal and algebraic articulation of the ideas of Eudoxus’ theory of proportions, as later developed by Euclid, and to do so in a way that does not take for granted some prior understanding and reliance on the real numbers. Scott’s work is of course of great interest in its own terms. If what I have to say here is moving in the right direction, it is also of wider significance. The abstract general theory of magnitudes, ratios, and operations on ratios Scott developed is, in my view, an essential component of a realistic view of magnitudes in empirical science more generally. I will later be arguing that a realistic view of magnitudes is capable of explaining some highly distinctive features of the perception and mental representation of magnitudes. Scott’s account will also be essential to this explanation in various ways.
 
It makes sense to say, of two pairs of magnitudes (x, y) and (z, w) that the ratio of x to y is the same as the ratio of z to w (that x:y = z:w, in the traditional notation). We can say what this means without using any particular unit for the magnitudes involved, and without using real numbers. To keep matters intuitive, let us start with an illustration. Suppose we have a pair of ratios that are distinct. We will take the ratios 4:7 and 5:8 as our example pair. Then for such a pair of distinct ratios, there always exists what we can call a ‘splitting’ pair of natural numbers m, n such that the proposition 


 4m < 7n

differs in truth value from 


5m < 8n.

 
In the case of this pair of ratios 4:7 and 5:8, one such splitting pair m, n is 13, 8. With those values for m = 13 and n = 8, we have 4m = 52 and 7n = 56; so we have 4m < 7n. But 5m = 65, and 8n = 64, so we do not have that 5m < 8n. The two inequalities displayed above differ in truth-value.
 
 
Scott’s treatment generalizes this idea. In the terminology I just used, Scott’s point is that ratios are identical when and only when there is no such splitting pair m, n. Where m, n range over integers, Scott (1963: 10) gives the definition: 


 x:y = z:w iff for all m, n, m⊕x <n⊕y iff m⊕z<n⊕w .

 
That is, the ratios between x, y and z, w are the same if and only if there is no splitting pair of integers, that is, no pair of integers m, n such that m⊕x <n⊕y differs in truth value from m⊕z<n⊕w .
 
Scott notes that we can regard a ratio as an entity abstracted from a pair of magnitudes (Scott 1963, Section 6: 28). A pair of magnitudes always has a ratio, as a pair of parallel lines always has a direction, and as a segment in geometry always has a length. If we want to, we can initially treat the ratio x:y of magnitudes of a given type as the equivalence class of all pairs (u,v) of magnitudes of that type such that x:y = u:v. Note that here we have used only the natural numbers in characterizing the equivalence class, not the real numbers; and the natural numbers have been used only in characterizing repeated additions of a magnitude to itself.
 
It is also intuitive, and it makes sense, and it is often true, to say of two pairs of magnitudes, where the elements of the first pair are of one type, and the elements of the second pair are of a different type, that they have the same ratio. The ratio of the length that is measured by one meter to the length that is measure by 50 cms is the same as the ratio of the duration measured by 30 seconds to the duration measured by 15 seconds. Ratios are not type-dependent. Scott emphasizes this point too (Scott 1963: 12). The point will be crucial for explaining what laws mean under the realism about magnitudes that I have been advocating.
 
Scott develops an algebra of ratios in Section 6 of his essay. We can define the product of a⊕b of two ratios a and b, in the intuitive way: 


If a=x:z and b=z:y , then a⊕b = x:y.

 
The unit ratio 1 also has the natural definition: it is the unique ratio c for which there is a magnitude x such that c = x:x.160
 
 
Now we can return to the Newtonian law that force is the product of mass and acceleration. The crucial first step to answering the question of how it is to be understood on the present view is to note that when we give a numerical value to a magnitude, as when we say that the mass of the object is 7 grams, that is already a statement of a ratio. It is a statement of the ratio of the magnitude of the mass of the object in question to the magnitude that is one standard gram. Though we substitute numerical terms and variables when we compute forces, or acceleration, or masses, from Newton’s law, what we are really talking about are ratios, represented by those numbers.
 
Newton’s law then means that the ratio of any two forces is the product of the ratio of their masses with the ratio of their accelerations. This is a law about unit-free magnitudes.
 
We have seen that multiplication of ratios makes sense. So we have an answer to Question One above. The relation between force, mass, and acceleration asserted by Newton’s law is one of multiplication between ratios of magnitudes. This is an account of what the law means without any commitment to any particular unit for any of the magnitudes involved, and without any commitment to the explanation of magnitudes in terms of their relations to particular standard material objects or events. This explanation of what the law means is consistent with the spirit and letter of the realism about magnitudes I have been advocating. If ratios, and their multiplication, can be explicated independently of the ontology of real numbers, as Scott’s work shows, then this account of Newton’s first law says what it means without any need to mention the real numbers.
 
Question Two asked how we are to make sense of Newton’s law if, as I have asserted, it does not make sense to multiply magnitudes themselves? The question has already been answered, since under this explication of the Newtonian law, it is ratios of magnitudes, not magnitudes themselves, that are being multiplied. As I said, in substituting a numerical value for one of the variables in Newton’s law, we are characterizing a ratio between magnitudes, rather than substituting a term for a magnitude itself.
 
This is a treatment of just one law, but I surmise that the same points can be applied in other cases too. When a law contains multiplication of real-number measures of magnitudes, its import can be taken as involving the multiplication of ratios of the relevant magnitudes. Since exponentiation is defined in terms of multiplication, exponentiation can be handled similarly.
 
Some proposed laws contain addition, but when they do, the extensive magnitudes being added are of the same type, and so they pose no problem of construal in a realistic theory of magnitudes. In economics, for example, the Keynesian consumption function (which is no doubt an oversimplification) states that the total value of an individual’s consumption is the sum of an autonomous  
element plus the product of the marginal propensity to consume with disposable income (C = a + cYd ). Here addition is addition of two magnitudes of the same kind, monetary magnitudes.
 
It should not be seen as a particularly bold conjecture that no genuine law involves addition of magnitudes of different kinds. It makes no sense to add, for instance, a mass and a distance. A proposed condition that makes no sense cannot even be true; it certainly cannot function in explanations in the way genuine laws do.
 
Many laws, both of the more basic sciences, and of the special sciences, involve differential equations. The differential of a function is defined in terms of the limit of a sequence of values. To make sense of the limit of a sequence of ratios, we need to be able to make sense of the notion of the relative size, and of the difference between, two ratios. Difference is defined in terms of addition, and addition of ratios has a natural definition, as given by Scott (Scott 1963: 29): if a = x:z and b = y:z, then the sum a+b of the two ratios is (x+y):z. We can thereby make sense of the limit of a sequence of ratios, given the standard post-Weierstrass, post-Bolzano understanding of the notion of a limit. When the values of the variables in scientific laws are taken to be ratios, as I have argued, then differential equations involving such variables make sense, and can be true and explanatory.

 
3 A Comparison with Hartry Field’s Program
 
 In his book Science without Numbers (1980) and subsequent papers, Hartry Field outlines and begins to implement a program aiming to show how mathematics can have a role in scientific theory even if mathematics is not true. Field defends nominalism, the doctrine that there are no abstract entities (Field 1980: 1). What is of interest from the point of view of the theory of magnitudes is the particular way in which Field develops his nominalist program. Field’s paradigm is Hilbert’s axiomatization of Euclidean geometry in his Foundations of Geometry (Hilbert 1971). Hilbert’s axiomatization is sometimes called ‘synthetic’, rather than ‘metric’, because it does not quantify over real numbers. Field’s central idea is that by using the techniques of Hilbert, and in particular the representation and uniqueness theorems that he proved, we can show how mathematics provides a conservative extension of the nonmathematical parts of geometry that are characterized in the synthetic axioms provided by Hilbert. Field’s view is that Hilbert’s theory “is (or can be made with a little rewriting) a genuinely nominalistic theory of the structure of physical space” (Field 1980: xi). He extends 
the Hilbertian approach to give a nominalist treatment of Newtonian space-time, to quantities, and to Newtonian gravitational theory, Chapters 6 to 8 respectively of Science without Numbers. It is an essential part of this strategy that, for each scientific theory for which a nominalistic treatment is provided, there exist a Hilbert-style synthetic formulation that does not quantify over the real numbers.
 
I am not a nominalist. Field notes that you do not need to be a nominalist to find his program philosophically significant. It suffices to find attractive theories that do not invoke “extraneous, causally irrelevant entities” (Field 1980: 43), and to think that numbers are extraneous and causally irrelevant to the explanations of phenomena accounted for by scientific theories. Let us call incompatibilists those who hold that there is a conflict between mathematics playing an essential role in an empirical science and some real constraint to the effect that an empirical science should not invoke “extraneous, causally irrelevant entities”. The concerns of incompatibilists should be allayed in the cases of those explanations by laws that mention only relations between magnitudes, on the model outlined in the preceding section. An object’s having a certain magnitude of a given type can be explanatory, and causally explanatory, of spatio-temporal events and states of affairs. Its having that magnitude can also be explained by spatio-temporal events and states of affairs. Magnitudes, as conceived in this paper, are not extraneous entities isolated from the causal realm. Magnitudes are fully involved in the causal realm. They should not raise the same concerns as abstract objects raise for incompatibilists.
 
For the purposes of this paper, we can leave open the question of incompatibilism. Incompatibilism is a problematic doctrine, certainly in the naive formulation given above. It is not clear that fundamental physical science uses, or needs, the notions of causation and the causal at all. Maybe the notion of causation has a role in, and serves the practical purposes of, everyday life in ways that make it both quite unsuitable and quite unnecessary for the more basic sciences. The relevance of the ontology and conception of magnitudes for which I have been arguing does not, however, require any endorsement of incompatibilism (just as it does not require any endorsement of nominalism either). The relevance of the present conception of magnitudes consists rather in its bearing on ways in which we can achieve a theoretical understanding of those respects in which mathematics and its ontology is essential to certain parts of science, and those in which it is not. The enterprise of gaining some understanding of that issue is something in which we should be interested even if we are not nominalists or incompatibilists. Recognition of an ontology of magnitudes expands our resources for characterizing the ways in which mathematics  
is, or is not, essentially involved in one or another component or property of a scientific theory.
 
On the approach to scientific laws outlined in the preceding section, it is not necessary to develop a synthetic theory in Hilbert’s style to show that the real numbers do not play any essential role in the nature of laws that relate various magnitudes, and do not play an essential role in explanations that invoke those laws. The laws, understood and formulated as laws that relate the magnitudes themselves, do not involve any quantification over real numbers, in cases in which the explication of the preceding section is available.
 
What individuates real magnitudes of a given type (distances, masses, etc.) is something that lies between the two levels of characterization of magnitudes available in Field’s treatment. Those two levels available on Field’s account are the synthetic characterizations given in a Hilbert-style synthetic axioms; and the statements of real values of magnitude-type in some measurement system, specifying the size of particular magnitudes of distance, mass, and so forth, for material objects, or particles, or pairs of space-time points, and so forth. Let us take each of these levels of characterization in turn.
 
We can fix on distance as an example in considering the synthetic level of characterization. In Euclidean geometry as axiomatized by Hilbert, there is use of a same distance (congruence) relation. Hilbert’s Axiom Group III, the Axioms of Congruence, contains axioms such as these: 


 III, 1. If A, B are two points on a line a, and A’ is a point on the same or another line a’ then it is always possible to find a point B’ on a given side of the line a’ through A’ such that the segment AB is congruent or equal to the segment A’B’. In symbols AB≡A’B’.
 
 

 
III, 2. If a segment A’B’ and a segment A”B”, are congruent to the same segment AB, then the segment A’B’ is also congruent to the segment A”B”, or briefly, if two segments are congruent to a third one they are congruent to each other. (Hilbert 1971: 10)

 
Here congruence is treated as a relation between line segments, a relation with properties specified in Hilbert’s various axioms (in Group III, in this case). It is not treated as a relation between two line segments and a number.
 
Hilbert’s whole set of axioms for geometry can be satisfied by two different spaces with points e.g. twice as far apart in one as in the other. There is nothing nonempirical in making this point. The distinction between one rather than the other of these spaces being actual can be detectable by forces and other laws. The intelligibility of the distinction may be restricted to distance at a given time (there is no need to insist on Newtonian absolute space to make the point).
 
Quite generally, magnitudes themselves slice more finely, and are individuated more finely, than the Suppes/Hölder axioms A1-A6, under the reading 
 Suppes intended. No particular set of magnitudes of a given type is fully characterized by these axioms. It is not at all surprising that more should be involved in their individuation, given that we are concerned here with magnitudes that are conceived of as explanatory entities in the material world. Magnitudes are empirically detectable entities, in virtue of their causal-explanatory relations to other magnitudes (force, acceleration etc.) and to other states, including perceptual states, discussed below. Magnitudes are not individuated solely by the relations of their instances to other empirical instances of the same type. This is a radical contrast with abstract objects for which the idea, as Quine once put it, that they are “known only by their laws” is more plausible, when properly formulated (1969: 44-5). This difference between magnitudes on the one hand, and classical abstract objects on the other, bears both upon the difference between the metaphysics of the two cases, and correspondingly upon what is involved in the ability to think about and represent entities of these two kinds.
 
Under Hilbert’s own conception of the application of his geometrical axioms, the axioms are subject-matter free, and can be applied to any subject-matter for which there are properties and relations that stand in the relations specified by the axioms. See again his letter to Frege, 29/12/1899 in Frege (1980: 40-1). Any realist about magnitudes would expect to insist that there is more to being a set of magnitudes of a given type than is given in a set of subject-matter-free axioms. I earlier endorsed an axiomatic characterization of what it is for a magnitude to be extensive. That is not an endorsement of a global Hilbertian view of purely axiomatic individuation of the magnitudes themselves.
 
In summary, the characterization of magnitudes of a given type at the synthetic level does not distinguish between two different sets of magnitudes (of a given type) each of which satisfy the synthetic axioms.
 
The other characterization of a magnitude available in the Field-style approach is the statement of its value in particular system of units and measurement. Here the equivalence would be in the second style of proposed reduction of statements of magnitude that we discussed in the first section above. But these statements bring into characterizations of possession of a particular magnitude objects that are, by any reasonable standard, explanatorily irrelevant in explanations by possession of the magnitude, such items as the standard meter rod, the ticking of a particular atomic clock, and so forth. There is thus some tension for an incompatibilist who aims to explain away the apparent role of mathematics in a scientific theory by following the Hilbertian synthetic paradigm. The same arguments the incompatibilist uses against invoking allegedly causally irrelevant objects in explanations certainly apply equally against the explanatorily irrelevant standard objects, the meter rods and atomic clocks, that have to be invoked in following the Hilbertian paradigm.
 
 
I suggest then that when we take a realistic attitude to the magnitudes themselves, we should think of them as individuated at a level different both from the characterization in the synthetic axioms, and from the statement of measurement that relates a magnitude to particular objects or events. The former does not slice finely enough; and the latter involves explanatorily irrelevant objects. If we are realists about magnitudes, there is no pressure to explain what it is for something to have a certain magnitude in either of those two directions. A reasonable ontology of magnitudes allows us to explain how real numbers are not essentially involved in certain scientific laws without incurring either an inadequate statement of what is involved in the attribution of a particular magnitude to an object, and without bringing in explanatorily irrelevant standard concrete objects or events.161
 
I should emphasize that I have not argued, and it is not my aim to argue here, for the thesis that the real numbers play no essential part in science anywhere. All I have aimed to show is that they are dispensable in formulating the real content of certain kinds of law that state certain kinds of relations between magnitudes. There may be other kinds of law that resist this treatment. Moreover, there may be, or there could develop, sciences that state that all first order laws for a certain domain have a particular property, or are related to one another in various ways, and these properties and ways might be characterizable only in essentially mathematical terms. Nothing I have argued here rules out those possibilities. All I have argued is that a realistic conception of magnitudes gives us the resources for elucidating the respect in which certain laws do not involve mathematics essentially, but involve only magnitudes, their ratios, and operations on those ratios.

 
4 Unit-Free Magnitudes in Perception
 
 I now aim to explain a feature of perceptual content by drawing on the above account of magnitudes. Prima face, we perceive certain magnitudes. The perception of magnitudes is essentially involved in what is arguably the most basic kind of perceptual content, what I call scenario content. The scenario content of a perception is the way the perception represents the world in the immediate 
spatio-temporal environment of the subject as being (Peacocke 1992: chapter 3). An experience with scenario content represents things and events as at certain distances and directions from, and as at certain angles to the perceiving subject. It represents various objects and events as standing in various spatial and temporal relations to one another. All of these contents involve the perception of magnitudes: distance, height, angle, direction, and so forth.
 
When all is working well, it seems that the perception of an object’s having a certain magnitude (or magnitude in a range) is explained by the object’s having that magnitude (or magnitude in the range). More precisely, a magnitude relative to a certain frame of reference causally explains the subject’s perception of that magnitude, relative to that same frame.
 
The fact that some objective property causes a feature of perceptual experience does not imply that the perceptual experience so caused represents that objective property. Perceptual representation of a property goes beyond mere causal sensitivity. What more is involved is a substantive question of great interest. Burge (2010) argues that in the spatial case, and in a large range of other kinds of case, it involves the presence of certain constancies in the perceiving subject’s psychology. The same spatial properties, and relations, are perceived as the same (constant) over a variety of spatial orientations and spatial relations of the perceiver to the object with the spatial properties, and in various ambient conditions. Here it is important that a crucial, and arguably most basic, set of examples of constancy are the spatial magnitudes themselves. The same objective length, angle, height is perceived as such in a variety of conditions and a variety of properties and relations of the perceiver. The perception of properties, such as shape, whose instantiation is constitutively dependent upon the presence of certain magnitudes, depends on the presence of at least some cases of constancies exhibited for distance and angle perception.
 
The point about the causal dependence of the perceptual experience of magnitudes on the presence of certain magnitudes in the perceived world is a point that applies beyond the case of the spatial magnitudes. The point applies also to temporal magnitudes. It applies to duration, to frequency, and to properties derivative from temporal magnitudes, such as rhythm and meter in the perception of music. The correct model for the perception of time must in certain ways overlap with the model of perception more generally; though of course temporal perception has its own special features.
 
The feature of perceptual experience that I aim to explain is illustrated by the fact that we do not perceive distance in centimeters, inches, or any other units. We don’t perceive weight in grams, or duration in seconds, or any other units. This is a phenomenon I noted almost thirty years ago in “Analogue Content” (Peacocke 1986), but I failed there to ground it in a general philosophical  
account of magnitudes. Some experts may be capable of knowing, on the basis of their visual experience, and even without any counting, that a particular edge is 10 cms long, approximately. But even for that expert, there is a magnitude M such that the expert sees the object as having magnitude M in respect of length. What this expert has in addition is the cognitive capacity to identify that seen magnitude M as 10 cms, approximately. The seeing of the length as M and the capacity to know that the magnitude M is 10 cms are distinct. The same kind of seeing of the length as M exists in other subjects without the capacity to know, simply on the basis of visual experience, that it is 10 cms. Acknowledging the existence of such experts does not allow us to dispense, even in their cases, with the notion of seeing something as having a certain unit-free magnitude.
 
The basic form of the content of magnitude perception is: 


object x as given under a certain mode of presentation has magnitude M, where M itself is both: given in a certain way; and given as a magnitude of a certain kind (height, weight, etc.).

 
One and the same magnitude may be given in different ways when, for instance, the heights of two things widely separated in the visual field are both perceived. When widely separated, they are not given in perception as having the same height; but it may nevertheless be the same height that each mode of presentation picks out. The magnitudes given in the scenario content of perception are also given under modes of presentation. (That is an instance of the entirely general thesis that any object is given to a mind only under some mode of presentation, whatever the mental state or event in which it is given.)
 
The central component in the explanation of the unit-free character of perception of magnitudes is that the explaining magnitudes are themselves unit-free. Perception represents the magnitudes in the way they in fact are. If magnitudes were, per impossibile, always to involve some relation to some empirical object or event as designated unit, we would have to treat the explanation of the perception of magnitudes as somehow involving explanation by something that throws away, by some kind of factoring out, the alleged unit in the magnitude in explaining the roughly veridical perception that is unit-free. On the treatment of magnitudes proposed here, there is no such diversion through a unit that is factored out in the explanation, and does not feature in the content of the perceptual state. The magnitudes themselves are not ontologically dependent upon any particular unit defined in terms of relations to an empirical object. Nor do the perceptual states implicate any such relationship of the magnitude as perceived to some particular material object or event.
 
 
Similar points to these about the perception of magnitudes apply equally to the mental states and events involved in action. The contents of intentions, tryings, and action-awareness, can also involve magnitudes. These contents are equally unit-free. Sometimes the states and events involved in action inherit their content from the contents of perception. You may intend to stretch your arm that far, level with the end of the bookcase you see. But sometimes the content is not dependent upon current perceptual content. In the dark you may intend to reach up to a familiar height to pull on the hanging cord that turns on the light. There is a certain height H such that you intend to reach up to H above your shoulder. The way in which you think of this height need not involve any of the standard units of measurements. (You may, though you need not, think of H as standing in certain approximate spatial relations to the size of parts of your body, in particular your arm, in this case. I return to that in a later section.)
 
These points have consequences for how we think of the contents involved in content-involving computation that underlies perception and action. Just as we have a different conception of what the real laws are under a unit-free ontology of magnitudes, so a similar point applies to the content-involving transitions involved in subpersonal computation. It is unit-free magnitudes themselves that are computed by a perceptual system. Computational systems leading to the formation of an intention, or an action-plan, must also use unit-free magnitudes. I note this as a corollary task for further theory, rather than following a diversion off our main path.
 
The fact that magnitudes in the world are unit-free and that perception of them is also unit-free is not founded in some magical connection. There is a significant computational process, of interest both empirically and philosophically, underlying the perception of a magnitude as it really (or approximately) is in the world. My point in this section is that the general form of explanation that permits us to perceive a range of properties and relations as they really are is something that will apply to unit-free magnitudes also. Perceptual content concerning magnitudes is also plausibly content for which it is true that for a perceptual experience to possess it, perceptual experiences as of magnitudes must be causally explained, in a range of central cases, and when all is functioning properly in the perceiver, by those magnitudes themselves (Burge 2003, Peacocke 2004).
 
There is a view according to which we do not perceive magnitudes at all, contrary to the arguments I have given so far. This opposing view has been proposed and defended by Brad Thompson (2010) and by David Chalmers (2010, and forthcoming). Suppose that overnight, unknown to you, all your linear dimensions doubled. Suppose too the world around you also doubled in its linear dimensions. Wouldn’t everything look the same to you? Suppose too that  
this state of affairs continued throughout your life, say for another thirty years. After thirty years, wouldn’t experiences that are now of lengths of two meters be phenomenologically identical with experiences that were of lengths of one meters, before the night of the great shift? Thompson and Chalmers argue that the subjective representational content of spatial experience is not really of magnitudes at all, but of something common to phenomenologically identical experiences before and long after the great shift. This is a view of spatial experience that is similar to certain views of the representational content of colour experience. Those are views according to which there is a common phenomenology across different cases in which different reflectance properties produce the same subjective experience of colour. The different reflectance properties do not enter the representational phenomenology, on one natural understanding of that notion, in colour experience. The proposal is that perception of spatial magnitudes be treated similarly to the perception of the objective properties that cause colour experience.
 
This rival to the view I have been advocating has ontological and epistemological dimensions. Ontologically, it naturally treats phenomenology as supervenient on properties within the body, or even the brain, of the perceiving subject. It also has many epistemological ramifications for scepticism, as Chalmers notes. The content of beliefs reached by taking perceptual experience at face value is much less committal than one might have thought. Such beliefs are neutral on the actual magnitudes of the objects the perceiver sees around her.
 
Because of these multiple ramifications, the Thompson-Chalmers view deserves extended discussion, which would take us off our main track. Here I just want to indicate how I would respond to the considerations offered in support of the position, and to indicate the elements of the competing conception I would defend.
 
I suggest that the doubled-earth hypothesis, in the form that involves doubling the linear dimensions of a given individual (and the relevant part of the world around him) in a given, single world, is not nomologically possible. What goes on in the brain of the doubled individual? If we are not changing the laws, then chemical and electrical signals have double the distance to travel, they will arrive later. But also some of their paths will be of different relative length in the doubled world, for the mass/volume ratios of some neurons will change, there will be corresponding shifting around in the brain, some paths will be more than double in length, some shorter… this will yield not smooth computation of representational contents. It will instead involve a gradual and increasing divergence from simply a doubling in size from what goes on in the subject’s brain  
 in the actual world. In brief, the spatial contents of our actual experiences are rooted in all sorts of nomologically based constraints.
 
Correspondingly, the epistemic landscape and the relation of perceptual content to scepticism look different on this view too. The class of possible worlds consistent with a subject’s perceptual experience is much more restricted on the view for which I have been arguing than on the Thompson-Chalmers conception. Similarly, the content of the beliefs reached by taking perceptual experience at face value is much more specific. Those beliefs will include beliefs about the particular magnitudes of the objects perceived. The response to scepticism will, on the view I endorse, have to be very different from that available on the Thompson-Chalmers treatment. Scepticism is prima facie more challenging on my more externalist view. For what it is worth, the resources for addressing it are also richer in various respects.
 
I was just arguing that it is not nomologically possible for there to be a great shift in size, and perceptual content to remain constant over decades, for a given individual in the actual world. That case is to be distinguished from the case of two individuals in worlds that are different throughout their history, and in which one individual has a counterpart in a second world, where that individual, and the world around him, are both doubled in linear dimensions. The perceivers in such a second world would, if the above arguments are correct, either have to have different kinds of brain, and/or the laws would have to be different. The experiences of persons in this second world could have correct representational contents concerning the spatial magnitudes of things. The so-called long-arm functional characteristics of the experiences of those in the second world would also match these correct representational contents. A subject perceiving a thing two meters away that he wanted to touch would move two meters towards it; and so forth. The fact that such a second world is possible, one in which brains and/or the laws are different, does not show that a great overnight shift, of a sort that would establish that we do not perceive magnitudes, is also possible.
 
The unit-free character of the perception of magnitudes is not the only feature of such perception that can be explained by the distinctive properties of the ontology of magnitudes. I would argue that we can also define, and explain the applicability of, a notion of the analogue character of certain perceptual contents in the framework I have been advocating. But that must be a topic for another occasion.
 

 
5 Real Magnitudes and Merely Defined Quantities
 
 We can specify, for any continent, a number thus: if the continent is divided into countries recognized by the United Nations, take the sum of the height in meters of each of the highest mountains in each of those countries, and divide that number by the number of cars owned in that continent. For any continent divided into countries, this is a well-defined number (I just defined it). But there is a sense in which it does not specify a genuine magnitude of any explanatory significance. A continent’s being associated with a certain number as specified by this condition does not correspond to its having certain explanatorily significant powers. In the case of properties, Sydney Shoemaker has suggested that “properties are clusters of conditional powers” (Shoemaker 2003: 213). Genuine magnitudes in the spatio-temporal world have explanatory powers. There is considerable plausibility in a condition for identity of magnitudes framed in the spirit of Shoemaker’s treatment of properties. Shoemaker writes, “Let us say that an object has power P conditionally upon the possession of the properties in set Q if it has some property r such that having the properties in Q together with r is causally sufficient for having P, while having the properties in Q is not by itself causally sufficient for having P” (Shoemaker 2003: 212-3). Shoemaker uses causal notions here, but we can substitute “explanatorily sufficient” for “causally sufficient” in the characterization of conditional powers if, for some of the reasons alluded to earlier, we want to place more weight on explanation than on causation. A condition for magnitudes corresponding to Shoemaker’s claim is then that magnitudes M and M’ are identical if they have the same conditional powers. So, under this criterion, it is plausible that having a certain magnitude of electric current is the same magnitude as this: the number of charged particles per unit volume, times the drift velocity of the charged particles, times the charge on each particle, times the cross-sectional area of the carrier of the current. This last complex description of a magnitude, and the simpler description “the magnitude of the electric current”, are descriptions of one and the same magnitude, a magnitude with a single set of conditional powers in Shoemaker’s sense. The conditional powers of any magnitude of a certain type will include powers to explain other magnitudes of the same type possessed by other objects and events. So the condition for identity of magnitudes should not be seen as any kind of eliminative reduction of the notion of identity as applied to magnitudes.
 
It is sometimes a real scientific issue whether a description picks out a genuine magnitude, or whether it is merely a defined quantity. I suggest that the issue of whether there is a genuine magnitude picked out by the description 
should be equated with the issue of whether the putative magnitude has some conditional powers. In the twentieth century, there was a dispute, discussion of which continued at least into the previous decade, of the significance of what the statistician and psychologist Charles Spearman (1904) called ‘the g factor’, which he sometimes characterized as ‘general intelligence’. In Spearman’s work, the number g was well-defined statistically: it was computed by performance on a number of different tests. But it was and remains a substantive issue whether it is a real magnitude capable of any explanatory significance at all. This is not the place to take a stand on the issue. My point at present is merely that evidence of its explanatory power is what is required if it is to move beyond the status of merely a defined quantity.
 
It is one thing to say that identity of conditional powers suffices for identity of magnitudes. It is another, and further claim to say that magnitudes are individuated by their conditional powers. The former claim takes the background of our actual laws for granted. But it is arguable that we have a conception of distance, for instance, under which we can make sense of the same distance holding between two events in worlds in which the laws involving distance are different. At any rate, I should emphasize that grounding the idea of a genuine magnitude in explanatory potentialities prima facie leaves open apparently further issues of whether there is a legitimate notion of magnitudes of a certain type that have an identity and nature that outruns the particular laws in which magnitudes of that type feature in the laws of our actual world.

 
6 Wider Significance of this Conception of Magnitudes
 
 The position I have been developing in this paper is naturally married with, and is at certain points also an instance of, a highly general position in philosophy. The general position is one that gives priority, in the order of philosophical explanation, to the metaphysics of a domain over the theory of intentional contents concerning that domain, and the theory of meaning for the part of language concerning that domain. The particular instance of the general position supported here is the priority of the metaphysics of magnitudes over the theory of intentional contents and meanings concerning magnitudes. This metaphysics-first position can be argued for on highly general, abstract grounds that have not been my topic here. But however successful those general, abstract grounds may be, the metaphysics-first position is never fully convincing until one sees it elaborated in more detail for various different kinds of subject matter. What I 
have been doing here can be taken as a special case of the task of carrying out that more general project for various domains, for the special case of magnitudes and their perception. What I have been doing can be seen as what in other activities is called “proof of concept”. For those doubtful that we can make sense of the idea that the metaphysics of a domain is philosophically prior to a theory of the intentional contents of mental states concerning that domain, this treatment of magnitudes is offered as a working example of a case in which we can show that that philosophical priority indeed obtains.162
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1 Introduction
 
 In contemporary philosophy of mind, internalism – the view that mental phenomena are confined to the brain, or at least the body of subjects – is a widely held position. In their (in)famous paper “The Extended Mind”, Andy Clark and David Chalmers (1998) have challenged inte
 
rnalism about the mind, proposing instead the Extended Mind thesis. According to that view, someone’s beliefs or memories can be “constituted partly by features of the environment” (Clark and Chalmers 1998, 12). In other words, Clark and Chalmers hold that parts of the environment can be part of the mental. This position is also known under the name of “active externalism” (to distinguish it from the passive externalism with respect to content as developed by Putnam and Burge) (Clark & Chalmers 1998, p. 12).
 
The Extended Mind thesis or active externalism has been vigorously criticized by internalist philosophers of mind. According to these critics, the arguments deployed by Clark and Chalmers are insufficient to vindicate active externalism and hence they see no reason to abandon the belief that the mind is bounded by the skull (see e.g. Menary (2010) for an overview of the debate).
 
In this paper we will argue that, despite contrary appearances, active externalism as defended by Clark and Chalmers – or at least a reading of it – still remains very close to internalism and as such makes itself vulnerable to internalist critiques. We will show that this unhappy situation can be avoided by breaking more radically away from internalism. Rather than thinking of the mind as being extended, we will propose to view the mind as extensive.
 

 
2 Arguments for extended memory
 
 What reasons do Clark and Chalmers provide to believe that memory (and more general the mind) is extended? One of the main motivations that runs through their paper is concerned with the role external elements play in cognition. Imagine that in the execution of a cognitive task an external element plays a role that in other circumstances could be played by an internal element. If we would qualify that internal element or process as part of the mental, why wouldn’t we qualify the external element or process as mental? Clark and Chalmers thus argue in favour of the parity principle: 


If as we confront some task, a part of the world functions as a process which, were it done in the head, we would have no hesitation in recognizing as part of the cognitive process, then that part of the world is part of the cognitive process. (1998, 8)

 
If one were to reject the parity principle, so Clark and Chalmers argue, one would treat the biological and the non-biological as different on questionable grounds. Whether the distinction between the biological and the non-biological is relevant in the study of cognition has to be shown rather than just asserted. But, given the fact that in some cases non-biological items can play the same functional role as biological ones within the cognitive life of an organism, there is prima facie evidence that the distinction between biological and non-biological is far less significant for cognition than internalists assume. According to Clark and Chalmers, if two elements or processes, one of them biological and the other not, play the same functional role within a cognitive process, there is no cognitively relevant difference between them. Insisting on such difference is, according to active internalists, a form of neural or inner chauvinism (Wheeler 2010, 247).
 
To illustrate the idea that belief or memory can extend into the environment, Clark and Chalmers have offered the example of the Alzheimer patient Otto. Otto uses a notebook, which he keeps with him constantly and in which he registers information that he might need at a later stage. If Otto finds himself in New York and decides to visit the Museum of Modern Art (MoMA), he looks up the address of the museum in his notebook and then plans how he will get there. Clark and Chalmers claim that the way Otto uses his notebook to retrieve the address of MoMA is in relevant ways similar to the way a non-amnesic subject uses his or her biological or natural memory. In other words, given that certain conditions are met, the notes in Otto’s notebook function in the same way as the memory traces in the brain of a non-amnesic subject do or could function.
 
 
The first condition that needs to be satisfied for the functional equivalence to hold, concerns the availability of the information in the notebook. In order for the notebook to play the role of natural memory, the notes contained in it must be as constantly and easily available as we would expect the biological memories of a non-amnesic subject to be. Furthermore, for the notebook to be a genuine part of Otto’s memory, he must use it on a regular basis. External aids and props have to become fully integrated within the cognitive functioning of a subject before they can be regarded as genuine parts of the mind. A third condition concerns the issue of trust in the information contained in the notebook. Clark and Chalmers quite rightly stress the fact that an aspect of trust characterizes our recollections. Under normal circumstances we show full confidence in our recollections. We mostly rely on our memories without second thoughts about their correctness. To build the element of trustworthiness into their example, Clark and Chalmers require that the notes contained in the notebook are endorsed by Otto, both when he enters them, as well as when he retrieves them.
 
The conclusion that, so Clark and Chalmers propose, should be drawn from the Otto example is that the notes in Otto’s notebook form part of Otto’s memory and hence part of Otto’s mind. In the same way as we regard the unconscious, implicit knowledge of the museum’s address as part of the mental life of the non-amnesic subject so we have to regard the notes in Otto’s notebook as part of Otto’s unconscious beliefs about the location of the museum, precisely because the notes play a role that is, or could be, played by biological memory traces.
 
Active externalism does not remain restricted to the claim that external elements or processes play a causal role in our cognitive functioning, but goes beyond this in stating that external elements can be co-constitutive of mental processes (provided that certain conditions are met). Although it is less relevant for the issues under discussion in this paper, it should be noted that parity-based arguments are not the only ones offered in defence of active externalism. Some authors, following a strand explicitly present in Clark and Chalmers’ original paper, have emphasized the fact that external props and aids help us extend our cognitive capabilities (see e.g. Menary (2007), Sutton (2010)). According to these authors, the existence of such cognitive augmentation or complementation via the cognitive integration of external processes should be the main motivation to adopt active externalism. Presently we will focus on parity-style arguments for extended memory, and argue that they remain too closely  
bounded to internalism, and are therefore vulnerable to attacks from internalists 163.
 
The position defended by Clark and Chalmers has been severely criticised by philosophers of internalist persuasion. A standard move to counter Clark and Chalmers’ parity-based argument is to argue that in examples such as that of Otto, the external elements only play a causal role, but to deny that they are constitutive. The internalist claims that the note in Otto’s notebook forms merely a link in the causal chain that leads to first the perception of the note, then its recognition, and finally the formation of a belief about the address of MoMA. It is the internal process of perceiving, recognizing and forming a belief, and not the initial causation by the physical note that makes the process cognitive. True, the entry is an external element that causes the process, but perception, recognition and belief formation are internal processes and these internal processes constitute the act of remembering.
 
The internalist rejoinder starts from a number of assumptions that are not to be taken for granted. One does not have to take as axiomatic, and not in need of further argument, that thinking, and a fortiori recognizing and perceiving are internal processes. The idea that in any case perception and recognition are processes in which the outer world is essentially involved seems far from unreasonable. If this idea is correct, then the internalist contention that Otto’s use of the notebook is cognitive because internal processes are involved doesn’t get off the ground.
 
However, because they accept, or at least do not outrightly reject, internalism about the mind per se, Clark and Chalmers cannot avail themselves of such considerations as a counter-move to their internalist critics. By accepting or not distancing themselves from standard internalist presuppositions, they grant the internalist picture status as the “default” framework and make themselves vulnerable to internalist attacks against active externalism. One way this shows up is where Clark and Chalmers uncritically accept that in standard cases of remembering, i.e. cases in which no external elements such as notebooks or other aide-memoires seem to play a role, the mental process of remembering is wholly internal. Their formulation of the parity principle (quoted above) is equally tainted by residual internalism since it refers to a role, played by an internal element, which would be “immediately recognized as cognitive”. Also note that the very notion of the mind as extended suggests default internalism, for only 
what is normally confined within certain boundaries can be extended outside of these.
 
Clark and Chalmers might object that we misrepresent their position. They might argue that the parity principle is merely a device to weaken internalist prejudices. The fact that they use the parity principle does not in the end have to mean that they endorse the residual internalism that is inherent in the principle. Clark situates the parity principle within a “veil of ignorance” type argument to argue for an agnostic position with regards to the boundaries of the mind (2008, 77).
 
It is however far from clear that in its original setting the parity principle was merely a device to promote such agnosticism. More importantly however, it seems that such a nuanced rendering of the parity principle is incompatible with other assertions by Clark in which he is quite explicit about the fact that the mental is usually a matter of internal processing, such as: 


 Whereas BRAINBOUND locates all our mental machinery firmly in the head and central nervous system, EXTENDED allows at least some aspects of human cognition to be realized by the ongoing work of the body and/or the extraorganismic environment. The physical mechanisms of mind, if this is correct, are not all in the head. […] In the remaining chapters, I aim to clarify what is at issue here and to defend the claim that the cognitive and the mental are indeed (sometimes) best viewed through the more accommodating lens of EXTENDED. (2008, 77; italics in the original)

 
We do not wish to enter into a hermeneutic debate on the question of whether Clark is consistent in his adherence to agnosticism vis-à-vis the boundaries of the mental. The more important point we want to emphasize is that agnosticism brings defenders of active externalism in a difficult dialectical position, vulnerable to internalist attacks. A much more defensible position is obtained by abandoning agnosticism, and radically rejecting internalism about the mind.
 
Arguably, the reason Clark and Chalmers allow internalism to remain on the scene lies in the fact that they remain wedded to the idea that memory, and more generally cognition, is a matter of information processing. According to this picture, remembering is a process in which information is first stored and later retrieved. Storage of information takes place in vehicles or information carriers that can be internal (the memory trace in the brain) or external (e.g. the notes in a notebook). Remembering involves the manipulation of these information carriers. The dispute between active externalists and internalists then turns on the question of whether external manipulation of information carriers can be constitutive of the mental in the same way that internal manipulation of vehicles is. That internal information processing is constitutive for cognition is not questioned, and in any case not rejected. It therefore remains possible for internalist 
critics of the Extended Mind thesis to claim that only the internal plays a constitutive role in cognition, while for some reason the external does not. By not questioning the idea that the internal is constitutive for cognition, Clark and Chalmers allow this strategy to be employed by their internalist opponents.
 
In other words, defenders of active externalism such as Clark and Chalmers put themselves in a difficult dialectical situation because they remain wedded to the idea that cognition is a matter of processing content-bearing vehicles, which can then be external or internal. It is possible, however, to conceive of cognition in different ways. In the following sections we illustrate such an alternative conception of cognition by offering variations on the Otto thought-experiment. We look at a scenario in which a subject has access to certain pieces of information concerning the past but without any kind of remembering taking place. Even if we enrich the initially Spartan scenario so as to satisfy the conditions stipulated by Clark and Chalmers, it persists to be a case of reliable access to information without any form of remembering. We will take these scenarios as illustrating that the standard view of memory as information processing comes under pressure when confronted with real life examples. We do not claim that it is impossible to accommodate examples such as ours within the standard view. On the other hand we believe that our examples show that fundamental aspects of remembering are neglected if one reduces remembering to the mere access to reliable information. Moreover, so we will propose, an alternative, embodied view of memory is possible, which abandons the information processing framework. We will sketch such a view, and argue that, by breaking away much more radically from internalism than the active externalism of Clark and Chalmers, it stands firmer. On the proposed view, mental processes are always world-involving or extensive and not by default internal and potentially extendable.

 
3 Thought experiments
 
 In this section we start to uncover the limitations of the traditional view of memory according to which remembering is a question of having access to information that is carried by vehicles (internal or external). For this purpose we start with a rather simple scenario which will be enriched throughout the discussion.
 
Consider Ada, a female person with a standard life, normal habits and capacities. Suppose, on an average day, Ada were asked to remember what she had for breakfast exactly a year ago. Despite the fact that Ada’s memory is intact, 
chances are close to zero that she will remember. Now, in addition, suppose that, unbeknownst to her, her partner keeps a precise record of what she has for breakfast each and every day of the year. Suppose now that the entry for that date in her partner’s database is shown to her, without further information. Will Ada thereby remember what she had for breakfast then, that is, will she remember that she has eaten what’s on the list? The answer must be no. The list will look to you as a rather random sample, characteristic of the kinds of breakfast she is accustomed to have. Even if she were told about the record keeping habits of her partner, the list won’t help her to remember what she had for breakfast, even if she is aware of the great accuracy of her partner in such matters. Even being shown a picture of her breakfast probably wouldn’t help. This scenario forms a case where access to information concerning one’s past does not suffice for recollecting events in one’s past.
 
Contrast this case with the following: exactly a year ago, as it was her birthday, an old friend Ada hadn’t seen for years came to visit her, and she brought homemade mango pie. Ada retains vivid and fond memories of the evening. Next morning, she ate the mango pie for breakfast. Of course, in this case, the chances that Ada will remember what she had had for breakfast exactly a year ago will be considerable. Moreover, in case the recalling doesn’t come spontaneously, a picture of a mango, of her friend, or of the actual mango pie will help. Even if these cues do not help her to remember what she had for breakfast, being shown the list kept by her partner will quite certainly lead to recognition and recollection. Indeed if she reads in these notes that she had mango pie as breakfast, she will be able to embed that fact in the wider web of events of last year. In contrast with the first scenario, the list of her partner will help Ada to recall what she had for breakfast.
 
While in both scenarios Ada has access to information about her past, it is only the second scenario that constitutes an example of genuine remembering. According to the traditional view, accepted by mainstream cognitive scientists and philosophers including Clark and Chalmers, mental functions are to be understood as information processing functions. Information gets represented, coded, and manipulated both internally and externally. On our view, the two scenarios sketched show the limitations of this traditional picture of memory (and of cognition), as access and manipulation of information. For our examples clearly show that having access to information sometimes does and sometimes doesn’t give rise to genuine remembering. Access to information is not a sufficient condition for remembering.
 
If this conclusion is correct, it raises the question of what, apart from access to information, matters for memory. In the following section we attempt to answer that question. It will be argued that recalling a fact always requires that the  
remembered fact is entrenched. Further, we will examine whether this notion of entrenchment can be accommodated within the framework of Clark and Chalmers by invoking endorsement.

 
4 Embeddedness and endorsement
 
 In the previous section we introduced two scenarios and claimed that in the first there is no question of remembering while in the second there is. What then is the basis for this crucial difference between the two scenarios? The key to answering this question, we propose, lies in the observation that in the first scenario the information that Ada retrieves from her partner’s notebook is not entrenched, either in Ada’s other recollections or in her attitudes. The information that Ada acquires by reading the entries in the list is in no way connected with other memories she might have. The information she acquires therefore remains isolated and is not embedded in the natural context in which the event took place. Nor is Ada in a position to situate an event described in the list in a diachronic sequence of events. She has no sense of what led up to it, or what further events followed it. The breakfast of one year ago remains isolated from other events that took place (before or after) and can thus not be integrated in Ada’s own past. In genuine cases of remembering, contextualisation can be very explicit, as for example in cases of auto-noetic memories (Tulving, 1983). These are memories in which one remembers an event by recalling specifics of one’s personal involvement in it. One could vividly remember having seen Diana passing by at the party because one has a mildly painful memory of the strong perfume which one was momentarily struck by when she passed by. But contextualisation can operate less explicitly. One might be able to remember where a street or a building in a city is only because one can connect it with one’s habitual routes though the city. One might know, and explain what one knows, by stipulating that on the route from the university to the townhouse, one has to make a left and not a right at the second intersection. In other words, one remembers by situating something in a web of habits. Of course, it is true that one might quiz one’s memory for a certain address that temporarily escapes one’s grasp. One prods oneself, without avail initially, and then suddenly the name “pops up”. But is this “popping up” comparable to being presented with an item on the breakfast list? Even in the case of the address popping up, there is plenty of contextualisation. Think about how one does actually prod oneself in such a situation: “Come on, it’s a short name. There’s an “A” in it. The building is tall, with a beautifully crafted wooden door. Last time I saw it, it had a poster of a 
performance of Fauré’s requiem on its window. ...”. And when, probably as a result of self-provided contextualisation, the name finally comes, it comes with a feeling of “fitting”.
 
Entrenchment need not be restricted to relations between the elements of some autonomous “memory level” or the level of explicitly formulated thoughts in which pieces of articulated information are explicitly linked. It concerns the embeddedness in “a life”, with its personal history, individual motivations and emotions that are constitutive of memory and recollection.
 
Because of this deeper form of embeddedness of memory with other mental and personal domains, memory has anticipatory aspects. That is, though there surely are acts of remembering, such acts take place, and are often only possible, because they have been prepared, sometimes explicitly, sometimes more “in the act”. That is, our actions at a certain moment often lay the groundwork for later remembering. This is conspicuous in practices of rehearsing, marking, paying explicit attention-to, but it needn’t be that explicit. Aspects of a situation can be salient because they are unusual, contextually odd, because they provide an unexpected opportunity, or because they require a special adaptation of our normal ways of going about. One can notice salient aspects in different ways, ranging from the very explicit (Saying aloud, or in one’s mind “Aha, Diana has finally entered the room”), to quite implicit and thoughtless (as one can experience - but only bring to mind as an explicit thought much later - that Diana’s perfume had a particularly strong scent. One might possibly remember her presence later because of that olfactory experience – “Indeed, she was there, now I remember! I was struck by her perfume when she passed by!”).
 
Another illustration of how deep entrenchment can run is to be found in the fact that one can be reproached for forgetting. Forgetting the birthday of a supposedly dear person is generally regarded as manifesting a lack of interest and a shallowness of the emotional bond with that person.
 
Conceptualizing memory as a contextualized capacity, thus unveils an internal link between acts of remembering and acts of anticipating a potential later need to remember. Both concern a consideration of an event or episode in the context of a different event or episode. In the case of remembering, one connects a past moment with a current moment; in the case of anticipating, one connects a current moment with a future moment. Given this internal link, it should come as not much of a surprise, then, that this link is confirmed in empirical studies of people suffering from amnesia. That is, consensus is growing in psychology that memory should be seen as a broader capacity for mental time travel, a capacity to project between time frames (Tulving 1993). The concept of mental time travel is built on such evidence as that patients with anterograde memory deficits not only fail to remember the events in which they participated,  
but also are incapable of planning for the future. Just as they are cognitively disconnected from their own past, they are cognitively disconnected from their own future. (Rosenbaum at al 2009)
 
What makes the difference between the first Ada-scenario, in which there is no remembering, and the second Ada-scenario in which remembering does take place, is not access to information, because such is present in both, but rather the degree to which information is entrenched. Only in the second scenario is such entrenchment present, and that is why one can speak of remembering here.
 
But what about Clark and Chalmers’ Otto-scenario? Is there entrenchment here or not? It looks to us that the description given by Clark and Chalmers is not rich enough to provide an answer to this question. Dependent upon how the sketch is further filled out, there could or could not be entrenchment. A lack of entrenchment throws doubt on the basic assumptions of the scenario. For example, it is taken for granted that Otto pens down in his notebook whatever he assesses to be of later use, but likely to be forgotten. In the above, we have seen that it is plausible that, as a consequence of entrenchment, the capacity for anticipation required for assessing the potential relevance of current events in the light of his own future is entangled with the capacity to remember - a thesis supported by the idea of “mental time travel”. If so, it becomes problematic to assume that Otto is at the same time amnesic, while retaining the required capacity for anticipation. If anticipating and remembering are intrinsically linked, the one capacity falls together with the other, which would imply that the script envisaged by Clark and Chalmers is simply incoherent.
 
Further doubts concerning the coherence of Clark and Chalmers’ Otto-scenario can be raised by considering that Otto, despite his amnesia, must be able to recognize his notebook and the notes contained in it, as his notebook and his notes. This is not self-evident because prima facie this capacity to frame the notebook and the notes in it in the past looks similar to the lost capacity for remembering. A striking and well-documented case of a person with serious amnesia shows that these considerations are not purely theoretical. The former orchestra leader and composer Clive Wearing suffers, because of an accident, from a serious form of anterograde amnesia, and he can’t form new memories (Wearing 2005). To compensate, he takes the initiative, again and again, of starting a diary to regain a grasp on his own thoughts. A typical passage in Wearing’s diary goes as follows: 


2:10 P.M: This time properly awake.... 
2:14 P.M: this time finally awake.... 
2:35 P.M: this time completely awake.  

At 9:40 P.M. I awoke for the first time, despite my previous claims. 
I was fully conscious at 10:35 P.M., and awake for the first time in many, many weeks. 
(Sacks 2007)

 
 Tragically, Wearing cannot use his diary as a bridge to his past thoughts, because he doesn’t recognize his diary afterwards. On later occasions, he empathically denies the notebook is his, or that it is he who has taken notes in it.
 
The seemingly internal link between anticipation and memory, as well as the fact that recognition is or requires a form of remembering, do not rule out the use of external tools as aides for memory. Many people do rely on notebooks to write down facts they would otherwise forget, and support their memory in these ways. In cases of severe memory damage, it is without doubt possible to successfully pursue compensatory strategies with lists, booklets, and ways of organising one’s environment (Jameson & Jameson 2007). What is crucial for our purposes is that the existence of cases such as Clive Wearing’s, where there is access to information but no memory, shows that the conception of memory which is at the heart of Clark and Chalmers’s argumentation for the Extended Mind thesis seems to ignore essential aspects of mental functions.
 
At this point, it could be remarked that we ourselves have ignored an essential aspect of the scenario sketched by Clark and Chalmers. For up to now, we have not taken into account the additional conditions which according to Clark and Chalmers must be fulfilled in order for Otto’s notebook to count as an extension of his memory. Clark and Chalmers emphasize, in particular, the additional condition that Otto endorses the notes he takes in his booklet, both at the time of writing as of reading. Does the idea of endorsement solve the problems indicated? Again, everything depends on how precisely the notion of endorsement is filled in. A prima facie plausible way to fill in the notion of endorsement is to think of endorsement as a kind of label. This label, comparable to a quality label, like “made in Switzerland”, gets attached to the memory trace when it is formed, and it accompanies the memory in the recall phase. The recognition or registration of the label engenders confidence in the memory. This conception of endorsement as a label perfectly fits in with an information processing framework for thinking about the mental. Endorsement becomes information, a representational content carried by the label (which serves here as a representational vehicle), which is accessed during the recall phase.
 
However, this conception of endorsement seems to lead to the same kinds of problems which the notion of memory as access to information simpliciter led to. It just depends on the circumstances, in particular the way the label is entrenched in someone’s life, whether or not it does confer endorsement or trust on memories. The case of Clive Wearing can illustrate this. The entries which 
Wearing enters into his notebook, like “Today I am for the first time conscious”, often get marked by him. He forcefully ticks them, apparently with the intention to authenticate them, to mark that this genuinely is his note. These markings form a perfect illustration of labels for endorsement. However, just as Wearing afterwards does not recognize his notebook, or the entries in it as his notebook or his entries, he doesn’t recognize his markings afterwards as his markings. Before he enters a new note in the sense of “Now I am for the first time conscious …”, he crosses out the previous note, including the marking. The new marking he makes for his new note seems clearly intended to express the difference in lack of authenticity of the old note and the old marking.
 
The limitations of thinking about specific aspects of remembering as labels have been observed by Ludwig Wittgenstein (for Wittgenstein on memory see e.g. Moyal-Sharrock (2009). He points out that thinking about memories as representations of facts wearing a label “belonging to the past” leads to a cul de sac. Wittgenstein rejects that there is something like ‘[...] some feature of our memory image that tells us the time to which it belongs’ (1992, 5). Elsewhere he writes: 


 [I]t takes remembering to tell us that this is past. But if memory shows us the past, how does it show us that it is the past? It does not show us the past. Any more than our senses show us the present. (1980, 592-593)

 
Wittgenstein’s reasoning looks perfectly applicable to the conception of endorsement as a label. Conceiving of endorsement as a quality label does not lead to a richer notion of remembering. For endorsement becomes nothing but an extra piece of information. A “genuine” memory then consists of, on the one hand information with respect to a fact in the past, and on the other hand, the extra information that it is a “genuine” memory that is concerned. The problems raised by simpler informational approaches to remembering and memory just reappear.

 
5 From extended to extensive memory
 
We seem to encounter limitations in the traditional framework for thinking about memory-and by extension the mental-as access to information; in thinking about the mental as the processing of represented information. Access to information, even if enriched by notions like endorsement, seems to remain blind to essential differences between what is genuinely and only superficially cognitive. One of the following possibilities must hold: either we have ourselves 
ignored certain ways in which the notion of memory as access to information (and by extension cognition as information processing) can be enriched, so that the problems we have indicated can be solved; or the existence of these problems shows that there are fundamental limitations to the standard framework according to which the mental is considered in terms of information processing -of vehicles and contents. This is not the place the resolve the complex and ongoing discussion between proponents and opponents of the standard framework (for a sustained attack on the standard framework see Hutto & Myin 2013). Pointing to the kinds of problems we have encountered fits into a long and rich tradition of anti-representationalist thinking, with pragmatist, phenomenological and analytical champions. One of the most outspoken enemies of this tradition, Jerry Fodor, sharply characterizes its core tenets: 


 Abilities are prior to theories ... Competence is prior to content ... knowing how is the paradigm cognitive state and it is prior to knowing that. (2008, 10)

 
Instead of attempting to settle this discussion in favor of the anti-representationalist approach, we now want to consider the question about the possible consequences for the Extended Mind thesis if a non-representational account is correct. We will try to point out what the consequences are for the discussion regarding the Extended Mind thesis if one sets out not from, but outside of, the standard framework.
 
So let us, on the basis of the considerations given above, put behind us the traditional way of thinking about cognition as the processing of information and of memory as access to information. The alternative is to think in terms of embodiment instead of in terms of representation. Representations make explicit: they describe something, carry a certain content, and it is by the processing of that content or meaning-by means of a physical operation on the vehicle of that content-that an intelligent, cognitive or mentally mediated behavior becomes possible. One remembers because one has activated a memory trace, and one trusts one’s memory because it has the appropriate label attached to it. The contrary view we defend is that intelligent, mental or cognitive behavior can be merely embodied. An organism can act in a structured-intelligent, mental and cognitively mediated-way in a certain environment without a representation of either the environment or the structure present in its action. Instead of being internally represented, this structure is embodied in diachronic patterns in the organism’s behavior. Intelligent behavior does not get explained by referring to representation of the environment or explicit instructions which “prescribe what to do” (Keijzer 1998), but by physical changes (for example, changes in neural connections) which are due to the organism’s history of interactions with 
its environment. Applied to memory, one then no longer thinks about memory as an archive of representations to which one gains access. Remembering, on the contrary, becomes a capacity to show behavior in certain contexts in which the influence of previous interactions with the environment can be discerned. One remembers an address by having an explicit thought about the address, or by being able to head towards that address, without any need, besides previous contact with the address, for the mediation of an internal representation of the address. Such a nonrepresentational conception of memory allows us to spread the context of remembering in time, in contrast to an “object-oriented” conception (Hutto 2006) whereby memory is seen as information carried by vehicles or traces. An embodied approach does not link remembering to the discrete events of creation, storage and retrieval of “a memory”, but rather considers remembering to be a consequence of a number of not precisely datable converging processes and tendencies, none of which individually constitutes such a discrete event but is only a necessary, but insufficient condition. Already existing habits, exogenously induced or endogenously noticed salience, either explicit or implicit, are not discrete features, but related to attitudes of a person, without precise temporal boundaries, but nevertheless, as illustrated earlier, necessary conditions for later remembering. For example, one can remember at time t3 because one has a longstanding disposition, present long before t2, to notice a particular detail of a situation at t2. Even in this quite minimalistic sketch, the full explanatory context covers a wide temporal span, and stands in sharp contrast with discrete moments of information processing.
 
Conceiving of memory as a contextualized capacity creates room for a fundamental role for context and situation. Consider for example the embodied capacity of being able to climb a ladder. It is clear that the exercise of this capacity has a built-in sensitivity to situation and context. Without a ladder nearby it cannot be exercised at all. In case there is a ladder present, further contextual factors will determine whether and how the capacity will be deployed. Aren’t the rungs too far apart? Is the climber fit? Does she or he suffer from an injured leg or foot, which would render climbing impossible? Is she or he willing to climb? In the same way, memory is context sensitive. In contexts which are similar to those of an event to be remembered, remembering is facilitated. It is easier to remember a certain self-related event when one takes a posture which is congruent with the posture taken during that event (Dijkstra et al. 2007). Emotionally charged events are more easily remembered when one enacts movements with the same emotional charge (Casasanto & Dijstra 2010). One can also refer here to the use of re-enactments of crimes in the legal sphere. The online Cambridge Advanced Learner’s Dictionary defines “to re-enact” with an explicit mention of such facilitating effects on memory, saying: “If you re-enact  
 an event, you try to make it happen again in exactly the same way that it happened the first time, often as an entertainment or as a way to help people remember certain facts about an event”, offering as example: “Police officers reenacted the crime in an attempt to get witnesses to come forward.”
 
An embodied approach renders the representation of contextual factors superfluous: a difference in behavior can simply lie in being in a different context or situation. A different situation leads to a different interaction. There is no need to explain the difference in interaction by means of postulating differing representations for varying situations. This is redundant because the difference in situation is real enough-more real than a representation!-and suffices to explain the difference in interaction (Brooks 1991). This is not to deny that organisms can behave differently in cases where the external contexts are the same. Such differences in behavior can be explained by referring to the fact that the organism is in a different state. However, these different states need not to be understood as representational states, but rather in terms of the organism’s history of interaction with the environment.
 
The role of context can become complex and contain elements of conscious design. One places visible signs on or next to the road to indicate where to change directions, and eventually knowing or remembering the way to a certain place can consist of nothing more than that one enters the highway and follows the signposts to that place-to invoke a famous example of John Haugeland’s (Haugeland 1998). This capacity for creating context of course gets greatly extended when the capacity for language enters the scene. A note such as one in Otto’s notepad, can be considered as a self-designed context which forms part of the process or remembering which the note, together with other factors, provokes. Or sometimes provokes, because whether or not a process of remembering is engendered or facilitated by something like a note is itself a context-sensitive matter (compare the first Ada-scenario with the second one). Suppose that a number of stones are arranged in a desert in the shape of an arrow to indicate the direction which must be followed to reach an oasis. Rather than saying that this configuration of stones codes a certain content, or figures as a vehicle that carries a certain content, it can suffice to describe this configuration as a physical element which triggers a certain reaction-in specific circumstances. This same logic seems applicable to more complex situations. Wittgenstein offers the example of a person, who, when some other person utters a sentence, draws a curve on a paper. Later, this person can, by looking at the curve, remember the sentence. Wittgenstein rejects the idea that the curve forms a code for the sentence. A natural description is to consider the lines on paper, just like the stones in the above, as something that triggers the process of remembering (Wittgenstein 1988).
 
 
Looking at memory as a contextualized capacity fully recognizes the role of external elements in remembering. It is very important not to construct the role of “triggering” of memories in the way in which internalists would interpret this. For they also recognize a causal role for external elements in memory processes. Also according to them a process of remembering can be provoked by an external element. But they will insist that there is a crucial difference between the merely causal aspect of triggering a process of remembering and the genuinely mental process of remembering, which remains internal. The external element initiates this mental process, but the mental process only appears after the occurrence of the external triggering event, and it happens strictly internally. Moreover, on the internalist view, such internal processes of remembering can perfectly occur without the complicity of external elements. Sometimes, or as a general rule, remembering is context-insensitive. On the conception of memory as embodied capacity which we propose, the process of remembering is always situated and contextualized. It is always a process of interaction in which a person and his environment are involved. The specific context inescapably plays a role, even if one that is less or more visible. The internalist model according to which behind the concrete interaction of a person with its environment more fundamental internal processes are hidden-the retrieval of a representation form an internal archive-gets completely rejected: internal representations are replaced by external interactions.
 
This embodied position about memory and cognition departs much more radically from internalism than the active externalism proposed by Clark and Chalmers. In their formulation, it remains possible to consider extended cognition, as in the case of Otto, as a by-product or addition to bona fide internal cognition. The existence of the latter never gets directly challenged.
 
The conception of memory-and by extension the mental-as embodied capacity recognizes the role of the environment without retaining the residual internalism still allowed by active externalism. The mental can then be considered to be extensive, because both organism and environment are essentially involved in interactions that belong to the sphere of the mental. External elements, like stones in the sand, or notes in a notebook, can in certain circumstances be essential for a process of remembering, just like an imagined stone or an emerging thought could be. Both the real and the imaginary stone are nothing but elements in a process in which the occurrence or non-occurrence of remembering depends on a large number of additional factors. Even if we consider the stone as external and the imagined stone as internal, then still it is the case that this difference does not play a decisive role. Moreover, under some circumstances, the imagined stone would not lead to remembering, just like an imagined version of the notes of Ada’s partner would not lead to remembering;  
while under other circumstances, the external stone would have the required effect. That the alleged external or internal character doesn’t play a decisive role is adequately recognized by an active externalism which invokes the parity principle. But by means of the same parity principle thinking about the mind as extended runs the risk of assuming a subservient stance with respect to internalism, in which external elements derive their mental aura from the playing of a role which could be played by internal elements. The conception of memory as an embodied capacity parts company with internalism right from the start. According to this conception, memory cannot become extended, because it has never been internal to begin with. Memory is, and has always been, exten sive.
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1 Prelude: three cases of remembering
 
A woman is listening to Sinatra before work. As she later describes it, ‘suddenly from nowhere I could hear my mother singing along to it … I was there again home again, hearing my mother … God knows why I should choose to remember that … then, to actually hear her and I had this image in my head … of being at home … with her singing away … like being transported back you know I got one of those … like shivery feelings really suddenly’ (Anderson 2004, 9-10). An older couple, discussing their honeymoon forty years ago, each say that they can’t remember the show they saw, until through iterative, puzzled cross-cuing they finally get there – ‘Desert Song, that’s it’ (Harris et al 2011, 292). An elderly English veteran of a prisoner of war camp in Japan, finishing up morning tea with a young Japanese social scientist interested in reconciliation, suddenly calls out loudly – in Japanese – ‘stand to attention’. He stands to attention in front of her: like many of the men she interviews, he physically re-enacts fragments of that long-past world of the camp, bringing that absent past into this new present context with a visceral shock (Murakami 2001, 2012; Middleton & Brown 2005, 133-136).
 
These three cases exemplify, in distinctive ways, remembering as public practice. In each case, there are past personal experiences at stake, affectively-charged and highly significant, embedded one way or another in these people’s rich narrative histories, the weave of their lives. In each case, particular constellations of circumstances shape and colour current activity: each person involved experiences emotions and remembers events by way of specific sensory, bodily, and interpersonal interactions, both past and present. One woman is alone with her music and her memories, while the social interactions in the other two cases are dramatically different. In each case, dynamic neural and bodily processes are involved, over many timescales. But remembering is something these people are doing now, in complex culturally- and technologically-mediated 
settings. It is happening, we might say, in these specific cognitive ecologies. Distributed cognitive ecologies are ‘the multidimensional contexts in which we remember, feel, think, sense, communicate, imagine, and act, often collaboratively, on the fly, and in rich ongoing interaction with our environments’ (Tribble & Sutton 2011, 94). In each of these cases, what occurs is a distinctively-balanced response – embodied, emotional, cognitive, social, and cultural all at once – to the webs of interdependent processes and activities spread across the various elements of these particular sociocognitive ecosystems (Hutchins 2010). In this paper, aiming to throw light on a range of issues in the contemporary interdisciplinary study of memory, I compare this distributed cognitive ecologies framework with Wittgenstein’s remarks on remembering, especially as interpreted in a prominent recent tradition of Wittgensteinian enactivism.

 
2 Wittgenstein and the cognitive sciences: isolation, conflict, or integration?
 
 If, as suggested by these three cases, remembering in everyday life is deeply embedded in complex, circumstance-dependent webs of significance and social practice, how is it to be studied? What theories and methods can help us understand memory? In particular, how do (and how should) philosophical and scientific approaches to remembering relate to each other? Perhaps they can peacefully coexist, addressing separate conceptual and empirical issues, maintaining a respectful isolation. Alternatively, there might be some kind of engagement or active relation between them.
 
Ridiculing the neurophilosophical associationism of William James and other ‘scientific’ psychologists, Wittgenstein complained at the metaphysical machinations to which, he thought, the confused new discipline was prone: 


How needed is the work of philosophy is shown by James’ psychology. Psychology, he says, is a science, but he discusses almost no scientific questions. His movements are merely (so many) attempts to extricate himself from the cobwebs of metaphysics in which he is caught. He cannot yet walk, or fly at all he only wriggles. Not that that isn’t interesting. Only it is not a scientific activity. (MS 165, 150-1, quoted in Hilmy 1987, 196-7).

 
But why, I want to ask Wittgenstein, must scientists not wriggle (Sutton 1998, 25-26)? Someone who thinks that William James discusses no scientific questions has an unusually pure vision of what science is and ought to be. Many sciences, including those in the social, human, and cognitive realms, now 
study, probe, model, and theorize fuzzy, fluid, volatile, and complex features of reality.
 
Some of Wittgenstein’s followers, both in the 1970s and 1980s and today, share his wish to isolate and insulate a purer realm of genuine scientific accounts of general, observable empirical phenomena both from the messy, particular, context-specific cultural and human realms, and from what he saw as the metaphysically-tainted and prejudice-driven speculation which results when science is illegitimately extended into and projected onto those realms. Seeing themselves as marginalized radicals bravely resisting the imperialistic encroachment of a ubiquitous, domineering reductionist and scientistic worldview, they have sometimes taken Wittgenstein’s anti-psychological polemic too thoroughly on board. Recent Wittgensteinian scholars rightly aim, however, to move decisively beyond such divisive attitudes. In integrative spirit, this paper assesses their success in doing so, and seeks to nudge the Wittgensteinian enactivists further towards the distributed cognitive ecologies framework.
 
So in this context I set aside more extreme isolationist views of the relation between philosophy and science, pointing to careful critiques of radically quietist readings of Wittgenstein by Hutto (2013) and Moyal-Sharrock (2013a). But philosophical engagement with the cognitive sciences can take dramatically different forms. One possibility is that philosophy should engage with the sciences because it is incompatible with at least some scientific projects and concepts. For Hacker, for example, philosophy can sometimes 


 set straight the conceptual confusions and incoherences of scientific theories. For philosophy is neither the Queen of the sciences nor their conceptual scullery-maid, but rather a tribunal before which scientific theory may be arraigned when it trespasses beyond the bounds of sense. (Hacker 2006, 236 quoted in Moyal-Sharrock 2013a, 378).

 
An alternative form of engagement would see philosophy and the sciences –and their various diverse allies and sub-disciplines – productively engaging with each other, to the extent of seeking integration of concepts, theories, and even methods on certain specific questions. On this optimistic picture, which I defend, ‘philosophy becomes a full-fledged member of a cooperative disciplinary matrix, taking information from the empirical disciplines and contributing to them’ (Christensen & Sutton 2012, 326).
 
The difference between engagement as conflict and correction of conceptual confusion, and engagement as cooperation and integration, will not always be sharp: the choice of approach depends on the specific issues at stake. It may be perfectly sensible to try in some contexts an active collaboration, while in other contexts or on other topics seeking instead a new arrangement of scientific 
descriptions which might ‘give a new direction to scientific investigation’, in ‘saying “Look at it like this”’ in a way ‘that may have advantages and consequences of various kinds’ (Wittgenstein RPP 1.950). This is also a matter of emphasis and style: readers have had dramatically distinct judgements on whether Bennett and Hacker’s constructive program for understanding perception and memory, for example, appropriately balances the weight of their many complaints about the ‘conceptual confusions’ of science (2001, 499 and passim).
 
I argue that even in novel and subtle recent reinterpretations of Wittgenstein in the context of enactivist philosophy, the kinds of engagement with science on show are too heavily weighted towards a critical mode. When cognitive science is discussed primarily to correct its conceptual confusions, those younger philosophers of mind who are committed to more constructive interdisciplinary engagement end up too easily neglecting Wittgenstein’s work. Wittgenstein’s later philosophy offers wonderful, rich resources for making central conceptual contributions to live topics and debates of intense cross-disciplinary interest, across many diverse areas from colour and pain to attention and sensation, language and emotion, mathematics and imagination as well as memory. But this has been obscured by the dominance of polemic in the field, leading in some quarters to unfortunate indifference to and ignorance of Wittgenstein. I argue for an interpretation of Wittgenstein’s remarks on memory and remembering which supports a strongly integrative, cooperative version of the engagement model. Philosophy and the sciences of memory – the social sciences as well as the cognitive sciences – can operate together in complementary projects within common frameworks.
 
In 1991, David Stern took the following passage as inspiration for a thorough reconsideration of Wittgenstein’s remarks on memory: 


 Memory can be compared with a storehouse only so far as it fulfils the same purpose. Where it doesn’t, we couldn’t say whether the things stored up may not constantly change their nature and so couldn’t be stored at all. (Wittgenstein 1935-6, p.17, quoted by Stern 1991, 204)

 
Stern argued that, read one way, the later Wittgenstein’s scattered remarks on memory seem to deny the very possibility of scientific study of learning and remembering. But, he thought, if interpreted more accurately Wittgenstein’s ideas could be fruitfully used for the restricted purpose of rejecting classical symbol-systems views in cognitive science, such as Jerry Fodor’s Language of Thought hypothesis (Fodor 1975). In integrative spirit, pointing the way towards a contextualised science of memory, Stern suggested that Wittgenstein ‘foreshadows 
some of the most promising contemporary work’ in connectionist cognitive science (1991, 203).
 
I had started work in 1990 on a PhD thesis addressing the history, philosophy, and sciences of memory, and I read Stern’s paper with pleasure and relief. Connectionism had shown that by the mid- to late 1980s the Language of Thought was not ‘the only game in town’ in cognitive theory. In particular it had offered the beginnings of a mechanistic alternative to the idea of atomic, independently-stored, localist representations (Clark 1989). Connectionism thus seemed, to me as to Stern, ‘a striking fulfilment’ of Wittgenstein’s prediction ‘that people some day will come to the definite opinion that there is no copy in either the physiological or nervous systems which corresponds to a particular thought, or a particular idea, or memory’ (LWP 1.504; Stern 1991, 208). While I disagreed with Stern on some points of detail, his paper seemed to me not only unusually polite and integrative in style, in a literature which at that time often dealt in somewhat brusque and humourless critique, but also to offer an exciting sense of a new era of collaboration between the new cognitive sciences and this rich and subtle philosophical tradition (compare Mills 1993). This seemed like a move towards engagement rather than conflict or isolation.
 
So I borrowed Stern’s tactics in the final chapter of my thesis (Sutton 1993), to set out in detail the central elements of the widespread extreme reading of Wittgenstein on memory, and contrast it with a subtler moderate reading which could sharpen the developing post-connectionist philosophy of mind and memory. I offered a historical analysis of Wittgenstein’s targets, suggesting that his more extreme remarks derived from a tendency to collapse all psychological sciences of memory into either Cartesianism or unacceptable behaviouristic versions of associationism, so that the urge to avoid these erroneous views turned into the urge to avoid psychology (compare ter Hark 1995 on Wittgenstein’s responses to ideas about memory in Gestalt psychology). This chapter on Wittgenstein did not make it into Philosophy and Memory Traces, the much-revised book derived from my thesis, which was focussed primarily on earlier historical periods (Sutton 1998): both my interpretation of Wittgenstein and his followers and the links back to my alternative account of the history of associationism remained unpublished. Here I revisit and update my arguments: though I abstract away from the historical detail about Wittgenstein’s context and reading, and from the scholarship on the gradual development of his own views (Stern 1995), I do try out a new big-picture account of the history of cognitive theory and the philosophy of cognitive science since the 1980s.
 
As it turned out, and for significant reasons, connectionism did not on its own provide sufficient tools for thoroughgoing revision of the broader conceptions of agency, individuality, and mind employed in mainstream classical cognitivism.  
Connectionism’s alternative accounts of cognitive neurodynamics, though already enough to confirm that remembering is a constructive, furiously active process, had to be supplemented both by more direct critique of the individualism of classical cognitivism, and by stronger, more integrative and practice-oriented views of the situated or distributed mind (Hutchins 1995; Clark 1997, 2001; Rowlands 1999; Sutton 1999). These views have developed into the framework of distributed cognitive ecologies which I introduced briefly above, and which I will argue offers both the most fruitful current integrative approach to the interdisciplinary study of memory, and the most productive contemporary framework with which to connect Wittgenstein’s remarks on remembering.
 
And as it turned out, the engagement model of the relation between philosophy and the sciences did not get a firm grip in Wittgenstein studies. In the same period, as cognitive theory and practice has opened up dramatically, a number of other theoretical frameworks in which powerful attacks on both the localism and the individualism of classical cognitivism had been developed have shifted ground. Phenomenology and ecological psychology, for example, now often operate productively as natural if often still critical allies of research in situated, embodied, and distributed cognition, rather than continuing to stake out distinct territories as glowering antagonists. But at least one important strand of Wittgenstein scholarship has gone a different way. Danièle Moyal-Sharrock has rightly sought to introduce a more productive dialectic to the debate, arguing that ‘Wittgenstein’s reconceptions [of memory] can be seen at work in [the] leading practitioners’ of ‘neuropsychology’ (2009, 213). But she has recently allied her interpretation of Wittgenstein with one contemporary version of ‘enactivist’ theory (Moyal-Sharrock 2013b). I will argue that this is not quite the right move.
 
Although ‘enactivism’ is a very broad church, in this paper I follow Moyal-Sharrock in discussing only the version developed by Daniel Hutto and colleagues as ‘radical enactive cognition’ (Hutto 2013, 2014; Hutto & Myin 2013; Hutto, Kirchhoff, & Myin forthcoming; Moyal-Sharrock 2013b; Myin & Zahidi 2014). I focus here on these forms of Wittgensteinian enactivism because much of what these philosophers say about remembering is interesting and reasonable. Where they go astray is partly in their in their claims about what psychologists and cognitive scientists do and believe, and partly in their choice of criticisms, or their sense of which issues matter most.
 
In section 3, I argue that the issues about mental representation and content on which these enactivists focus are quite distinct from the issues about individualism which lie at the heart of the major revisionary movements in contemporary cognitive theory in which both enactivism and the distributed cognitive ecologies framework have arisen. After going back to work through the key  
critical themes of Wittgenstein’s remarks on memory in section 4, I then survey the recent history and contemporary landscape of the sciences of memory. Here, in clearing the ground for a direct evaluation of Wittgensteinian enactivism and the distributed cognitive ecologies framework, I set both against truly opposing views in classical cognitivism and reductionist neuroscience, but I complicate the enactivists’ critical assessment of the broader psychology and cognitive science of memory. Both because they focus so exclusively on problems about representation, and because they mischaracterize some of the ‘mainstream’ views under attack, Wittgensteinian enactivists maintain an unnecessarily divisive attitude towards the sciences of memory in general, and as a result tend to overemphasise the revolutionary novelty of their critiques. I argue instead that on many key theoretical points, both Wittgensteinian and enactivist accounts of memory are compatible with large swathes of mainstream work in philosophy and cognitive science. But once we focus more productively on questions about individualism rather than exclusively on problems of content, Wittgensteinian themes can indeed usefully redirect, temper, or illumine certain residual and significant challenges in the interdisciplinary study of memory (section 6). As yet, though, as I argue in the concluding section 7, Wittgensteinian enactivists still set unnecessary limits to constructive theory-development.
 
This recent tradition of Wittgensteinian enactivism affords opportunities to reclaim and enliven Wittgenstein’s legacy. But these accounts could better be productively integrated with the specific approaches to mind and memory which I introduced above as the study of ‘distributed cognitive ecologies’, and to which I provide extensive references below so that those interested can easily access work on memory in these burgeoning traditions. My aim is ecumenical. The potential points of contact between enactivist Wittgenstein and cognitive-ecological Wittgenstein have been under-emphasised, as theorists have focussed on residual differences. In what follows, I do not neglect those points of difference: but I do offer a new diagnosis of the landscape of problems, and of which issues provide the barriers to integration and cooperative engagement between philosophy and the sciences of remembering.

 
3 Two distinct Issues: representations and individualism
 
I mentioned above the revolutionary fervour with which connectionist philosophers and cognitive scientists alike hoped in the 1980s and 1990s not only to overturn classical cognitivism but also to develop rich and novel post-Cartesian 
alternative pictures of agency, embodiment, control, identity, and temporality. Seeking ‘a revolutionary change in the intellectual culture of cognitive science’ (van Gelder & Port 1997, 139), theorists from a range of distinct disciplines and backgrounds came together to build thoroughly decentralized pictures of cognition which take temporality, body, and world seriously. Sharing an opposition to the ‘generically Cartesian picture of the nature of mind’ which they saw still dominating classical cognitivism, they attacked not only Descartes’ dated dualism and his apparent division of cognition from affect, but his deeper picture of cognitive processes as cut off from the physical environment and the social world, in ‘a realm whose essence owes nothing to the accidents of body and surroundings’ (van Gelder 1995, 379; Clark 1997, xi).
 
This was the primary route from within the cognitive sciences towards the radical forms of anti-individualism which have since come to prominence in various forms as embodied, enactive, situated, extended, and distributed cognition (Robbins & Aydede 2009). The individualist claim which was seen as common to Descartes, Herbert Simon, and Jerry Fodor alike was that cognitive states and processes are wholly internal. On Fodor’s methodological solipsism, for example, both world and body can be practically discounted in cognitive science. The former is merely a source of input to the true cognitive system in the head, and the latter merely a courier system for sensory and motor messages (Fodor 1980). In place of the resulting classical cognitivist assumption that ‘perception, thought, and action must be temporally distinct and theoretically separable’ (Wheeler 1995, 67), the new anti-individualists wanted us both to ‘think of cognition as essentially a matter of change in time’ and to acknowledge the spread or distribution of cognitive states and processes across the porous and metaphysically insignificant boundaries of brain, body, and world (van Gelder & Port 1997, 135; Clark 1997, 214; Wilson 1994). In van Gelder’s terms, cognitive systems are ‘complexes of continuous, simultaneous, and mutually determining change’: 


 the cognitive system is not just the encapsulated brain; rather, since the nervous system, body, and environment are all constantly changing and simultaneously influencing each other, the true cognitive system is a single unified system embracing all three ... interaction between the inner and the outer is ... a matter of coupling, such that both sets of processes continually influence each other’s direction of change. (1995: 373)

 
The unit of analysis for cognitive science would thus have to expand, potentially including not only the individual brain and body, but other people and groups, the physical environment, social interaction, cultural norms, artifacts and technologies, thus bringing these new anti-individualist movements into close contact with relatively independent anti-individualist traditions in cognitive 
anthropology, ecological psychology, educational and social theory, science studies, robotics, developmental and cultural psychology, and phenomenological philosophy (Donald 1991; Hutchins 1995; Clark 1997; Lave 1998; Latour 1999; Robbins & Aydede 2009; Sutton 2010; Michaelian & Sutton 2013).
 
In this potted history of the early anti-individualist situated cognition movements, I have not mentioned issues about either the existence or the nature of mental representations, memory traces, or internal content. This is no accident. It has perhaps taken some hindsight to see it, and I for one have not always been clear on this point: but questions about mental representation are independent of or orthogonal to questions about individualism. No view about the existence or nature of mental representation entails or dictates any specific position in debates on whether or not cognition is entirely internal; and both individualism and anti-individualism are compatible with a wide range of views on mental representation.
 
Connectionism was still a central part of the new frameworks developed by most of these anti-individualists in the 1990s: it was to provide the neural wing of the intended multidimensional analyses of heterogeneous but complementary resources. But connectionism didn’t deliver the whole package, because even understood as spanning or dissolving the alleged gap between personal and subpersonal processes, and as seeking a general framework for thinking of mental life (Smolensky 1988) it was not quite pitched at the right level. Even though anti-individualist connectionists were clear that the brain was not to have any general explanatory priority in their explanatory frameworks (while its unique contributions would still be acknowledged), connectionism alone was silent about the bodily, social, and environmental resources which enter into more or less rich and intensive couplings with the embodied brain, about the nature of the interfaces, and about the forms and varieties of interactive relations between brains, bodies, and world.
 
So in both rejecting and offering detailed alternatives to the atomistic and localist accounts of mental representation defended by Fodor and other classical cognitivists, connectionism remained primarily a new approach to issues about mental representation rather than a broader vision of agency and self. There were tempting and plausible lines of thought which argued from connectionism to anti-individualism, for sure. If our neural processes were more volatile, fleeting, distributed, or chaotic than the orderly transitions of structured representations postulated in the Language of Thought hypothesis, then perhaps whatever systematicity and stability our memory and thinking do achieve is supported more by external cultural and enacted scaffolding than by any recognizable, transparent order in the brain (Rumelhart et al 1986; Clark 1997; Menary 2007; Sutton 2009a). So paths away from individualism were easier to  
find once Fodor’s discrete semantic atoms had been rejected. But the rejection of Fodor’s kind of representational and computational theory of mind did not entail anti-individualism. On the one hand, classical computationalism itself could (and on some views should) adopt an anti-individualist stance (Wilson 1994). On the other hand, there remained many who had entirely rejected classical cognitivism’s semantic atoms but still saw cognition as occurring in the head (Churchland & Churchland 1997; O’Brien 1998).
 
The failure to understand that issues about mental representation simply cross-cut or cross-classify issues about individualism, and the consequent confusion between these two sets of issues, has been a pervasive feature of debate in the philosophy of cognitive science in recent years. There is a looseness of fit or a many-many relationship between views about mental representation and views about individualism. Nothing about the truth or falsity of individualism, or about precisely what kind of anti-individualist alternative is to be preferred, is settled simply by adopting a particular view about mental representation. Whether you stuck, in the debate about representation, with classical cognitivism; accepted connectionism in more moderate form, as a revised kind of computational theory of mind; offered a more revisionary take on connectionism in which the form and dynamics of systems of distributed representation was entirely unlike that of the Language of Thought; or rejected connectionism entirely, you still needed (and still need) distinct reasons to adopt any specific view about individualism.
 
It is true that from the start of the situated cognition movement, some theorists combined anti-individualist conclusions with a blanket rejection of mental representations (Varela, Thompson, & Rosch 1991; van Gelder & Port 1995). But no argument effectively brought these two issues together. In particular, it was not and has not been shown how a refusal to countenance mental content or to posit memory traces or other kinds of mental representation automatically brings any reason to reject internalism about the mental. Neither, contrariwise, does any specific positive view of mental representations decide the issue about individualism. The two sets of issues, each encompassing a range of subtly varying options, are independent.
 
If this claim that issues about representation and issues about individualism are orthogonal is correct, it means that decisions about which set of issues to focus on are pragmatic and context-dependent. Both issues are of great theoretical significance, and in an ideal world we would have settled answers to and consensus on both. But in the real world’s messy marketplace of contested philosophical and cognitive theories, we need to specify separately and explicitly which set of issues is in question in any particular context, and to motivate and defend views on each set of issues independently. The Wittgensteinian enactivists  
are, as we will see in section 4 below, faithful to Wittgenstein in focussing far more extensively and remorselessly on the critique of mental representations, and saying much less about the individualism issue. My primary concern as a theorist of distributed cognitive ecologies, in contrast, is with individualism. But – whatever Wittgenstein’s views on individualism – the enactivists claim to be defending an anti-individualist position as well as their anti-representationism (Hutto & Myin 2013; Hutto, Kirchhoff, & Myin forthcoming). Once we have firmly distinguished these two sets of issues, I will then show in section 5, we achieve greater analytical clarity in assessing the current state of the sciences of memory in the light of Wittgensteinian critique.

 
4 Wittgenstein on Memory: critical themes
 
 The core features of Wittgenstein’s attack on the scientific psychology of his day are his rejection of traces and representations; his apparent denial of memory processes or experiences, which goes alongside his privileging of the deed; a set of views about explanation and causation; and a cautious or conservative view about conceptual change in psychology. Contemporary enactivism explicitly highlights the former two points: but I will suggest that the latter two points are implicitly steering its direction.
 
When I recognize a man and remember his name, Wittgenstein suggests, this does not mean that there has to be ‘a cause of this remembering in my nervous system’: we are wrong to think that ‘a trace’ must have been left behind, that ‘something or other’ must ‘be stored up there in any form’ (Zettel 610 = RPP 1.905). The apparent denial that experience changes the brain in any ways that influence our psychology over time is couched in powerful rhetoric. It is marvellous, notes Wittgenstein, that I can answer a question about what I did this morning ‘without looking up historical traces of activity or the like’ (RPP 1.106). Whatever order exists in our thinking, talking, and writing need not derive from the structure of any neural centre, but ‘might come into being out of something quite amorphous, as it were causelessly’ (Z 608 = RPP 1.903). More generally, we should avoid ‘thinking in physiological hypotheses’.
 
Passages like these have given rise to some more extreme interpretations. For some readers, Wittgenstein is here rejecting the supervenience of the mental on the physical (McGinn 1984, 112-116; Budd 1989, 30ff). Malcolm claims to be following Wittgenstein in seeing memory traces as magical as well as comical, providing theorists with ‘the thrill of the incomprehensible’ (1986, 184, 200). 
Bursen claims that trace theories require the brain to have supernatural powers (1978, xii).
 
But at other points Wittgenstein’s rhetoric is less extreme. In saying that ‘whatever the event does leave behind it in the organism, it isn’t the memory’ (RPP 1.220), Wittgenstein is not denying that something is left behind, but reminding us that nothing in the brain on its own is or determines either the occurrent act of remembering, or the enduring dispositional ‘memory’ which the person retains so long as she has the capacity to remember. So as Moyal-Sharrock argues, Wittgenstein is rejecting only stronger views of psychophysical isomorphism, correspondence, or parallelism, but not ‘the merely physiological correlation’ (2013b, 270). On her more moderate interpretation, Wittgenstein’s point is that while ‘neuronal changes in the brain may be necessary … they are not sufficient for memory’ (2013b, 271; cf ter Hark 1995). Even though the ‘jottings’ made by a man who has taken note of a text in order to repeat it later do not ‘render’ or ‘translate’ that text ‘into another symbolism’, so that the text is not ‘stored up in the jottings’, he still needs the jottings, and his performance changes if they are altered or destroyed (Z 612 = RPP 1.908). While the remembered text itself is not stored up in either jottings or nervous system, such passages leave open the possibility of experience-dependent changes in the brain, as long as we do not model or imagine such processes by projected familiar structured actions onto an imagined inner world, and as long as we remember that such neural processes may ‘constantly change their nature’. After all, ‘nothing is less static than the nervous system’ (Wilkes 1980, 115).
 
Wittgenstein’s attack hits its mark against a static or structural conception of the memory trace, by which stable, semantically discrete individual memories are independently stored at distinct locations. Just as the brain is not ‘a writing’, memory itself is not like a notebook, and remembering does not involve ‘looking things up in a notebook in spirit’ (LWP 1.806; PG 131, pp.181-2). Stern suggests that we could ‘regard the jottings and the memory they prompt as analogous to the initial state of a connectionist network and the output it leads to. While the memory has a linguistic form, the jottings do not; they are not strings of symbols with an articulated structure’ (1991, 214).
 
 

 
 
There is reasonable disagreement about whether these same worries also hit the mark against the radically revised notions of the internal memory trace defended in some quarters of post-connectionist philosophy of mind, mainstream cognitive psychology, and dynamical and systems neuroscience. There are unresolved issues here about just how transformed a notion of the memory trace can be while fulfilling the roles for which it was posited, or on the question of whether there is anything psychological about the enduring disposition to  
respond in appropriate, memory-like ways in certain settings (Matthen 2010; Sutton & Windhorst 2009; Vosgerau 2010). But these issues are orthogonal to the concerns of this paper. While questions about the existence and nature of traces, and about mental content, are important in other contexts, they are not directly relevant for the study of remembering as public practice. In particular, not only the bulk of contemporary research in the philosophy of memory, but also all the interdisciplinary projects informed by the sciences of memory with which I am concerned here can proceed with no commitment to brain traces that correspond to particular memories. Whether or not we ultimately take the much more radical step of restricting the vocabulary of cognitive neuroscience and restricting to the kinds of ‘merely physiological correlation’ to which Moyal-Sharrock refers, such a restriction is fine for the purposes of the partial, incomplete enquiries into remembering as public practice which are my topic here. We can definitively reject the key errors which are rightly under Wittgensteinian suspicion. For the purposes of this paper, we can agree to dispense with traces, since this does not influence the other key issues at stake here. Whether there are (inner) traces or not, the trace is not the memory.
 
Secondly, to shift from physical mechanisms of memory to putative mental mechanisms, Wittgenstein mockingly notes that, in answering that question about his past activities, he ‘wouldn’t even know that this was possible through a special mental process, remembering, if I were not told so’ (RPP 1.106). Memory is often in use when not explicitly in question: we just talk or think about the past directly, without pausing to engage a special memory system to do so. In a number of remarks, Wittgenstein addresses the question ‘is memory an experience?’ (RPP 1.110-119; PI 305-8; PI II.xiii, p.231). There is no two-step process, first an inner experience of remembering and then its expression. Rather, remembering is just something we do, across a range of activities or practices.
 
In a particularly intense passage, Wittgenstein compares the easy mistakes we make about remembering, in seeking an inner experience behind our expressions of memory, with similar tendencies with regard to love and to philosophy. We are ‘using a picture: we test love for its inner character, which the immediate feeling does not discover’ (RPP 1.115). When someone makes a memory claim, Wittgenstein enjoins, we must resist the temptation to ask ‘what fact, what process is he remembering?’. That is an error because what he is remembering ‘has already been stipulated’: the only relevant questions are about the purpose and the use of this language of memory (RPP 1.716).
 
Enactivists about memory rightly stress the practical nature of remembering (Moyal-Sharrock 2013). Wittgenstein notes that ‘If I say, rightly, “I remember it”, the most varied things may happen; perhaps even just that I say it’ (PG 42). Remembering is in general, in most of its forms, an activity, something that we  
do. Even though involuntary remembering is surprisingly pervasive in everyday life (Berntsen 2009), what happens even in such cases is in principle public and ‘isn’t at all the mental process that one imagines’ (PG 42). This is perhaps the closest Wittgenstein gets to an explicitly anti-individualist line of thought.
 
Thirdly, Wittgenstein wants us ‘not to explain, but to accept’ psychological phenomena: though it is difficult to renounce ‘all theory’, we should leave psychological phenomena ‘enigmatic’ (RPP 1.509, 1.723, 1.963, 1.1063). Even though Hutto argues that Wittgensteinian philosophy does not leave us ‘utterly mute’, he claims in Wittgensteinian spirit that ‘even if all of the relevant details [of how cognition and intersubjectivity emerge in interaction] are provided, such still remain, at best, a description and not an explanation’ (Hutto 2013). Wittgenstein applies his general view that causal and conceptual accounts of a phenomenon are incompatible (PI II.xi, p.203) to the specific case of remembering. The causal picture allegedly revealed by scientific psychology ‘stands in the way of our seeing the use of the word [‘to remember’] as it is’ (PI 305). His defence of ‘a causality between psychological phenomena, which is not mediated physiologically’ (Z 611 = RPP 1.906) is developed, in Malcolm’s and Ginet’s discussions of memory, into wholehearted support for action at a temporal distance, with no intervening causal processes or ‘continuous specific causal connections’ (Ginet 1975, 168; Malcolm 1977, 1986; McGinn 1984, 113 finds this ‘intolerable’).
 
Finally, Wittgenstein’s general reluctance to permit or sanction criticism of practices or beliefs by those who do not share the relevant form of life is applied to mind and memory. He refuses to admit new empirical facts as a legitimate motivation for revising our understanding of our own psychological nature. If psychoanalysis is successful in practice, for example, it is not because new facts about the analysand have been discovered, but because persuasive or charming ‘explanations’ have been offered (LC, 23-27). To attempt any scientifically-motivated revisions of common sense is not to give way to the pressures of empirical discovery, but to switch language games: ‘what a Copernicus or a Darwin really achieved was not the discovery of a true theory but of a fertile new point of view’ (CV, 18). Wittgenstein’s followers object in similar spirit to the adopting and adapting of ordinary psychological terms by practitioners of ‘so-called cognitive science’ (Hacker 1990, 147). There are no discoveries to be made about human psychology: nothing is hidden from the pre-philosophical user of ordinary language. Not only is revisionary ‘neurophilosophy’ simply ‘daft’ (Harré 1988, 110; Sharpe 1987; Haldane 1988): any attempt to explain or investigate the ‘enigmatic’ mind by experimental methods is as hopeless, as bedevilled with category mistakes, as is trying to ‘determine what matter and spirit are by chemical means’ (RPP 1.1093). As Moyal-Sharrock sees it, ‘it is scientists, not  
philosophers that base their claims on evidence. What philosophers do is work on more perspicuous conceptual presentations of how things are’ (2013c, 10).
 
Because of this conceptual conservatism, Wittgenstein answers his own question ‘Why can’t we imagine a machine with memory?’ (MS 110, p.35, Feb 1931) with the flat response that ‘it is only of a living human being and what resembles (behaves like) a living human being’ that psychological words can be predicated (PI 281, cf PI 359-360). It is on conceptual or (better) ‘grammatical’ grounds that machines cannot be ascribed thoughts or memories. Strangely, Wittgensteinian philosophers have not sought to explore more thoroughly the rich range of ordinary psychological terms for memory and remembering, their scope and uses, as have others in the course of developing a causal theory of memory (Deutscher 1989), a phenomenological approach (Casey 1987), or cross-linguistic investigations (Amberber 2007; Sutton 2007; Wierzbicka 2007).

 
5 Contemporary sciences of memory: history and targets
 
 This powerful, four-pronged Wittgensteinian critique, stated bluntly in my brief summary, has had considerable influence, at least with regard to its critical treatment of traces and representation.
 
Firstly, as Stern rightly argued, Wittgenstein’s remarks clearly hit the mark against classical versions of the computational and representational theory of mind. These theories take the serial digital computer as model for the human mind, as in Newell and Simon’s Physical Symbol Systems hypothesis and Fodor’s Language of Thought hypothesis. Among the key points of conflict are the commitment, in such classical cognitivist theories, to local representation in the mind-brain, to the discrete storage or archiving of separable or atomic contents; and the consequent sharp separation in such approaches of memory (or ‘data’) from ongoing processing. Our memories, on these views, have no intrinsic dynamics, and are insulated and isolated from the other ongoing influences of the weave of our life. Classical models take it as a virtue that the identity and integrity of memories is ‘unmodified by their neighbours … like beads on a string’, rather than fusing, interfering, and blending as in a compost heap or a connectionist system (Hampshire 1989, 121; Sutton 1998, 225-247). But as a theory of memory in living systems like us, they therefore run counter to the fact that, as Oliver Sacks put it, ‘it is characteristic of a creature, in contrast to a computer, that nothing is ever precisely repeated or reproduced’ (1990, 49).
 
 
Secondly, Wittgenstein’s remarks also hit home against the neurocentric excesses of some strands of popular science and neuroscience. The idea of unique, discrete neural states which ‘store’ single psychological items may still have a grip in some quarters of the popular imagination. Some critics still catas-trophize the current state of the scientific field too. Jens Brockmeier, looking forward to a period ‘after the archive’, sees archival accounts of memory storage as still ubiquitous, and as taken by psychologists and in popular culture alike to support ‘the idea of memory’s continuity, stability, coherence’ (2010, 10). For Brockmeier, it is ‘astonishing’ that cognitive science has not yet realized that the archive view of memory is ‘about to be dismantled’ (2010, 20; compare Danziger 2008). This is at best too quick. It is harder than this blunt judgement to assess the ongoing grip on scientific thought of correspondence-style beliefs about discrete memory traces. Mere references to memory traces do not demonstrate that scientists accept strong views of psychophysical isomorphism between specific thoughts or memories and particular discrete brain states: as dominant interpretations of superpositional connectionism show, there are many ways of thinking of traces as radically dynamic and distributed which precisely show that and how the things ‘stored up’ may ‘constantly change their nature’. Likewise, the bare use of the terms ‘encoding’ and ‘retrieval’ does not carry any commitment to the claim that particular ideas or memories are copied in the nervous system. In those senses, the ‘search for the engram’ really is off in cognitive psychology, not just because of the history of failures to find it since Lashley (1950), but because of the pervasive influence of Bartlett’s radical constructivism (1932; Sutton 2004).
 
But when we turn from considering the complex range of views about mental representation to addressing the distinct issue of individualism, we find much clearer genuine targets. The Language of Thought hypothesis is itself at odds with neurocentric reductionism on many points: but common to both is a form of individualism or internalism about mind and memory, by which remembering only occurs ‘intracranially’, within the skull. This is clear for example in the ‘ruthlessly reductionist’ rhetoric of certain interpretations of neuroscience, by which body, context, situation, and activity can be simply screened off while the real memory processes in the brain are studied (Bickle 2008). In criticising this kind of view, enactivism and the distributed cognitive ecologies framework are entirely at one. On the latter approach, the human brain is unusually open and incomplete: it thus does not constitute or exhaust our mental life, which is rather distributed across brain, body, and world in heterogeneous and dynamic cognitive ecologies (Haugeland 1998; Clark 2003; Hutchins 2011). While in popular science the idea that memory ‘resides in’ the brain is still often simply assumed, the advent of alternative theories of distributed memory (Clark  
& Chalmers 1998; Sutton 2010) has changed the theoretical landscape dramatically (Menary 2010; Sutton, Harris, Keil, & Barnier 2010). When Moyal-Sharrock delineates her target as ‘the predominant view … that human meaning and emotion ultimately reside in, and can be reduced to, encoded traces in the brain’ (2013c, 1), anti-individualist views cannot be the subject of the critique. It is harder, however, to assess just how broadly the individualist consensus still holds.
 
Certainly, individualism is more widespread in the sciences of memory than any full isomorphism thesis about specific mind-brain correspondences. Many psychologists who are remorselessly constructivist and have no interest at all in searching for unique neural engrams nevertheless retain the default assumption that memory and mind are still internal, and see strong claims that cognition is distributed or spread across brain, body, and world as highly suspect. But after 30 years of post-connectionist theory in which anti-individualist lines of thought from a range of philosophical traditions have increasingly found themselves at the heart of cognitive scientific debate (Michaelian & Sutton 2013), it is no longer legitimate to characterize all the sciences of memory as inevitably dominated by forms of individualism.
 
The cognitive sciences of memory have for many years opened up to more situated accounts of remembering as public practice occurring in rich contexts and settings. If Ulric Neisser’s lament that ‘if X is an interesting or socially significant aspect of memory, then psychologists have hardly ever studied X’ was true in 1978 (Neisser 1978/ 2000, 4), things changed quickly and for a range of independent reasons. The influences of Bartlett and Vygotsky intensified over the 1980s and 1990s across a variety of traditions and sub-disciplines, with new methods emerging in each area to adapt to the challenges posed when remembering is not isolated from its environments and contexts. These shifts can be traced, for example, in ecological and practical memory movements (Neisser 1997), in the expansion of applied memory research in real-world settings (Rubin 1995; Saito 2000), in the extraordinary efflorescence of rigorous work on the socio-cultural interactions at the heart of the development of autobiographical memory in young children (Fivush & Haden 2003; Nelson & Fivush 2004), in the rebirth of the scientific study of autobiographical remembering after nearly a century of neglect (Conway 1990), and in waves of psychological work on social, shared, collaborative, and transactive memory (Hirst & Manier 2008; Michaelian & Sutton 2013; Wegner 1986; Weldon 2001). These are now entirely mainstream research traditions. Because they are far less vulnerable to Wittgensteinian critique, and open to integration with and influences from philosophical ideas, these are the theories and projects with which Wittgensteinians need to engage. Otherwise they are both missing the target and losing the opportunity  
of productive collaborations which might take our understanding of memory forward.
 
To summarise and simplify, the alternative themes on which there is significant agreement with the Wittgensteinian views across these domains of memory science include the following claims, which are all independent of any particular ideas about traces and representation. Remembering is an active process which occurs in time and over time. Our memory abilities in a sense soak in from the sociocultural world in which we develop, rather than unfolding in any biologically-determined maturational pattern: in specific (and culturally variable) narrative environments, caregivers and children gradually establish abilities for joint attention to past events, in ways which profoundly sculpt the child’s later capacities for spontaneous recall (Sutton 2002; Reese 2013; Wang 2013). Remembering is a constructive process through and through: just as perception and attention are selective and salience-driven, so our capacities to recall, recollect, and re-evaluate past events are substantially context-dependent, drawing on the fly on heterogeneous resources rather than extracting fully-formed materials from a static store (Sutton 1998; Michaelian 2011; Goldie 2012). Remembering has many functions besides tracking the truth, which often take precedence over any demand for precision or completeness in recall: we construct and maintain identity in part by thinking through and sharing our accounts of past events, we try out and guide possible future actions and decisions by working through relevant past experiences, and we promote or reassess our social and intimate relationships through joint reconsideration of significant or shared histories (Bluck et al 2005; Harris, Rasmussen, & Berntsen 2014). The neural resources which play unique but partial roles in supporting complex and diverse acts of remembering are themselves highly dynamic and distributed: as cultural neuroscientists, philosophers, and neuroanthropolo-gists alike increasingly demonstrate, the human brain’s plasticity affords extraordinary scope for us to inhabit wildly varying forms of life (Lende & Downey 2012; Menary 2013).
 
Contemporary sciences of memory, therefore, are neither scientistic nor reductionist in the ways which have standardly and rightly worried philosophers influenced by the later Wittgenstein. Corollaries of the positive characterizations I have just offered include the following mainstream views. No single, static content is ‘encoded’ at the time of experience, or subsequently preserved in isolation from ongoing influence. No single internal copy corresponds to or encodes a particular past event. No memory trace determines either what is recalled or the memory expression: rather, remembering is a constructive process involving indefinitely many and various contextual factors. There is no  
scanning of stored records by some homuncular internal executive to check or match against a present stimulus.
 
When Moyal-Sharrock claims that ‘as regards memory, Wittgenstein debunks our preconceptions about it residing in the brain – in storage as it were’ (2013b, 269), she does not explain whose preconceptions are in question. There is certainly no universal, transhistorical, cross-cultural such preconception, and Moyal-Sharrock seems primarily to have a kind of reductionist neuroscientific target in mind rather than any common sense view. After quoting Bennett and Hacker on the point that a ‘neural configuration’ is not a memory, she goes on to criticize ‘our’ view of the trace ‘as having an activating function … so that every time we remember an event, besides representing it, the trace is also supposed to select, decode and activate the memory’ (2013b, 271). The views under attack here are not recognizable in the sciences of memory I have described.
 
Likewise, Myin and Zahidi attack what they call a ‘traditional view, accepted by mainstream cognitive scientists and philosophers’ that access to information concerning one’s past is sufficient ‘for recollecting events in one’s past’ (2014, 8-9). But they do not distinguish experiential or personal memory from merely factual or semantic memory, or acknowledge that on mainstream views, mere information processing is not taken to be sufficient for experiential or episodic memory. So when they give an example of a person who merely has access to factual information about an event in her past, yet clearly does not experientially remember that event, they misleadingly claim that this refutes ‘the standard view’ of memory tout court. They make sensible remarks about the context-sensitive nature of experiential or personal memory, as past events recalled are integrated or embedded in the person’s web of habits, personal history, motivations, and anticipations. But in light of my review of contemporary work, we can see that these are not such novel claims: in addition to parallel discussions across memory theory of the embodied and world-involving nature of remembering, and the importance of the resulting ‘feeling of “fitting”‘ (Myin & Zahidi 2014, 10), their specific claim that a genuinely remembered personal event must be available to be situated ‘in a diachronic sequence of events’, with a ‘sense of what led up to it, or what further events followed it’ (2014, 9) is not a dramatic denial of mainstream accounts, but echoes central themes of both philosophical and psychological views on memory and self (Campbell 1997; Hoerl 1999; Conway 2005; Sutton 2009b).
 
Finally, Moyal-Sharrock rightly underlines Wittgenstein’s stress on ‘memory as a way of acting’, in that words or gestures can constitute remembering (2009, 217-8; 2013b, 272-3). This takes us closer to anti-individualism, is indeed less commonly noted in other strands of the science and philosophy of memory, and needs further development and exploration. But again it is not entirely  
alien to mainstream traditions. Perhaps the clearest evidence lies in the rich work of Martin and Deutscher at the outset of the causal theory of memory, a firmly mainstream approach which has often been taken as a target for vitriolic attack by Wittgensteinian philosophers (Squires 1969; Malcolm 1977; Deutscher 1989). Martin and Deutscher’s original paper (1966, 161-2) began by outlining a striking case in which remembering a particular event is constituted by certain bodily movements. Consider, they asked us, 


 the case where some swimming is an example of remembering and not, as is usual, an example of remembering how. Suppose that someone has never dog-paddled. He is not good at visualization and has never learned any words which would describe swimming. His method of representing the one time at which he saw a man dog-paddle is his actually doing the dog-paddle stroke. We can imagine him trying to remember the curious action that the man went through in the water. He cannot describe it, and cannot form any picture of it. He cannot bring it back. He gets into the water, experimenting a little until suddenly he gets it right and exclaims, “Aha, that’s it!”.

 
Here embodied action just is remembering. This bare insight certainly requires further attention (Deutscher 1989): enactivists and phenomenologists can work together with those who think in terms of distributed cognitive ecologies to make sense of the public, embodied, and kinesthetic dimensions of personal memory (Behnke 1997; Koch et al 2012; Sutton & Williamson 2014). But on this as on all the key issues about how to conceive positively of remembering as public practice, an accurate history of the recent philosophy and sciences of memory confirms that not only is there no necessary conflict with Wittgenstein, but there is no bar towards further and richer engagement.

 
6 Wittgensteinian Challenges for the New Sciences of Memory
 
I have painted a rosy picture: once we focus on questions about individualism and put aside the independent issues about traces and representations, Wittgensteinian philosophy can interact productively with the contemporary sciences of memory, both with certain strands of mainstream psychology and with the more specific ideas of distributed cognitive ecologies which I defend. I motivate such an integrative vision further below. Of course not everything is conclusively resolved, and there remain challenges to this happily united interdisciplinary approach to remembering as public practice. But, I argue in this 
section, the distributed cognitive ecologies framework can meet these challenges, ward off critiques, and set new agendas.
 
There are indeed subtle ways in which latent individualist assumptions can easily creep back. For example, we can examine critically the pervasive metaphor of scaffolding used in many psychological and philosophical studies of memory and development (Wood, Bruner, & Ross 1976; Clark 1997; Sutton 2002; Caporael, Griesemer, & Wimsatt 2013). The notion of scaffolding may appropriately mark the many dimensions and timescales of rich sociotechnical interaction in learning and apprenticeship, and motivate research on the uptake of cultural or otherwise context-specific features of the learning environment in spontaneous later memory practice. But some references to the internalization of the once-scaffolded capacities are in danger of over-emphasising the dismantling or ‘fading’ of adult or expert assistance (Collins, Brown, & Newman 1989; Pea 2004). This can give rise to a kind of ‘deficit model’ of cognitive capacities. A building which continues to rely or lean on scaffolding may seem incomplete or deficient: but on the model of socially distributed cognitive ecologies human memory remains thoroughly hybrid and ‘scaffolded’ even (or especially) in its mature operation (Sutton forthcoming). This is one point at which cognitive and developmental psychology really must be wary of a residual individualism, as if a prior biological locus of genuine cognition could be divided from merely temporary external supplements. Social interactionist work on memory in developmental psychology needs to be even more firmly integrated into the methods and assumptions of cognitive research on remembering: we do not stop relying on other people, and distributing our memory resources across heterogeneous social, material, and technological systems, in our adult life.
 
Enactivists have criticized ideas about extended and distributed cognition on precisely these grounds (Hutto & Myin 2013; Myin & Zahidi 2014). It is true that the word ‘extended’ can easily be misread as assuming a more basic inner cognitive system which only spreads later in development. For this reason, the well-established pre-existing label ‘distributed cognition’ should be preferred (Hutchins 2014): there is no need for the awkward enactivist coinage ‘extensive mind’. It is true that Hutchins sets up distributed cognition as a more general ‘perspective’ or, as I would say, a framework rather than directly as a metaphysical claim. Hutto, Kirchhoff, and Myin (forthcoming) think that this invalidates my case, since distributed cognition ‘makes no claims about the nature of cognition’ and is merely a pragmatic stance. But this rests on a mistaken reading of Hutchins, who does make many specific claims about the nature of cognition in particular settings. The general distributed cognition perspective is a broader framework which on its own does not make empirical predictions, but this is no blanket retreat from ontological commitment: ‘it is possible to pose many empirical  
hypotheses within this perspective’ (Hutchins 2014). As I have argued in detail previously, theorists of distributed cognition do (rightly) focus on encouraging methodological and pragmatic change to scientific practice, and tend to see metaphysical claims about the general nature of mind as having to arise from scientific work (Sutton et al 2010). By developing multidimensional frameworks, we can then understand many distinct particular cases in which there are variations in the resources of distributed cognitive systems and the nature of their interactions. Far from dispensing with empirical claims about the nature of cognition, as Hutto and colleagues charge, the distributed cognition framework thus clears the ground to turn metaphysical distinctions into tractable, context-specific empirical inquiries.
 
Having explained why it is more fruitful to retain the established label ‘distributed cognition’ rather than talking in terms of ‘extensive’ mind, I return to show that theories of distributed cognition properly understood include no commitment to the idea ‘that in standard cases of remembering, the mental process of remembering is wholly internal’ (Myin & Zahidi 2014, 6). Likewise, distributed cognition is explicitly set against what Hutto and Myin call the ‘Default Internal Mind’ principle, the idea that ‘in their basic state, minds are unextended and brain-bound’ (2013, 137): to the contrary, minds are distributed, hybrid, and culturally-scaffolded by nature and from the start. Certainly, there can be (contingent, partial) shielding from context, and cognitive processes are not always equally distributed, or (better) not always distributed in the same ways. By establishing multidimensional frameworks through which to study a whole range of cases, we can empirically identify ways in which some people, on some occasions, in some settings, more or less successfully insulate their cognitive processes from current context: but this is a rarer and more culturally-scaffolded achievement, not at all the ‘basic state’ of human minds (Sterelny 2010; Sutton et al 2010). As I noted above, the grip of the Default Internal Mind principle is still apparent more widely across strands of the cognitive sciences of memory which have otherwise shifted significantly away from classical cognitivism: but on this point, enactivism and distributed cognitive ecologies are in sync.
 
Further, distributed cognition also explicitly rejects the ‘Senior Partner Principle’, the idea that the brain should be given any general explanatory priority (Hutto & Myin 2013, 137). The contribution of neural resources and processes may sometimes be of considerable interest in the study of memory in creatures with brains, but it in no way overrides or rules out the study of the many other dimensions of remembering, of the ‘mutual dependence among the elements of a cognitive ecosystem’ (Hutchins 2010), including affective, kinesthetic, phenomenological, technological, social, and institutional resources which  
 can be more or less coordinated and differentially integrated across distinctive contexts and settings. Indeed, understanding of the diverse ways in which neural processes are transformed at different timescales in and by our embodied engagements with disparate material and cultural resources is likely in turn to generate a richer, contextualized picture of the dynamic operations of brains themselves. So as Steven Brown puts it, the neuroscience of remembering is ‘identifying the neurological mediators of an activity that is fundamentally not in itself a neurological matter’ (2008, 269; Sutton 2009b, 2011).
 
Building on this discussion of potential dangers of the scaffolding metaphor, we could easily move on to diagnose related – and often more explicit –potential reappearances of individualist assumptions in false memory research and some strands of work on social remembering. But I have written extensively before about these topics, and the search for better theoretical and empirical ways to think about and study what happens when we remember the past in the company of other people has motivated one of our major research programs for some years now (Barnier, Sutton, Harris, & Wilson 2008; Sutton 2008). In this work, we reject the related ideas that constructive processes in memory must bring distortion or error, and that the influence of other people on individual memory inevitably results in contagion, misinformation, conformity, or inhibition. Our mixed-method empirical research in philosophically-informed cognitive psychology addresses a range of cases of social or shared remembering, taking quantitative methods out of the lab and integrating them with qualitative analyses to study collaborative recall among siblings and families, sports teams and work groups, and long-term couples (Sutton et al 2010; Harris et al 2011, 2014). These methods are now being used in studies of the social dimensions of remembering for older adults with subjective memory complaints, or diagnosed with mild cognitive impairment or early stage dementia. Real people suffering from the early stages of dementia are not condemned to isolated interactions with their notebooks alone like Clark and Chalmers’ Otto (1998): rather they are typically embedded in vast and uneven networks of people (partners, families, carers, friends, support staff), places, material objects, and memory technologies, in differently-balanced and dynamic responses to the challenges of recalibrating established distributed or transactive memory systems. Such people and processes can be studied (Wu et al 2008; Dahlbäck, Kristiansson & Stjernberg 2013; Schrauf & Müller 2013; Hydén 2014; Drayson & Clark forthcoming). Instead of addressing the details of these research programs again, here I conclude by asking how Wittgensteinian philosophy is to be assessed as a driver of productive work on remembering as public practice, and the extent to which it is or can be integrated with the kind of interdisciplinary sciences of memory I have discussed.
 

 
7 Limits on Enactivist Enquiry
 
 As Wittgenstein claimed, the neural processes correlated with any order in our memory practices that emerges in our practices may be ‘quite amorphous’, or even ‘chaos’. What multifarious other processes, then, in the natural history of the embedded organism, in the weave of our life, might variously support remembering and related activities? It is just because there is no inner copy or rendering of the past that we rely so pervasively on ecological, cultural, and institutional routines, norms, and symbols. How then are we to describe and study these diverse practices, these complex interactions between embodied creatures, the affectively-saturated dynamics of human sociality in physical and technological settings which we ourselves have substantially constructed?
 
To answer these questions, those of us who defend the idea of distributed cognitive ecologies can draw on mature research traditions for interaction studies in the humanities and social sciences as well as the cognitive sciences: cognitive anthropology (Hutchins 2005; Lave 1998; Rogoff 1991) and cognitive archaeology (Malafouris 2013; Malafouris & Renfrew 2010), science studies (Bowker 2006; Suchman 1987), cognitive history (Tribble 2011; Tribble & Keene 2011), conversation analysis and discourse analysis (Goodwin 1994; Middleton & Brown 2005; Murakami 2012), ethnomethodology and studies of multimodal communication (Enfield & Levinson 2006; Murphy 2012; Streeck, LeBaron, & Goodwin 2012). The methods in play in these studies have their home in qualitative traditions of empirical social science, more than laboratory-based cognitive psychology: but as I have argued, these barriers are increasingly porous. It is challenging and arduous work to apply these frameworks and their methods to the case of memory. But alongside cases where social theorists do engage directly and constructively with the cognitive sciences of memory (Bloch 2012; Connerton 1989; Erll & Nunning 2008; Wagoner 2012), interdisciplinary memory studies can now seek to merge ideas about distributed cognitive ecologies with these methods, concepts, and frameworks from the empirical social sciences (Bietti 2012, 2014; Harris et al 2011, 2014; Monchamp 2014; Sutton & Tribble 2014). Of course the background commitments across these traditions differ and do not always sit together neatly: but together they afford rich resources for getting on and studying the multiple forms of remembering in the weave of people’s lives in diverse cultural contexts.
 
Wittgensteinian philosophers, in contrast, have in general been strangely reluctant to engage with (let alone contribute to) any such studies of actual practices of remembering. Perhaps this is due in some cases to principled views about the division of intellectual labour, about the separation of conceptual 
from empirical questions, or about the impossibility of objective analysis of practices alien to one’s own form of life: there is certainly much more to say here about Wittgenstein’s complex attitudes to conceptual change (Sutton 1993). But to conclude I venture a (compatible but) different diagnosis of the typical lack of interest shown by Wittgensteinian and enactivist philosophers in studies of particular practices of remembering. I introduce this final theme with a contested story of a remembered event (with my version subject of course to all the vagaries, schema-dependencies, and salience judgements which characterize such reports): then I finish with some examples of the unnecessarily early end to enquiry with which Wittgensteinians sometimes seem to be satisfied.
 
Moyal-Sharrock writes that she was asked ‘an odd question’ when she spoke on Wittgenstein at the International Conference on Memory in 2011: she says ‘the main question put to me was: what, if not engrams … would neuropsychologists working on memory be left to work with?’ (2013, 15). I have a very different recollection of this discussion. Though Moyal-Sharrock’s version is in print, it would be less fruitful and less consistent for me to insist on the veracity of my alternate recollection than to note that the mnemonic conflict underscores the different starting-points and schemas of the participants. Our different narratives reflect not only the reconstructive nature of remembering but also what we think about the various positions these distinct scholarly projects have charted. Most generally, I do not recall any mention of engrams or memory traces by the psychologists asking questions: the only references to engrams and traces in this session came from the Wittgensteinian philosophers, who in general adopted a critical tone in their discussions of scientific work on memory. The memory psychologists who responded are committed Bartlettians, and strongly deny any thesis of correspondence between brain traces and what is remembered. Where Moyal-Sharrock interpreted and remembers her audience stating concerns that Wittgensteinians wanted to take the brain away from memory research, I recall a group of psychologists rather puzzled because their diverse and mature research projects do not involve or rely in any way on a search for the engram as a copy of a particular thought, idea, or memory.
 
Whatever happened at that event, it remains the case that cognitive psychologists and scientists or memory have already for many years been studying remembering as public practice, or public practices, on a vast range of particular topics from conversation to dementia, from keeping track of appointments to recollecting shared trauma, across folk tales, memorials, and rituals, assessing public processes of transmission, mediation, or transformation. Can Wittgensteinian enactivists contribute to or even support such projects?
 
Remembering, argue Myin and Zahidi, is ‘a capacity to show behavior in certain contexts in which the influence of previous interactions with the environment  
can be discerned’ (2014, 16): it is an embodied, temporally distributed process which is ‘always situated and contextualised’ (2014, 19). It is unimportant whether, in any specific context, I am interacting directly with some external environmental element such as a configuration of stones, or I happen to be imagining that worldly element: the boundaries of skin and skull are not theoretically significant (2014, 18-19). These constructive characterizations, which are not intended to offer definitions, can be held in common for Wittgensteinian enactivists and distributed cognition theorists alike. Only two words stand out as controversial in what Myin and Zahidi say next: 


 External elements, like stones in the sand, or notes in a notebook, can in certain circumstances be essential for a process of remembering, just like an imagined stone or an emerging thought could be. Both the real and the imaginary stone are nothing but elements in a process in which the occurrence or non-occurrence of remembering depends on a large number of additional factors. (Myin & Zahidi 2014, 19, my emphasis).

 
Why are the real and imaginary stones ‘nothing but’ elements in these complex processes? Surely it is precisely at this point that a large array of new and interesting questions come into view. Why can’t we also study all these ‘additional factors’ which influence the context-dependent outcome? In order to understand those additional factors, might we not legitimately want to find out more about each particular set of ‘elements in a process’, and the ways they differ in terms of their dynamics and activities from other such sets of elements?
 
In turn, Moyal-Sharrock argues that ‘memory is nothing but an ability (which, of course, is – as are all our abilities – physiologically supported by the brain) and that, in some contexts, remembering amounts to a way of acting’ (2013, 272, my emphasis). Certainly, in addition to the occurrent processes, practices, and activities of remembering, we also retain various distinctive abilities, capacities, or dispositions to remember. But why is memory ‘nothing but’ an ability (or, perhaps, a set of abilities)? This wish to rule out of court other, further enquiries is peculiar, an unmotivated kind of anti-pluralism. Such ‘nothing-but-ism’ is even more pronounced in Hutto and Myin’s statement of enactivism. In their view (2013, 8), ‘mentality-constituting interactions are grounded in, shaped by, and explained by nothing more, or other, than the history of an organism’s previous interactions’. What ‘determines which aspects of the world are significant’, for organisms capable of learning, are ‘repeated processes of organismic engagement with environmental offerings … and nothing else’. Still in the same paragraph, at the outset of their book, they reiterate that ‘nothing other than the history of active engaging structures or explains an organism’s current interactive tendencies’ (2013, 8, my emphases throughout). Admittedly, their book is explicitly pitched in a radically critical mode: but it is not enough 
to refer continually to the organismic history of worldly engagements and interactions without providing some clue as to a positive research program. Why discourage pluralist enquiries into all of the various elements, processes, and resources which may contribute to and shape our activities of remembering, whether they happen to be neural, bodily, technological, social, or environmental?
 
If there are residual obstacles to establishing links between philosophy and science which go beyond isolation or primarily critical engagement, I suggest they lie in this tendency to call a halt to enquiry at a much earlier stage. Once we identify a plausible description of certain forms of remembering, it would be more productive to work out how to study the relevant practices more fully than to restrict enquiry by announcing what memory is ‘nothing but’. We need to understand the many quite different ways in which history operates, in which the influences of previous interactions with the environment can be discerned, and the many distinctive kinds of abilities and capacities which constitute human memory in real-time, dynamic, socially-embedded, affectively-charged environments. There are always different, specific, context-sensitive balances of resources in play in distinct cases of remembering across domains or cognitive tasks, across cultures or groups, and across individuals in richly structured cognitive ecologies. What are the diverse ways, at many distinct but interacting timescales, that worldly organismic engagements and interactions ground our cognitive capacities and drive their occurrent actualizations across practices and settings? Such enquiries into the ways that history animates dynamical systems like us are precisely the task of mixed-method collaborative interdisciplinary sciences of memory. There is no reason that enactivist Wittgensteinians could not accept and promote such engagements. By hesitating or resisting to do so, by insisting that nothing but the descriptions they already offer are legitimate, they cut philosophy off not only from the cognitive sciences, but also equally damagingly from the relevant social sciences of memory. As a result, at present they tend to under-specify or fail to initiate sufficiently positive lines of research. To arrest the decline in influence of Wittgenstein’s work in philosophy of mind and cognition, and to engender new integrative relations between science and philosophy, Wittgensteinian philosophers should engage with the theory and practice of existing studies of distributed cognitive ecologies.
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It has long been known that memory need not be a literal reproduction of the past but may be a constructive process. To say that memory is a constructive process is to say that the encoded content may differ from the retrieved content. At the same time, memory is bound by the authenticity constraint which states that the memory content must be true to the subject’s original perception of reality. This paper addresses the question of how the constructive nature of visual memory can be reconciled with the authenticity constraint. In what respect and to what extent may the content of a visual memory differ from the original perceptual state while still adequately reflecting the subject’s original perception?
 
Section 1 gives an overview of taxonomies of memories and defines visual memory. Section 2 sets forth two theories of mental imagery – pictorialism and descriptionalism. Section 3 distinguishes two aspects of the veridicality constraint on memory: authenticity and truth. The truth of a memory has to do with the memory content correctly representing objective reality. Authenticity is an internal criterion concerning the accuracy of the reproduction of a past representation (true or false). Sections 4 and 5 sketch two separate accounts of memorial authenticity for each side of the imagery debate.
 
1 Visual Memory
 
Everyone agrees that there are different kinds of memory but there is no generally agreed-upon classification of kinds of memory. Psychologists and cognitive scientists distinguish between kinds of memories according to at least four criteria: the length of time the information is stored, the degree of awareness the subject has of the stored information, the kind of prompt that triggers the retrieval of the information, and the kind of information that is stored. When memories are divided up in terms of the length of time the information is stored, we get the distinction between short-term memory, working memory, and long-term 
memory. Memories can also be distinguished by the degree of awareness the subject has of the stored information: there are unconscious, dispositional, partially conscious, and conscious memories. When attention is paid to the kind of prompt that triggers the retrieval of the information stored in memory, it makes sense to distinguish between free recall, cued or prompted recall, and recognition. Finally psychologists and cognitive scientists distinguish between declarative and procedural memory. Declarative memories are ones the subject can express. Procedural memories the subject can only demonstrate but not express.
 
Given the striking differences between declarative and procedural memories some have wondered whether memory is a natural kind, as generally assumed, or whether it is instead of a set of disparate phenomena that are only superficially similar to each other (see Michaelian 2010). The worry is that the declarative memory system is simply too different from the procedural memory system, both in terms of the computational level and the implementational level, for memory to be a natural kind. Declarative memory, unlike procedural memory, is concerned with propositional knowledge and is controlled by the hippocampus. There doesn’t seem to be a natural computational-level description adequate to both declarative and procedural memory.
 
It goes beyond the scope of this paper to try to settle the question of whether memory is a natural kind but I would like to make two comments. First, skepticism about status of memory as a natural kind seems to rely on the contentious assumption that kinds of memories can be distinguished only by means of the underlying computational process. Yet there are no other criteria for distinguishing kinds of memory, criteria such as phenomenological features of remembering, semantic features of memory reports, and epistemic features of memories. Second, even if memory is not a single natural kind declarative memory and procedural memory can each qualify as natural kinds.
 
Following a suggestion by Tulving (1972), psychologists and cognitive scientists distinguish between two types of declarative memory – semantic and episodic memory. Episodic memory represents our experiences and specific events in time in a serial form, from which we can reconstruct the actual events that took place at any given point in our lives. Since episodic memory is accompanied by the experience of remembering, or mentally traveling back in time and re-experiencing the events it is also called autobiographical memory. Individuals tend to see themselves as actors in these events, and the emotional charge and the entire context surrounding an event is usually part of the memory, not just the bare facts of the event itself. Semantic memory, on the other hand, is a record of facts, meanings, concepts and knowledge about the external world that we have acquired. It refers to general factual knowledge,  
shared with others and independent of personal experience and of the spatial /temporal context in which it was acquired. The characteristic feature of semantic memory is that it can be used without reference to the events that account for its formation in the first place. So whereas semantic memory involves retrieval of the information acquired during a given learning episode, episodic memory involves, in addition, remembering something about the specific learning episode itself, namely the context in which the information was acquired.
 
The philosopher’s counterpart to the semantic/episodic distinction is the distinction between propositional and experiential memory. Experiential memory has two characteristics. First, one can experientially remember only what one has personally experienced. Experiential memory is restricted to cases in which the claim to remember something incorporates the claim to have experienced it for oneself. Second, experiential memory represents the remembered content from the first-person perspective – from ‘within’– and involves qualitative experiences (qualia) and imagery. Experiential memory consists in the evocation of parts of the original experience in imagination, allowing one to relive or re-experience the original situation and going over what it was like. Like imagination and fantasy, experiential memory is an iconic state – roughly one that can be conceived as a sort of theatrical presentation to oneself. Instances of propositional memory have the form ‘remembers that p,’ where ‘p’ stands for a true proposition. Unlike experiential memory, propositional memory is not limited to things with which one has had direct or personal acquaintance. One need not have witnessed something to remember it. Consequently propositional memory doesn’t require qualitative experiences and imagery.
 
The psychological distinction between semantic and episodic memory is similar, but not identical, to the philosophical distinction between propositional and experiential memory. What distinguishes experiential from propositional memory is that the former, but not the latter, is limited to items with which one has had direct acquaintance. The distinction between semantic and episodic memory, however, does not turn on the direct acquaintance with the remembered thing but on how much one remembers about the context when the event in the past was witnessed.
 
In this paper I want to focus on another distinction similar to the semantic /episodic and propositional/experiential distinctions but not identical to them: the distinction between verbal memory and visual memory. When you remember an object you can either remember the actual way it looked like a photograph, video or experience machine (visual memory) or you can remember a description of how you took the object to look, like a journal entry (verbal memory). Visual memory more or less reproduces the perception of the object 
while verbal memory uses words, concepts and propositions to refer to the object perceived in the past.
 
Visual memory is an imagistic representation of a previously perceived scene that retains many of the topographical and metric properties of the original perceptual state. A visual memory is similar to the original perceptual state, but it is generated by the mind. The original perceptual state need not be the product of the visual system. We can have visual memories of past dreams and hallucinations. The defining feature of visual memory, the way I use the term, is that both the input and the output of the memory system is imagistic and that the output retains certain qualitative features of the input (see Hollingworth and Luck 2008).
 
The visual/verbal memory distinction is analogous to the distinction between knowledge by acquaintance and knowledge by description. All experiential memories qualify as visual memories but not vice versa. The reason is that experiential memories have to be autobiographical but visual memories need not refer to events the person has experienced herself. I may visually remember a scene I didn’t witness first-hand but that was described to me by someone else. Similarly, all propositional memories qualify as verbal memories but not vice versa. The reason is that verbal memories need not be substituends of the schema ‘S remembers that p,’ where ‘p’ stands for a true proposition.
 
The lion’s share of work done in the philosophy of memory is on verbal memory. This is understandable. Words, concepts and propositions are popular among philosophers because they represent meaning in a uniform notation, without specific details used to express the meaning. But stripping away these details can also have advantages. Typically the verbal representation of an experience omits more information than its imagistic counterpart. Given the prevalence of visual memory and given the fact that visual memory has been treated step motherly, it is high time to give it some careful thought.

 
2 The Imagery Debate
 
 While no one disputes that much of our thinking and remembering involves what seem to be images there is considerable disagreement among philosophers and cognitive scientists about the representational format of visual mental imagery. The question is whether the internal representations of imagery represent in the manner of (physical) pictures or in the manner of language. On one side of the debate are proponents of pictorialism (like Stephen Kosslyn and Jerry Fodor) who hold that the mental representations we experience as imagery are 
like pictures with intrinsically spatial representational properties of the sort that pictures have. Mental images are quasi-pictures-in-the-head which persons can construct, manipulate, and view. On the other side of the debate are proponents of descriptionalism (like Zenon Pylyshyn and Daniel Dennett) who hold that the mental representations that we experience as imagery are more like linguistic descriptions of visual scenes. Given descriptionalism, mental images represent in the manner of language. The dispute between pictorialism and descriptionalism, known as the imagery debate, has generated considerable controversy and discussion in the last thirty years.
 
The two main arguments for pictorialism concern (i) the rotation of imagistic representations, and (ii) the mental scanning of images. The main arguments for descriptionalism concern (iii) cognitive penetrability, and (iv) image indeterminancy. I will briefly explain these arguments in turn.
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(i) Rotation Data. In a famous experiment by Shepard and Metzler (1971) subjects were asked to determine whether two pictures of three-dimensional objects at different orientations represent the same object (see figure 1).
 
The experiment suggests that a subject’s reaction time is directly proportional to the amount of time it would take to rotate the object at the orientation in the first picture to the orientation of the second picture. Other experiments on mental rotation (e.g., Cooper 1975) suggest that the time taken to respond increases linearly with the angular distance between the objects, that is, with the degree through which one object would have to be rotated to bring it into congruence with the other.
 
Rotation experiments have been taken to imply that mental images are pictorial: greater angular disparity between the two three-dimensional objects the subject is asked to compare correspond to greater reaction times because subjects are carrying out the relevant rotations on their mental images to complete the experimental tasks, and greater angular disparities require a larger number of incremental transformations to affect the desired change.
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(ii) Scanning Data. Kosslyn (1980) asked subjects to memorize the map in figure 2 shift focus between parts of a mental image of that map. After focusing their attention on a part of the image, subjects waited for a probe word, and then scanned their images to see if the object named by the probe word was located on the map. The experiment suggests that the time subjects take to shift their focus from one location to another in their mental images is directly proportional to the distance between those two points on the visually presented map.
 
Kosslyn and others have performed a number of different scanning experiments. These experiments suggest four results: first, more time is required to scan long distances than short distances, even if the number of parts between the focus and target locations is equal. Second, subjectively large images take longer to scan than subjectively small images. Third, these distance effects persist even when subjects focus their attention on a small portion of the image. Finally, when subjects do not use images to solve the experimental task, even if they have first generated images and focused on them, the time differences disappear. These results are taken to indicate that mental images have portions which correspond to portions of the objects they represent, and that the spatial relations between these portions of images correspond linearly with the spatial relations between portions of the objects represented (Cohen 1996: 153).
 
Scanning and rotation experiments have been taken to suggest that processes which operate over mental images are functionally and computationally equivalent to analogous processes performed over visual perceptions. The reason is that the medium of representation for mental imagery is close to, or perhaps even parasitic on, that of visual perception. The underlying argument has the form of an inference to the best explanation: if it rotates like a depictive representation, scans like a depictive representation, interferes with other visual processes like a depictive representation, has a subjective size like a depictive 
representation, and has a visual angle like a depictive representation, then a mental image is a depictive representation. Hence pictorialism is true.
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(iii) Cognitive Penetrability: One of the arguments for descriptionalism concerns cognitive penetrability. Cognitive processes are cognitively penetrable if their workings can be affected by the beliefs of the person, and impenetrable if they cannot be. The visual system is supposed (by most) to be cognitively impenetrable: the information processed by the visual system is not affected by information in higher-level cognitive systems. For example, although one may know that the lines in the Müller-Lyer illusion (see figure 3) are of the same length, one cannot see them as being the same length. If mental imagery were like perception, we would expect that it is impenetrable as well. But mental imagery is penetrable, or so descriptionalists claim.
 
Experiments by Pylyshyn (1981) suggest that extra-visual beliefs can influence the course of imagery processes. For example, when four-year-old children are shown an inclined beaker filled with colored fluid and then asked to draw what they have seen, they usually draw the top of the fluid perpendicular to the sides of the beaker. Pylyshyn claims that this fact is explicable on the decriptionalist view: the propositional representation children use to represent what they have seen is not subject to the principle of fluid invariance, of which the children are ignorant, and consequently they draw a picture from a propositional description according to which the top of the fluid is perpendicular to the sides of the beaker. As a result, four-year-olds produce inaccurate drawings.
 
(iv) Image Indeterminacy: A prominent philosophical argument for descriptionalism concerns the indeterminacy of images. The idea is that mental images, but not physical pictures, can be indeterminate and therefore the two cannot be identified. The indeterminacy of mental images speaks in favor of 
descriptionalism since descriptions can be vague in the same way mental images can and that pictures cannot. Here is the locus classicus of the argument: 


 Consider the Tiger and his Stripes. I can dream, imagine or see a striped tiger, but must the tiger I experience have a particular number of stripes? If seeing or imaging is having a mental image, then the image of the tiger must – obeying the rules of images in general –reveal a definite number of stripes showing, and one should be able to pin this down with such questions as ‘more than ten?’, ‘less than twenty?’. If, however, seeing or imagining has a descriptional character, the questions need have no finite answer. Unlike a snapshot of a tiger, a description of a tiger need not go into the number of stripes at all; ‘numerous stripes’ may be all the description says. Of course in the case of actually seeing a tiger, it will often be possible to corner the tiger and count his stripes, but then one is counting real tiger stripes, not stripes on a mental image (Dennett 1969: 136-7).

 
There are a number of responses to this argument. First of all, it is not clear that mental images are in fact indeterminate or inexplicit in the relevant sort of way. The reason one may not be able to count the stripes on one’s tiger image may have to do with the tendency of images to fade from consciousness quickly. In other words, mental images can seem to be indeterminate even though they in fact have a determinate content. Furthermore, it is questionable that a picture of a tiger must be determinate with respect to the number of stripes. Blurred pictures and impressionistic sketches, for instance, exhibit the indeterminacy Dennett claims pictures cannot have. But if pictures can be indeterminate, then there doesn’t seem to be relevant different between pictures and mental images (see Fodor 1975: 189; Tye 1991: 107). To this objection a proponent of descriptionalism might respond: 


What I mean to say is that barring problems of individuation of picture-stripes, such as when they blur or merge at some places, a picture that represents something as striped must have a determinate number of picture-stripes. The indeterminacy of number of stripes on a mental image of a striped tiger has nothing to do with blurring or merging or any other individuation problem. Rather it is a matter of the image representing stripedness more like the way the sentence ‘The tiger was striped’ does than like a picture. 164

 
The revised version of the image-indeterminacy argument is still problematic. Contrary to Dennett’s contention, pictorial representations can be indeterminate in much the same way as verbal descriptions. Consider, for instance, the picture of a stick figure; it explicitly leaves open the weight, height, and posture of the depicted person. Now a critic might object that a stick-figure picture is different 
from a striped-tiger picture in that a picture that represents a tiger as striped must itself have a determinate number of picture stripes. But even if this is so, there doesn’t seem to be anything in the nature of pictures that requires that makes it impossible for their content to be explicitly indeterminate or non-committal. Hence, the alleged difference between pictures, on the one side, and verbal descriptions, on the other, doesn’t hold up to scrutiny.165
 
Apart from the two antipodal views – descriptionalism and pictorialism –there are a number of compromise views. One such compromise is the dual-coding view which says that we can use either a verbal and/or non-verbal system (Paivio 1971). The imagery system is associated with right hemisphere processing, and the verbal system mainly takes place in the left hemisphere. These two systems integrate information together to represent an image. Another compromise view has is that a spatial, iconic medium such as a grid is filled with symbolic propositional vectors that specify the property represented at each position in a grid (Tye 1991).

 
3 Memorial Authenticity
 
 The content of a memory state must accord with objective reality. For instance, I can only remember that I had eggs for breakfast if I did have eggs for breakfast. If I didn’t have eggs for breakfast, it may seem to me that I remember that I had scrambled eggs for breakfast but I cannot remember that I did. Non-propositional and non-verbal memories are also factive. For instance, I can only remember the way the breakfast plate looked if the memory image accurately represents the visual scene. It is the fact that memory implies truth that sets it apart from imagination and confabulation.
 
Memories must not only accord with objective reality but also reflect the subject’s initial perception of reality (true or false). Memories have a mind-in-the-present-to-world-in-the-past direction of fit as well as a mind-in-the-present-to-mind-in-the-past direction of fit. For a representational state to qualify as a memory it must be, among other things, an authentic rendering of a past representation. Authenticity, the way I use the term, is an internal criterion concerning the accuracy of the reproduction of a past mental state, true or false (see Bernecker 2010: 36-9, 214-7). Authenticity refers to the accuracy of the present rendition of a past representation. The rendition of the past representation may 
be of a verbal, propositional or imagistic kind. On my view, memory must be true and authentic. Just as a faithful rendering of a false representation doesn’t qualify as memory, neither does the distorted rendering of a veridical representation.
 
What are the conditions on the authentic rendering of a past representation? According to some, the mark of memorial authenticity is content identity: for a present representation to be memory-related to a past representation the contents of both representational states must be type-identical. This view, I call it the identity theory of memory, has been the standard view for centuries. For instance, in the Theaetetus Plato compares memory to a block of wax in which the perceptions are imprinted in the same way “as we might stamp the impression of a seal ring. Whatever is rubbed out or has not succeeded in leaving an impression we have forgotten and so do not know” (1921: 191c8-e). The wax tablet metaphor is taken up in Aristotle’s De Memoria (450a 28-32): 


 It is clear that one must think of the affection which is produced by means of perception in the soul and in that part of the body which contains the soul, as being like a sort of picture, the having of which we say is memory. For the change that occurs marks in a sort of imprint, as it were, of the sense-image, as people do who seal things with signet rings.166

 
The identity theory of memory can also be found in Hume’s Treatise of Human Nature. Hume (2000: 12) maintains that memory is about the re-experiencing of mental images that are copies of the original experience. He goes so far as to say that “memory preserves the original form, in which its objects were presented, and that wherever we depart from it in recollecting anything, it proceeds from some defect or imperfection in that faculty.” The conception of memory as a purely passive process of information storage is still very much with us today. It is a tacit assumption behind virtually all computer metaphors of human memory.
 
The identity theory of memory is at odds with what science tells us about the workings of memory.167 Neurobiologists have discovered that long-term memories are not etched in a wax-tablet-like stable form. Instead, long-term 
memories are sustained by a miniature molecular machine that must run constantly to maintain the memories (see Shema, Sacktor, and Dudai 2007). Moreover, cognitive psychology has disproved the identity theory by showing that memory is not only a passive device for reproducing contents but also an active device for processing stored contents. The psychologist Susan Engel (1999: 6) explains: 


 Research has now shown that ... retrieval is almost always more a process of construction than one of simple retrieval. One creates the memory at the moment one needs it, rather than merely pulling out an intact item, image, or story. This suggests that each time we say or imagine something from our past we are putting it together from bits and pieces that may have, until now, been stored separately. Herein lies the reason why it is the rule rather than the exception for people to change, add, and delete things from a remembered event.

 
To be sure, there is a difference between saying, as I do, that memory need not amount to the exact reproduction of some previously recorded content and saying, as Engel does, that, as a matter of principle, memory constructs rather than reproduces previously recorded contents. Engel and fellow proponents of memorial constructivism (such as Craig R. Barclay, William F. Brewer, and Ulric Neisser) seem to lose sight of the factivity and authenticity constraints on memory. By overemphasizing the reconstructive nature of memory the distinction between memory and confabulation becomes blurred. Yet constructivists are right to maintain that the fact that our memory not only stores but also processes the incoming information should not be regarded as an abnormal lapse of an otherwise reliable cognitive faculty, but instead as part of the very function of memory. As a result of such information processing, the content of a memory state may differ, to some degree, from the content of the original representation.
 
Given that remembering doesn’t require the exact duplication of past representations, what is the permissible range of aberration between a past representation and the memory thereof? What is the margin of error regarding content reproduction? What are the bounds of authenticity with respect to remembering? In (2010: 222-9) I set forth an account of memorial authenticity for propositional memory. The goal of this paper is to deal with memorial authenticity for visual memory.
 
As we saw in the previous section, there is considerable disagreement among philosophers and cognitive scientists about the representational format of visual mental imagery. Depending on which side of the imagery debate one takes has profound consequences for how one thinks about memorial authenticity. If visual memories are quasi-pictures-in-the-head, as pictorialists claim, 
the issue of memorial authenticity comes down to determining when is a present picture-in-the-head sufficiently similar to a past picture-in-the-head for the former to be memory related to the latter? If, however, visual memories are linguistic descriptions of visual scenes, as descriptionalists maintain, then the measure of memorial authenticity is verbal or propositional as opposed to depictive.
 
Rather than, first, picking a side in the imagery debate and then constructing an account of memorial authenticity that goes with it, I attempt to sketch two separate accounts of memorial authenticity for each side of the imagery debate. In section IV I sketch an account of memorial authenticity for descriptionalism and in section V I propose an account of memorial authenticity for pictorialism.

 
4 Descriptionalism and Memorial Authenticity
 
 In what respect and to what extent may the content of a present state of mental imagery differ from a past visual representation (from which it causally derives) and the mental imagery still stand in a memory-relation to the past visual representation? Given descriptionalism, what we experience as mental imagery is in fact a linguistic description of a visual scene. On this view, the above question is tantamount to the following one: in what respect and to what extent may the descriptive content of a present state of mental imagery differ from the descriptive content of a past representation for the former to still stand in a memory-relation to the latter?
 
With respect to propositional memory I have argued for content abstractionism , that is, the view that the content of a propositional attitude retrieved from non-inferential memory may be informationally impoverished vis-à-vis the content of the propositional attitude fed into the memory system (Bernecker 2010: 222-9). Non-inferential memory allows for the decrease but not for the increase or enrichment of information. On my form of content abstractionism, called the entailment thesis, the decrease of information caused by non-inferential memory is such that the retrieved content is a relevant entailment of the encoded content.
 
To illustrate the entailment thesis consider an example. Suppose on Monday morning you have scrambled eggs for breakfast. On Tuesday all you can remember is that you had eggs for breakfast; you have forgotten how the eggs were prepared. Notwithstanding the fact that I had eggs for breakfast and I had scrambled eggs for breakfast are different propositions, it is natural to suppose 
that the former belief is memory-related to the latter one – provided, of course, the other memory conditions (namely the causal condition, the truth condition, and the representation conditions) are met. The reason the discrepancy between the two content tokens doesn’t and shouldn’t prevent us from granting propositional memory is that the proposition I had eggs for breakfast is entailed by the proposition I had scrambled eggs for breakfast.
 
Analyzing the notion of content similarity in terms of the entailment relation is perfectly compatible with the factivity constraint on memory. The entailment relation preserves truth. If q is entailed by p, and if p is true, so is q. Thus if I had scrambled eggs for breakfast is true, so is I had eggs for breakfast. Provided that the contents fed into the memory process are veridical and that there are no external circumstances changing the truth values of the contents while they are in storage, the entailment thesis ensures that the retrieved contents are veridical as well. And since each proposition entails itself the entailment thesis also allows for cases where the faculty of memory works like a photocopier producing duplicates of past propositional attitudes.
 
Anything follows from a false antecedent and any conditional with a true consequent is true. What is unsettling about these paradoxes of material implication is that in each of them the antecedent is thematically irrelevant to the consequent. The reason I analyze memorial authenticity in terms of relevant entailment is so as to rule out some far-fetched entailments of one’s past thoughts as instances of memory. The notion of relevant entailment ensures that the content of the present propositional attitude is not on a completely different topic than the content of the past propositional attitude.
 
While non-inferential memory allows only for the decrease of information, inferential memory also allows for the increase or enrichment of information. Consider the following example. On Monday morning you have scrambled eggs for breakfast. On Tuesday you remember that the breakfast you had the previous day was not vegan. I have scrambled eggs for breakfast relevantly entails that my breakfast wasn’t vegan. The belief that my breakfast wasn’t vegan does not qualify as a non-inferential memory of the belief that I have scrambled eggs for breakfast but it can meet the conditions for inferential memory, provided I have a background belief about veganism. Inferential memory allows for tautological entailments such as these:168
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
	t1: (p → q) ∧ p 
	t2: q 
	modus ponens
 
 
	t1: (p → q) ∧ ∼q 
	t2: ∼p 
	modus tollens
 
 
	t1: (p ∨ q) ∧ ∼p 
	t2: q 
	disjunctive syllogism
 
 
	t1: (p → q) ∧ (q → r) 
	t2: p → r 
	hypothetical syllogism
 
 
	t1: p ∧ q 
	t2: p 
	conjunction elimination
 
 
	t1: p 
	t2: p ∨ q 
	disjunction introduction
 
 
	t1: Phosphorus 
	t2: Hesperus 
	substitution de re


 
 If mental images are linguistic descriptions of visual scenes, as descriptionalism claims, the entailment thesis which was developed for propositional memory carries over to visual memory. Just as propositions can entail one another so can sentences. The idea is that two diachronic mental images are sufficiently similar to stand in a memory-relation to one another if the descriptive content of the later image is relevantly entailed by the descriptive content of the earlier image. In the case of non-inferential visual memory, the descriptive content of the later image may not be richer than that of the earlier image. In the case of inferential visual memory, the descriptive content of the later image may be richer than that of the earlier image, provided the descriptive content of the later image is relevantly entailed by the descriptive content of the earlier image. The phenomenon of boundary extension, in which a subject remembers having seen more of a scene than they saw in fact, is an example of inferential visual memory. Boundary extension comes about when information about the likely layout of the scene is retrieved from other memories and incorporated into the memory of the given scene (Koriat et al. 2000: 495; Schacter et al. 1998: 305).

 
5 Pictorialism and Memorial Authenticity
 
According to abstractionism, the content of non-inferential visual memory may be informationally impoverished vis-à-vis the content of the visual representation fed into the memory process. Non-inferential memory allows for the decrease but not for the increase or enrichment of information. If the contents of visual memories are propositional in form, as descriptionalism claims, the rule underlying the process of memorial abstraction is that of relevant entailment. But what is the rule of memorial abstraction, if the content of visual memories is imagistic or depictive rather than propositional? Since imagistic representations don’t stand in entailment relations to one another pictorialism calls for a novel account of memorial authenticity. The goal of this section is to give a rough sketch of such an account.
 
 
Consider the following case. On Monday you meet a friend for coffee. On Tuesday you vividly remember your friend sitting across from you sipping her coffee, but you have forgotten the color of your friend’s pullover. The memory image you are having is non-committal regarding the color of your friend’s pullover. The pullover in your mental image is like the proverbial white spot on a map. Cases like this one are quite common (cf. section 2). Our memory frequently presents us with mental images that are indeterminate with respect to particular features. Intuitively, mental images whose contents are in part indeterminate can still count as genuine memories. One doesn’t have to recall everything about a particular scene to qualify as visually remembering the scene. One can remember more or less about the scene. It seems then that non-inferential visual memory allows for the omission of content. The omission of content can take different forms. One way for content to be omitted in the process of remembering is that the memory image is in part indeterminate. The above example about the color of your friend’s pullover is a case in point. Another way for content to be lost in the process of remembering is that the mental image retrieved from memory is a cropped version of a previously perceived scene. You may, for instance, visually remember your friend sipping her coffee but not remember the scenery around her – the color of the wall, the people at the adjacent table, the decor of the room, etc.
 
In the case of non-inferential visual memory, the informational content of the memory image cannot exceed that of the original visual representation. Inferential visual memory, however, does allow for some increase or enrichment of informational content. I am inclined to think that there is no general criterion to sort between those processes of informational growth that do qualify as inferential visual memory and those that don’t. How much and what kind of informational growth inferential visual memory allows for has to be decided on a case by case basis. Let’s take a look at three processes of content generation that seem to be compatible with the authenticity constraint governing visual memory: the substitution of generic elements for particular ones, the change of perceptual aspects, and the change of memory perspective.
 
Generic elements. Consider, once again, the visual memory of your friend sitting across from you sipping coffee. Since you have forgotten the color and style of the pullover your friend wore you picture her wearing the kind of pullover that she tends to wear. You represent your friend as wearing a generic pullover instead of the particular one you cannot recall.
 
Should memory images that contain generic elements count as genuine memories? The answer depends on how one thinks of generic elements in mental images. If the image of a generic pullover were fully determined, then it would be possible that the generic-pullover image doesn’t accord with the image 
of the particular pullover worn by your friend. However, generic elements in mental images do not seem to be fully determined. A generic pullover is not a particular style of pullover but rather a pullover whose style is left somewhat vague. Thus, remembering your friend wearing a generic pullover is like imagining a tiger whose number of stripes is indeterminate. And as we saw before, mental images whose contents are in part indeterminate can still count as genuine memories.
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Perceptual aspects. It is common to distinguish between seeing that, seeing as, and simple seeing. You can, for instance, see your friend, you can see that it is your friend, or you can, mistakenly, see your friend as a stranger. Most things can be seen under more than one aspect. Joseph Jastrow’s ‘duck-rabbit’ (figure 4), for instance, can be seen as a picture of a duck or as a picture of a rabbit. Now consider the following case. On Monday you visually represent figure 4 as an image of a duck. On Tuesday you recall the same visual representation but now you see it as a rabbit. Should the mental image you have on Tuesday count as a genuine memory of the your visual representation you had on Monday?
 
In the above example, the change that takes place between Monday and Tuesday doesn’t concern the mental image itself but the interpretation of the image. On Monday figure 4 is interpreted as a duck and on Tuesday it is interpreted as a rabbit. Now if the contents of visual representations are depictive in form, as pictorialism claims, then cases of aspect change pose no special problem for the account of memory. For the depictive content of the memory of figure 4 is the same as that of the past representation of figure 4.
 
Memory perspectives. When you visually remembering a scene you usually remember the scene from a particular perspective. When remembering, say, your friend, the memory image presents her in a particular spatial location vis-à-vis you. You remember her sitting across from you, holding a coffee cup in the 
left hand, having the right leg crossed over her left, and leaning against a wall behind her. Typically the spatial perspectival characteristics of a memory image are inherited from the past visual representation. When the perspective of the memory image matches the perspective from which the scene was originally witnessed the memory image is said to be in field-perspective. Sometimes, however, we visually remember past events from a different perspective, a so-called observer-perspective (Nigro and Neisser 1983; Robinson and Swanson 1993). When remembering a past event from an observer-perspective, the memory image presents the event from a spatial perspective that is not the perspective from which the event was witnessed. The following example from a formal, diary-based psychological study of involuntary autobiographical memories illustrates a switch between the observer and the field perspective: 


 I see myself dancing at a party at the university. I remember my clothes and my legs (the way they moved). Suddenly, I am ‘inside my own body’ looking out. A guy I know a little walks by me and says as he passes: ‘You look good today’ (Berntsen and Rubin 2006: 1193).

 
Should observer memories count as genuine memories? The main reason to answer in the negative is that observer memories contain information that wasn’t available to the subject at the time of the original representation. But then all inferential memories are admixed with inferential reasoning involving background knowledge or fresh information. What, if anything, distinguishes observer memories from other inferential memories? To not count observer memories as inferential memories it would have to be shown that the fresh information contained in observer memories is false or unreliable. However, there is no evidence to suggest that memories from the observer-perspective are any less reliable than memories from the field-perspective. The difference between both kinds of memories has to do with the emotional involvement of the subject, not with reliability. Frequently the adoption of an observer-perspective on past experiences is an avoidance strategy employed by people who have suffered trauma. By distancing themselves from their past selves such people try to spare themselves the horror of reliving certain experiences. Clinical research suggests that memories in field-perspective are better suited for emotional processing than memories in observer-perspective (McIsaac and Eich 2004: 252). Now, given that memories from the observer-perspective are not less reliable 
than memories from the field-perspective I see no reason to not count them as instances of inferential memory.169
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At the conclusion of Mind and World (1994: 125), John McDowell writes: 


it is not even clearly intelligible to suppose that a creature might be born at home in the space of reasons. Human beings are not: they are born mere animals, and they are transformed into thinkers and intentional agents in the course of coming to maturity.

 
According to McDowell, during their upbringing, or Bildung, human beings acquire “a second nature” (McDowell 1994: 84). This occurs principally through the acquisition of language, which equips us with conceptual capacities that enable a form of life in which reason is manifest. To be initiated into this form of life is, McDowell avers, “the same thing as acquiring a mind, the capacity to think and act intentionally” (McDowell 1994: 126).
 
In a recent paper (forthcoming), Sebastian Rödl rejects this “transformational view” of human development, and chides me for my sympathetic treatment of it in my book The Formation of Reason (2011). I am drawn to the transformational view in part by my admiration for McDowell’s philosophy, and in part because similar conceptions figure prominently in the work the Russian thinkers on whom I have written in the past, such as Ilyenkov and Vygotsky (see, e.g., Bakhurst 1991 and 1997). Ilyenkov, for example, holds that at birth the human child has a merely animal mode of existence and her mind is a merely animal mind. Only through enculturation does “the individual for the first time become a person, a representative of the ‘human race’, while before this she was merely a representative of a biological species” (Ilyenkov 1984: 68). Rödl thinks such talk incoherent. He maintains, in neo-Aristotelian fashion, that the concepts animal and person signify the character of an individual’s form, or “principle of being”, and that no species or living individual can “span the difference of animal and person”. In addition, he argues it is intolerably paradoxical to portray the power of autonomy-which both McDowell and I represent as definitive of rational being-as a product of initiation or Bildung. Autonomy must be always-already present in the child, an aspect of her first nature, if she is to become a truly self-determining being.
 
 
Now one might suspect that, when the dust settles, this will turn out to be merely a verbal dispute. It could be suggested that the quoted passage from McDowell is simply a rhetorical overstatement on the penultimate page of an otherwise carefully-constructed work. Elsewhere his characteristic caution prevails and he describes human beings as born with a potential for rationality that is actualized “by initiation into a linguistic practice” (McDowell 2011: 10). So the transformation he has in mind is from an animal in which reason is potentiality, to one in which reason becomes actual. There is no suggestion that a human being changes from an animal into something else, something no longer animal. And there is no such suggestion in my own work (perhaps Ilyenkov entertained thoughts of this kind, but even that is contentious). Moreover, in keeping with his “Wittgensteinian quietism”, McDowell is not advancing a theory of human development, but simply drawing attention to facts in plain view. His words are intended as a reminder of the enormous difference between the life activity of a human infant, particularly in the early months of life, and that of the mature, linguistically-adept individual in command of her thoughts and actions. That’s not a difference Rödl would want to deny. So it can be argued there is less at issue here than might appear.
 
I do not think, however, that any swift reconciliation is possible. The distinction between first and second nature is central to McDowell’s philosophy. First nature is said to be explicable wholly by natural-scientific means. In contrast, the rational powers constitutive of second nature require a different explanatory order-“space of reasons intelligibility”, as McDowell puts it. It follows that the life-activity of the pre-linguistic child lies fully within the reach of natural-scientific explanation, but that is no longer true once she has entered the space of reasons. Furthermore, for McDowell, the pre-linguistic child lacks genuine concepts and hence has forms of experience and thought qualitatively different from those enjoyed by rational animals (hence the temptation to describe them as “merely animal” forms of mentality). Indeed, there is a sense in which, on McDowell’s view, infants and animals do not live “in the world” (McDowell 1994: 125). So in McDowell’s hands the transformational view is bound up with some very substantive claims. Moreover, however we might tone down talk of “transformation”, the idea remains of a transition between a non-rational mode of existence and the autonomous life of an inhabitant of the space of reasons, a transition supposedly effected by initiation into language. This leaves us with an obligation to render intelligible how that initiation effects such a change. Here McDowell, true to his Wittgensteinian side, appeals to the notion of training. Second nature, he tells us, is “no more than the idea of a way of being…that has been acquired by something on the lines of training” (McDowell 2000: 98). And this, Rödl maintains, is a false picture that distorts  
our understanding of learning and education. Here there is unquestionably substantive disagreement, and this will be the focus of my discussion.
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 The notion of training figures prominently in Wittgenstein’s remarks on language learning. Much has recently been made of the fact that the term Wittgenstein uses, “Abrichtung”, is usually reserved for the training of animals and is not used of children (Huemer 2006). Those sceptical of the notion are quick to seize on this. Michael Luntley (2008: 697), for example, comments on the “brutal tone” of Wittgenstein’s “inappropriate language”. I think, however, that this is an overreaction. Although Wittgenstein’s use is quite deliberate (as a well-known passage from the opening of The Brown Book (Wittgenstein 1958: 77) makes clear), “Abrichtung” is not the only expression he uses that is translated as “training”. There is also “Unterricht”-meaning “teaching”, “tuition” or “instruction”-which has no such “brutal” connotations (e.g. Wittgenstein 1953: §§ 6, 9). Moreover, Wittgenstein sometimes uses “abrichten” in tandem with other unproblematic terms for teaching or upbringing such as “lehren” or “beibringen” (e.g. Wittgenstein 1982: §§ 203 (see note), 206). The basic idea is that the teaching of fundamental concepts at first involves instilling in the learner, by non-rational means, conformity with correct practice. Such learning must proceed initially through something like conditioning (hence the sort of thing that underlies animal learning) because the child lacks the wherewithal to acquire the necessary concepts, skills, or techniques by rational modes of instruction. It is natural to think of first-language learning as proceeding in this way. We should thus read Wittgenstein’s conception of “training” as indicating those practices that engender the non-rationally secured conformity that is the foundation of first-language learning and many other cases of learning. There need be nothing “brutal” about them. In any case, the alleged brutality of the notion is not a central part of Rödl’s scepticism about the idea’s influence on my thinking.
 
Meredith Williams is well-known for her work that defends and develops Wittgenstein’s notion of training. As she portrays things, the child learning her first language is normatively inept: “the novice is precisely one who cannot engage in first-order normative practices” (Williams 2010: 105). But the novice has “certain behavioural and perceptual capacities and abilities” (Williams 2010: 105) that permit her to be trained to act in ways that conform to the norms governing basic language games. She can be conditioned to use words in a way 
that accords with correct usage. At first, “[t]he novice is not able to see the meaning or significance of the words and actions of the master” (Williams 2010: 238), but adults nonetheless treat her words as meaningful before they are such. There is thus a cognitive division of labour in which adults lend meaning to the child’s words. Williams (2010: 106) writes: 


 The status of the naïve learner’s utterances (that, for example, they are taken as judgments or requests) is a function of the status extended to those utterances by masters of that practice. The initiate learner speaks, makes judgments, requests, and the like only by virtue of a courtesy extended to the learner by those who have already mastered the practice.

 
To speak meaningfully is to participate in a practice or custom, and that requires an appropriate setting, which can be in place before the child is in command of the meaning of her utterances. This makes it possible for the child to find herself operating in a domain of meaning, and gradually to recognize the norms of that domain so that she can deploy meanings to influence others’ behaviour. Thus steadily she comes to act, not just in conformity with correct practice, but out of an appreciation of what is required, and with this she enters the space of reasons (Williams, like McDowell, uses this term).
 
In this way, training grounds the acquisition of basic linguistic concepts and of the bedrock practices and judgements constitutive of the background to our lives. Training secures the common ground-the fundamental agreement- that is the precondition of our normative practices. As Williams puts it (Williams 2010: 100), “What we find natural is not a matter of our being attuned to certain metaphysical properties of the objects we are confronting, but rather is a matter of how we have been trained into the social practice of certain language games”. Language is social, not because the community polices meaning, but because “the child learns to master language only within the context of a culture” and “our acquisition of language is our enculturation into a society” (Williams 2010: 97). She continues: 


Failure to grasp this essential point makes it mysterious how human beings can ever change from being creatures subject to conditioning to adults displaying their mastery of language through engagement in the world as scientists using the epistemic and logical apparatus of hypothesis formation and testing.

 
For Quine, it’s conditioning all the way up; for Fodor, it’s hypothesis-testing all the way down (Williams 2010: 97). The truth is that it’s conditioning up to a point at which, to adapt a famous phrase from On Certainty, the light of reason begins gradually to dawn across the whole (Wittgenstein 1969: § 141).
 
 
Let me briefly indicate a parallel with Vygotsky (on whom Williams has written (e.g. Williams 1989)). Vygotsky (1931: 104-5) offers a famous account of the development of the child’s ability to point. He argues that the origins of pointing lie in the child’s grasping for desired objects that are out of reach. Her grasping is interpreted by adults as indicating her desires and they respond accordingly. At first, then, the meaning of the child’s act is established by others. Gradually she begins to understand how others respond to her grasping and she starts to deploy the movement to direct others’ attention to objects she wants. In this way, the child’s movement comes to have meaning for her, not just for others, and taking a physically simplified form, it becomes a general means to direct others’ attention. So here is the same pattern: a movement located in the space of stimulus-and-response becomes a true gesture, a performance in the space of reasons. The child’s activity is first given meaning by the surrounding adults, a meaning that is only later “internalized” by the child as she begins to point with the intention that others should understand what she is indicating.
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 The predictable objection to such a position is that no appeal to training could possibly account for the child’s emerging facility with meaning. Luntley (2007, 2008) puts it like this. The apparent problem in cases of initiate learning, graphically illustrated by Wittgenstein’s reflections on rule-following and family resemblances, is that what the pupil must learn is radically underdetermined by anything the teacher says. It seems there is a gap that needs to be bridged. But conditioning could not do this, for it is one thing to be caused to conform to a pattern and quite another to grasp what a norm requires and act in light of that understanding. Luntley concludes that we have to credit initiate learners with rational capacities from the get-go. Only the exercise of such skills could bridge the gap. Citing Paul Bloom’s research, he argues that there are empirical grounds for this attribution. But it also stands to philosophical reason, for “[w]ithout a responsiveness to reasons, an acknowledgement of correctness and incorrectness of application, then there are no first moves with words” (Luntley 2008: 709-10, fn. 9). Only if the child is already equipped with reasoning skills is training even possible (Luntley 2008: 703). This Wittgenstein himself recognizes when he represents teachers as saying to initiate learners things like “This and similar things are called ‘games’” (Wittgenstein 1953: § 69; Wittgenstein’s emphasis). Such injunctions make no sense unless the child has the capacity to 
reason-unless she can work out what the relevant notion of similarity is. But if she has that capacity, then conditioning is unnecessary. The idea, championed by Williams and Vygotsky, of the “lending” of capacity to the child by more competent adults is a myth: pretending that p is not generally causally sufficient for p, so no amount of fuzzy talk about “prolepsis” is going to explain how a being “changes” from one subject only to conditioning to a rational person in control of her mental life.
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 Thus Luntley leads us into the familiar terrain of learning paradoxes and bootstrapping explanations. Let us consider some possible responses. One, in keeping with McDowell’s quietism, is to deny that we are trying to give the kind of explanation Luntley wants. Rather, we are describing a familiar process- namely, the child’s entrance into language-drawing only on facts that are in plain view, but which tend to be obscured by philosophical theorizing. It is obviously true that a neonate is not responsive to reasons and that a mature speaker of a natural language is, so we must describe child development in a way that brings out the role others play in “calibrating” (Williams’s term) the child’s behaviour with the normative structures constitutive of our form of life. Of course, no such training could work unless the child had various natural capacities that distinguish her from other animals that cannot be so initiated. But these will principally be sub-personal in nature, and hence not capacities for reasoning or otherwise trafficking in meanings. The explanation of such subpersonal mechanisms is for cognitive science. At the personal level, however, the task is to bring the natural history of human beings into view by means of “observations which no one has doubted, but which have escaped remark only because they are always before our eyes” (Wittgenstein 1953: § 415).
 
A more aggressive response insists that the appeal to training is genuinely explanatory. Luntley complains that the putative explanation derives something out of nothing (2008: 698). But his conception of explanation stacks the deck in favour of his rationalist alternative. One has to recognize that where there is learning and development, you do get-not something out of nothing- but more out of less. So you must embrace modes of explanation that capture processes of becoming. Otherwise you will see no alternative but to build into the child the very capacities you are trying to explain. Thinkers in the Russian tradition typically invoke Hegelian notions of dialectical development and qualitative transformation to explain emergence. Vygotsky attributes to the 
child all kinds of innate psychological abilities, modular in character-the so-called “elementary mental functions”-but it is only when the child’s mind is reorganized through the acquisition of language that she attains “higher mental functions” characteristic of a rational animal. This is a qualitative transformation because there is no chance of a reductive, mechanistic reconstruction of the emergence of the higher functions out of the elementary. Instead, we must trace their emergence by careful attention to the facilitating processes of biological maturation and enculturation. Such an account explains, rather than merely describes, the formation of mind.
 
Luntley cannot see the developmental significance of the proleptic attribution to the child of abilities she does not yet possess because he favours a highly individualistic conception of competence. For him, there is a huge contrast between the child (a) making a movement or sound as a response to a stimulus and (b) intentionally making a meaningful gesture or utterance; (a) cannot become (b) merely because others treat it as such-either the child acts with understanding or she does not. If the lights are off, no initiation is going to turn them on; if the lights are on already, initiation is mere setting. Either way, there is no story of the formation of reason (I parody, but only slightly; see Luntley (2008: 710, fn. 16) quoting (Fodor and Lepore 2007: 684)). But here Luntley ignores the constitutive role of context. The child’s actions take on meaning because of the role they are accorded in the language game. This scaffolds the child’s gradual mastery of those actions as acts of meaning, so that her moves in the game can become self-conscious acts (though as self-conscious acts they remain dependent on context). We must focus on the development of the child’s activity, of her mode of engagement with the world and with other people. And this is quite properly portrayed as the gradual mastery of techniques of language that enable the giving and taking of reasons (and much else besides). But this cannot be appreciated if, like Luntley, we focus on the first-personal perspective of the child: we need to take a third-personal approach.
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 In my view, Luntley’s criticisms miss the mark, but one thing that certainly is wrong with the appeal to training is that the notion is too one dimensional to capture the reality of the interaction of child and parent (or other primary caregivers) (see Bakhurst 2011: 152). It suggests that parents actively train their children into the constitutive normative structures of daily life, drill them in language norms by modifying their behaviour by reward and punishment. But 
parents do no such thing. They care for their children in environments that are certainly normatively structured, full of significant objects, and where there is a lot of language about. In time, the child starts to understand some of that language and later she starts speaking herself. But it’s not clear that her parents do anything to make this happen. (Of course it is important that they not do things that might inhibit their child’s development, such as radically isolating or physically abusing her.) So parents are much less active than the position implies. (Philosophical accounts of early childhood are often strikingly artificial. Williams, for example, writes that the assertion “This is a hand” is something “one can readily recognize” as the sort of thing “that adults say to young children” (Williams 2010: 255). But this strikes me as false. It is very unlikely that a child, even G.E. Moore’s child, would be told any such thing.)
 
Such points are made in Rödl’s paper, which also brings out nicely how prelinguistic children are much more actively engaged than the training picture implies. Rödl observes that, at around nine-months, the child’s activity displays a significant motivational tendency: she is strongly motivated to be like others. She does not just imitate the behaviour of others; rather, she imitates in order that they should recognize her as like them and that she should recognize this in herself. This she does for no other end. Knowing oneself as one of a kind, and sharing in this knowledge with others, is its own reward. Thus children engage in games the sole point of which is to establish mutual recognition. Rödl gives a lovely example, no doubt from life, where a father suddenly and for no apparent reason puts his forehead on the table in front of him, and then his child follows suit and they both roar with laughter. The game continues in the same vein. This, as he notes, is characteristically human behaviour. It is all about the first person plural-about us-and perhaps that’s all it’s about.
 
Rödl’s insight suggests our account of development must incorporate both second-personal and first-person plural dimensions (and, we might add, their interrelation). Children are driven by the desire to establish their identity as one of kind. This behaviour is not mere instinct or the result of conditioning. It is not “merely animal”. Yet neither is it in the space of reasons, as this is usually understood. But it is the intentional doing of a rational being, activity that manifests “an incipient consciousness of the general”, as Rödl puts it, and it is a self-conscious act, in that the child acts in light of an end, knows when she has achieved it, and in achieving it recognises herself through the recognition of others.
 
This explains why Rödl rejects the transformational view. From very early on, and certainly before she begins to speak, the child manifests her rational being in the behaviour Rödl describes. She does not start a “mere animal”, since this behaviour is not characteristic of other animals, and she does not become a  
rational being. The Bildungsprozess is therefore better conceived as concerned with awakening and cultivating “habits of reason”. This is education’s role, and it is a significant one, for such habits can be cultivated only through education. But education’s task is the formation of something always-already there, not its creation. Hence education facilitates the child’s “growing into itself”, not its transformation, and now autonomy can, without paradox, be seen as the end of education. The concept of training is therefore put in its place. Rödl (forthcoming) writes: 


 If children were born animals, the first act of education would have to be abrichten. Indeed, the metaphysical conviction that the child is an animal that becomes a person through education seems to be the only possible source of the notion that abrichten plays an essential role in the development of children. Observation surely does not suggest it… Education begins with the shared consciousness of doing the same, which arises around nine months of age and in incipient consciousness of the general. From then on, abrichten is no longer possible; the form of the child’s consciousness excludes it. Before that time, there is a logical possibility of abrichten of a human child. In point of empirical fact, it seems very difficult, if not impossible. In any case, such abrichten has no inner relation to the education that comes later.
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I find Rödl’s critique far more compelling than Luntley’s. Luntley is gripped by the idea that all learning involves the learner working out for herself what to think or do, a commitment that strikes me as utterly implausible. Rödl has no such prejudice. And since his is not a view about the cognitive architecture that must be in place if language learning is to be possible (though it may have consequences for that), much of the response to Luntley I developed above is orthogonal to Rödl’s remarks. Although his position is articulated in an intensely philosophical idiom, with which an advocate of the transformational view could certainly take issue, his fundamental point rests on the kind of sensitive observation of “plain facts”, to which those influenced by Wittgenstein and McDowell are supposed to pay heed. Finally, it is important that his remarks appear compatible with perhaps the most plausible contemporary theory of language development: Michael Tomasello’s (to whom Rödl makes passing reference in his paper). I shall conclude by sketching Tomasello’s position in a way that brings out its relevance to the present discussion.
 
Tomasello’s view is that human communication is fundamentally cooperative. Cooperative communication first emerged in evolution, as it emerges in human individuals, with natural gestures of pointing and pantomiming. Such 
communicative acts presuppose intentionality on the part of the communicators: not just individual, but shared intentionality. That is, human communication requires that speakers have an understanding of a plural subject, a “we”, with joint goals and shared knowledge. Tomasello speaks of a “shared intentionality infrastructure” that (i) establishes common conceptual ground among human communicators (making possible joint attention and the formation of joint intentions), and (ii) involves pro-social motivations to request help from and offer help to other people, and to share information, attitudes, and emotions with them (Tomasello 2008: 11-12). This ultimately makes possible communicative intentions that have a Gricean structure: by saying that p, I intend to inform you that p, via your recognizing that I intend to inform you that p. In this way, communicative acts themselves become objects of joint attention (Tomasello 2008: 91). Tomasello concludes that “language acquisition is possible only when young children have available to them something resembling the full shared intentionality infrastructure” (Tomasello 2008: 104). This emerges at 9 to 12 months of age (Tomasello 2008: 139 ff), when children start to engage in joint attentional activities and to point communicatively. Shortly thereafter they begin to construct shared goals and intentions, and to volunteer help when they discern that others’ goals have been frustrated. They also begin to produce iconic gestures (pantomiming) to indicate activities or absent objects-and it is these gestures that are principally displaced as the child develops language, taking up refuge elsewhere in pretend play (which even if practiced alone retains an element of shared intentionality).
 
Tomasello does a great deal to establish this position experimentally and to show how conventional natural language arises on this basis, both phylogenetically and ontogentically. He also takes pains to show the compatibility of his view with evolutionary theory. For present purposes, however, the crucial point is the way Tomasello’s view of role of shared intentionality dovetails with Rödl’s emphasis on the child’s motivation to affirm herself as one of a kind. Crucially, Tomasello takes the shared intentionality infrastructure to have been forged by evolution and he presumes its emergence in the child is a consequence of biological maturation rather than enculturation. It does not result from training, and once it is in place, it makes possible modes of teaching and learning that differ dramatically from training (at least if training is understood as akin to conditioning). This again fits Rödl’s picture. In addition, Tomasello makes clear that a facility with shared intentionality is a distinctively human characteristic. It is thus misleading to say that a human being is born a “mere animal”, for a human child is born with an orientation towards conspecifics that no other animal seems to possess. Of course, whether Tomasello is right that the facility for shared intentionally is natural rather than enculturated is an empirical  
question, rather than a matter for a priori argument. But that seems dead right.
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 To conclude. Sebastian Rödl complains that the transformational picture of human development, articulated by McDowell and endorsed by myself, is wanting in coherence. Metaphysical commitment to such a picture, he argues, motivates affection for the concept of training (abrichten) as this notion is typically deployed by Wittgensteinians (with parallel ideas in Vygotsky and his followers). While the appeal to training can be defended against the kind of objections brought by Luntley in the service of individualistic rationalism, Rödl raises a more troubling concern; namely, that the concept of training is unfaithful to the reality of infancy. Rödl draws our attention to the prelinguistic child’s motivation to be “one of us”, to find mutual recognition as one of a kind, an end that includes an incipient consciousness of the general. A being whose life-activity manifests this form of consciousness is not to be trained, but nurtured, shown, taught, educated, and so on. And such consciousness is not the product of training. In making this argument, Rödl is indifferent to whether it would meet the approval of a scientific naturalist. Indeed, he is at ease with the idea that first nature is not fully explicable by science. Nevertheless, his view seems consistent with the best theory we have of language acquisition and development: Michael Tomasello’s.
 
If this story is correct, the game has changed. The transformational view is usually advanced by those anxious to affirm the profoundly socio-cultural preconditions of our mindedness in contrast to familiar individualistic conceptions of mind. But in the views of Rödl or Tomasello, the social arguably goes further down than in McDowell’s or my position as it enters our first-natural constitution. The social goes all the way down. We are by nature creatures oriented to each other and this lies at the very foundations of mind and language. And of course, the edifice of our mindedness also cannot be understood without a proper appreciation of matters socio-cultural (such as Tomasello’s (1999) “cumulative cultural evolution”). There is thus the prospect of a renewed discussion of the socio-cultural character of the human mind, discussion grounded in sensitive empirical conceptions of human development, as well as creative philosophical perspectives (Tomasello is enamoured of both Wittgenstein and Vygotsky, even though he rejects certain views commonly attributed to them). So 
 although in this skirmish I may need to concede ground to Rödl, the wider war, in which I think we share common cause, may yet be won.
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1 “I Cry, Therefore I Am.”
 
This is the eye-catching title of a short piece published in November in the New York Times Sunday Review by behavioural neurologist Michael Trimble (November 10, 2012). The publication drew attention to the then imminent launch of Trimble’s Why Humans Like to Cry, a book that has subsequently received favourable notices in prominent places as well as being featured on Andrew Marr’s influential BBC Radio 4 programme “Start the Week”. The closing paragraphs of the New York Times article give something of the flavour of the book and indicate the breadth of its approach and ambitions: 


The earliest hominids arrived several million years ago, but only with Homo sapiens, 150,000 to 200,000 years ago, did cultures, language, religion and the arts arise. Along the way, tears became more than a biological necessity to lubricate the eye and developed into a cipher of intense emotion and a signal of social bonding. The development of self-consciousness and the notion of individual identity, or ego; storytelling about the origins of the world, the creation of humanity and life after death; and the ability to feel others’ sadness – all were critical parts of the neurobiological changes that made us human.
 
More recently, we’ve learned from neuroscience that certain brain circuits are activated, rapidly and unconsciously, when we see another in emotional distress. In short, our brain evolved circuits to allow us to experience empathy and compassion, which in turn made civilization, and an ethics based on compassion, possible. So the next time you reach a tissue box, or sob on a friend’s shoulder, or tear up at the movies, stop and reflect on why we cry and what it means to cry. Because ultimately, while we love to cry, we also cry to love.

 
Trimble’s book, which is full of fascinating examples, starts from the following important and interesting feature of human beings: that we are the only animals to cry for emotional reasons. While tears are essential to soft-eyed animals as a means of lubricating the eyes, it is only the human being that cries through sadness or joy. Trimble leads the reader into an original and somewhat dizzying story that combines helpful and very readable explanation of the neurobiology, acknowledgement of cultural and gender differences, and an account of the place of tragedy in human life-tragedy, that is, in the sense of the awful things 
that befall human beings and in the sense of the dramatic form that bears this name. Of course these two are connected, and Trimble connects them specifically in terms of the individual experience of loss. A set of neural systems in the brain respond selectively to emotional stimuli of this kind. The experience of loss co-evolves with language and culture, and this lays the way for the birth of the art form that is tragedy, which deals with loss and suffering as essential aspects of humanity.
 
How did the human species become aware of the tragic sense of life? How did it come to cry from emotion? The very term “cry” is ambiguous: there is the tearless crying out of new-born babies or of the sometimes worded, urgent expression of strong emotion; and there is the tearful crying that gradually, as we grow up, transmutes from being a response to sensation to being content-full emotion. Trimble provides a survey of relevant literature in psychology, sociology, and evolutionary biology, including some of the more speculative theories that have been advanced over the centuries-for example, regarding crying’s supposed purgative function-but none of this, he finds, is very conclusive. His own account moves in massive sweeps from neuroscience to tragedy, with questions of emotion at its heart. While his theorising is for the most part cautious in relation to philosophy, he does throughout the text refer to Nietzsche’s The Birth of Tragedy, especially to its distinction between Apollo and Dionysus. As Trimble puts it, Apollo is said to stand for 


 the rational, the world of reason, the slayer of chaos. He is the deity of light and represents individuation, separating us from each other and dividing up things in our phenomenal world. Apollo, epitomized by Doric art, especially sculptures, and reflected by the epic in poetry, is the god who builds boundaries. Dionysus, in contrast, claims melody, lyric poetry, and the dance. The god of wine, of ecstasy and rapture, Dionysus encourages the rupture of boundaries (p. 8).

 
The contrast that is drawn here is said to imply “a new way of viewing the relationship between perception and emotion” and to underwrite “a psychology in which the emotions dominate” (p. 14). Trimble goes so far as to connect this Nietzschean imagery with a revolution in neuroscience that has brought clinical psychiatry back from the wilderness (p. 50).
 
It would be wrong to give the impression that these gods are equated in any simplistic way with the bicameral brain, but Trimble’s appeal to them is certainly connected with the biology, and it is explicitly metaphorical: he finds in the two gods a convenient formula for the dynamic structures of the brain, and the fact that Nietzsche expounds his thinking in relation to tragedy, the theme to which Trimble is drawn throughout, obviously makes the apparent fit seem all the more appropriate.
 
 
I might begin to record my doubts about this book, then, by questioning whether this is appropriate at all, on the grounds, principally, that Nietzsche’s evocation of the Greek gods is not really like this. First, it is not a neat formula. And second, the gods do not serve as a metaphor exactly but belong rather to a realm, perhaps less strange in ancient Greece, that is neither metaphorical nor literal. This misperception is indicative, in my view, of a tendency to slide, with journalistic ease, across disparate ways of thinking. The result is that major questions are left unaddressed.
 
I can be much more precise about this, so let me identify what I think is the crux of the problem. Crying is the central concern of the book, and this is specified precisely in terms of emotional crying. The nature of emotion is explained, first, by showing how research has exposed the errors in a hypothesis advanced by William James: 


 James summed up his views on experiencing emotion as “the bodily changes following directly the perception of the exciting fact, and . . . our feeling of the same changes as they occur is the emotion” [Principles of Psychology, vol. 2, p. 449]. In other words, we feel sad because we cry, and not vice versa (p. 49).

 
James has been shown to be wrong, according to Trimble, through experiments in which the removal of the cortex on both sides in animals did not abolish the expression of emotion. The basis of our emotion, it was therefore demonstrated, is in fact in the limbic system, which developed in the brains of hominids well before homo sapiens. Hence, our emotions connect us to our ancient evolutionary past.
 
The point of my remarks here is not to contest the account of ways in which different parts of the brain, old or new, may be involved in the experience of emotion. It is to claim that this cannot be an adequate account of what emotion is. No doubt James was wrong in certain respects, but Trimble appears to pass far too lightly over such key terms as “perception” and “fact” in the above quotation and hence to skew the interpretation. The move I am making is familiar enough in philosophy: emotions are intentional—that is, they have objects and involve beliefs. To the extent that this is so, it will be a mistake to emphasise continuity between, on the one hand, the experience of lobotomised laboratory animals or pre-human species and, on the other, our own emotional lives. Given that our emotions have objects, we need to attend to the kind of world in which those objects are found, the beliefs that are justified in relation to it, and the refinement of our responses and beliefs that comes with our upbringing and education. Anything short of this will be deficient as an account of emotion. While this is fundamentally a logical point to do with the nature of emotion, it 
becomes all the more salient where we are being asked to consider our tearful response to Bach’s St. Matthew Passion or Albinoni’s Adagio or the film Titanic, to cite just three of the numerous complex works that Trimble calls to mind.
 
A further, related criticism has to do with the very sparse account of language offered in the text. Language is understood throughout in functional terms and as a means of communication or perhaps expression. It is a sophistication of the grunts and snorts of our primitive ancestors, with crying manifested early in this evolution. While at one level there is no immediate reason to resist such an evolutionary story, there are strong grounds for objecting to the casualness with which full-blown language is supposedly described. The beliefs about the world that structure our emotional responses are developed in terms of the language that is made available to us; those emotions, essentially involving beliefs, could not possibly be accounted for without reference to semantic content. Once again this is primarily a logical point, but it too becomes more salient where we are asked to consider our tearful response to Greek tragedy, Shakespeare, or Wagner’s Tristan and Isolde.
 
So what is missing here, in terms of the intentional nature of emotions and the nature of language, is what James’ terms “perception” and “facts” do indeed refer to: they are not (primarily) expressions of inner states but are about something. It is to this question of “aboutness” and what this means for the learning of language that I shall later return. But first let us think a little more about what it is to cry.

 
2 Crying and learning when to cry
 
 Crying is a physiological reaction that typically accompanies certain kinds of strong emotion, and to a significant extent it is involuntary or, at least, suggests a loss of control. People can be embarrassed by the fact that they “break down in tears”. Crying is not, however, completely beyond the reach of the will: it is possible sometimes to stem tears by redirecting one’s thoughts or perhaps by telling oneself to calm down, just as it seems possible for some, small children especially, to “turn on” the tears. The fact that there are major cultural as well as gender differences in crying behaviour also suggests that what seems like the spontaneous manifestation of emotion is in some degree learned. Moreover, it is clear that we shape the behaviour of infants and young children by discouraging them from crying excessively or unnecessarily. The appropriateness of tears is then determined by the nature of their cause and context, and this is something children must learn. Sometimes there is good reason to cry, and sometimes 
there is not. The physiological nature of crying is such that it can function, perhaps with young children especially, as a means of communication, while at other times it is more like the symptom of an emotional condition, perhaps akin to blushing or sweating. What is clear, however, is that the teachability of appropriateness in the shedding of tears brings home the fact that it is partly subject to the will. Our language tells us as much. Don’t be a cry-baby. Don’t cry over spilled milk. Don’t cry for me, Argentina. The tears live in an onion that should water that sorrow (in other words, you shouldn’t cry over that).
 
This last example recalls the kinds of ploys that actors might adopt in order to cry at those points where the drama requires it. Are they then crying real tears? Certainly the appearance may be the same, though there are chemical differences, differences in protein levels, as Trimble tells us, between the tears that merely moisten the eye, the response to the onion, and those that are aroused by emotion. So which kind is it with the actor-not the actor with the onion but the actor who, incredibly, can so think himself into the part that he wills himself to cry? When Hamlet watches and ponders over the Player-King’s lament for the death of Hecuba-and, that is, when he, Hamlet, unlike the mere actor, having just lost his father in mysterious circumstances, is the one with the real cause for grief-he is struck by a question along these lines: 


What’s Hecuba to him, or he to Hecuba, 
That he should weep for her? What would he do 
Had he the motive and the cue for passion 
That I have? He would drown the stage with tears (Hamlet, II, ii).

 
 The perplexity is double-edged. In the first place, what exactly is it that the actor is feeling as, in tears, he utters these words of grief? And why is it that Hamlet, having real cause for tears, can in fact shed none? There is a puzzle about the relation between the physiology and the emotion here. Suppose, for example, that the actor has not used the onion but has generated this response through thinking himself into the role. Then what he displays in crying is something other than, for example, the screen-kiss, which might indeed be a matter of going through the motions. How will the actor be when the scene has ended or if he is interrupted? Will he immediately be calm? One can imagine the actor laughing as he comes out of the role, the tears turned to laughter, but it is difficult to believe that he would immediately just switch off. To the extent that this is so, we might say that the actor is present in his work in a way that the screen-kisser need not be. The cause of the actor’s tears, we might suppose, is an imagined scenario, perhaps a scene called to mind. The cause for the kiss, by contrast, 
may be nothing more than directions in the script. To the extent that neither has cause in terms of something immediate in the world that confronts them, we might want to say that both are matters of pretence or simulation, that both in fact are fake. But this falls short of registering the difference that is surely there, so how are we to describe this? The interest and importance of this matter is not confined to the question of which of the two performances looks the most convincing. It has to do with how we are to understand the place of emotion in each case, especially insofar as this correlates with these bodily manifestations.
 
Now one thing that we can surmise is that the actor who genuinely cries is not doing this solely as a result of having mastered a technique; and perhaps it is not exactly a technique at all. It is likely that he brings to this role something of his own real experience. Then, in a sense, he is doing nothing more than we ordinarily do: genuine emotions are not felt solely in the presence of an immediate cause; they also return to us as we recover them in imagination; and indeed the emotional response to the immediate cause would not be what it is were it not for the operation of imagination and memory in this way. This is part of what it is to feel anger or grief, jealousy or joy. Perhaps this is what Wittgenstein implies when he writes that “‘Grief’ describes a pattern which recurs, with different variations, in the weave of our life,” and asks rhetorically “Why does it sound queer to say: ‘For a second he felt deep grief’?” (Wittgenstein 1953, p. 174). It is not just that there will be different events in our lives that occasion our grief: it is that grief is of such a nature that it revisits us, or we return to it sometimes in the absence of the immediate cause; it is not far-fetched to say that it haunts us. These are not matters that are simply subject to the will, though the will can play its part.
 
The second aspect to the perplexity must be with Hamlet’s failure to cry. There are complex potential ways of accounting for this, which have to do with the reasons for Hamlet’s delay in seeking revenge, but there is also, in tandem with them, a more straightforward interpretation that Shakespeare surely intends simultaneously to provoke: this is that sometimes we are unable to cry, and sometimes this inability is itself the deeper manifestation of grief. This could not be so if the capacity to cry were simply subject to the will.170
 
 
What these reflections help to show is that something is at stake here that goes beyond the control of our bodily reactions and capacities and that cannot be understood simply in terms of the mastering of a technique, however much our tendency to cry remains partly a matter of the will; and further, that the development of mature crying depends crucially on the way we come to see and understand the world. I shall return to these thoughts at the end of the paper, but first let us remember the crucial role of language in this. According to Trimble, our crying is the precursor to our speech, in both evolutionary and developmental terms. How are we to understand the relation between the learning that refines and focuses our crying behaviour and what it is to learn to speak? A starting point here must be with dominant conceptions of language acquisition.

 
3 Language acquisition and learning to speak
 
 Language acquisition has been a major theme in linguistics and psychology, and the research can be grouped under two broad headings. In “Acquiring Linguistic Constructions”, which is centrally concerned with how children master a language, Michael Tomasello provides a helpful overview (Tomasello 2006). Tomasello begins by affirming the differences between human and other animal communication. First, human communication is symbolic, which depends upon the understanding of others as having attentional or mental states that one can attempt to direct. Second, it is grammatical, which enables the constructions of all kinds of unique symbol combinations. And third, it is not uniform in the sense that there is no single system of communication in use by all members of the species. The variety of natural languages accentuates the extent and specificity of what has to be learned by children.
 
At the heart of Tomasello’s account are what he identifies as two theories, and this provides a reasonable guide to dominant thinking in the field: 


One derives from researchers who take a formal approach to language and its acquisition-a more adult-centered approach emanting [sic, emanating] from Chomsky’s theory of generative grammar-and the other derives from researchers who take a more functional, usage-based approach to language and its acquisition-a potentially more child-centered approach with room for more developmental change. And it is indeed these two basic orientations that still structure the current theoretical debate in the study of child language acquisition (pp. 5-6).

 
Chomskian generative grammar is a theory that understands languages in formal terms-that is, along the lines of algebra or logic. A natural language is 
understood as comprising (i) a unified set of abstract rules, which are themselves meaningless and insensitive to the meanings of the elements they combine, and (ii) a lexicon containing meaningful elements that serve as variables in the rules. This structure generates a division between a “core” of linguistic competence-that is, a universal grammar-and a “periphery” that includes the lexicon, the conceptual system, irregular constructions and idioms, and pragmatics. The core is innately given, but the child has to learn both the lexicon and the ways of linking this with the abstract rules.
 
By contrast, cognitive-functional linguistics is based on the view that language structure emerges from language use. According to such theories, grammar is derivative from language’s symbolic dimension. The grammatical structure of language derives from historical processes of grammaticalisation in which meaning is inherent. Mature linguistic competence involves mastery of a structured inventory of linguistic constructions, including both regular and more idiomatic forms. According to this view, there is no such thing as a universal grammar. The manner in which regular rule-based constructions are learned is much the same as is the case for irregular or idiomatic structures. Out of these children will in time construct abstract categories and schemas. Hence, children construct their language using general cognitive processes involving, first, the reading of intentions in the utterances they hear and, second, pattern-finding of a kind that enables them to create the more abstract aspects of linguistic competence (see pp. 5-8).
 
Of these two accounts, it is the Chomskian generative grammar that is the more vulnerable to the kind of critique that Wittgenstein’s later philosophy provides. Such a critique was indeed advanced, convincingly, in my view, in David Hamlyn’s Experience and the Growth of Understanding (Hamlyn 1976)- though robust commitment to Chomsky in linguistics seems to have remained largely impervious to that challenge. What is clear in both accounts of language acquisition, however, is that language is understood fundamentally as a means of communication in which competence is reflected in the ability to use words correctly in appropriately structured sentence forms. In fact, the relationship between the two theories might reasonably be thought to have something in common with the relationship between Wittgenstein’s early and later work. It is a moot point how far the assumption that language is fundamentally a means of communication can be aligned with Wittgenstein’s later position, and it is to this that I shall now turn, with emphasis initially on his own discussion of language acquisition at the beginning of the Philosophical Investigations.
 
The Investigations begins not with Wittgenstein’s own words but with Augustine’s account of the way that he acquired language, which was through the ostensive teaching of words. An adult would point to an object and name it,  
and gradually he learned the names. In the paragraphs that follow, Wittgenstein uses a number of examples, more imaginary than realistic, in order to test the credibility of the picture Augustine gives us. Indeed the argument depends very much upon the exercise of the imagination. In particular, on the second page of the text, he invites the reader into the following thought: 


Let us imagine a language for which the description given by Augustine is right. The language is meant to serve for communication between a builder A and an assistant B. A is building with building-stones: there are blocks, pillars, slabs and beams. B has to pass the stones, and that in the order in which A needs them. For this purpose they use a language consisting of the words “block”, “pillar”, “slab”, “beam”. A calls them out;-B brings the stone which he has learnt to bring at such-and-such a call.– –Conceive this as a complete primitive language (§2).

 
On the following page he refers back to this example: 


We could imagine that the language of §2 was the whole language of A and B; even the whole language of a tribe. The children are brought up to perform these actions, to use these words as they do so, and to react in this way to the words of others.
 
An important part of the training will consist in the teacher’s pointing to the objects, directing the child’s attention to them, and at the same time uttering a word; for instance, the word “slab” as he points to that shape (§6).

 
But, Wittgenstein allows, the nature of the connection between word and thing that is thereby established will depend on the nature of the training. We might think that a picture of the object comes before the child’s mind when the word is heard; but in §2 it is not the purpose of the words to evoke images. It may even be that if an image is not evoked, this helps in the attainment of the purpose- the efficient fetching and carrying of slabs, etc. In any case, a different training produces a different understanding. 


“I set the brake up by connecting up rod and lever.”-Yes, given the whole of the rest of the mechanism. Only in conjunction with that is it a brake-lever, and separated from its support it is not even a lever; it may be anything, or nothing (§6).

 
The example of the builders, which Wittgenstein elaborates in the following paragraphs, is an early move in the demonstration that language cannot be fundamentally a matter of words’ naming of objects and that learning a language cannot primarily be a matter of the ostensive teaching of words. Wittgenstein will rather say that meaning is to be understood in terms of use and that use is relativised to the language game. The game analogy is invoked to draw attention to the way that words have their meaning in the context of particular practices. The practices overlap in multiple ways, but they are not united by any 
essential characteristic-just as the concept of family resemblance functions perfectly well without there being any characteristic common to all members of the family.
 
A further emphasis in the idea of the language game is on the centrality of following a rule, and this occupies Wittgenstein’s attention through many of the pages that follow. To follow a rule is to know how to go on, and correctness in this becomes an indication of understanding. In the two theories of language acquisition outlined by Tomasello it is not surprising that learning is understood in terms of a similar notion of correctness, albeit that the Chomskian theory relies on a conceptualisation of core and periphery that, as we saw, is markedly at odds with Wittgenstein’s account in his later work. If the relationship between core and periphery were akin to the relationship between logic and natural language, the first content-free, the second content-full, the most we could say, Wittgenstein tries to show, is that logic is constructed out of language. This destroys the schema on which Chomsky relies.
 
The account of rule-following and the processes of learning it requires is, however, not unproblematic, and it has generated divergences in interpretation, especially regarding the extent to which the child’s induction is to be understood as a submission to authority. There are points in the text where Wittgenstein equivocates, and the very structure of the text, with interlocutor and response, prompts equivocation in various ways. There are problems also to do with how far the sketch of the builder-tribe is to be understood.
 
Wittgenstein asks the reader to imagine the language of the builders and to conceive this as a complete primitive language. Certainly one begins by doing this, perhaps picturing these two primitives spending all day giving and receiving orders, fetching and carrying building-stones. But quickly the picture becomes problematic. What, for example, are they building? Building normally requires a complex context, framed by beliefs of multifarious sorts, and embedded in practices of diverse kinds. It short it presupposes life as a whole. Similarly the meaning of words is never uni-functional in the ways the builders’ terms appear to be. The builders cannot refer to their words in any way; they can use them only as commands. And even these commands cannot be the same as the commands we ordinarily know, embedded in natural language. They cannot make a remark. They cannot have a conversation. They cannot tell a lie. What we quickly find is that the builders must be conceived not even as primitive human beings but more as robots, and even this does not work, because robots have their place within the full-blown purposes of human life. What we imagined, in response to Wittgenstein’s prompt, was a scene in which something of that full-blown purpose was tacitly presupposed. Once that background  
is excised, it is difficult to see how the builders can be imagined or conceived at all.
 
In 1960, in “Wittgenstein’s Builders”, Rush Rhees pursued arguments along similar lines. In particular, he is concerned that the prominence of the idea of the language game and the emphasis on what it is to follow a rule fall short of showing what it is to speak a language. This is not to deny the variety of language games but to show that over-emphasis here can hide the idea of a common language or, as Rhees sometimes puts it, the “unity of language” (Rhees 1960). Furthermore, accounts of language acquisition that focus on correct usage-on knowing how to follow a rule-may obscure what is most important in learning to speak. This will be the concern of the final section.

 
4 What is there to speak about? What is there tocry about?
 
 Textbooks for foreign-language learning sometimes present scenarios in which key language structures are exercised, and often the substance of these is unremittingly banal, especially in the earlier stages of learning. The purpose of the scenarios is to provide some minimal context for practising the relevant structures and to test how far the learner has come to use these correctly. The banality is of no great consequence. But this is second-language learning. In the case of the acquisition of a first language, the matter is different: the learner is not only learning to use words in intelligible ways; they are learning what it is to speak. So what is it to speak, if it is not just a matter of using words and structures correctly?
 
This is a matter that occupied Rhees in much of his work, and he frequently returned to the topic of the builders. In thinking of the learner of language, he writes: 


When he can speak, we may be delighted because “He can say things himself now-not just repeat”. But what is important is that he can say things: not just that he can construct new sentences-as it were in an exercise. You can set him exercises if you want to test his vocabulary. But this is not how you find out whether he can speak.
 
You might test his knowledge of a foreign language by setting him exercises. And it would be something the same if you wanted to see whether he had mastered a particular notation; or again, if you wondered whether he could do arithmetic. Wittgenstein used to speak of teaching a child to multiply by going through examples of multiplication for him, then getting him to go through these and through other exercises while you corrected his mistakes, and then saying “Go on by yourself now”. But if you said anything like this 
about teaching a child to speak, you would have left out the most important thing. (It would be like training a very intelligent parrot.) The point, roughly, is that if he can speak he has got something to tell you or to ask you. In arithmetic it is different. “Telling you things” is not part of his achievement when he learns to multiply, whereas it is his principal achievement in learning to speak (Rhees 2006, p. 159).

 
 Rhees wishes to emphasise the idea of a common language (or the unity of language) because he takes this to be critical to the notion of intelligibility. The notion of the language game, in its relativisation of meaning, is apt to hide the fact that, in principle at least, explanation or an account can be given to other speakers of the language. And it is inclined also to encourage the idea that the acquisition of language is comparable to initiation into a variety of institutions, in which one learns how to go on, in which, in some cases, one learns one’s role. Once again this foregrounds the importance of correctness, to the neglect of whether one has anything to say.
 
But picture, if you will, the following scene. You are sitting at your desk at home working, and a small child, not quite two years old, comes hurriedly into the room. He is distressed, struggling to say something, barely able to find any words, and you listen able to discern only fragments of sense. But, it is clear, he is imploring you to listen, repeating these same sounds excitedly, and finally they coalesce in a sentence you can understand: “Ella put the dinosaur down the toilet.” Now dinosaurs, toilets, and big sisters figure large in the mind of a two-year old, and it is plain that he is struggling to measure the gravity of what has happened. He has come to you, it turns out, not to seek your help in rescuing the dinosaur, for his mother, you soon find out, has already done that. He has come to you to tell you what has happened. He is registering from your reaction the importance of what has happened, and in so doing finding out something about what the world is like. But he is also, in finding something to say, discovering the world as something we can speak about and discovering himself as having something to say. These are crucial steps in discovering what the world is.
 
Having something to say, and realising that one can say something, are breakthrough moments in the life of the young child, where they are not just repeating or playing with the sounds that they hear or using words instrumentally to get what they want, but saying something about the world. These are surely moments of critical importance in coming to have a world (or in knowing what the world is). This is having something to speak about, and it is difficult to imagine what, in the absence of this, a conversation could be like. If this is right, conversation comes to seem of paramount importance to what it is to be human and to be central to what a language is.
 
 
 What there is to speak about is related to what there is to cry about. Our crying behaviour becomes refined through the drawing of our attention, through language, to what is important, and the notions of perception and facts are critical in this. They are, as we saw, about something. And it is precisely in this dimension that there is opened up that range of possibility not only between truth and falsehood but also across the gradations and shadings of authenticity, pretence, simulation, and fakery. In the language exercise these are of no consequence (could they even appear?), but for Hamlet or in an ordinary conversation, they are of the essence. It is a related fact that in the language exercise there is no place for crying. French really is without tears.
 
Trimble’s book’s failure to give due attention to the intentional nature of emotion means that its account of crying misses the fascinating ways in which our mature crying behaviour exposes these registers of truthfulness about the world. And for all the attention he gives to our experience of tragedy and of the arts, the book does not begin to articulate the ways in which our emotional crying, and a fortiori our having something to say, are developed. My suggestion is that we might look here for what it is within our curricula, and specifically within the humanities, that shows us that there is something to speak about and that, in the training in judgement it can provide, gives us the confidence that we have something to say.
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1 The Diversity of Concepts
 
Almost every philosopher working on concepts has been struck by the amazing variety of uses of the word ‘concept’, and the corresponding diversity of roles that the notion has been taken to play (see, among others, Rey 1983, Laurence & Margolis 1999, Prinz 2002, Glock 2010). This is of course not exclusive to ‘concept’: the same is true of many philosophical words of art that are at the same time ordinary words, such as ‘meaning’, ‘rule’, or ‘reason’. However, in the case of ‘concept’ the territory has proved particularly hard to chart. It is not just that philosophers have failed to agree on a single characterization that would confine every other use to the domain of the “non-standard” or “non-philosophical” (as with ‘computable’ or ‘entailment’); in addition, each philosopher has his or her own enumeration of the roles of concepts, and what one philosopher regards as central (say, that concepts are meanings, or Fregean senses, of general words, as they are according to (Peacocke 1992), (Horwich 1998) and (Künne 2007), see (Glock 2011)) is seen as peripheral at best by another philosopher (e.g. Prinz 2002: 22).
 
Some have taken such a variety at face value: concepts are all these things, they do play all these different roles; hence, a decent theory of concepts ought to accommodate them all, i.e. it ought to characterize a single class of entities whose elements can all play each of the envisaged roles. The different roles that concepts have been seen as playing are regarded as so many requirements on a theory of concepts. Thus, for example, Jesse Prinz (2002: 3-22) lists the following requirements: 


 
	Concepts should be characterized in such a way that it makes sense to say that there are concepts of all sorts of different things, e.g. of pain, of number, of democracy, etc.;
 
	Concepts must be such that they stand for, or are about things other than themselves (they have reference);
 
	On the other hand, a concept’s content should not be exhausted by its reference (concepts have cognitive content);
 
 
	At least some concepts must be such that they can be acquired; if some concepts are taken to be innate, the theory ought to explain how they can have evolved;
 
	Concepts underlie categorization (including, according to Prinz, both recognition and inference;
 
	Concepts are ingredients of thoughts;
 
	Concepts are shared by different individuals, and by one individual at different times.

 
 Undoubtedly, all these requirements correspond to features that have been attributed to concepts, both within philosophy and in ordinary parlance. This does not entail that all of them are compatible with one another, i.e. that there can be a uniformly characterizable class of entities whose elements share all such features. For example (re the first requirement), it might well turn out that there is no concept of democracy in the same sense in which there is a concept of red, i.e. that any entity that is a plausible candidate to being the concept of red has features that any plausible candidate to being the concept of democracy must lack. Or it may turn out that if concepts are ingredients of thoughts (6.) then they cannot be recognitional abilities or recognitional procedures ((5.); an issue raised by Hanjo Glock, 2011: 145). And so forth. In other words, it may be that the bits of theory (both philosophical and naive) that have been phrased using the word ‘concept’ are incoherent with one another, unless ‘concept’ is equivocal. In principle, there is no reason why our use of the word ‘concept’ (both philosophical and non-philosophical) should manifest a coherent theory.

 
2 Minor Difficulties of a Unified Theory of Concepts
 
Eventually, I will claim that there is indeed no such coherent theory: there is no well characterized class of entities whose elements simultaneously possess all the features that have been attributed to concepts. However, let me start by pointing out some difficulties that appear to arise along the path towards a unified theory of concepts, which, however, there are reasons to regard as superficial.
 
There is no doubt that the word ‘concept’ exhibits a considerable amount of polysemy, as it occurs in contexts that carry incompatible sortal restrictions. For example, as I just pointed out, many have claimed that the meanings of (some) words are concepts. But on the other hand, we say that concepts are instantiated 
by objects; however, meanings are not the sort of entities that are instantiated by objects. We say that Socrates instantiates, or satisfies the concept of being courageous, but we don’t say that he satisfies the meaning of ‘courageous’. This has been regarded as an objection to the claim that concepts are both lexical meanings and entities that objects instantiate (Glock 2010: 315). Or again, some say that concepts are abilities (Geach 1957, Kenny 2010); but, first, we say that concepts are defined, yet the definition of a concept is not the definition of an ability; secondly, we don’t say of abilities that they are instantiated by objects; thirdly, we don’t say that an ability has an extension; fourthly, concepts are ingredients of propositions, abilities are not (Glock 2010: 323). Hence, concepts cannot be abilities.
 
As a description of our use of ‘concept’, this is unobjectionable. Does it follow that either there are many different notions of concept, or any univocal characterization of concepts that intends to be coherent should be strongly revisionary with respect to ordinary usage (and a vast amount of philosophical usage as well)? It doesn’t seem to me that it does - not seriously, anyway. Consider other cases of polysemy. The word ‘occupation’ is used (1) for the process of taking possession of a territory (“Japanese occupation of the Philippines required about one month”) as well as (2) for the state resulting from such a process (“Japanese occupation of the Philippines lasted about 3 years”); it is also used (3) for any activity that takes a portion of a person’s time and resources (“Learning to read is the major occupation of a 6-year-old”), particularly for a trade or employment (“Plumbing is Mary’s occupation”). Now, obviously no process can also be a state; in particular, nothing can be both a process of occupying and a state of being occupied. Nevertheless, we hesitate to conclude from such examples that there are (at least) three different concepts of occupation, because there appears to be a common conceptual core that is shared by all such uses of ‘occupation’. Mary’s time and resources are appropriated by plumbing, the Philippines were appropriated by the Japanese, and it took them about one month to achieve the result. No doubt, there are various distinctions to be made: we may say, if we wish, that the sense of ‘occupation’ in which plumbing occupies Mary’s time is a metaphorical extension of the sense in which the Japanese occupied the Philippines. But on the other hand, we don’t want to say that no state of occupation2 can result from a process of occupation1: on the contrary, occupations2 are exactly the outcome of occupations1.
 
It seems to me that many vagaries of the use of the word ‘concept’ can be reduced to such harmless polysemy (“harmless” in that it does not oblige us to make a distinction among different notions of concept). Granted, we don’t say that Socrates instantiates the meaning of ‘courageous’ or that he falls under the meaning of ‘courageous’; but we do say that Socrates falls under the concept  
expressed by ‘courageous’. It is not as if what ‘courageous’ expresses could never be something that Socrates instantiates. Similarly, a concept’s definition (man = rational animal) may not look like the definition of an ability, but it can be read as establishing that possession of the ability to categorize an object as a human being amounts to possession of both the ability to categorize something as an animal and the ability to categorize something as rational. Or again, we don’t say of an ability that it has an extension, but we do say that the ability to categorize, say, apples singles out objects belonging to the extension of apple. We simply choose – for reasons of economy, let’s say – to use the same word for both the ability to pick out members of the class of apples and the principle or rule that fixes the membership of that class. For the same reasons, many languages use just one word, ‘occupation’, for both the process and the result of taking possession of a territory.
 
Depending on how we decide to count notions, we may decide e.g. that there is a notion of occupation for the process of taking possession of a territory, and another, different though homonymous notion for the state resulting from such a process; or we may decide that there is one basic notion, taking slightly different forms depending on whether we are considering the result of the process or the process itself. It seems to me that nothing of philosophical significance hinges on such a decision. Even if we choose the first option, we should not fail to realize that there is a well defined, biunique relation between being a process of occupying and being a state of occupation: every occupation1 results in exactly one occupation2, and every occupation2 is the result of exactly one occupation1.171 When two notions are so related I will say that they are in harmony with each other. Two notions N1, N2 are in harmony if and only f their extensions are necessarily isomorphic, i.e. if and only if there is a 1-1 function f such that Nec(x)(N1x N2(fx)). Two notions that are in harmony with each other are not the same notion - intuitively, husband and wife, though in harmony with each other (in monogamic systems), are not the same notion – yet they may be regarded as specifications of one basic notion (lexicalized in English as spouse, in French as conjoint, in Italian as coniuge, and so forth).
 
As I just tried to show, many problems with the notion of concept are of this kind. One should not try to solve them by looking for entities that (e.g.) are both abilities and things of which we would naturally say that they have an extension: there are no such entities. Nevertheless, restricted to certain abilities (e.g., the ability to sort out things that look yellow) and certain extension-determining 
functions (e.g. the function that picks out things that look yellow), there is a biunique function between the abilities and the functions. With such restrictions, the notion of concept as an ability and the notion of concept as an extension-determining function are in harmony.

 
3 Serious Difficulties
 
 However, other uses of the notion of concept appear to be harder to reconcile. Here, I will focus on a particular conflict involving two uses of the notion. Both uses are central to philosophical discourse on concepts (one is psychologically important as well), so that neither is easily renounced; neither use appears to be reducible to the other; moreover, as I will claim, they are not in harmony with each other.
 
As a first approximation, let me characterize the conflict as opposing the cognitive notion of concept and the metaphysical notion. We say – on the one hand – that concepts are possessed by human beings: it is thanks to the possession of the concept potato that they recognize potatoes, tell potatoes from kiwis, follow advice concerning potatoes (“Don’t plant potatoes when it’s too cold!”) (Fodor 1998: 24-25, Peacocke 1992: 7-10, Laurence & Margolis 1999: 11, Prinz 2002: 9-12) and (according to many) can infer “George has been eating a lot of carbohydrates recently” from “George had two kilograms of potatoes for lunch” (Rey 1983: 259, Laurence & Margolis 1999: 12-13, Murphy 2002: 180-182 and Ch.8). In this use, concepts are conceived as features of a human being’s cognitive system. There is little doubt that many of us can recognize potatoes and tell them from kiwis; how exactly we manage to do so is a separate (and hard) empirical question, but it is uncontroversial that this and other similar abilities can be characterized as “cognitive” if anything can. Some regard them (or some of them) as essentially innate features of our cognitive system, others believe they are acquired by learning or training; everyone agrees that the exercise of such abilities interacts with the motor system and the perceptual system. Moreover, it is a well-established fact that they can be lost because of brain damage.172
 
 
On the other hand, we also say that something falls under the concept of P if and only if it is a P; for example, something falls under the concept of potato iff it is a potato. In this use, the concept of P is whatever determines the class whose only members are the Ps: all the Ps, and nothing but Ps. To fall under the concept of P is to be a member of the class determined by the concept of P. The concept itself is not the class (the class being the concept’s extension), but an entity that fixes the class: it may be conceived, as Frege (1891) did, as a function whose value is the True if the argument is a P, and the False otherwise. The extension of the concept coincides with the class of the arguments for which the value of the function is the True. Thus the concept of potato is the function whose value for any argument x is True if x is a potato and False otherwise. I shall call this notion of concept “the metaphysical notion” because it applies to functions, rules, or principles that determine membership in a class - say, the class of Ps - on the sole basis of the metaphysical property being a P. Eventually, nothing else matters: nothing counts as the concept of P, so understood, unless it selects objects in such a way that all the Ps and only Ps are selected, and that not by coincidence, but necessarily. There is no possible world in which the (metaphysical) concept of P applies to something that does not have the property of being a P, or does not apply to something that has that property.
 
Now, my claim is not that the cognitive and the metaphysical notion of concept are different because nothing can be both a cognitive ability and an abstract entity (so the extensions of conceptcogn and conceptmetaph are bound to be disjoint). As I said, though differences of this kind may indeed suggest the need for a distinction (a careful lexicographer would make such a distinction), as long as the relevant notions are in harmony with each other the distinction should be regarded as superficial. Granted, two notions are involved; however, they may determine classes that are biuniquely related to each other in a precise way. For example, it might be that for every metaphysical concept there is one and only one cognitive concept that picks out exactly the metaphysical concept’s extension, and vice versa. Suppose that the cognitive ability to recognize potatoes singled out exactly the objects that are potatoes, i.e. exactly those that fall under the metaphysical concept of potato; suppose further that this were the case for all cognitive concepts, and that for every metaphysical concept there were a cognitive ability that picks out exactly the metaphysical concept’s  
extension. In that case, the cognitive and the metaphysical notion of concept would be in harmony with each other: both notions might be regarded as variations on, or specifications of a single notion that would be neutral between the cognitive and the metaphysical. But, it seems to me, this is not so.
 
Many philosophers have characterized distinctions more or less similar to the one I have in mind: for example, Peacocke’s distinction between the possession conditions for a concept and its semantic value (Peacocke 1992), Glock’s distinction between the “subjective” and the “objective” dimension of concepts (Glock 2009, 2010), Prinz’s distinction between a concept’s nominal content and its real content (Prinz 2002). Perhaps closest to mine is Rey’s distinction between the epistemological function of concepts and their metaphysical concept (Rey 1983). However, Rey characterized the epistemological function as “the means by which an agent categorizes things, decides whether or not something is of a certain kind”. This, it seems to me, lumps together different kinds of categorization. It is one thing for a subject to recognize a cat, and quite a different thing for a scientist to decide, after painstaking research, that a certain entity is a virus. Both are forms of categorization; however, the scientist’s categorization, but not the layman’s recognition of something as a cat, is based on a considerable amount of formal scientific knowledge as well as on structured practices, both observational and experimental. The layman’s categorization is immediate, the scientist’s takes time; the layman’s does not consciously use any kind of formal knowledge, the scientist’s is explicitly based on such knowledge; the scientist could not recognize a virus the way the layman recognizes a cat (nor could anybody else). The layman’s ability to recognize cats, even if acquired (i.e. not innate), is not formed through formal training, whereas the scientist’s ability to recognize viruses requires such a training. Both abilities can be seen as dispositions, but in the scientist’s case, the list of conditions on which recognition is effected is going to be indefinitely long and complex. And so on.
 
These are good reasons to make a further distinction, between a cognitive and a properly epistemological function of concepts. Cognitively understood, concepts underlie ordinary, unreflective categorization, such as recognition of something as a P given some perceptual input. Epistemologically understood, they underlie reflective categorization, based on explicit knowledge and skills in addition to perceptual inputs. I believe that neither the cognitive, nor the epistemological notion of concept is in harmony with the metaphysical notion; however, for the sake of both simplicity and clarity I will limit my discussion to the cognitive notion and its opposition to the metaphysical notion.
 
There is a fast and easy argument to show that the cognitive and the metaphysical notion of concept are not in harmony. Clearly, some concepts are not observational. We do not recognize democracies just by looking, nor tautologies  
(pace Wittgenstein), nor doubts, and so forth. Democracies, tautologies, or doubts are not unreflectively categorized as such, given some perceptual input: there are no cognitive concepts of democracy, doubt, or tautology, whereas there are metaphysical concepts of all such things. Hence, there is no isomorphism between the set of cognitive concepts and the set of metaphysical concepts; consequently, by definition, the two notions, the cognitive and the metaphysical, are not in harmony. They are deeply different notions.
 
I believe all of this is true. Nevertheless, this is not the most interesting point to be made concerning the difference between cognitive and metaphysical concepts. For suppose every cognitive concept had a metaphysical version, though not conversely: i.e., suppose there were a 1-1 function f such that 


 (*) Nec (x)(Ccogn(x) ↔ Cmetaph(fx))

where the variable x is restricted to cognitive concepts. It would then be natural to say that there is really one notion of concept - the metaphysical notion - except that not all concepts are “cognitively captured”, so to speak, i.e. it is not the case that for every concept there is an f-1-corresponding recognitional ability. This comes close to saying that not every concept is an observational concept, almost a commonplace in the study of concepts (see e.g. Coliva 2004: 43). There would still be an issue of whether (metaphysical) concepts that lack a cognitive counterpart are concepts “in the same sense” as those which do have one; however, as matter of fact philosophers have not felt the need to make a particularly strong distinction here.
 
Anyway, this is not the issue I want to raise. My point will be that (*) does not hold, even restricted to cognitive concepts. Consider observational concepts such as water or cat. Recognition of something x as a cat by a subject S is based on S’s cognitive resources: no features of x that are inaccessible to S’s cognitive system can play a role in S’s recognition of x as a cat. However, features of x that are criterial for being a cat may or may not be cognitively accessible to S. It may be that although x shares with the cats every feature that is accessible to S’s cognitive system (i.e. it looks, sounds, and smells exactly like a cat), it also has features that rule out that it is a cat, though such features are cognitively inaccessible to S. Or it may be that x doesn’t look (sound, smell, etc.) at all like a cat, so it is not recognizable as a cat, yet it is a cat, for it has cognitively inaccessible features that determine it to be a cat. If we call “cat’s application class” the class of things that a subject is disposed to recognize as cats, then cat’s application class may not coincide with its metaphysical extension. Indeed, given common sense knowledge about both human beings and their environment, in most cases a concept P’s application class will not coincide with its metaphysical 
extension. Thus, there is no one-one mapping of the application class onto (or even into) the metaphysical extension.
 
Now, what would a reasonable isomorphism be between the set of cognitive concepts and the set of metaphysical concepts? I.e., what is the connection between cognitive and metaphysical concepts that would make it plausible for us to regard them as variants on a single notion of concept? It seems to me that it is the following: if Ccogn1 is a cognitive concept and A1 is its application class, then there is exactly one metaphysical concept Cmetaph2 such that E2 is its extension and A1 = E2 (and conversely). In other words, the only reasonable way to set a correspondence between cognitive and metaphysical concepts is by way of coincidence of their application classes and metaphysical extensions. But we saw that there is no such correspondence: in the general case, a cognitive concept’s application class does not coincide with the extension of any non-trivially defined metaphysical concept.173
 
However, there might be an alternative.174 Suppose we modify the cognitive notion so that it makes sense to say of a concept Ccogn that it is a grasping of some metaphysical concept Cmetaph. It could be argued that, necessarily, every cognitive concept is a grasping of some metaphysical concept, and conversely, every metaphysical concept is grasped by some cognitive concept. This would count as a reasonable isomorphism: thus, the cognitive and the metaphysical notion would turn out to be in harmony. Obvious qualifications and restrictions would be needed: e.g., there might be cognitive concepts (such as phlogiston) that are not graspings of any metaphysical concept. Moreover, the proposal appears to be committed to some form of anti-realism, as there cannot be any metaphysical concept that is not grasped by some cognitive concept or other, which is to say that no aspect of reality can elude our cognitive system (in principle at least). Finally, it is part of the proposal that the grasping will be partial in many cases, i.e. the cognitive concept’s application class will not exactly match the corresponding metaphysical concept’s extension.
 
Thus, after all, the new proposal amounts to relaxing the previous one: we are no longer requiring A1, Ccogn1’s application class, to coincide with E2, Cmetaph2’s extension; we are only requiring that A1 and E2 have a reasonably large intersection. However, as soon as we allow for such a relaxation we lose the isomorphism. For in many cases there will be more than one metaphysical concept that is (partially) grasped by one and the same cognitive concept. For example, the 
cognitive concept common white butterfly will be a (partial) grasping of both the metaphysical concept of Pieris rapae and the different metaphysical concept of Pieris napi (see below); similarly for many other cognitive concepts of natural kinds. But if the relation being a partial grasping of is not a function, and so, a fortiori, not an isomorphism, the new proposal cannot be rescued: under such a relation, the cognitive notion and the metaphysical notion are not in harmony with each other.

 
4 Objections
 
 There are several possible objections to this conclusion. I will first consider three different ways of undercutting the argument by denying some of its main presuppositions. Next, I will examine in somewhat greater detail two attempts at reconciling notions of concept that are, if not quite equivalent to those I considered, at least in harmony with them.
 
(1) The scientific reply. All this just shows that the cognitive notion is not a serious candidate to being a genuine notion of concept. First, it is too limited in scope (observational concepts are relatively few). Secondly, as cognitive “concepts” are supposed to be part of the cognitive endowment of individuals, they are both hard to pin down and liable to be inadequate for all sorts of reasons (such as individual idiosyncrasies, variability even over short periods of time, etc.). The serious candidate to being a counterpart of the metaphysical notion is the epistemological notion: scientific concepts are categorization devices whose application class coincides with metaphysical extension. The epistemological notion can thus be shown to be in harmony with the metaphysical notion.
 
The answer to this objection is that if it were sound, it would make science unrevisable. If the scientific concept water (say, being H2O) were guaranteed to have an application class coinciding with the extension of being water, that would mean that present-day science has captured once for all the nature of water, so that every change in the scientific conception of water would amount to an error. That would be the case even if science is taken to be Peircean science, i.e. completed science; unless completed science is just an epistemological mirror image of nature itself.
 
(2) The externalist reply. The lack of fit between the cognitive and the metaphysical notion is due to a misconception of the cognitive notion. Mental mechanisms, and mental entities in general should be individuated externalistically: the concept cat is individuated by its relation to cats, i.e. to things that are cats. If it is conceived as a “detection mechanism” (as in Prinz 2002: 125), then it should be 
seen as the mechanism that detects cats and only cats. Hence, harmony of the cognitive and the metaphysical notion is not at issue: it is built into the very notion of concept as a mental mechanism. A cognitive mechanism so conceived may of course malfunction for all sorts of reasons; in principle, however, its application class is bound to coincide with metaphysical extension.
 
This account does solve the harmony problem, as it builds harmony into the cognitive notion by projecting metaphysical concepts into the mind. However, it must face at least three problems:
 
(a) generality: if cognitive concepts (as unreflective mental detection mechanisms) are individuated by objective relations to things in the world, how comes we have no such concepts for democracy, or tautology, or doubt? After all, we do stand in objective relations to democracies, tautologies, and cases of doubt, yet we possess no ability to tell democracies from non-democracies on the basis of perceptual input.
 
(b) finiteness: if our cognitive concepts’ application class coincides with metaphysical extension, then the application class of addition (as a cognitive concept) coincides with the extension of the addition function. But, as Kripke (1982: 26-27) pointed out, our disposition to apply addition does not encompass triples of very large numbers that are, however, members of the extension of the addition function.
 
(c) cognitive limitation: no matter how they are individuated, cognitive concepts are mechanisms based on our cognitive resources - ultimately, on our neural resources. Moreover, cognitive concepts as detection mechanisms are insensitive to differences or similarities that are inaccessible to perception. Their application class is determined accordingly: the application class determined by our disposition to apply the concept cat is not sensitive to the metaphysical property being a cat or to whatever grounds that property. Indeed, it is not even sensitive to whatever grounds (what we take to be) the biological property being a cat: we do not recognize cats by analyzing their DNA - our naked perceptual system is inadequate to the task. So, independently of individuation, application class and metaphysical extension do not coincide, not because of occasional malfunctioning but because of systematic inadequacy.
 
If all the externalist wants to say is that our cognitive concepts are, somehow, anchored (causally, teleologically, or otherwise) in things that belong to certain metaphysical classes, that’s fine. This may be enough to individuate a certain detection mechanism as the concept red or the concept cat. But it does not entail - not even in principle - that the concept’s application class coincides with the metaphysical concept’s extension. Even if a cognitive mechanism is individuated as the concept cat because it tells most cats from most non-cats (or because it is mostly activated by cats, or because it was selected thanks to its  
capacity to tell most cats from most non-cats), it remains that the mechanism is not sensitive to the metaphysical property being a cat or to whatever grounds that property.
 
(3) The magnetic reply.175 If concepts as cognitive devices grouped objects into all sorts of bizarre, gerrymandered classes, it would be hard to explain why we have concepts at all. Concepts are a useful cognitive device – one that it makes sense for evolution to have produced- only if they group together objects that belong together, i.e. only if they “carve nature at its joints”. Hence, a cognitive concept’s extension should be identified not with the concept’s application class, but (e.g.) with the natural class that the application class best approximates.
 
Two answers. First of all, the cognitive concepts we are dealing with are perceptually based detection mechanisms: they are insensitive to “deep” properties unless they correlate with perceptually accessible properties. E.g., suppose we have a concept that picks out certain smallish red, blue or purple fruits typically growing on bushes; call it the concept berry. Suppose it is at some point discovered that the blue berries are biochemically very close to other, somewhat larger fruits growing from small plants on ground, as they all share properties P1, P2, ..., Pn (let ‘Bio’ abbreviate their conjunction); indeed, they are closer to them than they are to other berries. A new concept is formed, covering both the blue bush-growing fruits and the ground-growing fruits; the layman may or may not keep categorizing the bush-growing ones as “berries”, while the expert will categorize them together with the ground-growing fruits. But in any case, the original concept berry did not cover the ground-growing fruits, in spite of their sharing a joint-carving property with the bush-growing ones. How could it have? Perceptually, the ground-growing fruits were quite different, while the shared joint-carving property was perceptually inaccessible. It would be implausible to insist that even the original concept (berry) did extend to the natural class of the Bios and did not extend to the red and purple bush-growing fruits.
 
Secondly, the concept that is most useful to have is not necessarily the one that best carves nature at its joints. Suppose most fruits picked out by the perceptually based concept berry were nutritious; suppose further that most of them – some nutritious, some not- shared some “deeper”, perceptually inaccessible biological property. Though the deep biological property is more joint-carving than the property of being nutritious, it is not plausible to suppose that 
we developed the concept berry because of the deep biological property, not because of the property of being nutritious. As far as words are concerned, we are free to say that ‘berry’ refers to fruits sharing the deep biological property: we may want reference to go with nature’s joints rather than with macroscopic features of human environment. But as far as concepts as detection mechanisms are concerned, functionality to human interests (e.g., survival value) is crucial.

 
5 Two Attempts at Reconciliation
 
 Of course, it is possible to claim that the notion of concept ought to be reserved for the metaphysical notion, or again for the cognitive notion. Philosophers like Georges Rey (1983) incline towards the first option, while psychologists naturally go for the second option (e.g. Murphy 2002,176 Margolis & Laurence 2007). Rey argued that there is no legitimate epistemological [i.e. cognitive] notion of concept, for concepts are “about the world and how it divides up”, not about our methods of investigating it: “the interest is in the ducks themselves, not in our ways of knowing them” (Rey 1983: 250). The alternative choice may be simply motivated by the contrary assumption that “concepts are the glue that holds our mental world together” (Murphy 2002: 2, my italics), or it may be seen as solving problems that non-psychological theories are unable to solve, as in (Margolis & Laurence 2007).
 
Such exclusivist views, though implausible, do not directly contradict my main claim: indeed, they implicitly converge with it. If these philosophers and psychologists believed that the metaphysical notion and the cognitive notion are easily reconciled with each other -e.g. that they are in harmony with each other- they would not feel that a decision is needed as to which notion is the genuine notion of concept. Anyway, I am more interested in conciliatory views, i.e. in arguments purporting to show that the kind of disharmony I pointed out is just not there. I will examine two such attempts, embedded in two among the best philosophical theories of concepts that have been proposed in recent years.
 
(1) Prinz. Borrowing Locke’s terminology, Prinz introduces a distinction between two kinds of referents of a concept, i.e. between two kinds of intentional 
content: nominal content and real content. Real content is just (metaphysical) essence, while nominal content coincides with “the properties represented by the ideas constituting [a concept’s] nominal essence” (Prinz 2002: 277). Prinz’s distinction is in harmony with my distinction between a concept’s application class and its metaphysical extension: something belongs to the metaphysical extension of the concept gold iff it has the essence of gold, while something belongs to the application class of gold iff it has the features that are criterial in our identification of something as gold.
 
Prinz is fully aware that real and nominal content may diverge: indeed, “nominal contents are hard to fully reconcile with real contents” (Prinz 2002: 281). The same nominal content may correspond to distinct real contents (for example, in Twin Earth-like cases); likewise, different nominal contents can correspond to the same real content (as with different categorizations of what turns out to be one and the same essence, i.e. different ways of picking out the same metaphysical extension) (Prinz 2002: 279). However, Prinz believes that some kind of reconciliation is possible: a concept’s real content can be identified with the equivalence class of distinct nominal contents that are “bonded together by their collaboration in tracking [the same substance] across time and worlds” (Prinz 2002: 280). For example, take whisky. It may be initially identified as a golden, translucent liquid. Later, it may be discovered to be a liquid that causes inebriation, thus originating a different nominal concept. Moreover, in some possible world whisky may be blue: in such a world, the nominal concept caused by encounter with whisky would include the feature blue. All three nominal concepts share the same real content, as they are “grounded in experience with the same substance” (Prinz 2002: 280); being grounded in the same substance is the equivalence relation that defines the concept’s real content as the equivalence class of the relevant nominal contents.
 
It will be remarked that Prinz appears to be disregarding the fact that in none of the hypothesized cases does the application class of the concept whisky coincide with its metaphysical extension: e.g. there are golden, translucent liquids that are not whisky, and whisky may fail to be either golden or translucent or even a liquid (e.g. if it has been frozen). The properties constituting this particular nominal content (call “whisky1” whatever has such properties) are not shared by all and only the items that share the nature of whisky, i.e. this particular nominal content is not in harmony with the concept’s real content. Prinz, however, appears to believe that this does not matter, as long as this and every other nominal essence is grounded in encounters with the same stuff, whisky. This is enough to ensure that different nominal contents correspond to the same real content, i.e. that although (e.g.) whisky1 is not whisky, still the real content of the concept whose nominal content is whisky1 is just whisky.  
Hence two concepts may have different application classes and the same metaphysical extension. Thus, some sort of reconciliation is achieved: a concept’s application class (as determined by its nominal content) may not coincide with its metaphysical extension, but nevertheless, no matter what the concept’s nominal content is, the concept itself is “about” the same stuff or kind, as every nominal content is causally grounded in the same metaphysical essence. Some unity of intentional content is preserved.
 
However, Prinz seems to be forgetting what he himself pointed out, i.e. that the same nominal content may correspond to different real contents. For example, both Earthian water and Twin-Earthian “water” have the properties of watery stuff, though their metaphysical nature is supposed to be different. This engenders a difficulty that, it seems to me, undermines Prinz’s attempt at reconciliation. Take two concepts, NC1 and NC2, as individuated by their nominal contents. NC1’s content includes the features of common salt that are accessible through ordinary perception (taste, visual appearance, weight, solubility etc.); NC2’s content only includes one feature, being NaCl. NC1’s and NC2’s application classes overlap to a significant extent, though not completely: much of NaCl would not ordinarily be recognized as salt (e.g., blocks of rock salt in a Polish mine), and there are salty substances that look like salt but are not NaCl (e.g. baking soda, i.e. sodium bicarbonate). Now, what’s the real content that is shared by both NC1 and NC2? On Prinz’s view, it is the metaphysical essence of the natural substance that causally determined the development of both NC1 and NC2 as cognitive mechanisms. Even if the belief that the substance’s nature is NaCl turned out to be part of a wholesale chemical delusion, that mistaken belief originated in interaction with the substance salt; similarly, NC1 - the nominal concept based on common salt’s superficial features – originated from interactions with samples of that same natural substance (whatever its nature was). However, on Twin Earth NC1 (that very nominally individuated concept) originated in causal interactions with an essentially different, though superficially similar substance (call it “twin salt”) that Twin-Earthian chemists believe to be MNP, this being the abbreviation of a complex chemical formula. Thus on Twin Earth NC1 shares its real content with NC3 (“being MNP”). But then, the relation “sharing the same real content” is not transitive: NC3 (“being MNP”) shares its real content with NC1 (“having the superficial features we associate with salt”) which shares its real content with NC2 (“being NaCl”); but NC2 and NC3 do not share the same real content, as they did not originate in causal interactions with the same natural substance. Consequently, “sharing the same real content” is not an equivalence relation: real content cannot be conceived as the equivalence class of nominal contents originating in interaction with the same substance (or kind), as the same nominal content can originate in interaction  
with essentially different substances. The relation between nominal contents and real contents is not many-one, but many-many.
 
Notice that the point does not hinge on anything as exotic as Twin Earth. Even on our own Earth, few people can discriminate between superficially similar though essentially different species or substances; in Prinz’s terminology, this is to say that even here, the same nominally individuated concept could originate in causal interaction with different kinds of things. Hence, even on Earth having the same real content is not an equivalence relation.
 
Could this be remedied by appealing to the division (not of linguistic, but) of conceptual labor? Hardly. Suppose Pete, like many of us, has a concept of common white butterfly that originated in connection with both Pieris rapae and Pieris napi - actually two different species.
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 Fig. 1: Pieris napi
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Fig. 2: Pieris rapae


 
Whenever Pete encounters either Pieris he categorizes it as a common white butterfly. How can Pete’s conceptual deference to zoologists make it so that when he is categorizing a rapae his concept common white butterfly only refers to rapae, whereas when he is categorizing a napi it only refers to napi? In Putnam’s elm/beech case, the expert’s concepts elm and beech can be attributed to deferential Hilary Putnam for the expert does have such concepts. But here, we should either say that the expert, qua expert, has no concept common white butterfly, or we should say that her concept has exactly the same reference as Pete’s, i.e. Pieris rapae or Pieris napi. Hence, either Pete’s competence on common white butterfly cannot be parasitic upon the expert’s as there is no such expert competence, or it can, but the result will not be that Pete’s concept common white butterfly refers to rapae on certain occasions and to napi on certain 
others: the result will be that he refers to rapae-or-napi on every occasion.177 Of course, the expert could clarify Pete’s zoological confusion by remarking “Now you are applying your concept common white butterfly to a rapae”, “Now you are applying it to a napi”; however, she could not remark “Now your concept common white butterfly is really the concept of Pieris rapae” (“...Pieris napi”), as neither Pete’s, nor the expert’s concept common white butterfly coincides with either zoological concept on any occasion.
 
Of course, we could insist that what really matters is Pete’s first encounter with a Pieris: if it is a rapae, then his concept common white butterfly refers to rapae, not to napi. But this is, first of all, unrealistic: cognitive concepts, i.e. “internally structured detection mechanism” (Prinz 2002: 125), are not formed in just one encounter with an object. Moreover, the concept common white butterfly could not be formed on a single encounter, for on his first seeing a Pieris Pete has no reason to think it is a common butterfly.
 
(2) Peacocke. As is well known, in his (Peacocke 1992) Christopher Peacocke made a distinction between the possession condition for a concept C and its semantic value. The semantic value of C is what contributes to determine the truth conditions of the propositions of which C is a constituent (Peacocke 1992: 16); it is in harmony with my notion of metaphysical extension (that a is a P is true if and only if a belongs to P’s metaphysical extension). For example, the semantic value of the concept plus is the addition function (1992: 136). On the other hand, the possession condition specifies the condition on which a subject S possesses C. For example, to possess the concept red a subject S (1) must be disposed to apply red to something (e.g., to believe that a is red) whenever a is presented to S in certain specified circumstances, (2) he must be disposed to apply red to a because a is so presented, (3) he must have certain specified beliefs concerning his perceptual mechanisms (1992: 7-8); S is also disposed to apply red even if not all such circumstances occur, if he believes a to be an object that is disposed to cause the experience of red under normal circumstances. Thus, the possession condition for C specifies the conditions under which a subject is disposed to apply C to something: the notion of a possession condition is in harmony with the notion of a concept’s application class.
 
Now, concepts are individuated by their possession conditions, possession conditions involve judgments, judgments aim at truth, and the truth of judgments is determined by the semantic values of the relevant concepts (Peacocke 1992: 17). Therefore, we need a theory of how the semantic value of a concept is 
determined from its possession conditions “together with the world” (ib.): this is what Peacocke calls a determination theory. By this Peacocke does not mean a theory that reconciles independently determined possession conditions and semantic values; he means a theory that derives a concept’s semantic value from its possession conditions. For example (Peacocke 1992: 18), suppose S possesses the concept conjunction if and only if S finds instances of the introduction and elimination rules for conjunction compelling. Then the semantic value of and is the truth function that makes such transitions truth preserving (Peacocke 1992: 18). In other words, the semantic value of and is so fixed by the relevant determination theory that whenever S is disposed to accept an inference involving the concept and, that inference turns out to be truth preserving given the semantic value of and. This works, in this particular case, because it is not (too) counterintuitive to saddle a conjunction-competent subject with possession conditions that – as we know from the completeness of sentential logic-mirror the standard truth conditions for and.
 
Peacocke is well aware that determination theories may be harder to excogitate than they are in the case of and. It wouldn’t be so if truth conditions where identified with assertability conditions: then semantic values would be in harmony with possession conditions by fiat, for we could identify the possession conditions for C with C’s contribution to the assertability conditions for C-involving propositions, and their truth conditions would come tumbling after. However, Peacocke rejects any such identification: he wants to stick to “a broadly realistic point of view” (Peacocke 1992: 19). How, then are we going to get determination theories for red or horse that yield what are, intuitively, the right semantic values for such concepts?
 
 Peacocke’s answer to this question consists in showing that a concept C’s possession conditions can be so conceived that a natural determination theory yields what is, intuitively, C’s semantic value. Take the case of plus. As already said, its semantic value is the addition function. Now suppose we lay down the possession conditions for plus as follows (1992: 137-138): a subject S possesses plus if and only if 


 
	(1) she finds transitions of the following form primitively compelling (i.e. compelling in themselves, not because they can be inferred from other premises or principles, cf. 1992: 6): 
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	(2) she finds the principle “(m plus 0) is m” also primitively compelling.
 

 
 The determination theory we need, then, is this: the semantic value of plus is the function on natural numbers that makes the transitions truth preserving and the principle true (i.e., addition). Thus, if having the concept plus is finding the recursive definition of addition inherently compelling, then one’s application class will match the concept’s metaphysical extension.
 
I will here disregard the issue of whether this account meets the challenge of Kripkensteinian scepticism.178 My question is, rather, whether it is plausible to identify having the concept plus with a disposition to accept instances of the clauses of the recursive definition of plus, and to accept them because they are instances of such clauses (“because they are of that form”, in Peacocke’s words). Disregard the fact that most people are not aware of the definition: we are talking of a disposition to accept it. Also forget about a subject’s actual adding behaviour (including mistakes, confusions, etc.): one may occasionally misapply a concept one nevertheless has. Should we grant that a subject S who has the concept plus will be prepared to accept (e.g.) that Cond? 


(Cond) If (5 plus 7) is 12, then (5 + s(7)) is s(12)

 
Notice this is not the same as granting that S is prepared to accept that if (5 plus 7) is 12, then (5 + 8) is 13. S may accept the latter conditional because he recognizes that both antecedent and consequent are true. This, however, would not be enough for Peacocke: Cond must be recognized as true in virtue of its form. This is the first step towards attributing to a plus-competent subject a disposition to accept the recursive definition. Now, the form is opaque to most people. No doubt, with a bit of training and a few explanations most people would be led to grasp the form and recognize its validity: however, on what grounds are we asked to regard a disposition to accept Cond as a condition every plus-competent subject must meet? It won’t do to answer that such a disposition must be part of the subject’s plus-competence in that it rationalizes her adding behaviour (for example, one might point out the connection between statements such as Cond and the traditional addition algorithm that people have learned to apply). Compare this case with attribution of implicit knowledge of grammatical rules. That a rule rationalizes a subject’s performance is usually not regarded as sufficient ground for attributing him implicit knowledge of the rule: more is required, such as consistency with general principles of grammar; 
ultimately, consistency with a theory of mind. Many rules cannot be attributed to a subject although they do rationalize her performance in the above sense.
 
So, what else? Peacocke says: “Finding instances [of both clauses in the recursive definition] primitively compelling and doing so because they are of the forms we discussed are constitutive of a grasp of plus. This...seems plausible. In normal circumstances...it seems that a thinker is not thinking of the addition function in the way of plus unless he finds those instances compelling and does so in part because of their form” (Peacocke 1992: 137). But, I take it, virtually no thinkers would spontaneously find such instances compelling because of their form, as they would not grasp that form; and even once the form has been explained to them it would take them some time to recognize validity (i.e. to find the instances “compelling”). This may not be so bad in itself: after all even grammatical rules, once they have been dug out by linguists, remain totally opaque to the normal speaker. However, there we are supposed to have other grounds to conjecture that such rules are, somehow, part of a speaker’s mental endowment. The trouble with Peacocke’s account is that it doesn’t provide any such grounds.
 
Peacocke’s account of the possession conditions and determination theory for plus is a good example of his general strategy, which consists in packing into the possession conditions for a concept C whatever is needed to yield the appropriate semantic value; in my terminology, conceiving of application in such a way that C’s application class coincides with its metaphysical extension. For example, Peacocke appears to assume that the possession conditions for horse include a commitment to apply horse to all beings, and only the beings that are of the same natural kind as certain encountered animals (Peacocke 1992: 144) (thus a subject may misapply the concept – issue a false judgment “That’s a horse!” – if the commitment is violated). But, as we saw while discussing the externalist objection, although such a commitment can indeed be attributed to a subject that has the concept horse, it plays no role in the subject’s application of the concept based on perception: it is a cognitively idle wheel. Packing commonality of nature into the concept’s possession conditions amounts to guaranteeing coincidence of application class and metaphysical extension. There is nothing inherently wrong with such a move; but then, the notion of possession conditions is no longer in harmony with the cognitive notion of concept. Possession conditions, so conceived, do not really specify the conditions under which a subject is disposed to apply a concept to something.
 
In his (Peacocke 2005), Peacocke partly modified his account of concept possession and reference determination. In (Peacocke 1992), as we saw, he had required that for every concept there had to be a determination theory, i.e. an explanation of how the concept’s reference is determined “from the justification 
conditions mentioned in the possession condition for the concept” (Peacocke 2005: 664). However, the justification conditions themselves need not “mention reference and truth at all”. In (Peacocke 2005), “justification condition for certain kinds of contents [are said to be] inextricable from reference and truth” (Peacocke 2005: 664). The problem with the 1992 account was that in order to have the possession condition determine the proper reference (= semantic value) Peacocke had to come up with cognitively inert possession conditions. Here, as we shall see, the difficulty is quite similar.
 
The new account, initially formulated for observational concepts, has two components. On the one hand, there is the idea that the representational content of a thinker’s experience is objective, in that it is individuated, in part, “by specifying how the space around the perceiver must be filled in with matter and light for the experience to be correct” (Peacocke 2005: 653). In other words, what an observational experience is an experience of is individuated in terms of what objective properties make the experience correct. Thus, for example, if I misperceive a pole as a standing man my experience is of a pole, not of a man. On the other hand – this being the second component, called the identity component – a thinker’s grasp of an observational concept such as oval involves (tacit) knowledge that “For a thing to be oval is for it to be of the same shape as things of this sort” (Peacocke 2005: 655).
 
So, a subject endowed with the concept oval knows (tacitly) that it applies to whatever has the same shape as objects of a certain sort, the sort being fixed by the content of the subject’s experience of an objectively oval object. Does such knowledge guarantee that the subject is disposed to apply the concept (i.e. to identify as being oval in shape) to objects, and only to objects that have the same shape as this object, rather than – to put it briefly – to objects that look to her to have that shape? Or in other words, is the subject’s recognitional capacity governed by the above specified tacit knowledge plus the objective shape properties of the relevant experienced object?
 
It doesn’t seem to me that it is. For a particularly vivid example, consider the observational concept freely falling. On Peacocke’s account, the concept’s identity component is a subject’s tacit knowledge that for a thing to be freely falling is for it to be moving as things of this sort move (in circumstances such as these), where the relevant sort and circumstances are determined by some perceptual experience of a freely falling body. Now, experiments show that in order for us to experience a falling motion as natural – i.e. as the sort of motion that characterizes freely falling bodies – the motion must be slightly accelerated initially, then uniform (Bozzi 1990: 295-308). In other words, our cognitive system consistently takes accelerated, then uniform “falls” to be the same kind of motion as the accelerated motion that (as physics teaches us) characterizes  
natural free falls. We may well tacitly know that for a thing to be freely falling is for it to move as things of the sort of this falling stone move; however, such knowledge appears to be cognitively inert, as we systematically categorize movements that are not free falls together with genuine free falls, i.e. accelerated falls.
 
What conclusions should we draw from such facts about our cognitive system? It would be odd to insist that we just do not possess the (cognitive) concept of free fall, or that though we do have the concept we systematically misapply it due to interfering processes (e.g., on the level of early vision). But it would also be wrong to conclude that we lack the kind of tacit knowledge that Peacocke attributes to a subject that has the concept free fall. We may well tacitly believe (truly) that a free fall is this sort of movement, where the demonstrated movement is indeed a free fall; except that we perceive the free fall as a different sort of movement than it really is. The point of the experiments seems to be that our application of the concept free fall is not governed by the experience’s “objective content” (i.e., by the kinematic properties of free falls) but by our (mis)perception of such nature. This is not say that Peacocke’s characterization of the first component is inherently wrong: “mind-independent correctness conditions” may well be “intrinsic to the nature of perceptual experiences” (Peacocke 2005: 653-4), i.e. the content of perceptual experience may well be identified externalistically. But if Peacocke’s two components are combined with each other, i.e. if possession of a perceptual concept such as freely falling consists in tacit knowledge that the concept applies to whatever moves in the same way as objects of this sort move in these circumstances, where the relevant sort and circumstances are identified by the objective properties of the experienced falling object, then the concept that is thereby characterized is not the cognitive concept we do possess – or anyway, this is not how our concept freely falling works, as far as we know. Our cognitive system does not seem to be sensitive to the properties that are supposed to govern the application of freely falling, on Peacocke’s account. Once more, the cognitive notion of concept is not in harmony with the metaphysical notion.

 
6 Conclusion
 
 We need and, indeed, have (at least) two distinct notions of concept: one for mental mechanisms of categorization, another for whatever determines membership in a class. Parallel dualities of cognitive vs. metaphysical or logical notions may be found in other areas, e.g. between reasoning and inference, i.e. 
between actual reasoning procedures of the mind and inference rules as characterized by some notion of validity (Johnson-Laird 1983, 1997); or – closer to the area of concepts – between the content of individual or “communitarian” lexical semantic competence and whatever determines a word’s objective reference (Marconi 1997, 2002, 2005). In all these cases, we have one notion belonging to a naturalistic theory (of mind or language) and another notion that appears to pertain to philosophy.
 
With Frege’s work, the analytic tradition in the philosophy of thought, concepts, and meaning was born not just in sharp segregation of philosophy from psychology but in deep mistrust of the latter. Wittgenstein famously regarded psychology as a mixture of experimental methods and conceptual confusion (Begriffsverwirrung, Wittgenstein 1953: 232). This changed rather abruptly when the “cognitive revolution” of late 20th century made psychology both more respectable and more relevant from the philosophers’ viewpoint. In the new climate, several philosophers working in the theory of meaning and content - the so called “dual factor” theorists - made room for a cognitive component of content alongside the reference determining, externalistically individuated component. According to one version of the dual view, neither component suffices to determine the other, while both are needed to fix total content (McGinn 1982: 211). Other versions were closer to (one interpretation of) the Fregean tradition in having the cognitive factor determine the referential factor, but not vice versa (e.g. Block 1986: 643). However, all “dual factor” theorists were sensitive to the kind of arguments I put forth concerning the difficulty of reconciling the cognitive and the metaphysical: for example, of so conceiving of our recognitional abilities that they can be described as picking out - at least in principle - the real extensions of the terms such abilities are associated with. Or in other words, that concepts as recognitional abilities (Prinz’s “detection mechanisms”) harmonize with concepts as principles that determine membership in a class.
 
In the 1990s, such dual views became less popular than the unitarian accounts we have been discussing.179 Today, the received view seems to be that a unified theory of concepts is possible, i.e., either that concepts are both categorization devices and principles that determine membership in a class, or that the cognitive notion is in harmony with the metaphysical notion; in particular, concepts as categorization devices can be described in such a way that their application class coincides with the real extension of the homonymous term: 
the cognitive concept cat picks out cats and only cats. Correspondingly, the philosophical term ‘concept’ is not ambiguous, or anyway not “seriously”.
 
 Here I have been defending the opposite view: there is no single notion of concept; moreover, the cognitive notion and the metaphysical notion are not in harmony. Does that mean that I am proposing that we go back to some variety of the dual view? No. The dual theorists believed that cognitive role, on the one hand, and whatever determines reference and truth conditions, on the other hand, were two factors or aspects of a single entity called ‘content’ or ‘meaning’. The intuition seems to have been that whatever content is, it must both determine reference and be available to cognitive operations. On the one hand, “it would be surprising if the nature of meaning...were utterly irrelevant to explaining what it is to grasp or understand meanings, and how grasping meanings can have physical effects” (Block 1986: 617); on the other hand, “cognitive role does not determine reference [but] meaning does” (McGinn 1982: 237). Now, my point is that assuming that there are such entities - contents, encompassing both cognitive role and reference determination in the metaphysical sense - leads to insurmountable difficulties.
 
After all, the dual theorists shared much ground with the Fregean tradition. As Saul Kripke and others pointed out, Frege believed that a single set of entities – senses – could both play a cognitive role and determine reference (see Kripke 1980: 59). The dual theorists regarded the two functions as partly or wholly independent of each other, but kept the idea that they were aspects or factors of a single entity, content. In my view, there are two notions of concept with different extensions, so there are two sets of entities. One set of entities, underlying categorization, are an object of study for the conglomerate of disciplines called “cognitive science”. The other set of entities is to be accounted for by metaphysics and/or natural science. Contrary to what some classic analytic philosophers have thought, it seems to me that the cognitive enterprise is relatively well defined (which does not mean that it has been concluded: far from it). By contrast, much work remains to be done – as usual – on the philosophical side.
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1 What is representationalism?
 
What do I mean by representationalism? The label is currently used for a confusing variety of distinct positions. Let me distinguish my target from two of these. What I do not mean is the idea that philosophy can investigate the capacity of mind and/or language to acquire knowledge about a mind-independent reality. Representationalism in this sense has been vociferously opposed by Rorty (1979), to the common acclaim of literary critics, social theorists and so-called continental philosophers, and to the widespread dismay of many analytic philosophers. Nor do I mean the view that a systematic theory of meaning for a specific (natural) language specifies the truth-conditions of sentences of that language. Representationalism in this sense contrasts, for instance, with the kind of inferentialist semantics propounded by Brandom (1994).
 
My target is neither as specific as the second position nor quite as general and diffuse as the first. For my purposes, representationalism has been summarized neatly by Fodor: ‘the mind is pre-eminently the locus of mental representation and mental causation’ (2003: 8). It is a ‘representational system’, and thinking is ‘representing things in the world’ (Crane 2004). Representationalism thus understood is part of the mainstream of modern philosophy. In the wake of Descartes, ‘mind’, its equivalents and cognates have been treated as the label of a special kind of thing or realm-whether it be the mind of Cartesian dualists or the brain of materialist monists. Prominent among the denizens inhabiting this realm are cogitationes, ideas, Vorstellungen, etc., which both represent and are caused by phenomena-objects, facts, etc.-in the material world.
 
Especially in the empiricist ‘way of ideas’, these mental proxies tended to be conceived of as images of the kind that occur to us when we imagine a visible phenomenon. But there is also a version of representationalism that is lingualist rather than imagist and conceives of them as symbolic in nature, as in William of Occam. A transmuted contemporary version of the imagist brand is the idea of ‘nonconceptual content’ (e.g. Cussins 1992; Peacocke 1992; Bermúdez 2003. 
cp. Glock 2013a: 222). It holds that at least some kinds of representations- notably those involved in animal thinking and pre-reflective human perception-are ‘proto-propositional’ and consist of nonconceptual components.
 
I shall concentrate the mainstream of representationalism within analytic philosophy, which is of the lingualist type. According to this orthodoxy, intentional verbs like ‘think’, ‘believe’, ‘perceive’, ‘desire’, ‘intend’ etc. signify propositional attitudes, i.e. relations between a subject and a (propositional) ‘content’ or thought, a complex entity which has concepts as components.180 As will become abundantly clear in the sequel, I regard this orthodoxy as mistaken and the terminology as misleading. Therefore I shall refer to intentional states as thought and employ ‘thinking’ or ‘having thoughts’ in the sense of being in an intentional state. This terminology is in line with Hume (1740: 1.3.16) and Davidson (1984: 156; 2001:98-100).
 
The most prominent contemporary manifestation of representationalism, and one of the clearest, is Fodor’s representational theory of mind (RTM). Intentional states like belief and desire ‘are constituted by relations to mental representations’, namely ‘thoughts’ (Fodor 2003: 141, 10). Concepts are ‘the constituents of thoughts’ (Fodor 1998: 25). Thoughts and concepts constitute types of ‘mental representation’ and a ‘kind of mental particular’. As mental particulars, they are ‘objects in the mind’ or ‘in the head’ of individuals; they are ‘concrete’ rather than abstract; and they have causes and effects in the physical world (Fodor 1998: 3, 7-8, 22; 2003: 13+n). As mental representations, they have ‘representational content’. They contribute to the content of our intentional states, to what we believe, desire etc. They do so by determining the conditions under which our beliefs are true and our desires satisfied.
 
Furthermore, according to Fodor’s ‘language of thought hypothesis’ mental representations are symbolic rather than iconic. External sentences are meaningful because they are correlated with internal signs, sentence-like representations in the brain the tokening of which constitutes our thinking (believing, desiring, etc.). The ultimate carriers of intentional content are sentences in ‘Mentalese’, physical tokens of computational types. When we engage in conceptual thought, Mother Nature inscribes signs of a computer programme into our brains. Concepts, according to Fodor, are nothing other than the token-words of the language of thought, and thoughts are its token-sentences.
 
 
The current representationalist orthodoxy involves three distinct elements:
 
a relational model: an intentional state is a relation between a subject and a content, something the intentional state is directed at;
 
propositionalism: these contents are propositions;
 
a building-block model: propositions are (abstract) wholes which have (abstract) parts-concepts.181
 
 I shall argue against all three components. First, many intentional constructions do not take the form ‘V-ing that p’, and cannot be reduced to anything ‘that-ish’. Secondly, even that-ish intentional states like believing or desiring that p are not uniformly attitudes towards propositions. Thirdly, what we think-the ‘contents’ of our thinking-are not complex entities with concepts as components. As a result, thinking should not even be regarded as a bona fide relation or attitude. 182
 
 


 
2 Against universal propositionalism
 
Some contemporaries would have us believe that the philosophy of mind should take its lead exclusively from the cognitive sciences. But our pre-theoretical mental concepts determine the topic both of the cognitive sciences and the philosophy of mind, and they are embodied in the way we use mental terms, or, more generally, in our mental discourse (see Glock 2013b). For this reason, I shall approach the question of whether propositionalism holds for all 
types of intentional states (all forms of thinking) through looking at our employment of intentional verbs, verbs ascribing intentional states.
 
Intentional verbs occur mainly in three sentential forms:
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 According to the aforementioned orthodoxy, the verbs that can replace ‘V’ denote different types of intentional attitudes, ‘A’ the subject of these attitudes, and the substitution instances of ‘that p’, ‘to Φ‘ or ‘X’ their contents. All three forms display a hallmark of intentionality, namely that nothing in reality needs to correspond to the (grammatical) direct object: one can believe something which is not the case, intend to do something which never happens, and love someone who does not exist. Prima facie, (I) expresses a relation towards a proposition or-sticking to the lingo of ‘attitude’– propositional attitude, (II) a relation towards an action or action-oriented attitude, (III) a relation to an object or object-oriented attitude. Nonetheless it is customary to subsume all forms of intentionality under Russell’s (1912) label ‘propositional attitude’. This is no coincidence. There is a pervasive tendency to regard (I) as basic and to disregard other forms of intentionality.
 
In addition, one finds more explicit manifestations of what one might call propositionalism about intentional states. Several authors have maintained that statements like 


 
	(1) A intends to climb a tree
 
	(2) A admires Angela Merkel
 
	(3) A sees the Matterhorn
 
	(4) A craves M&Ms

can be analysed into statements of the form 


 
	(I) A Vs that p.

 
Yet these reductive projects are unprepossessing.
 
McDowell’s (1996) may be right to reject ‘non-conceptual content’, if he means to insist that every object we can identify perceptually can somehow be described conceptually, perhaps with the additional aid of demonstratives. It does not follow, however, that there is a list of propositions which captures precisely and completely what A perceives when she admires the Matterhorn-the content of A’s visual field.
 
 
Tugendhat (1976: ch. 6) contends that even those intentional states which are ostensibly directed towards objects, for example loving, pitying or admiring someone, imply propositional attitudes, attitudes the expression of which involves a that-clause. Although Dorothea Brooke does not exist, I can admire her only if I believe that she exists. I beg to differ. There are many literary characters that I admire, even though I am fully cognisant of their fictional status. Furthermore, even if action- and object-oriented states uniformly implied or presupposed that-ish states, it would not follow that properly analysed they all are logically or semantically equivalent to statements of type I. Tugendhat further contends that if I picture Dorothea Brooke to myself as a fictional character, I picture her as existing. To be sure, to imagine an apple is not to imagine an apple as non-existing, but neither is it the same as to imagine that there is an apple, which is what Tugendhat needs to establish. Moreover, it is far from obvious that when I imagine Dorothea Brooke, I imagine her as existing rather than as non-existing, provided that either of these options makes sense in the first place.
 
Kenny (1963: chs. V, XI) steers a different course to a proximate reductionist destination. He maintains that sentences where ‘I want’ is followed by a direct object (rather than by an infinitive), as in ‘I want an X’ can often be expanded into sentences of the form ‘I want to Φ an X’: I want an apple – I want to eat an apple, etc. Furthermore, in reports of what he calls ‘affective attitudes’ the grammatical object of the attitude takes a different form depending on the verb: either a ‘that’ clause, or an infinitive (I hope that p, I want to Φ; I prefer to Φ, etc.). Nonetheless, he maintains, they could all be expressed using the construction ‘A volits that p’, since he thinks of these affective attitudes as taking an attitude to a state of affairs. Although this would not dispense with object-oriented intentionality in cases other than wanting unaffected, it would mean that action-oriented cases could be reduced to that-ish cases, and hence to something propositional in form. But it is far from obvious that intending to do something is tantamount to wanting a certain state of affairs to obtain. It certainly requires more than simply voliting that the results of the action come about. There is all the difference in the world between A wanting that it be the case that A climbs a tree and A seriously intending to climb a tree. Finally, even if all statements of the form ‘A wants to Φ’ could be faithfully paraphrased by statements of the form ‘A volits that p’, it would not follow that the propositional construction is more basic. For the possibility of paraphrase cuts both ways (Glock 2003: 66-70). And the infinitive construction is much more readily understood than Kenny’s propositional alternative.
 
Perhaps the shortcomings of these three reductions could be rectified, and perhaps there are other, more plausible, versions of reductionism. However, we  
should not hold our breath. For reductionism confronts a series of obstacles of principle.
 
The first is a generalisation of a point I just invoked against Kenny. Intending to climb a tree is not the same as desiring to be up the tree plus believing that (only) climbing will do the trick. One can do both, without (seriously) intending to climb the tree, e.g. because one shies away from exertion. Arguably, someone who knows himself incapable of climbing the tree cannot intend to do so, while nonetheless having the appropriate belief / desire combination. To be sure, a young child can intend, try and make an effort to jump over its own shadow. Yet this is only because the child does not realize that this is impossible. A cannot intend to do something that A believes or knows to be impossible.
 
Following Searle (1983: 30), one might insist that 


 
	(5) A intends to Φ

must be tantamount to 


 
	(5’) A intends that A Φ-s

 
 The reason is that (5) allows of adverbial modifications of the form 


 
	(6) A intends to Φ M-ly

 
And (6) means 


 
	(6’) A intends that A Φ-s M-ly.

 
Why? ‘M-ly’ does not modify the intending, it modifies the verb ‘Φ‘. And such a verb makes sense only in the context of a sentence.
 
However, the last step is contentious. One might hold that the adverbial modification specifies what kind of Φ-ing A intends to perform. Of course, the linguistic category verb must be understood ultimately not through the infinitive construction on display in ‘A intends to Φ‘, but through the construction ‘A Φ-s’. But it does not follow that it must be analysed in a that-ish manner.
 
The second obstacle concerns intentional states like admiration. Admiring Merkel is not tantamount to admiring any particular fact about her. Nor is it identical with believing that Merkel is admirable. One may have that belief, yet fail to admire her. In fact, I find myself in this situation. I think that Merkel is admirable on account of being an astute tactician, on account of having consigned to the political dustbin so many macho Christian democrat challengers, and on account of how she handled the Euro crisis. And yet, when I try to admire 
her, my toenails start curling, metaphorically speaking, perhaps because of my inveterate left-wing leanings and sensibilities. There is an emotional or affective aspect to admiration that is not captured by the propositional paraphrase.
 
The third obstacle concerns perception. It is connected to a wide-ranging and passionate debate about the idea of non-conceptual content, to which I cannot do justice here. But my main concern is this. We need to distinguish propositionalism from conceptualism à la McDowell. Perhaps there is no ‘nonconceptual’ content, that is, no feature of what one sees that cannot somehow be conceptualized, described in linguistic terms, if only of an ostensive kind. Nevertheless it would not follow that seeing the Matterhorn can be paraphrased into a construction of the form ‘seeing that p’. For it would not guarantee that there is a list of propositions that captures precisely and completely what A perceives-the content of A’s visual field. This much ought to be clear from the failure of phenomenalism.
 
The final obstacle is once more a generalisation of an objection I raised against Kenny. Let us assume that all cases of action-oriented (type II) and object-oriented (type III) intentionality could be glossed in terms of that-ish (type I) intentionality. Because of the aforementioned symmetry of paraphrase, this would not demonstrate that such paraphrases display the underlying logical form of the analysanda or capture A’s mental reality. In the absence of a compelling reduction, however, it is sheer dogmatism to insist that (1) – (4) ultimately express attitudes towards propositions. Of course, the reasons people have for admiring Merkel or intending to climb a tree can be expressed through that-clauses. But so can the reasons people have for kicking a ball, and no one would conclude that kicking a ball is therefore anything other than a relation to an object.

 
3 Against that-ish propositionalism
 
 Not all theorists of intentionality subscribe to reductionism. In his later writings, Brentano took the opposite-and in my estimation even less plausible- view, namely that at the most basic level all intentionality is non that-ish. Husserl, Wittgenstein, Dretske and Annette Baier among others, acknowledged that intentionality comes in that-ish and non that-ish varieties. But they had different reasons, and recognized different non that-ish constructions, such as ‘A saw B cross the road’ – the naked infinitive, ‘A saw how B Φ-ed’, ‘A saw the rabbit as a duck’ and ‘A admired B as a dancer’ (see Mulligan 2013; Glock 2015).
 
 
Nevertheless, that-ish intentionality remains of paramount importance. Does propositionalism at least hold for all of these cases? My answer is negative. Many intentional verbs cannot be characterised as expressing a relation either to a proposition or to a sentence.
 
Before arguing this case, we need to dwell on two components in that-ish constructions of type (I)-the ‘V-s’ and the ‘that p’. On the one hand, there is the intentional verb (‘thinks’, etc.), which informs us, e.g., that A believes, rather than, for example, knows or fears that p. On the other hand, there is a noun-clause (‘that the sun is out’, etc.), which informs us of what it is that A believes, the content of her belief, and is therefore known as the content-clause. Switching to the material mode, there is the kind of intentional state on the one hand, the kind of content on the other. These two parameters are in turn connected to an equivocation in nouns like ‘belief’, ‘hope’, ‘desire’, etc. ‘A’s belief’ can refer either to what A believes, namely that the sun is out, or to A’s believing that the sun is out. A’s believing can be erroneous, sensible, or tentative. But what A believes-e.g. that the sun is out-i.e. the content of her belief, cannot (White 1972: 81-3). Conversely, while what A believes can be true or false, A’s believing cannot (although A can of course believe truly or falsely).183
 
The problem with that-ish propositionalism concerns the relation between intentional verb and noun clause. It makes no sense to expect, fear or hope a sentence or proposition, at least not the same sense as to expect, fear or hope that p. And given that what I can suspect is what you can believe, this difficulty may be contagious. That is to say, it may show that even though it makes sense to believe the proposition that p, believing that p is not the same as believing the proposition that p (see White 1972; Hacker 1992).
 
 
One might respond that in its philosophical usage, ‘proposition’ is a term of art which is exempted from the vagaries of certain intentional verbs in English that rule out locutions like
 
 (7) A fears/expects/hopes the proposition that p.184
 
 

 
 

 
But this invites the challenge to explain what precisely that technical term means. Worse still, because of the illicitness of (7) that challenge cannot be met by stipulating that propositions are simply what we believe, expect, hope, etc.
 
The denial that what we believe is always a proposition seems to imply, however, that in cases in which we do believe the proposition that p, we have two beliefs, the belief that p and the belief ‘in’ the proposition that p. The rejection of that-ish propositionalism seems to engender a kind of double-vision. But it is far from clear that believing in the proposition that p actually equates to believing the proposition that p. Even leaving this point aside, the appearance of double-vision is deceptive. To say that A believes the proposition that p is not to ascribe to her a belief in addition to her belief that p. Rather, it is to place her belief that p in a certain context or focus. Believing that p is simply a matter of believing something to be so, whereas believing the proposition that p is a matter of believing something to be true. In the case of simply believing, the focus is on how things are or might be, in the case of believing a proposition, on how they have or might be stated or believed to be. Interpolating ‘the proposition’ between ‘believes’ and a that-clause ‘that p’ is appropriate only if a proposition-a sentence or statement-is already in circulation or at least in the air (see Rundle 2001). In switching from ‘A believes that p’ to ‘A believes the proposition that p’ we do not maintain the presence of an additional belief; rather, we redescribe the original belief in a particular way.

 
4 Against the building-block model
 
One might grant that what we believe is not always a proposition, while nonetheless insisting that believing that p is a relation to a content referred to by the content-clause. That much is taken for granted even by nonconceptualists, who deny that all intentional states are relations to propositions. I challenge this 
shared assumption. My first step is to reject the building-block model of contents. According to this model what a subject believes (the content of A’s belief) is a proposition or thought, a complex (abstract) object of which concepts are the components; thus the thought that dogs bark is a complex abstract object of which the concepts DOG and BARK are abstract parts. By a similar token, A’s state of believing is a mental process of accepting the whole proposition, and thinking one of the component concepts is a stage in this process; thus to believe that dogs bark, A must think DOG and think BARK. In summary, if A believes that p, then she stands in a relation of grasping and accepting an abstract entity, a proposition, of which concepts are (equally abstract) components. It follows that one cannot grasp or accept the whole proposition without having or grasping its constituent concepts.
 
Its popularity notwithstanding, however, the building-block model is problematic. There are both empirical and conceptual qualms about the idea that entertaining a part of a thought correlates with a definite stage of a more protracted mental or neurophysiological process-the entertaining or judging of the whole thought. As Wittgenstein remarked: ‘Thought and intention are neither ‘articulated’ nor ‘non-articulated’; to be compared neither with a single note which sounds during the acting or speaking, nor with a melody’ (1967: 217). Without mentioning this passage, Künne complements the musical analogy by its positive counterpart: 


... the complexity of a judgment is not like that of a melody but rather like that of a chord. In judging that the moon is round you simultaneously exercise your ability to think of the moon and your ability to attribute roundness. In this respect episodic thinking is different from saying. (1996: 75)

 
Even in a relatively complex judgement, the subject exercises several conceptual capacities at once rather than sequentially. This is yet another respect in which even episodic thinking differs from saying, the case on which it is modelled by the building-block position.
 
Even if these points could be waived, we would only be dealing with stages of thinking a thought (of believing that p), not with stages of thoughts (of what is believed, namely that p). As regards the latter, the building-block model transposes the part/whole relation from the spatial and temporal sphere to a sphere-that of abstract entities-to which, ex hypothesi, neither spatial nor temporal notions apply. What seems to give sense to talk of parts and wholes in the case of propositions or thoughts is the fact that the linguistic expressions of thoughts-namely sentences-have components-namely words (see Kenny 1989: 126–7). What is said or thought has genuine components to the extent to 
which its linguistic expression has components. These ‘conceptual components’ are, for instance, what A explains when A is called upon to explain what she has asserted (queried, etc.) through the utterance of a sentence composed of words expressing the concepts concerned.
 
A final objection to the building-block model is what Künne (2008: 179-82) calls the repetition problem, noted yet not solved by Bolzano. By contrast to Bolzano and Künne, let us contemplate the problem with respect to propositions rather than complex concepts. How many concepts occur in this ‘content’?
 
 (8) The aunt of my uncle knows the uncle of my aunt
 
 

 
 

 
Irrespective of how the concepts involved in a proposition are ultimately to be individuated and counted, the appropriate answer does not double-count aunt and uncle. This displays a significant difference between the ‘content’ on the one hand and a bona fide complex object like the (token-) sentence (8) or a bona fide sequence of occurrences like the utterance of (8). The concepts aunt and uncle are not quasi-spatial or quasi-temporal parts of genuine wholes; rather, they are principles of intellectual operations that are employed in dual capacities by a subject who thinks that the aunt of her uncle knows the uncle of her aunt (see Glock 2010).

 
5 Against the relational model
 
When a human adult believes that p, the concepts expressed by the components of ‘p’ are involved not sequentially; rather, the subject exercises several conceptual capacities at once. This paves the way for challenging the final component of lingualist reasoning, namely the relational model. Even in the linguistic case, A’s thinking that p is not a bona fide relation between A and an object that p, whether abstract or concrete. Talk of ‘propositional attitudes’ is misguided not just on account of ‘propositional’, as Quineans would have us believe, but also or even primarily on account of ‘attitudes’. For the idea that belief is a relation between a subject and an entity amounts to a reification of what we think (believe or desire to be the case).
 
My case for this verdict starts with two features of our intentional verbs that do not fit the relational model. The first concerns the intensionality of thought. According to a mainstream going back to Frege, in statements of type (I) intentional verbs invariably create intensional contexts. If we substitute coreferential 
terms within the content-clause, this may lead from a true attribution like 


 
	(9) Sarah believes that Cicero was Roman

to a false one like 


 
	(10) Sarah believes that Tully was Roman.

 
 The main dissenting voice is that of direct reference theorists harking back to Russell’s account of propositions. They insist that if (9) is true, (10) must be as well, even if Sarah fervently repudiates the belief attributed to her.185
 
 

 
Both positions are predicated on the relational model: there must be a definite answer to the question of whether (9) and (10) are true; and that answer depends on what kind of entity Sarah is related to – a Fregean proposition consisting of modes of presentations or a Russellian one consisting of objects and properties. If we look at our actual practice of belief attributions, however, both positions come up wanting. They ignore the context-sensitivity of belief attributions. We can sometimes but not always report Sarah’s belief in terms that run counter to those she would accept herself, contrary, respectively, to Fregeanism and Russellianism. The limits of substitution within the content-clause are not dictated by an entity-a propositional content-but vary according to the communicative situation.
 
Let me illustrate this context-sensitivity.
 
 

 
(11) Sarah thinks that the old fool is adorable
 
 
 can be uttered without presupposing that the subject would assent to ‘The old fool is adorable’. This even goes for content-clauses that the subject could not use. We can say
 
 

 
(12) Sarah thinks that the old fool will give her a biscuit
 
 

 
even if Sarah is an animal or a child that lacks the concepts of a fool and of a biscuit.
 
Even within a single content-clause we can speak for the subject, the speaker and the hearer. Consider the following pair of sentences:
 
 
	(13) Sarah believes that Bishop Berkeley is buried in Oxford Cathedral
 
	(14) Sarah believes that the author of the Principles is interred in Christchurch Chapel.

 
I may be speaking of the author of the Principles because Sarah has just read the Principles yet has no other knowledge about Berkeley, of Christchurch Chapel because that is how I relate to this building as an atheist with an Oxford degree, of interment because my interlocutor is a pretentious public school boy who takes pride in educated terminology, and so on.
 
It might be granted that such reports are common and perhaps even unavoidable, but that we tailor them to our audience for the pragmatic reason of facilitating communication. Strictly speaking, the objection runs, we would regard them as mistaken unless they capture the subject’s mental reality. But even if this were so, it would not reinstate the relational model in its Fregean incarnation. To say what someone believes is not to relate her to an entity but to speak for the subject on the question at hand, whether or not the subject itself is in a position to do likewise. This can be brought out by noting that most competent speakers would find it perfectly acceptable to analyse (11) in a parenthetical fashion, e.g. as
 
 

 
(11’) The old fool is adorable (Sarah believes)
 
 

 
And they would certainly not hit on the idea that the acceptability of such a paraphrase depends on what sort of abstract entity Sarah is related to.
 
My second argument against the relational model concerns a contrast between attributions of thought and genuine relational statements. Admittedly, noun-clauses like ‘that the cat went up the oak tree’ or ‘what Carl believes’ are grammatically speaking the objects of beliefs. But they are intentional rather than object-accusatives (White 1972). The difference can be illustrated by looking 
at the difference between believing someone – a person-on the one hand and believing something – something a subject does or could think or say – on the other. 


 
	(15) Angela Merkel believes Barack Obama

entails that there is an object x such that Merkel believes x. In (15) the psychological verb expresses a genuine relation, since here two relata must exist, one to believe, and one to be believed. By contrast, 


 
	(16) Angela Merkel believes that the NSA will stop spying on her

does not entail that there is an object x such that Merkel believes x. Nothing in reality need correspond to the noun-phrase of (16), since the relevant state of affairs need not exist or obtain.186
 
A defender of the building-block model might dig his heels in and insist that at least in cases like (16) something must exist, namely a propositional content which is a real object, albeit an abstract one. But this ‘something’ is a grammatical projection from that-clauses rather than a genuine object.187 Brentano was right to insist that to believe is to believe something. (16) entails that there is something Merkel believes. Yet in the first instance this simply means that Merkel cannot believe anything unless there is an intelligible answer to the question ‘What does Merkel believe?’. Furthermore, the what-clause ‘what Merkel believes’, like ‘what Merkel weighs’, incorporates an interrogative rather than a relative pronoun. Thus ‘Hollande knows the person Merkel believes’ and ‘The person Merkel believes is Obama’ together entail ‘Hollande knows Obama‘. Yet ‘Hollande knows what Angela Merkel believes’ and ‘What Merkel believes is that the NSA will stop spying on her’ do not entail ‘Hollande knows that the NSA will stop spying on Merkel’, if only because one cannot know a falsehood.
 
 
 Similarly, ‘Hollande knows what Merkel weighs’ and ‘Merkel weighs 70 kg’ do not entail ‘Hollande knows 70kg’, since that sentence is ungrammatical. Neither ‘what Merkel weighs’ nor ‘what Merkel believes’ signify an object to which Merkel is related. By the same token, believing that p is no more a genuine relation to an object than weighing n kilograms.188
 
It might be objected that there are pertinent contexts in which ‘what Merkel believes’ incorporates a relative pronoun. In conjunction with (16)
 
 

 
(17) Hollande believes what Merkel believes
 
 

 
entails
 
 

 
(18) Hollande believes that the NSA will stop spying on Merkel.
 
 

 
But (18) is not underwritten by our knowledge that Merkel and Hollande are related in the same way to an entity beyond space and time, whatever that might mean. It is underwritten by the fact that both share certain properties regarding a particular question, namely the question of whether the NSA will stop spying on Merkel. Even in this context, ‘what Merkel believes’ is an interrogative clause in a less direct sense, since its sense derives from the way in which Merkel would or could respond to a certain question, or react in certain situations, e.g. when it comes to raising the tapping scandal in a meeting with Obama.
 
That different people A and B can think the same thought or hold the same belief does not mean that there is an abstract object to which they severally stand in the relation of thinking, believing, saying, etc. It just means that both A and B believe that snow is white; that is to say, what they both believe can be expressed by the same declarative sentence. If A and B are to disagree, what A says or asserts must be what B denies. But this does not commit one to the existence of self-subsistent entities beyond space and time, but only to the conceptual truism that if B denies what A asserts, and A asserts that p, then B denies that p.
 
The measurement analogy does not just pinpoint a weakness in the building-block model, it also supports the capacity alternative that I call the ‘capacity approach’ (Glock 2013a). When we ascribe a weight to a material object, we do not ascribe to it a genuine relation to an abstract object. Rather, we ascribe to it 
a relation to other material objects, for instance that of being in balance with a cube which contains 60 litres of water. Mutatis mutandis for the case of belief. In ascribing a belief to a subject A, we ultimately describe and explain their actual or possible behaviour. We place A not in a relation to a genuine object, but in the context of a system of describing and explaining A’s behaviour and behavioural capacities. Accordingly, a subject can believe something to be the case without standing in a relation to a ‘content’ and hence without running through or even possessing the concepts which feature in the content-clause we use to ascribe the belief.

 
6 An unnoticed contrast
 
 The concepts of content and representation are two of the most important concepts in contemporary cognitive sciences, and pivotal to representationalism. They are also usually regarded as tightly related - hence the label ‘representational content’. There are two possibilities regarding the relation between representation and content. Representational contents could be
 
Representanda: representational content is represented, i.e. X represents content C.
 
Representantia: representational content represents, i.e. content C represents Y.
 
 

 
Both options have enjoyed widespread support. Here are two instances of the idea that content is represented:
 
‘one can represent a content doxastically’ (Chalmers 2004: 155)
 
‘if a mental representation M represents a content C’ (Prinz 2006: 441).
 
 

 
The opposing view, according to which content represents, is adopted in these two passages:
 
‘the way a given content represents it [the world] as being’ (Brewer 2006: 173)
 
‘intentional content that represents the world’ (Martin 1992: 745).
 
 

 
The schism carries over to the two types of content commonly distinguished- concepts on the one hand, propositions on the other. Here are two examples of the idea that concepts are representanda:
 
‘Consider a simulator that represents the concept of bicycle.’ (Barsalou 2009: 1282)
 
‘the brain represents concepts’ (Binder and Desai 2011: 528).
 
 
 

 
 And here are two cases of the opinion that concepts are representantia:
 
‘Concepts represent, stand in for, or refer to things other than themselves.’ (Prinz 2004: 3)
 
‘concepts represent whatever they do precisely in virtue of these roles.’ (Aydede 2010).
 
 

 
Turning finally to propositions, the following authors regard them as representanda:
 
‘The human [...] mentally represents a proposition in thought.’ (Currie 1980: 247)
 
‘thinking that p requires representing the proposition that p.’ (Cummins 1996: 3).
 
 

 
By contrast, these authors treat them as representantia:
 
‘the states of affairs which the proposition represents’ (Faulkner 1998: 307)
 
‘the proposition represents the world’ (King 1995: 517).
 
 

 
The existence of these two options would seem rather obvious. Astonishingly, however, the difference between them has rarely been noted.189 To my knowledge, the first one to plot it systematically is Kevin Reuter (2014), to whom I owe the quotations listed above. I fully concur with Reuter that the difference between the two options is of central importance to the conceptual framework of cognitive science, at least in the representationalist tradition. At the same time, I do not share his view that the two options stand in tension, and that they have not been combined. Reuter writes: 


While this is certainly a theoretical possibility, there does not seem to be a single author who holds such a position explicitly.… Another reason for rejecting this possibility is that if it were true, at least one of the readings of representation would not retain its original meaning because it would not be compatible with commonsense: People do not seem to claim that x is about or means c which itself is about or means y, e.g. a fairy tale does not seem to be about a certain content that is itself about dragons and tigers... (2014: 4)

 
I applaud taking commonsense cum ordinary discourse into the equation (contrary to the contempt in which both are foolishly held by a majority of contemporary cognitive scientists). But the incompatibility between commonsense on the one hand and thinking that contents are both representanda and representatia that Reuter diagnoses is an artifice resulting from his terminology.
 
 
Like Reuter, I accept that one cannot say of a sentence that it is about a content. Unlike him, I hold that there is an antecedent incompatibility between ordinary discourse and the very locution that a sentence or text means that p, irrespective of whether the latter is regarded as a content (Glock 2003: 154-5). However, if we avail ourselves of the idiom of representation in the first place, we next need to distinguish various ways in which X might be said to represent Y. Being about or meaning Y are only two of several options. X can also represent Y in the sense of expressing Y. And a sentence or text-fairy tales included- can certainly express ‘a content’, e.g. that once upon a time there was a cruel king with a benevolent and intelligent daughter … Furthermore, that content might be said to present the world as being a certain way, namely such that once upon a time …. Finally, at least in the case of non-fictional sentences and texts, the expressed content might be said to be about something in reality (an object, event, etc.).
 
Reuter’s further conjecture that as a matter of fact no one has ever knowingly combined the representanda and representantia options is mistaken. (Neo-)Fregeans like Peacocke and Künne hold, consistently if perhaps not correctly, that concepts and propositions are at the same time representanda of the predicates and sentences of public languages and representantia–modes of presentation-of, respectively, properties and states of affairs (see Glock 2009: 28n). Thus, according to Künne concepts qua modes of presentation are ‘representational abstract entities’ (2007: 346-7). This proposal must not be confused with Fodor’s subjectivism, which has it that concepts are mental particulars and predicates of a neurophysiologically implemented language of thought. Qua modes of presentation concepts are not predicates of a language of thought. Instead, they are at the same time representanda of the predicates of public languages and representantia of properties.
 
Künne distinguishes between application, connotation and expression: the general term ‘dog’ applies to all and only dogs, connotes the property of being a dog, and expresses the concept of being a dog (2005: 254, 263 and fn. 31; see also Künne 2003: 4). By this token, concepts are representanda of general terms in the sense of being expressed by them. At the same time they are representantia, in that they ‘determine’ properties. Reuter’s incompatibility thesis nevertheless contains an important kernel of truth. It is hard to see how contents in general or concepts and propositions in particular could both be represented and represent in the very same sense.
 
Once this point is acknowledged, what are we to make of positions that deny either that contents are represented or that contents represent? In the presentation from which his paper was derived, Reuter ascribed to the former camp the following line of reasoning: ‘no one doubts that people represent the  
world by using concepts. If content is constituted by concepts, and if concepts represent the world, then it follows that content represents things in the world’190. Reuter condones neither this stance nor the argument; and he is well advised to do so. The argument is a petitio. The point of agreement between the two camps is that content is constituted by concepts. Whether propositions and concepts represent the world is precisely the bone of contention. Even if people represent the world by using concepts, it does not follow that concepts represent the world, but merely that they are employed in representing the world. Finally, denying that propositional contents are representanda is at odds with a core claim of representationalism, namely the relational model. If thinking is a matter of standing in a relation of representing, then in
 
 (19) A thinks that p
 
 

 
 

 
the content that p must be represented, namely by the subject A, or by one of A’s mental states of thinking.
 
Can one deny that contents are representantia? Once more representationalism would seem to rule this out. For contents are supposed to represent the world by having semantic properties. That is the very point of speaking about them as representations or representational contents. By this token, propositions represent the world by having truth-conditions, i.e. being true under certain circumstances and false under others; and concepts represent the world by having satisfaction conditions, i.e. being instantiated by objects possessing certain properties and not being instantiated by objects lacking these properties (see sect. 7 below).
 
To wrap up this section, let me venture a guess as to why the contrast has been largely ignored, and why many authors oscillate between the two options in a way that is confusing at best and incoherent at worst. I shall restrict myself to the case of propositions, in which the temptation is most transparent. It arises from the fact that noun-clauses in general and that-clauses in particular are systematically ambiguous in the following sense. One and the same that-clause can designate both what A believes or desires-the propositional content–and the state of affairs which, respectively, verifies A’s belief or satisfies A’s desire. If A’s belief is true or her desire satisfied, the that-clause designates not just a possible state of affairs, but an obtaining state of affairs, i.e. a fact. This leads to the idea that there is something that stands in or mediates between A or A’s 
believing/desiring on the one hand, and the world-a state of affairs or fact. Propositional contents appear as representanda if one focuses on the relation between A or A’s believing and what A believes; propositional contents appear as representatia if one focuses on the relation between what A believes and the way the world is or might be, between what A believes and what is the case if A believes truly; and mutatis mutandis for desires. But the idea of such a shadowy entity between the subject, her thinking or speaking on the one hand and the world is misguided. Wittgenstein’s reflections on intentionality provide one set of reasons for thinking so (see Glock 1996: 184-9), my animadversions above are designed to provide another.

 
7 Against representationalism
 
 We are now in a position to appreciate that there is a fundamental flaw in the language of thought hypothesis and a more general problem with the idea that concepts or propositions are representations. Following Peirce’s theory of signs (1933), one can distinguish between different types of representation:
 
Icons resemble what they represent
 
Symbols are related to what they represent by convention
 
Indices are connected to what they ‘represent’ by causal dependencies or by other natural relations such as spatial or temporal proximity.
 
 

 
Thus realist paintings are icons of what they represent. Linguistic expressions, with the possible exception of onomatopoetic ones, are symbols of what they represent. The word ‘dog’, for example, is connected to the animals not through any kind of resemblance, but through an arbitrary convention. Smoke, finally, is an index of fire, because it is a causal result of fire.
 
Given this distinction, one might deliver the following brief verdict on the idea of a neurophysiological language of thought: 


 
	– Patterns of neural firings are certainly indices of external phenomena, but only for observers with neurophysiological measuring equipment, not for ordinary subjects of thought;
 
	– they might be icons (but are not);
 
	– they cannot be symbols.

 
That neural firings are causal results of external events and causal preconditions of perception is agreed on all sides. The extent to which there is, for example, a spatial resemblance between the objects of perception and the neural 
activities that underlie perception, is a matter for empirical investigation. For the most part, no such iconic relation has been observed. Although experiments like those of Hubel and Wiesel show that particular neurons are involved in seeing lines of a particular orientation, there is no iconic similarity between the lines and the pattern of firing neurons. Finally, neural firings cannot be symbols because there is no one who uses them to represent anything in a conventional manner (a point to which I shall return). Consequently, there can be no mental symbols and hence no language of thought.
 
What about the more general idea that concepts are representations? According to an orthodoxy shared by RTM, concepts must be shareable because they are components of what subjects believe and desire, of shareable thoughts or propositional contents. But acknowledging that different subjects can share a concept is incompatible with maintaining that they are particulars in the heads of individuals. Furthermore, as their components, concepts are in the first instance no more representations or signs than propositions themselves. They are what is represented – in the sense of being expressed by general terms and employed by subjects. They are the content of thinking, not what represents, i.e. what expresses these contents (Glock 2009: 23-9).
 
This lesson is in line with the common sense view that concepts are expressed by signs such as predicates or logical operators. It also follows from a more basic feature of the notion of representation. Bona fide representations, that is, those of an iconic or symbolic kind, require a medium. That is to say, they have representational properties by virtue of having non-representational properties. For instance, Rembrandt’s self-portrait in the National Gallery of Scotland represents a particular individual on account of more basic properties, roughly the way in which it arranges colours and shapes (see Hyman 2006). Similarly, the sign-token ‘Rembrandt Harmenszoon van Rijn’ signifies that same individual on account of its typographic properties, which are subject to the kind of conventions characteristic of symbols.
 
The idea that thoughts and concepts are (mental, computational or neural) representations is incompatible with this defining feature of representations. With apologies to Marshall McLuhan, thoughts-and by implication concepts- are all message and no medium! (Hacker 2010: 282n). Or, with rather fewer apologies to Wittgenstein, thought is not a linguistic symbol requiring interpretation; it is itself ‘the last interpretation’ (1958: 34).
 
But couldn’t Fodor respond that concepts and propositions qua sign-types of Mentalese do occur in a medium, namely of neural firings? The latter represent propositional or conceptual contents on account of their nonrepresentational physiological or physical properties. According to Fodor, for instance, these representations have certain syntactic properties-properties  
determining the way they are processed-on account of their physiological qualities, and they have certain semantic properties, properties determining what they represent, on account of their causal relations to the environment.
 
At this juncture, the epistemic or cognitive dimension of representations comes into play. The non-representational properties of representations must be accessible to the subject of representation. After all, a representation R is not just a sign of something—an object O, but a sign for someone-a subject of representation A – someone to whom X is represented through R (again, the point was epitomized by Peirce, in his famous semiotic triangle). Yet neural tokens of computational types are entirely and in principle inaccessible to the subject, they are ‘deeply unconscious’, to use Searle’s (1997) critical label. By the same token, they cannot be used by A intentionally or, a fortiori, with the intent to represent anything. Nor can the subject employ them according to rules, as required for symbolic representation.
 
There is possible defence of RTM: neural signs may not be employed by personal subjects, but they can nonetheless be employed by sub-personal subjects, e.g. by the brain, its parts, or functionally defined modules.191 But this response invites the charge of a ‘homunculus’ or ‘mereological fallacy’ (Kenny 1984: ch. 9; Bennett/Hacker 2003). This is the fallacy of explaining mental attributes of an animal or subject-in our case the capacity for conceptual thought-by postulating sub-personal subjects-homunculi-with the same or similar mental capacities-in this case the capacity for the intentional employment of signs. The explanation is fallacious because these capacities can only be attributed to the animal or subject A as a whole, and not-save metaphorically-to its parts, whether they be organs like A’s brain or capacities like A’s mind. Furthermore, even if it made sense to credit sub-personal instances with symbolic understanding, this would only push back the problem. One then needs to explain the representational capacities of these postulated homunculi, which engenders a regress.
 
Yet surely, to anyone except die-hard behaviourists the very existence of cognitive phenomena shows that there are mental representations! Doesn’t thought require some kind of representation? The answer is yes, but only if ‘representation’ is divested from the standard connection with a medium and understood in a minimalist sense. On that understanding, our thoughts are representations, 
simply because they have what are nowadays called semantic properties: 


a proposition that p is true or false 
a singular thought or description a refers or fails to refer to an object x 
a concept F applies or doesn’t apply to an object x.

 
 However, representations in this minimalist sense cannot explain thought. For to represent (that p or x or Fs or things being F) in this sense simply is to think (to think that p, about x, about Fs, or about things being F).192 Representationalism is reduced to uninformative claims like:
 
to think that a is F is to represent a as being F, and to think of Fs qua Fs is to represent Fs, etc.
 
The capacity approach, by contrast, at least holds the promise of a genuine explanation. Not a causal explanation of the phylo- or ontogenesis of the capacity for thought, to be sure, or of the proximal (neurophysiological) mechanisms that constitute its vehicle. In that capacity, capacities are out of their depth, as Molière and Nietzsche (1886: §11), among others, observed. The appeal to powers instead promises a conceptual explanation of what thought amounts to: what it is to think that p or about Fs as Fs is spelled out in terms of the possession of certain cognitive and conative abilities. In short: the appeal to potentialities may be bad cognitive science, yet nonetheless good philosophy of mind.193
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1 IEM
 
Ever since the principle of immunity to error through misidentification (IEM) was suggested by Wittgenstein (1959), and then more precisely formulated by Shoemaker (1968), philosophers, and more recently, psychologists, have been trying to identify exceptions to the principle meant to apply without exception to specific ways of referring to, or experiencing oneself. As Wittgenstein first explained it, IEM applies to any use of the first-person pronoun as subject. He distinguished use of the first-person pronoun as subject from its use as object, by examples. On the one hand, ‘as subject’ means any first-person reference I make to myself as an experiencing subject. For example, if I experience a toothache, it would be nonsensical to say ‘Someone has a toothache, is it I?’. On the other hand, ‘as object’ means any reference I make to myself on the basis of an objectifying perception or thought. For example, looking in the mirror and seeing a sunburned arm, I might say ‘I have a sunburn’. It’s possible that I see someone else’s arm in the mirror and mistake it for my own, and in that sense I would seem to misidentify myself.
 
The idea that I cannot misidentify myself when I use the first-person pronoun as subject is what Sidney Shoemaker (1968) called, ‘immunity to error through misidentification’. He offered the following formula.
 
[T]o say that a statement ‘a is ϕ’ is subject to error through misidentification relative to the term ‘a’ means that the following is possible: the speaker knows some particular thing to be ϕ, but makes the mistake of asserting ‘a is ϕ’ because, and only because, he mistakenly thinks that the thing he knows to be ϕ is what ‘a’ refers to (Shoemaker 1968: 7).

 
IEM is not equivalent to guaranteed self-reference (Strawson 1994), a grammatical principle that states that the first-person pronoun cannot fail to refer to the person who uses it correctly. Rather, it seemingly depends on the kind of experiential access that I have to myself. “It has to do … with the idiosyncrasies of 
our ways of finding out about psychological states” (Campbell 1999). Shoemaker suggests that IEM holds true because introspection is non-observational and identification-free; “as subject” we are not involved in an identification process – we are not making a judgment of identity based on observations; it follows that we can’t make a misidentification. That is, by way of introspection one does not observe a subject of experience and then consult a set of criteria that would allow one to identify this subject as oneself. Rather, one has an immediate intuition of oneself as subject.
 
But introspection may not be the only way of gaining knowledge about oneself that is IEM. According to Gareth Evans (1982; also Cassam 1995; 2011), in normal circumstances, I can never have a proprioceptive sense of a body other than my own. Proprioception is also non-observational, does not involve judgment by criteria, and accordingly is a good candidate for being IEM. Evans, however, does suggest a thought experiment in which the nervous system of Subject A is connected to the nervous system of Subject B in such a way that Subject A receives the proprioceptive input from Subject B’s body (see Armstrong and Malcolm 1984: 113). When Subject B’s legs are crossed, Subject A reports that he (Subject A) feels that his legs are crossed. In this case, it seems, he is mistaken in a way that violates IEM, since, via proprioception, he misidentifies B’s legs for his own.
 
I’m going to call the view of IEM that takes it to depend on a mode of access (introspection or proprioception) the conservative view (or the C-theory of IEM). In contrast, a more liberal view takes IEM to be a pervasive aspect of experience, not strictly dependent on mode of access. On this view, IEM is tied to the fact that consciousness is always structured in a first-person perspective, and this perspectival structure is more basic than (and a prerequisite to) anything like mode of access or use of first-person pronoun as subject. I’ll argue for the L-theory by way of examining challenges made to IEM from pathology and experimental psychology.

 
2 Challenges to IEM from Pathology and Experimental Psychology
 
 Outside of Evans’ thought experiment one can find a number of both naturally occurring and experimentally induced instances that might count as exceptions to IEM. In this section I’ll briefly review these purported exceptions and try to show why they are not exceptions.
 
 
2.1 Schizophrenia
 
 For example, John Campbell (1999) has suggested that the schizophrenic symptom of thought insertion, where the subject claims that he is not the one who is thinking a specific thought (although he is), is an exception to IEM.
 
What is so striking about the phenomenon of thought insertion as described by schizophrenic patients is that it seems to involve an error of identification. The patient might say, ‘Thoughts come into my head like “Kill God”. It’s just like my mind working, but it isn’t. They come from this chap, Chris. They’re his thoughts’ (Frith 1992: 66). A patient who supposes that thoughts have been inserted into his mind by someone else is right about which thoughts they are, but wrong about whose thoughts they are. So thought insertion seems to be a counterexample to the thesis that present-tense introspectively based reports of psychological state cannot involve errors of identification. (Campbell 1999: 609-610)

 
In response to Campbell, I’ve argued that a phenomenological distinction between sense of ownership and sense of agency allows us to see how IEM is preserved even in this case (Gallagher 2001a, b). The sense of (self-)agency (SA) is the first-order (pre-reflective, non-observational) awareness I have that I am the one who is causing or generating an action or thought. SA in the full sense is complex insofar as it can involve more reflective, prospective and retrospective aspects (Gallagher 2012), but in its most basic form it’s an intrinsic aspect of experience. When I reach for a glass to take a drink, even if it is close to automatic in some circumstances, it is never anonymous – I have a real sense that I am the agent of my action. Similarly for thinking, I have the implicit sense that I am the one doing the thinking. In contrast, the sense of ownership (SO) is the first-order (pre-reflective, non-observational) awareness that I am the one moving (it is my body that is moving) or thinking (these are thoughts that I am experiencing and to which I have introspective access). Phenomenologists refer to this as the “mineness” of experience. In most circumstances SA and SO are phenomenologically integrated. In the case of reflex or involuntary movement, however, one finds that SO is preserved while SA is absent. I find that my body is moving but that I am not the agent of the movement. The same pattern – intact SO but absent SA – is found in the neurological pathology of Anarchic Hand Syndrome. In the case of schizophrenic delusions of control, we also find a similar intact SO (it is my body that is moving) with no SA (I did not initiate the movement), but with the added feature of delusion (I think someone else is controlling my body). Neuroscientific studies have suggested that connectivity problems, or disruptions of sensory-motor processes in the insula may provide an explanation of how SA might go missing (see e.g., Farrer and Frith 2002). The 
absence of SA explains one feature but is not the full explanation of such delusions.
 
Similarly, in the case of thought insertion the subject still has a sense of ownership (this thought is being experienced by me rather than by someone else), even if he does not have a sense of agency for it (I did not initiate this thought). Accordingly, when he claims that the thought he is experiencing is not his (in the sense that he did not cause it) he is not misidentifying the person who is having the thought. He is correctly indicating that it is he who is having the thought. That the experience is his own is, in fact, the basis of his complaint that someone else is inserting the thought into his mind. Because SO is still intact, so is IEM; there is no misidentification of who the subject of experience is – it is he himself who is undergoing the experience.

 
2.2 Somatoparaphrenia
 
 With respect to delusions of control the sense of ownership for one’s own body has been closely tied to proprioception, which provides my sense that it is my body that is moving; the lack of SA is due to problems with efference or motor commands (Tsakiris and Haggard 2005a; Tsakiris et al. 2007). Insofar as we can say that IEM is still intact in delusions of control, this is consistent with Evans and the C-theory. But the idea that IEM with respect to experiencing one’s own body may be based on proprioception and tied to SO has been challenged by a variety of pathologies and experiments that manipulate proprioception and SO.
 
In Somatoparaphrenia, following stroke and damage to the right parietal cortex, the subject may claim that her left arm is not her arm, but, for example, belongs to her niece. She misidentifies her body part, and this is clearly a problem with the sense of ownership. If IEM depends on SO, then Somatoparaphrenia might seem to be a counterexample to the thesis that present-tense proprioceptively based reports of one’s bodily state cannot involve errors of identification. But, Somatoparaphrenic patients do not have proprioception for the alien limb, and patients with spared proprioception do not exhibit Somatoparaphrenia (Vallar and Ronchi 2008). Accordingly, in the case of Somatoparaphrenia the question of IEM doesn’t actually come up.
 
One way to put this is that without proprioception the subject’s access to her limb is as object, and there is no claim made for IEM in the case of access as object. Although there is a failure of SO, this is not a violation of IEM. In this regard, then, The C-theory of IEM is still intact – it survives both Schizophrenia and Somatoparaphrenia. Considering these cases, introspection and proprioception remain modes of access that are secure enough to maintain IEM. Things 
get more complicated, however, when we look at some experiments that do cause problems for the C-theory by manipulating proprioception and SO.

 
2.3 Experimental Challenges to IEM
 
 The claim that proprioception is IEM does not mean that proprioception cannot be in error in other respects. Proprioception/kinaesthesis provides information about posture, limb position, and how I am moving – and it can be wrong or be misled about these things. Experiments that involve vibrating certain muscles, thereby manipulating proprioception, for example, can lead me to believe that my arm is extended out in front of me when in fact it is not (e.g., Lackner 1988; Longo et al. 2009). The claim about IEM does not extend to the specifics of posture or movement. It pertains only to the question of whose body is in question. I might be misled to proprioceptively feel that my legs are crossed when they are not, but IEM states that I cannot be misled about them being my legs, or that I am the one crossing them. Evans’ thought experiment about subject A proprioceptively experiencing B’s body, however, motivates the idea that IEM is contingent rather than absolute since it depends on how nervous systems are wired up.
 
Jeannerod and Pacherie (2004), with this thought experiment, and other empirical experiments in mind, focus on the contingent nature of IEM and suggest that, with respect to determining who the agent of an action is, the ways that we come to know this “are not entirely reliable and cannot be a source of identification-free first-person knowledge” (Jeannerod and Pacherie 2004: 137).
 
In a nutshell, then, the bad news for philosophers is that self-identification is after all a problem. In the domain of action and intention, at least, there is no such thing as immunity to error through misidentification, whether for the self as object (sense of ownership) or for the self as agent (sense of agency). The mechanisms involved in self- and other-attribution may be reasonably reliable in normal circumstances, but are not infallible. (Jeannerod and Pacherie 2004: 141)

 
This may be bad news for non-philosophers as well. It’s not clear, however, why Jeannerod and Pacherie associate the sense of ownership with the self as object. There is a distinction to be made between SO for a body part (I feel this to be my arm) and SO for movement (I am the one moving, even in the case of involuntary movement). The experience of my arm as mine can be based on a pre-reflective proprioceptive/kinaesthtetic awareness of arm position or movement – or it may be based on a visual perception of my arm being there in its usual place. In the first case, following the Wittgensteinian insight, we have a sense of 
our body as subject; in the second case we have a sense of our body as object. I can be mistaken about the second, as when I see an arm in the mirror and mistake it for mine when it is not; in this case (on the C-theory) IEM is not an issue, since no IEM is claimed for an experience of the body-as-object. But, as we’ve seen, some philosophers would claim that I cannot be mistaken about the first. Jeannerod and Pacherie, however, suggest that even if proprioception delivers an awareness of my body (my self) as subject, and provides a sense of ownership for it, this does not guarantee immunity to error through misidentification. Evans’ thought experiment demonstrates that I can be wrong about whose limbs are whose. A is not only wrong about the position of his legs, but it also seems that A is wrong about whose legs they are, and that, seemingly violates IEM. Hence the claim for a contingent or de facto, rather than an in principle, IEM for proprioception.
 
 Proprioception and passive touch are de facto immune to error through misidentification. Although it seems conceivable that one could be hooked up to other bodies in such a way that one had proprioceptive and tactile access to their states as well, in the actual world proprioception and passive touch only carry information about one’s own body. (Jeannerod and Pacherie 2004: 117)

 
The contingent details of the neurophysiology, however, suggest that SO for a particular body-part is the result of intersensory integration of proprioceptive, tactile, visual, and vestibular signals in neural areas like the insula. If something goes wrong with this neuro-integration, SO, and seemingly, IEM are threatened. Moreover, the de facto status of IEM is reinforced by recent empirical experiments on the Rubber Hand Illusion (RHI) (e.g., Botvinick and Cohen, 1998; Tsakiris and Haggard 2005), whole body displacement experiments (Lenggenhager et al. 2007), and experiments on out-of-body experiences, (Blanke and Arzy 2005; Blanke et al. 2002), which also place certain limits on passive touch.
 
In the RHI experiment the subject sits at a table with his left hand occluded from sight. A rubber hand is placed on the table in front of him, in place of his left hand. His real left hand undergoes passive tactile stimulation (e.g., a brushing of the fingers), and simultaneously he visually perceives a similar stimulation of the rubber hand. Very quickly he starts to feel the stimulation as located in the rubber hand, and he starts to feel the rubber hand as if it were part of his body. That is, he starts to feel a sense of ownership for the rubber hand. In that respect he misidentifies the rubber hand as part of himself. IEM, based on proprioception or passive touch, is seemingly violated. The RHI also involves proprioceptive drift. If the subject is asked during the illusion to indicate the location 
of his real left hand (or fingers on that hand), he indicates a location closer to the rubber hand than where his real hand actually is.
 
The Lenggenhager and Blanke experiments with whole body displacement (Lenggenhager et al. 2007) operate on a similar design. The subject wears video goggles and views a live video of her own back, which is undergoing a pattern of tactile stimulation. Through the goggles she sees her own back projected several feet in front of her being stimulated as she simultaneously feels the tactile sensations on her back. The effect is that the subject feels herself to be several feet in front of her actual location, and the tactile experience of the stimulus is displaced to that virtual location. The same effect can be created when a mannequin is substituted in the video and the tactile stroking of the subject’s back and the mannequin’s back are simultaneous. The sense of ownership then shifts to the mannequin’s body.
 
To the extent that SO is disrupted or displaced in these experiments, they seem to challenge IEM. We could try to defend IEM by considering two things. First, notice that in both experiments, visual perception of the body comes to dominate the tactile and proprioceptive senses. Both SO and the tactile experience shifts to where you see the stimulus applied. Close your eyes and the effect disappears. If, as neuroscience indicates, SO is the result of intersensory integration of proprioceptive, vestibular, tactile, and visual signals, in the experiments, when there is a conflict in these signals, vision wins out, and the tactile /proprioceptive information is remapped onto the visual - the position of one’s own hand or one’s body is remapped onto the position of the viewed hand or body, and the viewed hand or body feels like one’s own. In such cases, then, vision hijacks proprioception. Accordingly, in such cases we are, in some regard, identifying ourselves visually as object. Seeing the virtual body through the goggles is similar to seeing ourselves in the mirror; and seeing the rubber hand in place of our own hand while proprioception is suppressed and shifted is akin to the effects of Somatoparaphrenia. Yet it is also true that one’s immediate proprioceptive sense of where precisely one’s arm is, or where one is being stimulated, is involved, albeit in a distorted way.
 
Second, we should consider the precise situation that the subject is in when she agrees to do the experiment. It may be the case that the subject in fact alters her perspective from a non-observational one (which may or may not be IEM) to an observational one (which is definitely not, and is not claimed to be IEM). Anthony Marcel (2003) notes that pathological conditions sometimes make the subject an observer of her own action so that she has only observational knowledge of her actions in particular states. “In the pathological case, it is due to a restriction caused by removal of normal control. In the non-pathological case(s) [as in the experimental conditions], it is by adoption of a certain attentional  
attitude, namely, by taking a detached stance in inspecting one’s proprioceptive feedback” (Marcel 2003: 87). Taking an observational or detached stance involves taking one’s body as an object located in egocentric space, and this is reinforced when the proprioceptive (non-egocentric) register is dominated by visual perception. This happens quite easily when our attention is directed towards our body (or body part) rather than towards some particular task at hand.
 
In response to such experiements, the C-theory of IEM motivates three possible strategies. On the one hand, if vision hijacks proprioception, and the subject is in an observational stance with regard to the self-as-object, one could argue that IEM does not apply. On the other hand, the first strategy is not entirely successful since proprioception is still involved, even if it is hijacked; and it seems to collude with the misidentification. So if we take proprioception to be the basis of IEM (as the C-theory does) and proprioception (hijacked or not) leads to or is co-opted into misidentification, then IEM fails. On the other (rubber) hand, the strategy suggested by Evans, as well as Jeannerod and Pacherie, is simply to acknowledge the unusual or experimentally induced nature of these phenomena, and argue that IEM is contingent or merely de facto.

 
2.4 The NASA Robot Experience
 
 It may be possible to go in a different direction, however, towards a more liberal view (the L-theory) of IEM, by considering one other experiment. This one involves not just SO, but also SA since action on a task is involved. When one is engaged in action or in doing some task, one tends not to attend (observationally) to one’s body in any explicit way. In such circumstances, sensory feedback (including proprioception and visual information pertaining to our bodily posture and movement) is attenuated; SO and SA are holistically integrated. Just in such normal cases, when experience of the body is non-observational and pre-reflective, if I happen to be working with certain kinds of equipment, that equipment may be experienced as incorporated into my body schema, and both SO and SA may extend to the equipment.
 
At NASA, in Houston, astronauts (and sometimes scientists) train on controlling robotic arms using video goggles and virtual reality gloves so that every move they make with their hands causes the robot’s hands to move in the identical way. The VR gloves allow them to control the robot from some distance across the room, but they view the robotic hands through the goggles from a canonical perspective (i.e. they see the robot’s arms where their own arms would be as they manipulate some object) (Cole, Sacks and Waterman 2000). In these circumstances Cole et al. report that they had an immediate sense that the 
robot’s arms were their own. For example, although they are sitting at a distance on the other side of the room from the robot, they report that if they dropped a wrench (from the robot’s hand) they would automatically move to avoid it hitting their lap. For an agent who is controlling robotic arms in this way, SO and SA shift to the robotic arms that are not objectively part of the agent’s body. The robotic arms become extensions of the agent’s body schema. If I, as agent, then experience the robotic arm as mine do I thereby commit an error of misidentification?
 
First, we should distinguish between what is objectively the case in regard to one’s body, and the way that the subject lives the body in action. (a) Asked to reflectively judge whether I would identify the robotic arm as objectively part of my body, my answer will likely be “No”. Regardless of my answer, however, one could argue that IEM is not at stake in such judgments since IEM applies to neither explicit judgments of identification nor the body-as-object. (b) In the case of the NASA robot, however, I may actually experience the robot’s arm as part of my (lived) body-as-subject. The notion of body schema, which is involved here, is part of what phenomenologists call the lived (agentive) body (Gallagher 2005). In this case IEM is at stake, since it pertains to the subject of experience. If I say, expressing this experience: “I am [or my arm is] grasping the tool,” when it is actually the robotic arm that is grasping the tool, have I not misidentified myself in a way that violates IEM?
 
On the C-theory of IEM, the NASA robot experience, like the RHI and whole body displacement experiments, challenges the principle of IEM, or weakens it to a contingent status. I want to argue, however, that the example of the NASA robot motivates an argument for a more liberal (and stronger) version of IEM –the L-theory. The argument takes us back to Wittgenstein’s distinction between as subject and as object, which we can extend or deepen by distinguishing between the first-person perspective of the experiencing subject (the non-observational perspective of the experiencing/acting body- or self-as-subject), and the third-person (observational) perspective of perceiving the body- or self-as-object.
 
In the NASA robot experiment, from the third-person perspective the subject misidentifies himself – the robot arm is not (objectively) his arm. But from the first-person perspective, as the subject experiences it, the robot arm is an extension of his body schema, part of his lived body-as-subject. In an experiential sense, it is his arm (part of his extended body), and the senses of agency and control that he has over it are veridical. On this view, if the subject says: “I am grasping the tool in my hand”, there are two ways to understand that statement: (a) as a mistaken statement (judgment) of an objective fact where he makes an error about whose hand is involved. In this regard, however, IEM is not violated  
since this is a statement about self-as-object. Or (b) as a statement about his experienced lived body: “I am grasping the tool in [the hand that I feel to be] my hand”. In this regard, however, the subject is not misidentifying himself – he is in fact the one who has this experience, which is first-personal and non-observational, even if from an objective, third-person perspective, the hand to which he refers is the robot’s hand.194 IEM in this case is anchored in the subject’s first-person perspective.
 
I’ll try to clarify this with another example. The optic flow and visual kinaesthesia that occur as the train next to mine is moving, when my train is not moving, can lead to the mistaken experience that I (along with my train) am moving. Here, vision and visual kinaesthesia override somatic proprioception and generate a sense of self-movement when there is none. I might say, then, “I am moving”, and one could argue that (a) I have made a mistake about the objective facts about who is moving. Equally, one could argue that (b) I am not mistaken about the person to whom I am referring (I am clearly referring to myself – I am the one experiencing this), I am simply mistaken about moving. In either case, however, there is arguably no violation of IEM, for three reasons. First, on the (a) interpretation, I may be misidentifying myself, but only as object, and in that case IEM doesn’t apply; second, on the (b) interpretation, I am not misidentifying myself; and third, since somatic proprioception is not involved (it is not giving me any information about the kind of movement that is at stake) there is no claim for IEM. The C-theory might still appeal to the first and third reasons; but I want to suggest that the second reason, which goes along with the (b) interpretation, lead to a stronger L-theory of IEM.


 
3 L-theory of IEM and First-Person Perspective
 
 Proprioception, as we’ve seen, may be disrupted or distorted by various pathologies and experiments. Likewise, both SO and SA may disappear or be derailed in various instances and to varying degrees. In light of such evidence, theorists like Jeannerod and Pacherie have argued that IEM cannot be more than a contingent fact. At the same time, although I may lack proprioception for specific parts of my body, or think that my left hand belongs to someone else, 
although my proprioception may be distorted by visual experience, or I may even experience my whole body as somehow displaced or alien, in all of these cases I nonetheless have a sense that I am experiencing these things. The self-specificity of these experiences is tied to something that survives all of these situations. It seems that there must be something more basic than proprioception, SA or SO in which to anchor IEM. To put it differently, there is some sense in which IEM does not depend on having a particular mode of access to myself.
 
Even in cases where we are not reflectively introspecting, but perceiving the world around us, what phenomenologists call pre-reflective self-consciousness, or what Gibson calls ecological consciousness, includes a basic self/non-self discrimination and a basic sense of mineness for whatever experience I have. These features of perceptual experience are structured around a non-relative spatial framework that operates as the origin point (or more precisely the complex bodily origin) of the first-person perspective. The first-person perspective is self-specific in a strict sense, as Legrand and Ruby (2009) define it, in terms of (1) exclusivity and (2) non-contingency. They argue that “a given self S is constituted by a self-specific component C only if C characterizes S exclusively (i.e. C does not characterize non-S) and noncontingently (i.e. changing or losing C would amount to changing or losing the distinction between S and non-S)” (Legrand and Ruby 2009: 272). On this definition, the first-person perspective that is intrinsic to all experience is self-specific. I can never experience anything, even a loss of SA or SO, except from this perspective, since it is pre-reflectively part of the structure of my experience. The first-person perspective is the perspective from which I would reject the somatophrenic arm, or incorporate the rubber hand, the perspective from which I would still be connected to my proprioceptive experience even if it were shifted by visual experience, the point from which I would notice if my proprioception went missing, and so on.
 
On this basis it seems possible to claim that IEM is more than just de facto, and that even if both SA and SO are disrupted or shifted there is nonetheless something in our self-experience that remains IEM, namely, one’s embodied, first-person perspective on the world. Indeed, if all experience has this pre-reflective structure, then even when I am reflectively aware of myself as object, even when I am looking into the mirror and misidentifying myself as object, I am not wrong about who it is that I am misidentifying – I am misidentifying myself. To say it oddly, but precisely: to be able to misidentify myself as object, I cannot misidentify myself as subject. The misidentification of myself as object requires that I maintain an identification-free experience of myself as subject, and this is what the first-person perspective gives me.
 
As noted above, one should not confuse IEM with ‘guaranteed self-reference’ of the sort argued for by P. F. Strawson (1994). Guaranteed self-reference  
is tied to the grammatical use of the first-person pronoun. Whoever says ‘I’ cannot help but refer to himself or herself. Even use of first-person pronoun as object cannot be mistaken in this sense. When I look in the mirror and say ‘I have a sunburn’, I may be wrong about who has a sunburn, but the word ‘I’ refers to no one other than myself – and that’s precisely why my judgment is mistaken. IEM, however, is more basic than guaranteed self-reference because use of the first-person pronoun is based on the first-person perspective that allows me to generate first-person as-subject statements in the first place. IEM is even more pervasive than guaranteed self-reference, since it pertains to experience that is not expressed using of the first-person pronoun. Rather, it pertains to any experience that involves the first-person perspective – which arguably includes all of my (or, respectively, any subject’s) experiences.
 
When I see the sunburned arm in the mirror, and mistakenly say “I am sunburned”, not only the ‘I’ does not refer to anyone other than myself for reasons pertaining to guaranteed self-reference, but it refers to myself as a subject who is more than the speaker since I also occupy the first-person perspective of the person who perceives the arm in the mirror, even as I mistakenly attribute something to myself as object. This first-person perspective anchors me unmistakably to myself (as perceiver, as agent, as experiencer) and underwrites my pre-reflective awareness of myself as subject. I’m not wrong about who it is to whom I attribute the sunburn; I attribute it to myself, and it is precisely for that reason that I make a mistake. But that is a mistake about who has the sunburn (a mistake in a judgment of identification); it is not a mistake about who is making the (incorrect) attribution or judgment, or who is having the experience of looking in the mirror. I am not only the person who is using the first-person pronoun, but also, and more basically, I am the person who is looking in the mirror – I am the perceiver, even if I am not the perceived in this case. To be is clearly more than to be perceived (the self as-object); it is to be the perceiver (the self as-subject), and this is more than being just the speaker who uses the first-person pronoun. I can only identify or misidentify myself-as-object, because I (as the one who perceives, or acts, or judges) can never misidentify myself-as-subject, and in any case where I do identify or misidentify myself-as-object, I am always acting and experiencing, and making the misidentification, as subject. This goes beyond simple de facto IEM.
 
Cassam (1999) suggests that IEM is based on one’s awareness of oneself (or one’s body, e.g., via proprioception) as perspectival origin. Bodily self-awareness is “as subject” only if (1) it is an awareness of oneself as perspectival origin (e.g., proprioception) and (2) it is the basis for first-person statements that are IEM. But we’ve seen that to the extent that this sort of awareness is not reliable, IEM is only de facto. In contrast, the claim I’m making is not about my  
awareness of myself as perspectival origin – it’s about being the perspectival origin of my awareness. Evans (1982, e.g. p. 222) hints at this more than once, but still maintains that IEM depends on modes of access or “ways of gaining knowledge”. According to the L-theory one should give up the idea that IEM depends on dedicated modes of access – it’s not that we have IEM by gaining information or having knowledge about ourselves.

 
4 One Final Challenge: Seeing without an I
 
 This kind of indefeasible aspect of first-person perspective has been seriously challenged in only one instance, as far as I know, in a case that involves anonymous vision, reported by Zahn, Talazko and Ebert (2008). They describe this disorder as a selective loss of the sense of self-ownership specifically for visual perception of objects. The subject (DP, a 23-year-old male) has a sense of ownership in the proprioceptive domain and no problem with SA. DP initially described having “double visions”, following a long overseas flight returning from a holiday during which he engaged in ocean diving. Examination revealed that he does not see objects in double; rather he describes a two-step process that occurs during visual perception.
 
When looking at or concentrating on a new visual object, he is able to see the object as a single object, but the way he perceived had markedly changed in a way which he had never experienced before. It appeared to him that he was able to see everything normally but that he did not immediately recognize that he was the one who perceives and that he needed a second step to become aware that he himself was the one who perceives the object. (Zahn et al. 2008: 398)

 
DP reports no problems acting; his actions feel no different from normal, insofar as he is immediately aware that he is acting, and he needs no second step to identify himself as the agent of his actions. Surprisingly, his visual perceptions of other people and their movements are normal, with no need to verify that he is the one perceiving them. And he experiences no problems with social interactions and communications. Standard neuropsychological testing show nothing abnormal; attention and executive deficits were excluded, and he shows no signs of schizophrenia and is without psychiatric or medical conditions.
 
Zahn et al. specifically understand this case as a challenge to IEM because DP’s access to his first-person experience is not direct or non-observational. For visual perception DP is sensibly able to ask the Wittgensteinian non-sensible question: “Someone is seeing this object, is it I?” It should be noted, however, 
that DP answers that question in the affirmative, and, of course, in every case where that question comes up, the correct answer is “yes”. Even though DP actually has to make an introspective judgment about the identity of the seeing subject, he so far has not made an error of misidentification.
 
The problem is that he has to make a judgment at all. Both the C-theory and the L-theory of IEM stipulate that this should not be the case. On Shoemaker’s view, DP must be appealing (implicitly at least) to criteria in order to make the judgment, and this would allow for the possibility that he may at some point get it wrong. We can ask what criteria DP uses to make the correct judgment. What reason does he have for answering the question in the affirmative? What aspects of his experience does he consider in order to determine that it is his experience? This is not clear from Zahn et al.’s report; and it may not be clear to DP. Zahn (private correspondence) indicates that DP was not asked about the criteria that guided his judgment, but also that making the judgment “did not appear to be an elaborate reasoning process, but a relatively intuitive, but delayed recognition”.
 
Is the problem caused, perhaps, by some sub-personal processing delay? Sub-personal processing delays may result in anomalous experiences – e.g. in Capgras Syndrome, a processing delay in the fusiform face area results in a strange feeling about the other person. Is it possible that a processing delay in some self-related brain area (e.g., insula) may lead to DP’s problem? In this case, however, it is not clear what would be delayed. Zahn et al., following the C-theory, focus on the sense of ownership for the visual experience. But if IEM is more basically tied to the first-person perspective, as the L-theory argues, then the question is whether DP’s seeing is anchored in his first-person perspective? Tim Lane (2012) suggests that this is just what is at stake in the case of DP, and that when DP sees an object the seeing is not anchored in the first-person perspective. What could this mean?
 
Could it mean that DP’s vision is a free-floating, non-positional seeing? But if DP’s vision of an object seems initially the view of no one, this does not mean that it is a view from nowhere. It is of necessity that visual perception be perspectivally situated – perspective is part of the very structure – the a priori or transcendental structure – of perception195 – which may be the very thing that allows DP to judge it to be his view. Visual perception is perspectivally arranged 
in the sense that the perceived object will necessarily be in some position in relation to the perceiver’s body – in front or to the right, to the left, up, down, etc. One could predict that DP will never make a mistake in regard to who is perceiving when it is DP who is perceiving, since it will never be the case that he’ll find himself having someone else’s visual experiences. He doesn’t select a set of visual object perceptions among a large variety of such experiences that belong perhaps to others or perhaps to himself. Standing next to you, he won’t pick out your visual experience as a possible candidate for his own. Like all perceivers, he finds only his own visual experiences available, characterized already and without exception as experiences from a first-person perspective.196
 
Someone might ask: what if this perspectival arrangement is not really a first-person phenomenon? It may be sub-personal. Cases of non-conscious visual perception (masked priming effects, blindsight, the visual processing provided by the dorsal visual stream for motor control) include information about where the object is located vis-a-vis one’s potential reach, for example, so that sub-personal visual processing is already structured by the perspectival orientation of the perceiver. In the case of DP, however, the issue is clearly one of conscious vision. DP does not describe a case of blindsight, for example. He does not complain that he does not see the object. To make the kind of judgment he makes about it being his vision, the vision must be conscious.
 
DP’s vision is conscious and perspectivally situated (i.e. DP consciously sees the object from a certain spatial perspective). Accordingly there is an embodied perceptual origin; the object appears in an egocentric spatial frame of reference. Everything required for a first-person perspective is present in DP’s vision.
 
Why, then, does he initially have an anonymous vision? One possibility is that he doesn’t. It may be a case of what Dennett (1991) calls a post-experiential Orwellian revision – in this case tied to reflection rather than recollection. The question of whether it is his perception or not comes up only as a reflective move. Anthony Marcel’s (1993) experiments on dissociation across different modes of reflective report (verbal, button press, eyeblink) suggest that something like this is possible. A perceiving subject who has a visual perception may, under the right circumstances, provide contradictory reports about it, e.g. that he did see something and simultaneously that he did not see it. One mode of reflective report may confirm the perception as it simultaneously masks it. In the case of DP, the problem would be with a reflective determination of whether 
he was the one seeing, or not. It would be a problem where the reflective mode of access interferes with the first-person status of experience, a problem with Shoemakerian introspection, or something akin to it. If, as the C-theory maintains, IEM is tied to the mode of access, then this would again drive us towards the idea that IEM is a contingent or de facto phenomenon.
 
A second way to look at it is to follow the L-theory and suggest that despite any delay, IEM is still intact since the first-person perspective remains intact. The L-theory maintains that it is the first-person perspectival structure of experience itself that grounds IEM. In this regard if GP’s visual perception truly lacks first-person perspective (or is anonymous – although this seems to be a priori impossible), this would violate IEM. If, however, the problem is initially with GP’s reflective mode of access, rather than with the perspectival aspect of perception, then this would explain why GP, in the end, never does make a mistake – and continues to be immune from error on this score. In some sense, we might say, that just as vision dominates touch and proprioception in the RHI, the first-person perspective of experience dominates any variation in mode of access, and always wins out. This can be seen even in the asking of the nonsensical question: someone is seeing this object, is it I? In asking such a question I am not asking about anyone other than myself. Whether I look in the mirror and mistakenly think that I have a sunburn, or look at an object and wonder if I am the one perceiving it, I am not mistaken or uncertain about whom I am thinking or wondering about. I am not only the person who is using the first-person pronoun, but also, and more basically, I am the person who is looking in the mirror or the one who is seeing the object – I am the perceiver, even if I am not the perceived in the mirror case, or even if reflective access fails to capture this fact, as in the case of DP.
 
If it’s difficult to conceive of a conscious visual perception lacking a first-person perspective, it is not so difficult to conceive of a reflective process that can interfere with first-order experience to the point that it might make it seem ambiguous in regard to being the perciever’s experience, although that same reflection, after a delay, cannot avoid delivering a correct answer. It’s no more likely that DP’s problem is located at the level of first-order, first-person perspective than that it is a problem with reflective processes. The two-step process he describes – visual perception plus reflective self-identification – ends up being neutral between these two possibilities. Although the subject comes to think of the question, “Someone is seeing the object, is it I?” as a sensible one, it’s only because reflection leads him in that direction, and somehow masks the intrinsic first-person perspective, which, regardless of everything, manifests itself as IEM every time he correctly comes to see that it is indeed his perception.
 
 
The case of DP is clearly a challenge for the L-theory of IEM. I think the jury is still out in regard to this case (we need more evidence), but there is at least one reasonable interpretation that leaves IEM intact even in this case, namely that it is just as likely a problem with reflective introspection (which is where the C-theory would rest its case) as with the first-person perspective of first-order experience.197
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1 Wittgenstein und die Lehre von der inneren Wahrnehmung
 
Wittgenstein setzte sich immer wieder kritisch mit dem Bild von inneren geistigen Vorgängen auseinander. In Philosophische Untersuchungen (§ 305) schreibt er hierzu: 


„Aber du kannst doch nicht leugnen, dass, z.B., beim Erinnern ein innerer Vorgang stattfindet. “ – Warum macht es denn den Eindruck, als wollten wir etwas leugnen? Wenn man sagt „Es findet doch dabei ein innerer Vorgang statt“ – so will man fortsetzen: „Du siehst es doch.“ Und es ist doch dieser innere Vorgang, den man mit dem Wort „sich erinnern“ meint. – Der Eindruck, als wollten wir etwas leugnen, rührt daher, dass wir uns gegen das Bild vom ‚innern Vorgang‘ wenden. Was wir leugnen, ist, dass das Bild vom innern Vorgang uns die richtige Idee von der Verwendung des Wortes „erinnern“ gibt. Ja, wir sagen, dass dieses Bild mit seinen Ramifikationen uns verhindert, die Verwendung des Wortes zu sehen, wie sie ist.

 
Wittgenstein sagt also, er wolle keineswegs leugnen, dass Menschen sich an etwas erinnern oder dass sie z.B. etwas wahrnehmen oder sich etwas vorstellen. Er wendet sich vielmehr gegen eine bestimmte Art der Verwendung von Wörtern wie „erinnern“, eine Art der Verwendung, die einhergeht mit dem Bild von inneren psychischen Vorkommnissen, das er für irreführend hält. Nach diesem Bild gibt es für jeden Menschen eine Art privaten Raum, genannt Bewusstsein, mit Inhalten, die jeweils nur einer Person zugänglich sind. Jede Person kann in ihrem privaten Raum betrachten, was darin enthalten ist: Empfindungen, Wahrnehmungen, Erinnerungen, Gefühle usw. Ich kann daher zu einer anderen Person sagen: „Du hast doch auch innere psychische Ereignisse. Schau in deinen privaten Bewusstseinsraum, dort kannst du sie sehen.“
 
 
Wittgenstein sagt nicht, gegen welche Philosophen sich seine Kritik speziell richtet. Doch wird sie im Allgemeinen so verstanden, dass sie gegen eine ganze Tradition gerichtet ist, zu der z.B. Descartes, Leibniz, Locke, Brentano, Husserl sowie auch die introspektive Psychologie gehören. In Frage gestellt werden sollen die Methode der Introspektion, die Idee einer inneren Wahrnehmung und auch die Reflexionstheorie des Bewusstseins bzw. Selbstbewusstseins. – Brentano (1874/1973, S. 40) war der Überzeugung: 


 Was eine Vorstellung, was ein Urteil, was Freude und Leid [...] sei, davon würden wir niemals eine Kenntnis gewinnen, wenn nicht die innere Wahrnehmung in den eignen Phänomenen es uns vorführte.

 
Diese und verwandte Auffassungen sind durch Wittgensteins Philosophie kritisiert worden. Sie wurden im Übrigen auch durch Vertreter anderer philosophi-scher Richtungen kritisiert, z.B. durch die Philosophen Henrich, Cramer und Pothast, deren Denkrichtung von Tugendhat (1989, S. 10) als „Heidelberger Schule“ bezeichnet worden ist.
 
Zeitweise erschienen Theorien, die von einer inneren Wahrnehmung sprechen, als kaum noch haltbar. Doch haben sie in der heutigen analytischen Philosophie des Geistes wieder viele Anhänger. Und dort werden sie vertreten, ohne dass die frühere Kritik noch eine Rolle zu spielen scheint. David Armstrong (1968, 1999) beispielsweise interpretiert Bewusstsein als eine Art introspektive Wahrnehmung, die sich auf eigene mentale Zustände richtet und diese dadurch bewusst werden lässt. David Rosenthal (2005) führt Bewusstsein auf Gedanken höherer Ordnung zurück. Danach besteht das Bewusst-Sein eines mentalen Zustandes darin, dass er von einem etwa gleichzeitigen Gedanken begleitet wird, der Ersteren zum Gegenstand hat. Es gibt weitere Varianten dieser Auffassung (z.B. Lycan 1996, Carruthers 2000). Gemeinsam werden sie als Higher-Order Theories des Bewusstseins bezeichnet. Da diese Theorien im Kern etwas Ähnliches annehmen wie die älteren Reflexionstheorien des Bewusstseins, spreche ich im Folgenden zusammenfassend von der Reflexionstheorie. Die zentrale Annahme dieser Theorie sei anhand eines Beispiels erläutert. Angenommen, eine Person sieht vor sich einen Baum, sagen wir, die tausendjähri-ge Linde in Kirchberg. Wir setzen dabei voraus, dass es sich um eine bewusste Wahrnehmung handelt. Der Zustand oder Akt des Wahrnehmens hat also den Baum als Gegenstand (oder den Sachverhalt, dass da dieser Baum steht). Zugleich ist der Zustand des Wahrnehmens des Baums selbst Gegenstand eines zweiten mentalen Zustands, der insofern einen Zustand höherer Ordnung darstellt. Nach einer bestimmten Version der Theorie ist der Zustand höherer Ordnung wiederum von der Art einer Wahrnehmung, nach einer anderen Version 
ist er ein Gedanke. Entscheidend ist, dass das Sehen des Baums erst dadurch zu einem bewussten Zustand wird, dass es Gegenstand eines Zustands zweiter Ordnung ist, wie auch immer dieser näher charakterisiert wird. Ohne diesen begleitenden zweiten Zustand, so wird hier behauptet, würde das Sehen zwar stattfinden, aber nicht bewusst sein. Die Bewusstheit, das Bewusst-Sein der psychischen Vorkommnisse wird zurückgeführt auf eine Beziehung zwischen zwei Zuständen.
 
Im Folgenden ist es wichtig, die innere Wahrnehmung, die Bewusstsein konstituiert, von Introspektion im Sinne einer Beobachtungsmethode zu unterscheiden. Introspektion als Methode meint die absichtliche Beobachtung eigener mentaler Vorkommnisse. Von der inneren Wahrnehmung, die Bewusstsein erst entstehen lässt, wird dagegen angenommen, dass sie unabsichtlich, nebenbei, erfolgt. Wie bereits Brentano (1874/1973, S. 40) betonte, ist sie keine Art von Beobachtung.
 
Gegenstand der folgenden Analyse sind die genannten Theorien, die annehmen, dass sich im menschlichen Geist gewisse mentale Zustände auf andere beziehen, sei es in Form introspektiver Beobachtung, innerer Wahrnehmung oder Zuständen höherer Ordnung. Es sollen nacheinander verschiedene Einwände gegen diese Theorien diskutiert werden. Im Verlauf dieser Analyse soll die Frage beantwortet werden, ob die Einwände hinreichend stark sind, um Introspektion als unmöglich bzw. die Reflexionstheorie des Bewusstseins als unhaltbar zu erweisen.

 
2 Innere Wahrnehmung und Gedanken höherer Ordnung: notwendige Präzisierungen
 
 Zwei nahe liegende Einwände richten sich jeweils gegen eine bestimmte Version der Reflexionstheorie. Gegen die Annahme, Bewusstsein werde durch einen begleitenden Gedanken höherer Ordnung gestiftet, kann folgendermaßen argumentiert werden: Wenn eine Person bewusst einen Baum wahrnimmt, so kann dieses Bewusstsein nicht nur darin bestehen, dass sie den Gedanken bildet, „Ich nehme jetzt diesen Baum wahr“, vielmehr konstatiert oder urteilt sie, dass es so ist. Es muss sich bei dem Zustand höherer Ordnung also um einen mentalen Akt des Urteilens handeln (vgl. Brentano 1874/1973, S. 203). – Dieser Punkt bereitet der Reflexionstheorie allerdings keine echte Schwierigkeit. Es ist ohne Probleme möglich, den Zustand zweiter Ordnung in diesem Sinne aufzufassen: als eine propositionale Einstellung im Modus des Urteilens.
 
 
Die Idee einer inneren (oder introspektiven) Wahrnehmung trägt diesem Punkt von vornherein Rechnung. Gegen diese Version der Theorie richtet sich jedoch ein anderer Einwand: Alle anderen Arten der Wahrnehmung als die so genannte „innere“ sind mit einem Sinnesorgan und einer bestimmte Sinnesqua-lität verbunden. Für die innere Wahrnehmung ist hingegen kein Sinnesorgan bekannt. Und es ist auch nicht so, dass das Konstatieren eigener Empfindungen, Wahrnehmungen oder Emotionen eine charakteristische Sinneserlebnis-qualität hätte, so wie Sehen oder Hören.
 
Auch dieser Kritikpunkt ist berechtigt, doch scheitert die Reflexionstheorie nicht an ihm. Man muss den Begriff der Wahrnehmung lediglich weiter fassen als gewöhnlich und zusätzlich eine Wahrnehmungsart postulieren, der gewisse Eigenschaften der anderen Wahrnehmungsarten fehlen. Wenn nicht mehr dazu gesagt wird, so bedeutet „inneres Wahrnehmen“ in diesem Fall nichts anderes, als dass eine Person konstatiert, gerade in einem mentalen Zustand von bestimmter Art zu sein. Man könnte auch ganz auf den Begriff des Wahrnehmens verzichten und einfach von einem Erfahren oder Konstatieren eigener mentaler Vorkommnisse sprechen. – Wir kommen auf diese Problematik im Zusammenhang mit den Einwänden von sprachphilosophischer Seite zurück.

 
3 Der Regress-Einwand
 
 Das bekannteste und wohl auch älteste Argument gegen die Reflexionstheorie ist der Regress-Einwand: Wenn ein Zustand des Sehens einen Zustand zweiter Ordnung benötigt, um zu einem bewussten Zustand zu werden, dann benötigt der Zustand zweiter Ordnung wiederum einen Zustand dritter Ordnung, um bewusst zu sein, und dies ergibt einen unendlichen Regress.
 
Dies war der Grund, warum Brentano ein Reflexionsmodell vorschlug, nach dem die Reflexion nicht auf einem zusätzlichen Zustand beruht, sondern auf einem Selbstbezug jedes mentalen Zustands. Auf unser Beispiel bezogen: Das Sehen des Baums hat den Baum als primären Gegenstand. Zugleich hat der Zustand des Sehens sich selbst als sekundären Gegenstand, wodurch er bewusst wird. Ein zusätzlicher Zustand zweiter Ordnung wird also nicht benötigt. In diesem Fall ergibt sich kein Regress.
 
Brentanos Variante des Reflexionsmodells scheint auf den ersten Blick einfacher zu sein, als die anderen Varianten, die zusätzliche Zustände benötigen. Ist sie damit die überlegene Version? Dies hängt von weiteren Voraussetzungen ab. Das Regress-Argument beruht auf der Voraussetzung, dass es keine unbewussten mentalen Zustände gibt. Wenn man nämlich zu der Annahme bereit 
ist, dass der Zustand der inneren Wahrnehmung selbst nicht bewusst ist, dann gibt es keinen Grund, einen Zustand dritter Ordnung zu postulieren, und es ergibt sich kein Regress.
 
Für Brentano war diese Lösung nicht möglich. Er war überzeugt, dass es keine unbewussten mentalen Zustände gibt. Außerdem hatte er angenommen, dass das Charakteristikum aller mentalen Zustände ihre Intentionalität ist. Und sein Modell garantierte, dass jedes mentale Vorkommnis intentional ist. Denn selbst wenn ihm ein äußeres intentionales Objekt fehlt, hat es in jedem Fall den Bezug auf sich selbst, und auch dieser ist eine Form der Intentionalität.
 
Später gelangte die Phänomenologie aber überwiegend zu der Auffassung, dass es auch nicht-intentionale mentale Vorkommnisse gibt. Und in der Psychologie setzte sich die Auffassung durch, dass ein Teil der mentalen Zustände nicht bewusst ist. Beides spricht eher nicht für Brentanos Variante des Reflexionsmodells.
 
Brentanos Modell wirft ein weiteres Problem auf, zu dessen Lösung das Modell komplexer gestaltet werden muss. Mentale Zustände sind von einer bestimmten Art, z.B. des Sehens, Hörens, Erinnerns usw. Angenommen, ein Zustand ist von der Art des Hörens. Sein intentionales Objekt ist ein Ton. Zusätzlich ist der Zustand auf sich selbst bezogen. Daraus scheint zu folgen, dass wir unser Hören eines Tons wiederum innerlich hören müssten. Um diese Folgerung zu vermeiden, nahm Brentano an, dass jeder Akt in einer Weise auf sich selbst bezogen ist, die sich von derjenigen unterscheidet, in der er auf seinen primären Gegenstand bezogen ist. Er nahm sogar an, dass jeder Akt in mehrdimensionaler Weise auf sich selbst bezogen ist (1874/1973, S. 218): 


 Der einfachste Akt, in welchem wir hören, z.B. hat als primäres Objekt den Ton, als se-kundäres Objekt aber sich selbst [...]. Von diesem zweiten Gegenstande ist er in dreifacher Weise ein Bewusstsein. Er stellt ihn vor, er erkennt ihn und fühlt ihn.

 
Während Brentanos Modell also auf den ersten Blick einfacher zu sein scheint, als die Reflexionsmodelle, die zusätzliche Zustände postulieren, erweist es sich bei näherer Betrachtung als eine recht komplizierte Konstruktion. Nimmt man hinzu, dass es keine unbewussten und keine nicht-intentionalen mentalen Zustände erlaubt, so erweist es sich letztlich als das mit den größeren Schwierigkeiten.
 

 
4 Sprachphilosophische Einwände
 
 Wie oben dargelegt, soll die Reflexionstheorie erklären, wodurch es kommt, dass wir ein unmittelbares Wissen von eigenen mentalen Vorkommnissen haben. Aber haben wir denn ein solches unmittelbares Wissen? Gibt es somit überhaupt etwas, das durch die Annahme einer inneren Wahrnehmung oder durch Gedanken höherer Ordnung erklärt werden müsste? Wittgenstein bezwei-felte das. Nach seiner Auffassung ist das Bild irreführend, wir könnten im Inneren etwas beobachten (s. das Zitat zu Beginn dieses Artikels).
 
Tugendhat (1989, S. 124) pflichtet Wittgenstein bei: Die Übertragung der Begriffe „Wahrnehmung“ und „Beobachtung“ auf das sogenannte Innere erge-be keinen Sinn. Um von Beobachtung zu sprechen, müsste man im Inneren Gegebenheiten mit „dies“ identifizieren können (S. 87). Und Tugendhat geht davon aus, dass Letzteres nicht möglich wäre.
 
Aber ist dies richtig? Gerade bei denjenigen Empfindungen, über die Wittgenstein und Tugendhat vor allem sprechen, nämlich Schmerzen, scheint es mir sehr wohl möglich, sie jeweils einzeln als diese Empfindung zu identifizieren. Denken wir z.B. an die Situation, in der ein Zahnarzt durch einen Kältereiz prüft, ob ein bestimmter Zahn abgestorben ist, und der Patient durch ein Zeichen kundgibt, ob er einen Schmerz spürt oder nicht. Der Patient richtet seine Aufmerksamkeit auf den Zahn, um zeitlich exakt feststellen zu können, ob und wann ein Schmerz einsetzt. Hier kann der Patient den Schmerz sehr wohl identifizieren. Ganz allgemein können Menschen Schmerzen konstatieren, an bestimmten Körperstellen lokalisieren, in ihrer Art beschreiben und ihnen mehr oder weniger Aufmerksamkeit zukommen lassen. Ich sehe keinen Grund, der dagegen spricht, dies als eine Form des Beobachtens aufzufassen, eben als Introspektion.
 
Insbesondere Empfindungen aller Sinnesqualitäten kann man ähnlich wie äußere Objekte untersuchen. Man kann ihnen Aufmerksamkeit zuwenden, sie in ihrer Stärke einstufen und sie vergleichen. In vielen psychophysiologischen Experimenten wird dies auch getan. Versuchspersonen bekommen z.B. die Aufgabe, von zwei nacheinander vorkommenden Lautheits- oder Helligkeits-Empfindungen zu sagen, welche stärker war; oder sie werden aufgefordert, ein Vorstellungsbild (etwa eines Elefanten) zu erzeugen und dann Fragen nach Details in diesem Bild zu beantworten. Sie inspizieren hierzu ihr Vorstellungsbild (vgl. Anderson 2001, S. 115). Auch viele Emotionen, etwa Freude oder Ärger, können von der Person, die sie hat, mit Aufmerksamkeit betrachtet und untersucht werden. Bereits Kant brachte den Einwand vor, dass der Versuch der Introspektion seinen Gegenstand verändern würde. Tatsächlich gilt dies aber 
nicht für alle mentalen Vorkommnisse; ein starker Schmerz oder eine Emotion des Ärgers verschwinden keineswegs sofort durch den Versuch der Betrachtung. Bei manchen mentalen Vorkommnissen, z.B. bei Gedanken und flüchti-gen Emotionen, scheint es schwieriger wenn nicht unmöglich zu sein, sie genau zu untersuchen, doch kann man oft immerhin feststellen, dass sie in dem betreffenden Augenblick vorgekommen sind. Und wie Brentano bemerkte, kann man solche Vorkommnisse ferner im Gedächtnis behalten und nachträglich studieren.
 
Es ist umstritten, welche Rolle die Introspektion in der wissenschaftlichen Psychologie spielen kann und wie wichtig sie für diese ist (vgl. Gadenne und Oswald 1991, S. 61 ff.). Dies kann jedoch hier offen bleiben. Es genügt festzuhalten, dass Introspektion bei vielen mentalen Vorkommnissen als möglich erscheint. Für die Philosophie des Geistes ist dies insofern von Bedeutung, als man die Frage aufwerfen kann, aus welchem Grund wir überhaupt annehmen, dass es mentale Zustände gibt. Die Antwort lautet: weil sie erfahren werden und zum Teil sogar beobachtet werden können. Mentale Zustände sind daher nicht nur Entitäten, die von Theorien zu Erklärungszwecken postuliert werden und deren Existenz allein anhand der Bewährung dieser Theorien beurteilt werden könnte.
 
Was die Reflexionstheorie betrifft, so ist sie von der Kritik an der Introspektion nicht direkt betroffen. Die Reflexionsmodelle nehmen nicht an, dass die postulierte Reflexionsbeziehung, die Bewusstsein konstituiert, eine Art der Beobachtung wäre. Sie nehmen vielmehr an, dass die innere Wahrnehmung oder das Bilden eines Gedankens höherer Ordnung nebenbei geschieht, ohne Absicht, während der größte Teil der Aufmerksamkeit auf dem primären Gegenstand des bewussten Zustands ruht.
 
Was die Reflexionsmodelle aber auf jeden Fall annehmen, ist, dass wir auf eine unmittelbare Weise von unseren mentalen Vorkommnissen wissen. Und dagegen findet sich bei Wittgenstein ein weiterer Einwand: Es habe keinen Sinn, von einem solchen unmittelbaren Wissen über die eigenen Bewusstseins-zustände zu sprechen: 


 Von mir kann man überhaupt nicht sagen (außer etwa im Spaß), ich wisse, dass ich Schmerzen habe. Was soll es denn heißen – außer etwa, dass ich Schmerzen habe? [...] (PU § 246)

 
Was sind Wittgensteins Gründe für diese Auffassung? Ein erster Grund hängt damit zusammen, wie wir Sätze von der Art „Ich habe Schmerzen“ zu gebrauchen lernen. Wittgenstein vertritt die These, dass solche Sätze an die Stelle ur-sprünglicher Schmerzäußerungen, wie Stöhnen oder Aufschreien, treten. Wir 
würden ein neues Schmerzbenehmen lernen. Wenn nun der Satz „Ich habe Schmerzen“ ein expressiver und kein deskriptiver Satz ist, so kann er ebenso wenig ein sinnvoller Gegenstand des Wissens oder des Irrtums sein, wie der Aufschrei „Au“.
 
Doch behauptet Wittgenstein denn, dass der Satz „Ich habe Schmerzen“ immer expressiv und niemals in einem deskriptiven Sinn verwendet würde? Die meisten Interpreten verstehen Wittgenstein so, dass er auch eine deskriptive Verwendung einräumt. Es wäre ja auch sehr unplausibel, eine solche gänzlich auszuschließen. Wenn ich zum Arzt sage, „Ich habe Schmerzen im rechten Knie“, so ist das nicht in erster Linie eine Klage, sondern eine Information. In diesem Fall hat der Satz eindeutig eine deskriptive Komponente, wenn er auch zugleich die Funktion hat, um Hilfe zu ersuchen.
 
Nebenbei bemerkt scheint es mir zweifelhaft, dass Menschen wirklich an Stelle eines Stöhnens oder eines spontanen Schmerzensschreis ausrufen: „Ich habe Schmerzen“. Sie benutzen diesen Satz eher, wenn sie anderen erklären möchten, wie es um sie bestellt ist, warum sie z.B. angespannt wirken oder schweigsam sind, und in diesem Fall ist der Satz deskriptiv. Wir können diese Frage aber hier offen lassen. Wichtig ist in unserem Zusammenhang, dass die Verwendung des Satzes „Ich weiß, dass ich Schmerzen habe“ nicht bereits daran scheitert, dass dieser Satz ausnahmslos als expressiver Satz verwendet würde.
 
Wittgenstein scheint nun aber der Auffassung zu sein, dass der Satz „Ich weiß, dass ich Schmerzen habe“ auch in denjenigen Fällen nicht sinnvoll ist, die man als deskriptiv interpretieren kann: Von Wissen kann nur sinnvoll gesprochen werden, wenn ein Zweifel möglich ist. Eigene Empfindungen sind aber kein Gegenstand eines sinnvollen Zweifels. Man hat sie einfach. Und man kann nicht die Frage beantworten, wie man herausgefunden hat, dass man sie hat. Um „Ich habe Schmerzen“ sagen zu können, muss ich nicht zuerst etwas herausfinden, etwa durch Beobachtungen. Wo Wissen nach üblichem Verständnis vorliegt, kann man dagegen stets fragen, wie es gewonnen wurde, z.B. dadurch, dass Beobachtungen angestellt wurden.
 
Dies gilt jedenfalls, wenn das Wort „wissen“ auf übliche Weise verwendet werden soll. Nun können für Wörter neue Verwendungen vereinbart werden, auch für Wörter wie „wissen“ und „Schmerzen“. In Das Blaue Buch (S. 44 ff.) setzt sich Wittgenstein ausführlich mit dieser Möglichkeit auseinander. Er ge-steht zu, dass man z.B. den Ausdruck „unbewusste Zahnschmerzen“ einführen könnte, etwa zur Bezeichnung eines Stadiums im Verfall eines Zahns, das nicht von dem begleitet ist, was wir normalerweise Zahnschmerzen nennen (S. 45). In diesem Fall kann man sinnvoll davon sprechen, dass jemand Zahnschmerzen habe, es aber nicht wisse (vgl. dazu auch Munz 2005, S. 185 f.). Doch betont  
Wittgenstein, dass dann das Wort „Zahnschmerzen“ nicht auf die gewöhnliche Weise verwendet werde. Seine oben stehende These ist also so zu verstehen: Sofern die Wörter „Wissen“ und „Schmerzen“ im üblichen Sinne verwendet werden sollen, kann man nicht sinnvoll sagen: Ich weiß, dass ich Schmerzen habe.
 
Folgt daraus, dass die Reflexionstheorie eine nicht sinnvolle Annahme beinhaltet, die Annahme, dass es eine Art unmittelbaren Wissens über eigene mentale Zustände, z.B. über Schmerzen gibt? Meines Erachtens folgt dies nicht. Es ist eine Frage, ob bestimmte Verwendungsweisen von Wörtern in der Umgangssprache als sinnvoll erscheinen, und eine andere Frage, ob es im Kontext einer philosophischen Theorie sinnvoll ist, so zu sprechen. Nehmen wir an, es erschiene im Alltag tatsächlich merkwürdig und unangemessen, jemanden z.B. zu fragen: Woher weißt du, dass du Schmerzen hast? Man kann erwägen und herauszufinden suchen, ob jemand Schmerzen nur vortäuscht, aber man pflegt in alltäglichen Situationen nicht darüber nachzudenken, ob jemand, der Schmerzen hat, auch wirklich weiß, dass er sie hat, und woher er dies weiß. Sofern man davon ausgeht, dass Menschen sich über eigene Schmerzempfin-dungen nicht täuschen können, oder dass es zumindest nicht möglich ist, eine derartige Täuschung bei sich selbst oder bei anderen festzustellen, hat es keinerlei praktische Bedeutung, hier von Täuschung oder von Wissen zu sprechen. Von Wissen oder Nichtwissen sprechen wir im Alltag nur dann, wenn die Möglichkeit besteht, dass jemand sich über seine Annahmen täuschen und man dies auch herausfinden kann.
 
Daraus folgt aber nicht, dass es auch in der Psychologie und Philosophie unangemessen oder gar unmöglich sein sollte, von einem Wissen über eigene mentale Zustände zu sprechen. Auf diesen Gebieten kann man den Begriff des Wissens so verwenden, dass er auch Fälle umfasst, die in der Umgangssprache als seltsam anmuten. Selbst wenn Menschen sich über eigene Empfindungen niemals täuschen sollten (was bekanntlich bestritten werden kann), wäre es von erkenntnistheoretischem Interesse, die Frage zu stellen, woher sie dieses sichere Wissen haben und um welche Erkenntnisquelle es sich dabei handelt. Die Reflexionstheorie versucht hierauf eine Antwort zu geben, und die zitierten sprachphilosophischen Überlegungen reichen allein nicht aus, um einen solchen Versuch als verfehlt zu erweisen.
 

 
5 Ein phänomenologischer Einwand
 
 Eine Theorie des Bewusstseins muss damit übereinstimmen, wie mentale Zustände von den Personen, die sie haben, subjektiv erlebt werden. Weicht die Reflexionstheorie in dieser Hinsicht nicht deutlich von den Tatsachen ab? Wir erleben doch keine inneren Wahrnehmungen oder Gedanken zweiter Ordnung? Ich nehme einen Baum wahr, doch erlebe ich nicht, dass ich mein Wahrnehmen wahrnehme oder dass ich bei jedem bewussten Wahrnehmen zugleich den Gedanken bilden würde: Ich nehme jetzt wahr. – Nicht zuletzt deshalb erscheint das Modell vielen als eine unplausible Konstruktion.
 
Auf diesen Einwand haben die Vertreter der Reflexionstheorie jedoch eine überzeugende Erwiderung: Dass wir keine inneren Wahrnehmungen oder Gedanken höherer Ordnung im Strom unseres Erlebens vorfinden, liegt daran, dass es keine mentalen Zustände dritter Ordnung gibt, die gemäß der Theorie nötig wären, damit die Zustände zweiter Ordnung bewusst würden (vgl. Grossmann 1984, S. 53 f.). Die Zustände zweiter Ordnung sind niemals bewusst, sie müssen es nach der Theorie auch nicht sein, und deshalb kommen sie in unserem Erleben nicht vor. Doch sind sie die Grundlage dafür, dass wir die Zustände erster Ordnung erleben. Die Tatsache, dass wir mentale Zustände zweiter Ordnung nicht erleben, spricht somit nicht gegen die Theorie, sondern wird durch sie sogar erklärt.

 
6 Introspektion und Reflexionstheorie: eine Beurteilung
 
Was ist das Ergebnis dieser Überlegungen? Es wurden eine Reihe von Einwänden diskutiert, die sich gegen die Möglichkeit der Introspektion, gegen die Idee einer inneren Wahrnehmung sowie gegen die Reflexionstheorie des Bewusstseins richten. Zunächst hat sich gezeigt, dass es keine ausreichenden Gründe gibt, Introspektion als unmöglich zu erachten. Zumindest bei vielen mentalen Zuständen, wenn auch nicht bei allen, scheint es möglich, ihnen Aufmerksamkeit zuzuwenden, zu konstatieren, dass sie gerade bestehen und dass sie von bestimmter Qualität und Stärke sind.
 
Im Fall der Reflexionstheorie des Bewusstseins ist die Problemsituation komplizierter. Auch sie wird durch die diskutierten Einwände nicht widerlegt. Sie hat somit einer kritischen Prüfung in mehreren Punkten standgehalten, und dies spricht für sie. Allerdings wäre es voreilig zu behaupten, dass sie allein 
dadurch als die beste Theorie des Bewusstseins oder gar als unverzichtbar zur Erklärung des Bewusstseins gelten könnte.
 
Die Reflexionstheorie versucht eine Antwort auf die Frage zu geben, woher es kommt, dass Personen, die in mentalen Zuständen sind, zugleich den Eindruck haben, ein charakteristisches, unmittelbares Wissen über ihre Zustände zu besitzen. Die von der Theorie gelieferte Erklärung lautet: Dieser Eindruck, das Bewusst-Sein eines eigenen mentalen Zustands beruht darauf, dass er Gegenstand eines zweiten Zustands ist, der selbst nicht bewusst ist und nicht erlebt wird. Dies ist eine Antwort, die dem zu erklärenden Sachverhalt ohne Zweifel Rechnung trägt. In einer weiterführenden Untersuchung müsste nun aber auch noch gefragt werden, welche anderen Möglichkeiten es gibt, Bewusstsein zu erklären und ob manche dieser alternativen Erklärungen mit einfacheren Annahmen auskommen und zugleich der Kritik ebenso gut standhalten wie die Reflexionstheorie: Möglicherweise müssen Personen ihre eigenen mentalen Zustände gar nicht wahrnehmen oder Gedanken über sie bilden, um den Eindruck zu bekommen, dass sie über ihre Zustände das für Bewusstsein charakteristische Wissen besitzen. Die Klärung dieser Frage würde, wie gesagt, eine weitergehende Analyse erfordern. Die hier angestellten Überlegungen können als Teil einer solchen, umfassenderen Untersuchung verstanden werden.
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In the last fifteen years, several authors have suggested we conceive of self-knowledge in terms of self-constitution. In developing this idea, most accounts rely on two presuppositions, one concerning the relation between the knowing subject and the mental states in question, and one concerning the importance of self-knowledge for human agency. In his Authority and Estrangement, for instance, Richard Moran famously contends that knowledge of one’s own propositional attitudes is not merely an empirical matter, but involves a constitutive aspect. This, however, neither supports „a conventionalist reconstruction of first-person authority“ nor amounts to „a deflationary analysis of the claims of self-knowledge“ (Moran 2001, 26). Instead, Moran’s view preserves a robust notion of first-person authority, and provides us with a preliminary explanation of how the capacity for self-consciousness first makes it possible for a person to be responsible for his mental life and actions.
 
Since the appearance of Authority and Estrangement, this view has been sharply criticized. Recently, however, it has been defended by Matthew Boyle, who points out some parallels between Moran’s and Kant’s approaches. Boyle claims that many problems raised in discussions about self-knowledge can be solved if one accepts a distinction between two kinds of self-knowledge similar to the Kantian opposition between self-knowledge through pure apperception and self-knowledge through inner sense. Boyle thus rejects what he calls „the Uniformity Assumption“; this is „the demand” underlying many approaches “that a satisfactory account of our self-knowledge should be fundamentally uniform, explaining all cases of ‘first-person authority’ in the same basic way“ (Boyle 2009, 141). And he suggests that in contrast to most theorists, Moran is not bound to the Uniformity Assumption, although he does consider our deliberative knowledge of our own attitudes to be fundamental.
 
I am quite sympathetic to Boyle’s intention. It is indeed a widespread tendency in philosophical discussions about self-knowledge to assume that the riddle of the (seeming or real) epistemic authority of the first person with respect to knowledge of one’s own mental states can be solved by appealing to 
one simple human capacity. And I agree with Boyle that this is a problematic presupposition. Furthermore, I share the view put forth by Boyle and Moran, as well as many others, that (roughly) Kantian approach may help us get a better understanding of the relation between self-knowledge or self-consciousness and self-constitution.198
 
However, I am afraid that the way Kant is referred to in the defense of self-constitutionalism may hide another important aspect of Kant’s views on self-knowledge. There is a way in which, according to Kant, people passively become aware of their mental life, including the thoughts they entertain. This is probably irrelevant for Kant’s primary epistemological project, which aims to clarify the conditions of the possibility of knowledge. But it is nonetheless an important ingredient in Kant’s overall outlook, insofar as it is a necessary condition for the possibility of enlightenment. That there is such a passive way of becoming aware of one’s thoughts, is, I will argue, crucial for the understanding of how self-reflection may amount to a correction of one’s attitudes.
 
In this paper, I want to substantiate this concern by providing an alternative reconstruction of Kant’s view on self-knowledge. In highlighting this passive aspect of self-knowledge in Kant’s approach, I want to draw attention to an issue often neglected in philosophical debates about self-knowledge. If we regard enlightenment as a real option for humans, then a philosophical model of human self-knowledge has to satisfy not just one, but two requirements. It must account for the first-personal nature of self-knowledge and it must do so in a way that makes it comprehensible how subjects may correct their epistemic or moral attitudes.
 
I proceed in several steps. In sections one to three, I try to make room for the view that Kant allows for the notion of our becoming aware of our mental properties, including our thoughts, in a passive way. Starting with some preliminary remarks on the textual evidence, I draw attention to two sets of interpretive questions that every philosopher has to answer when proposing a Kantian style theory of self-knowledge. Sections two and three discuss Boyle’s answers to these questions and point out alternative ways of answering these two sets of question. It is against this background that I address my main interpretive question 
in section four. How is it possible, according to Kant, that we sometimes come to know our thoughts in a passive way, and why does this matter? As can be shown by the famous reflection R 5655 on Whether it is an experience that we think, Kant does assume that we sometimes perceive a thought in a passive way, or through inner sense. I argue that this is not only consistent with the reading of Kant’s view on self-knowledge spelt out in section two and three, but it is, moreover, crucial to what one could call Kant’s second epistemological project, namely that of making processes of enlightenment conceivable. I end in section five by arguing that this perspective should be considered crucial for a philosophical theory of self-knowledge.
 
1 Two sets of interpretive questions
 
 As is well known, Kant did not present his views on self-knowledge in a separate treatise. To reconstruct his account of self-knowledge, one has to rely on several remarks scattered among different texts, both published and unpublished. Unfortunately, these remarks do not provide a unified picture, but they suggest that Kant’s writings on self-knowledge can be divided in the same way his overall philosophy can be: into a pre-critical, a critical, and a late period. 199 In what follows, I rely primarily on the views of the second period.
 
There, Kant is mostly concerned with explicating and defending his distinction between two basic kinds of self-consciousness, named ‘pure apperception’ and ‘inner sense’.200 This emphasis is not surprising, for the distinction underlies 
the arguments of some of most central passages of the Critique of Pure Reason. One could even say that, to some degree, it was his insight into the consequences of this distinction that forced Kant to revise the chapters on the Transcendental Deduction and the Paralogisms of Pure Reason in the second edition of the First Critique.201 4
 
How is this distinction to be understood? To begin with, let us have a closer look at the passages in which the two conceptions of self-awareness are introduced. Most crucial for the notion of transcendental apperception is the following famous passage in § 16 of the B-Deduction, which says 


 The I think must be able to accompany all my representations; for otherwise something would be represented in me that could not be thought at all, which is as much as to say that the representation would either be impossible or else at least would be nothing for me.202

 
The concept of inner sense, on the other hand, is introduced already in the Transcendental Aesthetics, where Kant says, 


Inner sense, by means of which the mind intuits itself, or its inner state, gives, to be sure, no intuition of the soul itself, as an object; yet it is still a determinate form, under which the intuition of its inner state is alone possible, so that everything that belongs to the inner determination is represented in relations of time.203

 
The distinction between the two kinds of self-awareness, finally, is extensively discussed in both the Transcendental Deduction and the Paralogisms of Pure Reason, where Kant emphasizes several times that it is only in virtue of the transcendental apperception that we can think of ourselves as the identical subject of our mental properties, whereas inner sense provides us only with an empirical 
consciousness of ourselves insofar as we appear to ourselves. It is thus impossible for humans to have a notion of the I intuitively or, what amounts to the same idea, to perceive themselves as the subjects of their mental properties through inner sense. The overall picture in Kant’s critical philosophy is thus this: Kant assumes that, corresponding with the two sources of knowledge, there is a categorical distinction between two kinds of self-consciousness, each of which has a different function in both our epistemological and moral self-reflection.
 
While the general outlook seems clear, there are several issues with regard to which Kant’s approach is in need of further clarification. These may be divided into two sets of questions that one has to answer when interpreting Kant’s views on self-knowledge. First, one might wonder how to explicate the two notions of self-consciousness in detail. There is thus a first kind of interpretive concern exhibited by the following questions:
 
(1) What kind of entity (or kinds of entities) does Kant refer to when he distinguishes the kind of self-consciousness contained in pure apperception from the kind provided through inner sense? Do these notions denote two distinct modes of representation involved in self-reflection only, or do they differentiate between two types of objects of human self-consciousness? Are there, moreover, strict correlations between modes of self-reflective representation and types of objects? Clearly, given the brief exposition above, there is one strict negative correlation: inner sense cannot possibly represent the I, the subject of mental properties as it is in itself. But what about the correlations between modes of self-reflective representation and different types of mental properties? Is there, for instance, a strict relationship between different modes of representation and types of mental properties such that it is only in virtue of pure apperception that one’s thoughts may be represented in self-reflection? Or is there room for contingency with respect to how certain kinds of mental processes are represented in self-reflection? How, finally, is Kant’s emphasis on the difference between the activity of pure apperception and the experiential passivity through which we acquire self-knowledge in inner-sense to be understood?
 
Note that all these questions are related to definitional issues. They arise because they are either not explicitly addressed by Kant himself, or because they are dealt with in a less than clear manner. But one cannot leave them unanswered. Depending on how precisely they are answered, one may also question whether or not there are only two kinds of self-reflexive representations in Kant. I will come to this issue in the next section. First, however, I would like to point to another set of interpretive questions, which are related to Kant’s concept of knowledge. Given the different functions of pure apperception and inner sense, one can assume that there are some dependencies between the two kinds  
of self-consciousness. Most famous is the suggestion in the sentence quoted above, that purely apperceptive self-consciousness is a necessary condition for all kinds of knowledge, including, of course, the kind of empirical self-knowledge that consists in the categorization and determination of one’s own mental states.
 
We may thus specify a second set of interpretive questions, which is concerned with the relations between the two kinds of self-consciousness, pure apperception and inner-sense:
 
(2) What kind of dependency is there between the two kinds of self-consciousness, and how is it argued for? Is the primacy which Kant attributes to pure apperception in the Transcendental Deduction an expression of the epistemological program pursued in the First Critique, or is it a requirement of his conception of the human mind? Is it, in other words, due to Kant’s transcendental idealism, or is it a consequence of Kant’s view of the mind as having different ontological layers such that the existence of self-consciousness through inner sense is conditioned by the existence of purely apperceptive self-consciousness? If the latter, what exactly is required by this claim? What does “existence” mean in this context? Must a subject, in order to have some inner-sense experience, actually perform an act of pure apperception, or is it sufficient that she have the capacity for this kind of self-consciousness?204 Finally, is this primacy the only relation Kant assumes between these two kinds of self-consciousness?
 
It is not obvious how Kant would have answered all these questions. Both sets of questions have aroused exegetic controversies.205 Since I am concerned with the issue of self-knowledge, I am primarily interested in the theoretical options related to these questions. The controversies surrounding Kant’s actual views on these issues show, I think, that there are more possibilities for theoretical differentiation than is often assumed. These might turn out to be relevant for the debate about self-knowledge as well. I will discuss this at greater length in the rest of this paper. At this point, I only want to mention my major concern: 
I am worried that in recent debates on self-knowledge, the focus on self-constitution leads to the subject’s activity in achieving self-knowledge being overemphasized, while those aspects of self-consciousness and self-reflection that are irreducibly passive are marginalized or even misunderstood. To see how Kant deals with the above questions may help to understand why and in what respect passivity matters.

 
2 Varieties of self-representation
 
 As already mentioned, Boyle’s primary goal in referencing Kant is not to engage in an exegesis of Kant’s arguments, but to put Moran’s notion of deliberative self-knowledge into a broader framework. In doing so, Boyle provides a new interpretation of the Kantian dichotomy between pure apperception and inner sense, according to which this dichotomy is introduced to distinguish between two forms of self-knowledge, an active and a passive form of self-knowledge. Kant’s intuition behind this move consists, Boyle suggests, in the assumption that only a mind capable of active self-knowledge, of thinking of oneself as the maker of one’s thought, is also capable of passively receiving some representation of its own occurrent mental states in inner sense. In emphasizing this dependency between the two kinds of self-knowledge, Boyle takes Kant’s affirmation of the priority of pure apperception to be constitutive of what may be called a mature human mind. Being self-knowers, mature human minds are subjects who have an understanding of the concepts involved in their judgments or attitudes, and this requires that they are able to form judgments or adopt attitudes on the basis of rational deliberation. On the other hand, subjects lacking such an understanding of concepts cannot even legitimately be considered knowers.206
 
How does this interpretation respond to the questions raised in the previous section? As to the first set of questions, Boyle’s view seems to be that the distinction between pure apperception and inner sense sets apart both modes of presentation and types of objects of human self-knowledge. Correspondingly, 
he assumes that there is a strict correlation between modes of self-representation and objects, such that mental activities are the objects of the active mode of representation, whereas passively acquired mental states have to be represented passively. He thus ascribes to Kant the view that we know our thoughts exclusively through pure apperception, whereas our sensations and emotions are known through inner sense.
 
Relying on this view, we may also explicate Boyle’s answers to the second set of questions. In accordance with the assumption of a strict correlation between modes of presentation and objects of self-reflection, Boyle seems to suggest that the primacy of pure apperception as maintained in the Transcendental Deduction is a matter of the constitution of mature human minds. For a subject to be a mature human mind, it is necessary that it have the capacity for pure apperception or, as the parallel with Moran’s approach suggests, for rational deliberation of one’s attitudes. This also suggests that man’s capacity for inner sense is shaped by his capacity for pure apperception without, however, being reducible to it. Boyle thus seems to read Kant’s claim of the primacy of pure apperception as an anthropological tenet based on a dependency relation between two kinds of capacities rather than actual exercises of these capacities.207
 
Boyle’s reconstruction of Kant is very clear, and it is characterized moreover by articulate commitments. He explicitly argues that the decisive contrast between the two kinds of self-knowledge is a matter of capacities and not of occurrent uses of the capacities, and he obviously adopts an anthropological rather than an epistemological reading of Kant. One might wonder, however, whether this does not hide some of the complexities of Kant’s views. There is in particular one point at which Boyle’s exposition departs substantially from Kant’s own articulation of his account. Explaining the distinction between pure apperception and inner sense, Boyle draws on some formulations of Kant appearing in § 24 of the Anthropology. There Kant says: 


 Der innere Sinn ist nicht die reine Apperception, ein Bewußtsein dessen, was der Mensch thut, denn dieses gehört zum Denkungsvermögen, sondern was er leidet, wiefern er durch sein eignes Gedankenspiel afficirt wird (AA 7: 161).

 
Boyle renders this passage as follows: 
 


 Kant says: that whereas our apperceptive knowledge of our own judgments is a knowledge of ‘what we do [thun]’, our knowledge of our sensations and appetites through inner sense is a knowledge of what we ‘undergo [leiden].’

 
In the next sentence he recalls this passage by referring to the “Kantian contrast between an active and a passive form of self-knowledge” (Boyle 2009, 158).
 
This is not precisely what Kant says. First, Kant is not explaining the notion of inner sense in terms of our awareness of sensations and appetites; he doesn’t even mention our sensations and appetites in this paragraph. Instead, he equates pure apperception with man’s consciousness of what he does, and he contrasts this with his awareness of what he undergoes insofar as he is affected by the play of his own thought. Note that Kant uses the terminology of thought in both formulations: pure apperception belongs to the capacity of thought, but what we undergo is also an instance of thought, or of the play of our own thought. Taking this seriously, we have to conclude that Kant’s concept of thought allows for two options that are missed in Boyle’s paraphrase of the quoted text. First, we can be affected by our thought or by the results of our thinking activity; second, it must be possible for these to be known in a passive way.
 
There is another peculiarity in Boyle’s exposition. In the text mentioned above, Kant indeed contrasts passivity and activity, but only at level of the objects of self-consciousness. This is not equivalent to the contrast “between an active and a passive form [emphasis U.R.] of self-knowledge”, as Boyle puts it. This is not to say that Kant does not sometimes distinguish pure apperception and inner sense by characterizing the first as an active and the second as a passive form of self-consciousness. But so far as I can see, he is not strictly correlating consciousness of what we do with an active, and self-consciousness of what we undergo with a passive, form of self-reflection.
 
But, one might say, isn’t this correlation involved in Kant’s categorical denial that inner sense is able to represent the I or the subject of one’s mental properties? I don’t think so. Clearly, given this denial, I cannot endorse some instance of my activity as mine by perceiving it through inner sense. But this neither entails that I am unable to sense instances of thought as mental states I am undergoing, nor does it preclude that I am perceiving these through inner sense. On the contrary, it seems hard to make sense of the idea that we can be affected by the play of our thoughts and be aware of this by inner sense if these options were ruled out.
 
This indicates that Kant’s approach contains more theoretical differentiations than one might think if one focuses simply on the distinction between an active and a passive form of self-consciousness. We have to presume that the 
dichotomy between activity and passivity is applied to both the objects and the forms of reflective representation. This allows us to combine the types of mental capacities or processes constituting the object of self-reflection with the modes of representing them in self-reflection in several ways. This can best be illustrated by the following cross classification:
 
 
 
 
 
 
	object 
	active 
	passive
 
 
	mode of representation 
	 
	
 
 
	active 
	(1) taking a stance towards some thought 
	(2) taking a stance towards some feeling or sensation
 
 
	passive 
	(3) perceiving my being affected by some thought208 
	(4) perceiving my being affected by some feeling or sensation


 
 Following this classification, there are at least four options for how humans may self-consciously represent their own minds: (1) they can take a stance towards some thought; e.g. by actively affirming or denying it; (2) they can take a stance towards some sensation or emotion; e.g. by actively approve or condemn it; (3) they can perceive their being affected by some thought; e.g. by stating its occurrence; and (4) they can perceive their being affected by some sensation or feeling; e.g. by just noting it.
 
Note that these examples are only meant to illustrate the distinctions in question; they are mine and not Kant’s. It has to be admitted furthermore that not all the options are of the same importance in Kant’s transcendental philosophy. It is not clear, for instance, whether (2) plays any significant role in the First Critique, and if so, on which level. Also, one might wonder whether the claim that “[t]he I think must accompany all my representations” refers to (1) only or to (1) and (3) together. But this is not to say that Kant did not develop his views against the background of the full spectrum of possibilities as depicted by 
this classification, on the contrary. I will argue in the last section that there are at least good reasons to assume that (3) plays an important role for Kant as well.

 
3 The primacy of pure apperception
 
As previously mentioned, Boyle is committed to a reading of Kant that assumes some categorical dependency of inner sense on pure apperception at the level of man’s mental capacities. The argument for this assumption is provided by what Boyle describes as a minimal condition for self-knowledge. According to this requirement, every subject capable of knowing herself must have the capacity to represent her own condition as being of a certain kind (Boyle 2009, 143 and 161). Otherwise we (and she) would not be able to understand what makes the object of self-knowledge a self (Boyle 2009, 161). This minimal condition for self-knowledge parallels Moran’s notion of authoritative self-knowledge: A subject is capable of representing her own condition if and only if she is able to take a deliberative stance towards her attitudes. At the same time, this minimal condition is used to explain Kant’s claim that all our empirical consciousness contained in inner sense is conditioned by the consciousness of the I provided by pure apperception.
 
This does indeed capture an important point. Kant does assume that in pure apperception we do not simply contemplate our mental states and activities, but actively exercise our capacity to combine representations and thereby affirm our authority or, in Kant’s terms, our spontaneity which we have in virtue of being the makers of our thoughts. Furthermore, the awareness of our being the makers of our thoughts is indeed what constitutes the essence of the self. “[T]he I”, Kant says in the paralogisms, “is only the consciousness of my thinking” (B 413); here thereby denies any substantial self.
 
I nonetheless think that the point behind Kant’s central claim in § 16 of the B-Deduction (B 136) that it must be possible for the I think to accompany all my representations is different than Boyle’s anthropological interpretation suggests. There are two valid readings of this sentence, to my mind. One says that wherever my representations originate from, none of them can constitute an objective thought unless I can accompany it by the thought ‘I think’. What is required, according to this interpretation, is not the capacity for pure apperception as such, but the capacity for accompanying the particular representations in question by some act of apperception. Given this first reading, Kant’s concern in emphasizing the dependency of all our representations on pure apperception is not simply whether we have a certain cognitive ability, but whether a representation 
is available to us in a sufficiently clear and distinct form such that it can be picked out in an act of thought.209 Otherwise, I am not in the position to use it within the formation of some judgment. The second reading departs even further from Boyle’s suggestion. It says that a representation received in inner sense cannot constitute an objective thought in the absence of that self-consciousness which is constituted by the activity of pure apperception. Given this interpretation, any instance of self-knowledge requires that we actually have the relevant self-consciousness. I do not want to decide here which of these readings is true. Yet according to both these readings, Kant’s point is more specific than Boyle’s anthropological reconstruction suggests. Both relate the sentence in §16 of the B-Deduction to the epistemological program of the First Critique, which aims to explicate the conditions of our knowledge of unified objects. Unlike Boyle’s account, these readings do not ascribe to Kant a particular conception of the human mind.210
 
Given the epistemological program of the First Critique, both of these readings are, I think, preferable to Boyle’s anthropological reconstruction, for they suggest a reading of B 136 that allows for the explanation of the primacy of pure apperception, which Kant asserts here, as the expression of the epistemic function of the latter. This is not to say that the kind of self-consciousness provided by pure apperception has not in fact an enormous anthropological relevance for Kant.211 Nonetheless, it seems more appropriate to assume that the primacy claim which Kant is making in the transcendental deduction has to do with the role of pure apperception in constituting objective knowledge.212
 
To conclude, we can say that there is no need to ascribe to Kant the psychological view that any instance of human self-awareness is dependent on our being capable of pure apperception. This is an anthropological tenet one may attribute to him, but it is by no means necessary to make sense of Kant’s claim that in the constitution of objective knowledge, pure apperception has some primacy over inner sense. If, on the other hand, we accept that this primacy claim is related to Kant’s epistemological concerns, then we may look for an 
alternative way to make use of Kant’s views on self-reflection, which attributes more importance to the passivity involved in man’s becoming aware of his mental properties.

 
4 The possibility of reflective experience
 
 Let me now recall the final question of the second set of interpretive issues specified in section one. Is the primacy of pure apperception, I asked, the only relation Kant assumes between the two kinds of self-consciousness? Given the varieties of self-representations exposed in section two and given, in particular, the option that we can be affected by the play of our thoughts and become aware of this in a passive way, the answer must be ‘no’. There must be a sense in which an instance of our thought can be felt or perceived by inner sense, even if it originated from an act of pure apperception. Kant must, in other words, allow that there is a passive way to become aware of one’s thought, which in turn amounts to a more robust kind of self-knowledge.
 
The question might arise whether this is consistent with Kant’s attributing epistemic primacy to pure apperception over inner sense. How can we make sense of the notion that we come to know our own thoughts in a passive way without undermining this primacy claim?
 
Kant does not address this issue at length, but we can get an idea of how he would have addressed it if we take a closer look at his famous reflection, R 5655, entitled Beantwortung der Frage, ob es eine Erfahrung ist, dass wir denken (AA 18, 318-20). Is it, the question he is discussing here asks, an experience that we think? Kant begins by clarifying the usage of his notion of ‘experience’, which he relates to his concepts of ‘perception’ and of ‘aesthetic comprehension’. We do not have an experience, he says, when we are conscious of some representation, but only a perception. Yet, if we come to grasp or comprehend some manifold perceived in one unified representation, then we do have an empirical cognition of an object, and our judgment expressing this cognition does in fact correspond to an experience.
 
Kant thus defines experience as the judgment affirming an empirical cognition, which is in turn constituted by the unification of some representation provided by the senses. Having established this definition, he goes on, in the second paragraph, to reject the idea that mere consciousness of one’s thoughts could possibly constitute experience. Clearly, given the aforementioned conception of experience, neither the imagination of an object nor the having of a certain 
thought amounts to an experience. This can be generalized: imagination and consciousness just aren’t forms of experience for Kant.
 
So far, this text consists in a mere elucidation of Kant’s concept of experience. In the third paragraph, however, Kant suggests a rather unusual application of this concept, which has some striking implications. After reaffirming that to have an experience requires that one receives some representation from the senses, he claims that even a thought lacking perceptual content may result in an experience if some further and, I think, reflective step is added. Considered as affections or ‘determinations’ of the mind (‘Gemüth’ in German), thoughts can be perceived as temporal events which I undergo or as temporal states to which my mind is subjected. Even my thoughts are therefore observable in inner sense and may constitute the content, or in Kant’s terminology, the material, of an empirical cognition.
 
Note that this view implicitly relies on the options pointed out in section two: that, first of all, we can be affected by the products of our capacity for thought; and, secondly, that we can perceive this in a passive way. However, in elaborating this idea of reflexive experience in R 5655, Kant goes even further. He claims that any thought we have, whether its content is empirical or merely imaginative, may, when considered as a mental event and observed in inner sense, bring about an empirical cognition which, in turn, when approved by some judgment, results in an experience. Kant’s answer to the question whether it is an experience that we think is thus this: Although the concept of experience as established in his epistemology is not straight away applicable to our consciously held thoughts, it is nonetheless possible for us to make an experience on the basis of a thought we have, namely, if we, through a process of reflection, come to see and acknowledge that the thought in question is indeed one we have been entertaining.213
 
 
I would now like to return to the question raised above: How can we make sense of Kant’s assumption that we may sometimes become aware of our own thoughts in a passive way without undermining the claim that pure apperception has some kind of epistemic primacy?
 
Keeping in mind what Kant says in R 5655 about the possibility of making an experience by means of reflecting on the affections of our mind, we are now in the position to suggest a preliminary answer to this. We have to recall, first of all, that inner sense is characterized also as that form of intuition by which we perceive appearances as temporal items (cf. B 37 and B 49f.). Kant himself rehearses this view in R 5655 when he says that any experience, even if it is to represent some atemporal truth, is necessarily correlated with some temporal determination. In having an experience, he says, “I am passive and feel myself affected according to the formal condition of the inner sense” (AA 18, 319).
 
We can conclude that it seems possible on the Kantian theory to look at every thought or judgment from two sides and to adopt either an atemporal or a temporal perspective on it. To illustrate this, let us assume that I affirm the visual appearance of some lines as configuring a clear and distinct representation of a triangle. I am aware of this appearance and approve it, in an act of pure apperception. I thereby affirm that it is representing a triangle, disregarding the fact that I perceive the lines at a particular time. But I can of course take a step back and look at the mental state I am having when approving this appearance as representing a triangle. I will then observe this act of pure apperception as a particular mental episode, and this involves being aware of it as affecting my mind at a certain time. Kant thus seems to adopt some kind of aspect dualism according to which every instance of thought can either be regarded and affirmed as holding independently of any temporal restriction, or perceived as a temporal event.214
 
 
Now, to safeguard the epistemic primacy of pure apperception over inner sense, these two perspectives cannot be on the same footing; otherwise they would mutually neutralize each other. They must be attributed different theoretical functions.215 This is indeed what we find in Kant. The two perspectives express, as it were, different concerns of Kant’s philosophy. That we can take an atemporal perspective towards all our representations and approve them by an act of pure apperception is a necessary condition of there being mental states that count as objective knowledge. The first perspective is thus absolutely crucial for Kant’s transcendental philosophy. The case is quite different if, one the other hand, we want to examine how it is possible for human subjects to improve their outlook on the world by means of philosophical reflection. To address this question, we must be able to consider our thoughts as mental events which are affecting us or have been affecting us. This requires that we adopt the second perspective.
 
That we can know of our thoughts in a passive way may thus seem unnecessary for Kant’s primary epistemological project, which is to exhibit the conditions of the possibility of objective knowledge. But it is, I contend, necessary for another project of his, namely to show that human minds are able to overcome a certain kind of error by means of reflective self-scrutiny. That we can perceive a certain thought as a mental state we have been maintaining so far is necessarily connected with the idea that enlightenment is a possibility for human beings.

 
5 Self-correction and the requirement for a philosophical conception of self-knowledge
 
 I have shown in this paper that, in contrast to what self-constitutionalist interpretations allege, there is, according to Kant, a way in which we passively become aware of our thoughts. Furthermore, I have argued that, while this possibility may be neglected when Kant’s views on knowledge are at stake, it is a crucial epistemic prerequisite of his conviction that human beings are capable for enlightenment.
 
 
The question might arise why this is relevant for a theory of self-knowledge. Clearly, it is not immediately relevant for the issue that is often discussed in contemporary philosophical debates about self-knowledge: first person authority. The kind of reflective experience discussed in the preceding pages does involve first-person authority, but its analysis does nothing to clarify how, according to Kant, first-person authority is to be understood. For this question, it would suffice to look at conceptions of pure apperception and of inner sense.
 
However, when we explore the history of philosophy, we see that discussion of self-knowledge has never been restricted to issue of first person authority. Instead, philosophers have often been concerned with self-knowledge for reasons similar to those that motivate Kant’s interest in the idea of reflective experience: accounting for the possibility of enlightenment. In more general terms, self-knowledge matters because it is related to the capacity of human beings to recognize their mistakes and to correct their epistemic or moral attitudes. Much more can be said about this on both phenomenological and epistemological levels. In this paper, I have just argued that to keep enlightenment a real option for humanity presupposes that we can become aware of our thoughts in a passive way.
 
The problem with self-constitutionalism is that this option is neglected, or even undermined, notwithstanding the declared interest of self-constitutionalists in epistemic self-determination. To illustrate why self-constitutionalism cannot do the job, let us have a look at the following example. In my daily life as a teacher of philosophy, it often happens that I am confronted with the fact that I have had mistaken views about a student. Let us assume that I realize that I have been wrong in my judgment that a certain student is disinterested in logic. The crucial question is: What are the preconditions that allow for such an insight?
 
Without explicating this in detail, we can state that such an insight involves at least two cognitive acts. On the one hand, I have to identify the notion that the student is disinterested in logic as a thought I have been entertaining so far. On the other hand, I have to deny that the student is disinterested in logics. Having distinguished these two acts, it becomes quite clear that the preconditions for my being in the position to acknowledge the wrongness of my former judgment are quite complex. It is not sufficient that I adopt a certain stance towards what is presumably the truth about the student’s interest in logic. In addition, I must be able to know what I have in fact have maintained until very recently.
 
Now, while the possibility of my taking a stance towards some presumed truth may well be accounted for by self-constitutionalism, this is not the case with respect to the other act, the perception of myself as having been in a state 
of mind which I now judge as wrong. To acknowledge that I have been wrong, in my view, requires that I can be aware of a thought in a way that does not involve actual endorsement.
 
We can conclude that either we allow for the kind of reflective experience discussed above and, hence, for the possibility of a passive way of becoming aware of our thoughts, or we have to deny that it may ever happen that we correct our own judgments in the way just sketched. I think this is definitely too high a price to pay, especially for a philosopher; it would undermine nothing less than the very possibility of enlightenment. It is against this background that I am calling for a new kind of approach to the concept of self-knowledge in philosophy, which is not concerned solely with the issue of first person authority, but also helps us understand the possibility of enlightenment, or, in other words, the capacity of humans to recognize their mistakes and correct them by self-reflection.216
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 It is not known what Wittgenstein is calling “Ockham’s Razor”. He probably has in mind the principle “Entia non sunt multiplicanda praeter necessitatem”, popularly ascribed to Ockham, though not occurring in his writings.

 
2 
 In correspondence, Landini pointed out to me that Wittgenstein’s goal was realized for the quantifier-free calculus by John Venn’s propositional diagrams. Tautologies are scaffolding (overlapping circles which have no shading at all). Contradictions shade everything (as if a rejection of the scaffolding).
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I offer a fuller discussion of this in, “Word and Object: Museums and the Matter of Meaning”, Philosophy, Supplementary Volume: Philosophy and Museums (Cambridge University Press, forthcoming).
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Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, Revised 4th ed., ed. P. M. S. Hacker and Joachim Schulte, trans. G. E. M. Anscombe, P. M. S. Hacker, and Joachim Schulte (Malden: Wiley-Blackwell, 2009).
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I discuss this issue at some length in, “Wittgenstein’s Aesthetics”, Stanford Online Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Stanford, 2007); “Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations, Linguistic Meaning, and Music”, Paragraph 34.3 (2011): 388-405; and “Wittgenstein’s Blue Book, Linguistic Meaning, and Music”, Ludwig Wittgenstein and Normative Inquiry, ed. M. Bevir and A. Galisanka (Leiden: Brill, forthcoming).

 
8 
I offer a much fuller discussion of this in, ‘A Person’s Words: Literary Characters and Autobiographical Understanding’, Philosophy and Autobiography, ed. Christopher Cowley (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, forthcoming).
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I examine this matter in some detail in, Describing Ourselves: Wittgenstein and Autobiographical Consciousness (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008), ‘The Self, Speaking’, pp. 76-118; and in ‘Wittgenstein’s Voice: Reading, Self-Understanding, and the Genre of Philosophical Investigations’, special issue of Poetics Today 28:3 (Fall 2007): 499-526.
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 I borrow this term of course from Paul Grice; see his Studies in the Way of Words (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1989), esp. ‘Some Models for Implicature, 138-143, and ‘Presupposition and Conversational Implicature’, 269-282.
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For an excellent study that captures the cognitive content, the larger intellectual context, and the spirit of the design aesthetic of this building, see Paul Wijdeveld, Ludwig Wittgenstein: Architect (Amsterdam: The Pepin Press, 1993).
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 Adrian Stokes, Reflections on the Nude, in Lawrence Gowing, ed., The Critical Writings of Adrian Stokes, Vol. III (London: Thames and Hudson, 1978), p. 322.
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This self-combating character is as I understand it Zen-influenced, which charts out its own often self-undercutting implication-range; see Kyle Gann, No Such Thing as Silence: John Cage’s 4’33” (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2010).
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See the catalogue of the major 1997 retrospective exhibition, Walter Hopps and Susan Davidson, Robert Rauschenberg: A Retrospective (New York: Guggenheim, 1997).
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I take up this issue in ‘In Language, Beyond Words: Literary Interpretation and the Verbal Imagination’, Interpretation and Meaning in Philosophy and Religion, ed. Dirk-Martin Grube (Leiden: Brill, forthcoming).
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Michael Baxandall, Patterns of Intention: On the Historical Explanation of Pictures (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1985), this and following passages pp. 64-65.
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This is related to, but significantly different from, Richard Wollheim’s notion of criticism as retrieval (see his essay of that title in his Art and Its Objects, 2nd Ed. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980), pp. 185-204. For Wollheim, the retrieval of intention for which he argues is of intentional content at the time of creation; I suggest that this should be expanded in a way that better accommodates the ongoing life of a work of art but in a way still respectful of intentional content, i.e. to include content of the kind discussed by Wittgenstein throughout this essay but particularly in the remark in Philosophical Investigations, Sec. 684 (discussed just below).
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Kant, in his third Critique, develops an account of artistic genius that is related: the genius ‘gives the rule’, as Kant says, to the next generation of artists that then work within the unfolding lines of the application of that rule – often where the genius senses where those lines might go but also where the precise workings-out of the rule’s application are unforeseeable.
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One hears it not infrequently said at points (where our conceptions of art and of language converge) such as this, that what this actually shows, because linguistic meaning is necessarily completist and artistic creativity and interpretation are not, is that art and language are fundamentally different. As I am suggesting throughout, this is precisely the wrong direction to take, in that it dogmatically retains a fixed preconception of linguistic meaning that a Wittgensteinian conception should supplant, and it fails to see the comparison between art and language in two directions, i.e. it fails to see some important features of language that a closer examination of artistic meaning brings to the fore.
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I should note that, once seeing this matter of subjunctive (or “past-implication-articulating”) truth clearly, we are placed in a position to appreciate the mutually illuminating close connections between the process involved in working with and through the language that we use in coming to a definition and understanding of ourselves, language we use in coming to an understanding of another (humane, sympathetic imaginative understanding is often a matter of sensitively appreciating the implication-range of a person’s words), and language we use in coming to understand a work of art. I offer a preliminary discussion of this in ‘Self-Defining Reading: Literature and the Constitution of Personhood’ in The Blackwell Companion to the Philosophy of Literature, ed. Garry L. Hagberg and Walter Jost (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), pp. 120-158.
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One way of bringing into sharper focus the nature of the content that does not “materialize only with the words”, is to consider the question ‘What does this mean for me?’, when asked after some kind of announcement with as-yet-unspecified implications is made (e.g. ‘A reduction in staff will commence in January’). In such cases, a response that stays within the words would be either robotically uncomprehending (‘A reduction’ means to reduce; ‘staff’ means the employees; etc.) or in any such case rather nasty (of a ‘Which word didn’t you understand?’ kind.) The question that arises here of meaning concerns the articulation of implication.
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I offer a discussion of the phrase ‘language-game’ as Wittgenstein uses it, and its significance for our understanding of artistic meaning, in Meaning and Interpretation: Wittgenstein, Henry James, and Literary Knowledge (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1994), 9-44.
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Without going into the quagmire of the recently popularized but, I believe, the more recently largely abandoned New Wittgenstein – which, among other agendas amalgamates the two (or even three) Wittgensteins into one – let me simply reiterate (with or without agreement) the standard reading that sees the early Wittgenstein as a realist or anti-realist who admits a world to be perceived, thought about, and talked about in a representative language (and thought).
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It is worth noting, for instance, that Maria Baghramian, in her book Relativism (2004), in the chapter on ‘Contemporary Sources of Relativism,’ devotes an independent subchapter to ‘Wittgenstein’s Influence’ – an ‘honor’ not bestowed on any other stand-alone philosopher.
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 I have elsewhere (see Biletzki 2010) elaborated on the difference between language-games and forms of life. Although the two are undoubtedly related - ‘Here the term ‘language-game’ is meant to bring into prominence the fact that the speaking of language is part of an activity, or of a form of life’ (PI §23) – in the relativistic tug of war it is forms of life that play the crucial role in ascribing to Wittgenstein cultural relativism.

 
27 
See Hanfling’s Wittgenstein and the Human Form of Life (2002). Hanfling clarifies that Wittgenstein himself nowhere says ‘human form of life,’ but rather Hanfling’s reading of Wittgenstein’s ascription of ‘human’ to ‘form of life.’
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Alois Pichler has commented on the mistranslation of ‘menschliche Handlungsweise’ into ‘common behavior of mankind,’ showing that the more correct translation would be ‘mankind’s common ways of acting.’ This would in no way detract from the non-relativistic point we are making.
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I owe this insight to Alois Pichler, in his comments on an earlier version of this paper.
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I am extremely grateful to John Hyman and Danièle Moyal-Sharrock for their precious help.
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In the volume of essays (Crary and Read 2000), compare Conant’s ‘Elucidation and Nonsense in Frege and early Wittgenstein’ and David. R. Cerbone ‘How to do things with wood: Wittgenstein, Frege and the problem of illogical thought’.
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As Descartes famously wrote in a letter to Mersenne dated 27.05.1630: ‘car on peut savoir que Dieu est infini et tout puissant, encore que notre âme étant finie ne le puisse comprendre ni concevoir; de même que nous pouvons bien toucher avec les mains une montagne, mais non pas l’embrasser comme nous ferions un arbre, ou quelque autre chose que ce soit, qui n’excédât point la grandeur de nos bras: car comprendre c’est embrasser par la pensée; mais pour savoir une chose, il suffit de la toucher par la pensée’ (emphasis mine).
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See her comments about Wittgenstein’s Lectures on Religious Belief entitled ‘The Gulf between us’ and also Paul Franks’ interesting answer in the same volume, ‘Talking of eyebrows: religion and the space of reasons after Wittgenstein, Rosenzweig and Diamond’.

 
34 
I am here following Thomas Ricketts’ suggestion where he draws a distinction between epistemological varieties of solipsism and a judicative version (1986, 70).
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According to David Cerbone the answer to this question is clearly ‘no’. The wood sellers’ allegory cannot be read as a critique of Frege’s independence of logic from anything human, nor as a change in Wittgenstein’s conception of logical necessity. Although I share Cerbone’s view that Wittgenstein’s method aims at recovering the meaning of our words and at making perspicuous the grammar of our concepts, Wittgenstein’s insistence upon possible revisions in our laws of thought can hardly be interpreted in the direction he suggests. See J.-P. Narboux (2002).
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Jean-Philippe Narboux comments on Diamond’s phrase in his ‘Incommensurabilité et exemplarité’, 324-325.
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Kramer 2007, 155. The inner quote is from Wittgenstein’s Notebooks: 1914-1916, 23 (entry for November 1, 1914).
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Munz 2005, 11. The quote from Rhees appears on the same page and is taken from Rhees’ Ludwig Wittgenstein: The Man and His Philosophy.
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Frege 1997a 53, § 3; original emphases.
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Notebooks 72f.: “What do I know about God and the purpose of life? / I know that this world exists. / That I am placed in it like my eye in its visual field. / That something about it is problematic, which we call its meaning. / That this meaning does not lie in it but outside it. / That life is the world… / The meaning of life, i.e. the meaning of the world, we can call God.”
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Kramer 2007 162; original emphases.
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48 
One could say that the new version of the problem is the one Rhees cites as Wittgenstein’s reason for thinking that “language was important”: our grammar’s logical nature vs. its lack of perspicuity. The question of the ‘I’ should be read as a corollary of this problem.

 
49 
PI § 1. I was alluding, of course, to Nietzsche’s Madman in The Gay Science, who claims that it’ll take ages until the tremendous event of God’s death is grasped in full.
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The quotes are taken from PI’s Preface, of course.
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Kramer 2007 163; quoted above, this time with added emphases.
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The glasses metaphor is drawn from PI § 103.
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Hegel 1997 33.
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I believe that when Frege concludes that his formal language robs the subject off its privileged position, he’s aware that this echoes the ideas of his ancestor in Jena.
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Derrida 1982 15.
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Rancière 2009 99.

 
57 
Ibid. 103.

 
58 
 Ibid, 102f.; emphases added.
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Cf. BB 59: “Our ordinary language, which of all possible notations is the one which pervades all our life, holds our mind rigidly in one position, as it were, and in this position sometimes it feels cramped, having a desire for other positions as well… Our mental cramp is loosened when we are shown the notations which fulfil these needs.”
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 For a valuable essay of Wittgenstein and the Vienna Circle on verification, which includes an appraisal of the previous literature on the topic, see Hymers 2005.
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Baker 1979 is an extremely informative introduction to their relationship.
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 Waismann also played the role of a representative of Wittgenstein’s views in the papers he presented at international conferences in Prague (1929) and Königsberg (1930). This chapter of Janik and Veigl’s book provides an informative discussion of how class and social status influenced the outcome of the subsequent controversy.

 
63 
For further discussion of Wittgenstein’s response to the Theses and “dogmatism”, see Stern 1995 101-104 and Stern 2004 48.

 
64 
“If one wanted to establish theses in philosophy, no debate about them could ever arise, because everyone would be in agreement with them” Wittgenstein 2005, §89, 309. Cf. Wittgenstein 1953, §128.
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McGuinness, who translated this passage, notes that this is a rough statement of Tractatus 6.53.
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For previous discussion of this topic, see: Glock 1990, 2007; McGuinness 2002; Pichler 2004, 2007; Rothhaupt 1996; Schulte 1992, 28-37; Schulte, introduction to Wittgenstein 2001; Schulte 2005; Stern 1996a, 2005, 2010a; von Wright 1982.
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 These include Hacker’s Insight and Illusion (1972, revised 1986), Kenny’s Wittgenstein (1973, revised 2006), Hintikka and Hintikka’s Investigating Wittgenstein (1986), Hilmy’s The Later Wittgenstein (1987), Pears’ The False Prison (1987, 1988), Monk’s The Duty of Genius (1990), Nyíri’s essays on the emergence of Wittgenstein’s philosophy (in his 1986, 1992), my Wittgenstein on Mind and Language (1995), Sedmak’s Kalkül und Kultur (1996), Kienzler’s Wittgensteins Wende zu seiner Spätphilosophie 1930-1932 (1997) and Rothhaupt’s Farbthemen in Wittgenstein’s Gesamtnachlass (1996).
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 See e.g. Diamond 1991, Crary and Read 2000.
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See Stern 2004, 2005, 2010 and 2010a. See also Schulte 2002 and Pichler 2004.
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 Versions of this reading can be found in Stern (1991, 2004, ch. 5.2, 2005), Schulte (2002, 2011), Pichler (2004, 2007), and Mauro Engelmann (2011, 2013). See also Szeltner (2013), which argues that Wittgenstein moves from talk of grammar in a very general way in the Big Typescript and Brown Book, to considering specific examples of usage in his later discussion of grammar.
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For some further discussion of Fogelin’s book, see Stern 2012.

 
72 
In this passage, and the ones that follow from the opening of Fogelin’s book, I have omitted his footnotes, which are not directly relevant to the main line of interpretation that I wish to focus on here. His quotations from the Philosophical Investigations make use of Anscombe’s translation in the third edition of that book, published in 2001.
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The quoted passage is from the second paragraph of Philosophical Investigations §201, which Fogelin has quoted in full a few lines earlier.
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Sources: MS 140, 9-10. MS 114, 17-18 & 128-9. Big Typescript, §4, 14-15. MS 109, p. 278, 29 January 1931. I have added the letters in parentheses at the beginning of each paragraph as a convenient reference device. This list, like the others in the footnotes that follow, is arranged in reverse chronological order, starting with the source closest to the version given here, and ending with the earliest version in the Nachlass (and its date, when available.)
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Sources: MS 140, p. 10. MS 114, p. 18 (where it occurs after [d]).
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Sources: MS 140, p. 10. MS 114, p. 18. Big Typescript, §4, p. 15. MS 110, p. 267, 2 July 1931. See also Zettel, §229.
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Sources: MS 140, p. 10. MS 114, p. 18. Big Typescript, §5, p. 16. MS 110, 109-110, 15 February 1931.
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 For a much more detailed account of the role of these paradoxes in the argument of the Philosophical Investigations, see Stern 2004, chs. 4-6.
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 Earlier versions of this paper were presented at a lecture series in connection with an exhibition commemorating the 60th anniversary of Wittgenstein’s death at the Gay Museum, Berlin, a conference on “Kulturen & Werte. Wittgensteins ‘Kringel-Buch’ als aktueller Initialtext” at Ludwig-Maximilians-Universität, Munich, Germany, and at a conference on “Ethics of Language - Language of Ethics” at La Sapienza University, Rome. I want to thank members of the audience at each conference for their extremely helpful questions and criticism. Earlier versions of parts of this paper were published as Stern 2011 and 2013. Parts of this paper will form the basis for a paper on “Wittgenstein in the 1930s” for the second edition of the Cambridge Companion to Wittgenstein.
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Hier wird die bei G. H. von Wright in seiner PU-Studie gebotene Darstellung der Zusammensetzung der PU-Zwischenfassung einerseits und der PU-Spätfassung andererseits mit folgender Notation wiedergegeben: TS227(I)+TS242 steht für die Zwischenfassung und TS227(I+II) steht für die Spätfassung. Dabei bezeichnet TS227(I) jene Seiten aus der Zwischenfassung, die direkt physisch in die Spätfassung weitertransferiert wurden und dort auch vorhanden sind; TS242 bezeichnet die nicht transferierten – aber im Nachlass erhaltenen – restlichen physischen Seiten der Zwischenfassung. Nimmt man TS227(I) und TS242 wieder zusammen, so lässt sich die Zwischenfassung vollständig rekonstruieren – wie dies dann ja auch erstmals in der Helsinki Edition geschehen ist. TS227(II) bezeichnet all jene Seiten oder Zettel, die entweder in die Zwischenfassung TS227(I) eingefügt oder an sie angehängt wurden; zudem sind auch handschriftliche Einträge, Zusätze, Streichungen in TS227(I+II) damit erfasst. Wittgensteins Nachlass wird zitiert nach Wittgenstein 2000.
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 Diese Helsinki-Edition der PU ist in einer Typoskriptfassung erstellt und wurde nicht durch einen Verlag veröffentlicht. Einigen Bibliotheken in Europa und den USA wurde die Helsinki-Edition aber zur Verfügung gestellt. Vgl. von Wright 1986, 21.
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 Ich möchte mich für die Unterstützung des Department of Manuscripts der Cambridge University Library bei meinen Recherchen zur Klärung dieser Fragestellung bedanken.
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Cambridge University Press: Minute Book / Syndics of the Press. UA Pr. V 84, S. 234.
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Cambridge University Press: Minute Book / Syndics of the Press. UA Pr. V 84, S. 277.
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Cambridge University Press: Minute Book / Syndics of the Press. UA Pr. V 84, S. 287.
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Im ersten Band der Schriften (1960) und im ersten Band der Werkausgabe (1984) ist der Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus zusammen mit den Philosophischen Untersuchungen – allerdings voneinander getrennt durch die zwischengeschobenen Tagebücher 1914-1916 mit Appendix I und Appendix II – nur in deutscher Originalsprache veröffentlicht worden.
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Für die von der Trinity College Library gewährte Erlaubnis in diesem Artikel Faksimiles von Manuskripten und Typoskripten in Wittgensteins Nachlass abbilden zu dürfen möchte ich mich herzlich bedanken. Gerade so wird exemplarisch ein anschauliches Überprüfen und Nachvollziehen bestimmter Darstellungen und Darlegungen erst möglich.
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Nicht zu verwechseln mit der postumen Veröffentlichung von TS209 „aus dem Nachlaß“ unter dem gleichnamigen Titel Philosophische Bemerkungen erstmals im Jahre 1964 in den Schriften (Band 2).
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Konkret wurde MS114(II),81,96,157,159 in TS228,§383-§387, wurde MS114(II),31,94,102-227 in TS228,§497-§562, wurde MS115(I),2-116 in TS228,§390-494 transferiert. Erst das Erstellen einer detaillierten Auflistung zur vollständigen Bestückung von TS228 – nämlich von §1 bis §698 –mit Sektionen aus unterschiedlichen Manuskripten machte das Konstatieren dieses bedeutenden Transfersweges von MS114(II)+MS115(I) – übrigens ohne Einbeziehung von MS140(I) – in TS228, also über einen Zeitraum von einem Jahrzehnt hinweg, möglich.
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 Erstveröffentlichung Kenny 1976, 41-53. Wiederveröffentlichung in Kenny 1984, 24-37.
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98 
Auf den höchst interessanten Zusammenhang von D310 und MS115(II) mit MS141 kann hier nur hingewiesen, aber nicht eingegangen werden. Wittgenstein bemühte sich übrigens bereits im Jahre 1935 einen Text bei THE BRITISH ACADEMY zu veröffentlichen. Siehe dazu in den Moore-Papers, die im Department of Manuscripts der Cambridge University Library verwahrt werden, den Brief von G. E. Moore an F. G. Kenyan, dem Sekretär der British Academy, vom 18.2.1935 (Add. 8330-8K/1/1) und den Entwurf des Briefes zuvor von G. E. Moore an F. G. Kenyan (Add. 8330-8K/1/1a); ebenso den Brief von G. E. Moore an J. M. Keynes vom 6.3.1935 (Add. 8330-8K-1/13) und den Brief von J. M. Keynes an G. E. Moore vom 6.3.1935 (Add. 8330-8K-3 /13).

 
99 
Im Paper „A list of correspondences between Wittgenstein Ts-310 and Ms-115ii“ von Alois Pichler und Deirdre Smith werden synoptisch die Entsprechungen oder Nichtentsprechungen zwischen dem „Brown Book“ (D310) und MS115(II) in philologisch minutiöser und vorbildlicher Weise aufgelistet. Es wird dabei sogar die letzte wertend kommentierende Metabemerkung –eben jene mit Wittgensteins Stellungnahme „nichts wert“ – formal mit „Ms-115,292[5]“ notiert. Es findet sich aber eben inhaltlich kein Vermerk dazu; es wird eben nicht darauf hingewiesen, dass die gesamte gebotene synoptische Liste eigentlich auf zwei entgegengesetzten Vorzeichen beruht, nämlich: die Spalte zu Ts-310 steht nicht unter dem Votum „nichts wert“, aber die Spalte Ms-115ii ist eben explizit unter diesem Votum „nichts wert“. Siehe dazu Pichler / Smith 2013.

 
100 
Es ist nicht eindeutig, ob in dieser Variante der Plural „Philosophische Betrachtungen“ oder nur der Singular „Philosophische Betrachtung“ zu lesen und zu transkribieren ist.

 
101 
Nur der Manuskriptband MS107 von 1929 trägt den Titel „Philosophische Betrachtungen“.

 
102 
 Es wären eigene Ausführungen nötig, die zeigen, dass TS221, der – nur vermeintliche –zweite Teil der PU-Frühfassung – im Jahre 1938 noch nicht fertiggestellt war bzw. sein konnte.

 
103 
Cambridge University Press: Minute Book / Syndics of the Press. UA Pr. V 82, S. 274.

 
104 
Cambridge University Press: Minute Book / Syndics of the Press. UA Pr. V 82, S. 281.

 
105 
Prinzipiell ist sogar denkbar, wenn auch recht gewagt, dass MS140(I) erst Mitte 1938 von Wittgenstein erstellt worden ist, um das Buch „Philosophische Bemerkungen“ für die Publikation bei Cambridge University Press vorzubereiten. Der Zusammenhang von MS140(I) und MS140(II) muss nämlich nicht zwingend in dieser chronologischen Abfolge gesehen werden, sondern er kann auch genau umgekehrt – nämlich erst MS140(II) und dann erst MS140(I) –veranschlagt werden. MS140(II) befindet sich ja auf der Verso-Seite von MS140(I),39r und damit kann MS140(II),39v auch zuerst verfasst worden sein. Liesen sich für die Datierung ins Jahr 1938 Belege beibringen und Indizien finden, wäre erwiesen, dass Wittgenstein erst nach der Erstellung der PU-Urfassung MS142 die Erweiterung von MS114(II)+MS115(I) durch MS140(I) vorgenommen hat. Damit wäre dann aber die Erstellung der Typoskriptfassung erst postum zur Ermordung von Moritz Schlick Mitte 1936 anzusetzen und nachzuweisen wie diese Typoskriptfassung postum in den Schlick-Nachlass gelangt ist.

 
106 
Bei Cambridge University Press wird auch bereits nach diesem Brief von Moore recherchiert.

 
107 
Die englische Übersetzung des Vorwortes TS225 wurde als „Preface“ publiziert in Venturinha 2010, 187-188.

 
108 
Auch die Vorwortentwürfe in MS159,34r-41r und MS117,110-115 und MS117,116-120 und MS117,120-126 bieten die allgemeine Formulierung „In dem Folgenden“ oder „Im Folgenden“.

 
109 
Übrigens haben an dieser Stelle bereits die Vorwortentwürfe in MS117,110-115 und MS117,116-120 die Formulierung im Plural mit „Ich beginne diese Veröffentlichungen […]“.

 
110 
Siehe dazu aber Rothhaupt 2006, 279. In der Helsinki-Edition wurde auch – wie schon erwähnt – MS116 durch Georg Henrik von Wright und Heikki Nyman in die PU-Genese aufgenommen; dann aber in der Kritisch-genetischen Edition durch Joachim Schulte wieder daraus entfernt.

 
111 
Erst das Erstellen einer detaillierten Auflistung zur vollständigen Bestückung von MS116(I+II) mit Sektionen aus unterschiedlichen Manuskripten machte das Konstatieren dieses bedeutenden Sachverhaltes einer weiteren „Umarbeitung“ und deren Datierung möglich.

 
112 
 Cambridge University Press: Minute Book/Syndics of the Press. UA Pr. V 82, S. 281.

 
113 
Siehe dazu beispielsweise Wittgensteins Briefwechsel mit Keynes am 1.2.1939 und mit Moore am 1.2.1939.

 
114 
Eine fast gleichlautende Formulierung ist interessanterweise bereits im Vorwort vom „August 1938“ (TS225,II) enthalten, nämlich: „Ich hatte, bis vor kurzem, den Gedanken an ihre [=„alle diese Bemerkungen“] Veröffentlichung zu meinen Lebzeiten eigentlich aufgegeben.“ Wie lange diese „Ruhephase“ dauerte ist noch im Detail zu recherchieren.

 
115 
Siehe den dazu relevanten Vermerk im „Vorwort der Herausgeber“ im Band der PU-Frühfassung, TS220 also, der Helsinki-Edition (S. 5).

 
116 
Um den Nachvollzug dieser Umstrukturierungen ins bzw. im TS239 leichter nachvollziehbar zu machen, wird hier nicht nur jeweils die Paragraphennummerierung in TS220 (Graphiksäule 1) und in TS239 (Graphiksäule 2 bis 4), sondern auch die Paragraphennummerierung in TS227 und damit also in der allseits bekannten PU-Publikation angegeben (Graphiksäule 5).

 
117 
Die hier nun zusätzlich eingeführte und veranschlagte Durchnummerierung aller Sektionen bzw. Subsektionen (Spalte 1 der Tabelle) dient der Übersichtlichkeit und der Erleichterung von Referenzen.

 
118 
Gerade diese Formulierung und Referenz steht noch in einem umfassenderen Kontext, den genauestens zu studieren besonders interessant und aufschlussreich ist. Das Transferprofil dazu verläuft von 1931 bis 1949 über mindestens neun Etappen – nämlich: MS110,257 → TS211,281 → TS212,1144 → TS213,417 → MS142,§115 → TS220,§100 → TS238,§132 → TS239,§132 → TS227,§122 – hinweg. Die allererste Formulierung in Manuskriptband MS110,257 vom 2.7.1931 lautet: „(Eine Art der ‘Weltanschauung’ wie sie scheinbar für unsere Zeit typisch ist.) Spengler.) “ und die allerletzte Formulierung in der PU-Schlussfassung von 1949, in TS227,§122 also, lautet: „Ist dies eine ‘Weltanschauung’?)“.

 
119 
Und in TS238 wurde diese Bemerkung aus MS127,73 handschriftlich am Rand der entsprechenden Typoskriptseite eingetragen und ebenfalls mit Paragraph „125“ nummeriert.

 
120 
Hier ist beispielsweise darauf hinzuweisen, dass insbesondere auch TS238 und dann sogar TS237 bei der Erstellung von TS239 eine große Rolle spielen. Dazu wäre eine eigene detaillierte Analyse vorzutragen. Zu TS238 siehe Wittgenstein Materials kept with the Department of Philosophy, Helsinki University. Updated Edition V.6, September 2012, 52-53.

 
121 
 Beispielsweise im Archiv des Suhrkamp Verlages bzw. im Nachlass von Siegfried Unseld im Deutschen Literaturarchiv Marbach. Dorthin wurde auch schon Kontakt aufgenommen. Die Recherche und Forschung hierzu ist einer eigenen Ausarbeitung vorbehalten.

 
122 
Derzeit ist eine Proto-Edition dazu in Vorbereitung.

 
123 
Die Publikation von A COLLECTION OF REMARKS BY LUDWIG WITTGENSTEIN wird ebenfalls – in Zusammenarbeit des jeweils Philosophischen Institutes in Helsinki, in München, in Klagenfurt – vorbereitet.

 
124 
 In the second edition of the English translation of PI we find ‘modes of a complicated form of life’ (1997, 174) whereas the fourth edition gives us ‘modifications of this complicated form of life’ (2009, 183).

 
125 
A reason for hesitating when discussing some of the mentions Wittgenstein makes of love, or searching the Nachlass with using ‘liebe’ as one’s keyword for that matter, is also that some of the remarks that seemingly tell us something about the grammar of love, are interspersed with comments of a much more personal character. This includes records of people he has met or letters he has received as well as remarks that are closer to confessions of personal difficulties than clarifications of language use. This is e.g. true of the remark, ‘Had coffee with A.R.; it was not as it used to be, but it was not bad either’ (Wittgenstein 1998, 37) that is recorded in the midst of one discussion, or two, of what it means to be penetrated by the truth of being filth and lovingly taking in the truth of the Gospels. It is tempting as a philosopher to cut out the remarks that at least to some extent seem to be clearly philosophical and leave the more personal bits aside as irrelevant. (This is of course also what happened in the first edition of Culture and Value where the remark appears.) Part of the reason for doing this is probably aes-thethical: there is a strong pull to present quotes in neat packages, but a large part is also out of respect for the person who has written these remarks. On the one hand, this may bear the recognition that the best way of responding to another person’s confessions is not to wring a philosophical argument out of it, or that bringing the words of another uttered in these ways under philosophical scrutiny is something that needs to be done with care. On the other hand, one’s reasons for omitting the remarks that are too personal may be philological. Since much of the writings that Wittgenstein left behind was not edited for publication, it is fair to assume that he too would have left out many of the remarks that appear too personal. Then again that might also have meant excluding many of the philosophical remarks on questions regarding questions of morality and values that we, as philosophers interested in how Wittgenstein could have contributed to discussions in ethics, would have liked to keep in. In these respects, the line between the personal and the philosophical in Wittgenstein’s remarks on morality and religion is not always easily drawn. (Culture and Value as a collection testifies to this.) To me at least, this is a sign that for Wittgenstein philosophical problems did not constitute a specific realm covered by epistemology, ontology and the philosophy of mind. Personal problems too received philosophical treatment.
 
What is more, personal expressions, as well as confessions, do not only tell us something about the individual psychology of their author. They may also speak to us existentially in that they capture something of our common human condition. One of the remarks that I find most difficult to assess on the imagined scale between the personal and the philosophical, but that found its way into Culture and Value is: ‘The folds of my heart all the time tend to stick together and to open it I should need to keep tearing them apart’ (1998, 65). This is one of Wittgenstein’s remarks that, although it does not speak about love directly, most clearly seems to tell us something about it and about its author. In that sense it is also one of the remarks that I spontaneously am the most touched by. Not because I immediately recognize myself in the description, but because it carries testimony of the struggles and aspirations of another human being.

 
126 
 At this point I think many agree with me that Murdoch is stretching her description of M too much. It is difficult to imagine that nothing of what M sees in D before her change in vision shows in her behaviour. That suggestion is almost as unrealistic, in Murdoch’s moral sense, as the behaviourist-existentialist picture of personality as an empty point of a choosing will. For is it not so that to see what it means for me to approach someone lovingly, is sometimes seen in the effortlessness with which I e.g. greet and speak with her, and where the mere fact of making an effort of behaving lovingly in spite of what I am feeling give my feelings away. Here, it seems, that Murdoch holds on too much to the division between the inner and the outer that Wittgenstein’s critique of the inner as private objects set out to dissolve.

 
127 
 Rhees introduces the notion of the ‘language of love’ (Rhees 1969, 12) as a reminder of how understanding our different ways of speaking about love is internal to understanding what love is.

 
128 
What kind of test is envisioned here? Clearly it cannot be a test where the criteria for settling the question of what counts and does not count as love can be set beforehand. Echoing Wittgenstein, Raimond Gaita says, we can ‘be required to love better. Love has its standards and lovers must try to rise to them’ (1999, 25), but he too remains obscure about what these standards are. Again, it is clear that they cannot be something like the impersonal network that Murdoch suggests the appeal to ordinary language takes it character from. One way of understanding this talk about tests and standards is that it merely wishes to bring to the fore that questions about whether something really is or was love or whether I still love or whether I love well carry meaning for. Therefore, there is, sometimes, room for being critical of one’s own declarations and sometimes of others. The point then is to remind us that questions such as these make sense to us – that is the author and his or her reader – rather than put forth a substantial account of what the standards of love are. (That there is difficulty in grasping what such a test meaningfully could be, is, one could say, yet another reminder of how the language of love is spoken.)

 
129 
He continues: ‘And only if I could be submerged in religion might these doubts be silenced. For only religion could destroy vanity and penetrate every nook and cranny.’ (Wittgenstein 1998, 54) The shift from speaking about ‘you’ or ‘one’ in the preceding paragraph, to speaking about ‘I’ in the first person is again a reminder of how intertwined many of these remarks are in personal reflection. (Cf. footnote 2.) The role given to religion is also characteristic of many of Wittgenstein’s concerns, and seems to be crucial if one is to gain a deeper understanding of how he regarded these moral and religious issues. However, I will not go any deeper into this here. 

 
130 
Rupert Read tries to take on this task (Read 2013, 188-190) by connecting the sentence with Moore’s paradox, which states that I, in the first person, cannot assert ‘It is raining, but I don’t believe it’s raining’. To prove the kind of impossibility of asserting ‘I’m filth’ in the first person, he writes: ‘It means nothing to say that one is filth through and through, because the very act of recognizing one’s alleged “filthiness” indicates some kind of moral centre.’ (ibid., 188). ‘There isn’t any such thing as saying “I’m filth” as a self-criticism and meaning it / believing it.’ (ibid., 189) And, ‘“I’m filth,” or, if you like, “I’m filth and I believe it [i.e. I believe that I’m filth],” unlike (at least on the conventional reading of that Paradox) Moore’s Paradox, is a paradox that cannot even be entertained’ (ibid., 189). He does consider ‘the inclination to believe that one is evil as a form of pathology and suffering – as an extreme form of self-loathing’ (ibid., 188-189) and discusses how certain paradoxical ways of expressing oneself surfaces in forms of psychopathology. Nevertheless, his insistence that the assertion ‘I’m filth and I believe it’ does not mean anything, does very little to elucidate the different contexts in which someone is inclined to say this, as well as the moral import of such assertions, although paying attention to ordinary use is precisely what Read is interested in.

 
131 
 My saying this is also a reason for being wary to think of truth as a property of a proposition.

 
132 
See e.g. Turvey 2001; McGinn 1998; McGinn 2004. Though McGinn focuses on other mind rather than external world scepticism and uses other post-PI material than OC, she similarly argues that Cavell is wrong to claim that scepticism implies more than just a misunderstanding of our everyday practices. She however agrees with Cavell that scepticism cannot be dismissed dogmatically; see McGinn 1989, 12-13, 160-163.

 
133 
Assuming that the reader is already familiar with OC, I take it that a brief summary suffices. For a more elaborate account of the main arguments in OC as I understand them, see Bax 2013, in which I also go into Cavell’s writings in more detail.

 
134 
It should be noted that in another version of this quote, Cavell continues “where knowing construes itself as being certain” (1979, 45). Cavell thus uses the exact wrong word here, as well as in some other places, but this is merely a matter of (unfortunate) terminology; the ideas expressed in CR and OC are in no way contradictory, as I will show. Let me also use this opportunity to point out that even though the discussion in CR focuses on the PI idea of criteria, this does not prevent it from being applicable to the OC idea of certainty. Even apart from the fact that some of the insights from OC are already present in PI, there are important similarities between the notion of a criterion and the notion of (a) certainty; see e.g. Cavell’s claim that “Wittgenstein’s criteria [are] necessary before the identification or knowledge of an object” (1979, 17) and that “if you do not know the grammatical criteria of Wittgensteinian objects, then you lack [ ...] not only a piece of information or knowledge, but the possibility of acquiring any information about such objects überhaupt” (ibid., 77).

 
135 
 Whether Wittgenstein offers a form of foundationalism is debated; e.g. Stroll argues that he does, while Williams argues that he does not (see Stroll 1994; Williams 2007). Unlike Williams, I do not think that the label “foundationalist” should be reserved for those defending a traditional version, but I agree with him that Stroll does not accurately represent OC, making Wittgenstein into too much of a traditional foundationalist. The debate between Affeldt and Mulhall can also be said to revolve around the issue of foundationalism (see Affeldt 1998; Mulhall 1998). Affeldt can be said to criticize Mulhall for presenting Cavell/Cavell’s Wittgenstein as an old-fashioned foundationalist, yet as Mulhall responds, Cavell can precisely be used to bring out Wittgenstein’s non-traditional foundationalism.

 
136 
 For more thorough Cavellian critiques of ‘bounds of sense’ readings of Wittgenstein, see Conant 1998; Conant 2005; Crary 2007, 96-123. And as stated, I discuss Cavell in more detail in Bax 2013.

 
137 
See OC 348, 352, 461; Cavell 1979, 206-207.

 
138 
See OC 347, 349, 350, 355, 622.

 
139 
 Compare this to Stroll, who does not seem to allow for changes in certainties (see Stroll 1994, 110, 159, 164, 167, 177, 180). Moyal-Sharrock does point out that certainties can lose their indisputability and become obsolete, though she also argues that specific certainties may be immutable, e.g. those connected to biological facts (see Moyal-Sharrock 2004, 102-103). This is not contradicted by my Cavellian reading, which simply focuses on social rather than biological certainties, so to speak. Read along Cavellian lines, however, we cannot be said to always know beforehand which certainties are and which certainties are not “giveupable”. Wittgenstein’s own conviction about the possibility of moon travel testifies to this fact (see e.g. OC 108, 286).

 
140 
But let me emphasize that I am not claiming that this will always be the case; one might just as well discover things about oneself and one’s society about which one is happy or proud to say “This is simply what we (do not) do”. That people can hold on to their certainties in the face of doubt or disagreement is however made sufficiently clear in OC itself; my aim in this paper is precisely to understand whether and how change in what one takes for granted is also possible. And to investigate that does not equal saying that self-criticism and change will be called for no matter which certainties are concerned; far from it.

 
141 
I am taking his Wittgensteinian critique of current philosophy of mind, written with Bennett (Bennett and Hacker 2003) as providing a model of what Hacker would consider ‘substantial’ in philosophy (taken here simply in the sense of ‘worth doing’).

 
142 
It is in fact more usual, in current literature, to discuss the nature of ‘knowledge of logic’, and to investigate the nature of such knowledge, than to ask about the ‘nature of logical truths’.

 
143 
The book by B. Erdmann is his 1892 Logik. The first volume of Grundgesetze is from 1893.

 
144 
So that ‘(...) in the end truth is reduced to individuals’ taking something to be true.’ (Frege 1967: 13).

 
145 
 Conant reminds us that Aquinas borrows the distinction between possibility and impossibility for a given power and absolute possibility and impossibility from Aristotle.

 
146 
Kant’s Lectures are from 1770, 1780 and 1790. The Jäsche Logik, which was compiled upon Kant’s request, dates from1800.

 
147 
This is not explicitly discussed in Conant 1991.

 
148 
 Suffice it to say here that the deflationary position regarding the nature of philosophy of the austere reading is not shared by many philosophers working within a Fregean-Wittgensteinian framework.

 
149 
Cf. Bennett and Hacker 2003. This was also the starting assumption of Project The Bounds of Judgement (PTDC/FIl-FIL/109882/2009), funded by the Fundação para a Ciência e a Tecnologia (FCT) in the context of which the work leading to the present article was developed.

 
150 
 http://www.edge.org/responses/what-scientific-idea-is-ready-for-retirement

 
151 
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/10/06/opinion/sunday/dogs-are-people-too.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0

 
152 
 I am very grateful to the organizers, Danièle Moyal-Sharrock, Volker Munz and Annalisa Coliva, for their invitation to speak at Kirchberg, and to Danièle in particular for introducing me to the ideas in On Certainty and for being such excellent company and a great guide to the Kirchberg experience.

 
153 
Sincere thanks to those who have helped, either by agreeing or disagreeing, to shape the ideas in this paper including: Michael Bavidge, Dorit Bar-On, Dan Hutto, Daniel Moyal-Sharrock, Constantine Sandis, Colin Allen and students in my Philosophy Today course.

 
154 
I wish to acknowledge my indebtedness to Robert Briscoe, Andy Clark, Annalisa Coliva, Paolo Leonardi, Louise Moody, Paul Noordhof, Marco Panza and Marco Santambrogio for helpful discussion and comments on previous versions of this paper.

 
155 
Thanks to Marco Panza, who pointed this out to me.

 
156 
In conversation, at the Inter-American Congress of Philosophy, Salvador, Brazil, October 2013.

 
157 
I thank Hartry Field for mentioning Mundy’s position, in discussions on the margins of the Mexico City workshop mentioned in the final note below.

 
158 
Mundy contrasts his theory with “first-order theories”, but the account I have offered is first-order, with an expanded ontology of magnitudes. I suspect the crucial contrast in this area is not between the first-order and the second-order, but between the various ontologies that different approaches admit.

 
159 
I am very grateful to Ian Rumfitt for drawing this striking work to my attention.

 
160 
With these and other definitions, it can be shown that the ratios satisfy the axioms for a commutative field, though without a negative element and without a zero element (Scott 1963: 31).

 
161 
Field does briefly consider the introduction of a continuum of temperature properties, each one being the property of having a specific temperature. He says this approach would be “at least arguably a nominalistic one” (Field 1980: 55), and indeed cites Putnam’s essay “On Properties” (1975).

 
162 
 Earlier versions of this paper were presented at the 21st Annual Meeting of the European Society for Philosophy and Psychology in Granada, Spain, in July 2013, as a keynote address; at the Kirchberg Symposium in Austria in August 2013; at the Inter-American Congress of Philosophy in Salvador, Brazil, in October 2013; at the Second Metaphysics Seminar in Mexico City (UNAM and the Instituto de Investigaciones Filosoficas) in November 2013; and at the Work-in-Progress Discussion Group in the Philosophy Department at Columbia University in April 2014. Special thanks are due to Tyler Burge, for his extensive written comments and advice on an earlier version, and to Hartry Field, for several discussions in Mexico City. Their very different reactions have affected both the substance and the presentation. I have also learned from, and taken into account, valuable comments from David Albert, David Chalmers, Michael Devitt, Paul Horwich, Philip Kitcher, Peter Railton, and Robert Stalnaker.

 
163 
 For a similar diagnosis of the arguments based on cognitive complementation, we refer to (Myin & Zahidi 2012) and (Hutto & Myin 2013).

 
164 
Block 1983: 654. Block does not subscribe to this argument.

 
165 
For a defense of the image indeterminacy argument for descriptionalism see Simpson 1985.

 
166 
I do not mean to suggest that Plato and Aristotle endorsed the identity theory of memory. The wax tablet metaphor is propounded to clarify the relationship between perceiving and knowing without implying that this is all that is involved in memorizing and recall. Nevertheless, the metaphor does illustrate the dangers of being captured by the attraction of a picture. Most classical and medieval writers seem to have been satisfied with the wax tablet as a metaphor for memory.

 
167 
For Wittgenstein’s critique of the identity theory of memory see Wittgenstein 1980, vol. 1, §220 and §1131 and Wittgenstein 1982: §442. See also Moyal-Sharrock (2009).

 
168 
The value of the index in the subscript to ‘t’ determines whether the time referred to is in the past or the present: the relatively biggest number indicates the present. So here ‘t2’ is the present and ‘t1’ is the past.

 
169 
 Debus (2007: 201-2) and Sutton (2010) agree that memories from the observer-perspective can be genuine memories.

 
170 
 The equivocation one finds in understanding or adequately describing the crying of the actor finds poignant expression in a photographic work by Sam Taylor-Wood. This is a series of portraits of famous male actors whom she asked to cry in front of the camera. (See: http://photoslaves.com/crying-men-by-sam-taylor-wood/. Accessed 2 February 2014.)

 
171 
Notice that distinct processes of occupation result in distinct states of occupation: e.g., after World War II there were four distinct occupations2 of the territory of Berlin.

 
172 
Recognition deficits – impairments of the ability to “understand”, i.e. categorize an object –are usually called agnosias; they may or may not depend on inability to construct the percept of the object (apperceptive vs. associative agnosias). By contrast, naming deficits are usually called anomias; however, the term ‘semantic anomia’ is often used for a syndrome involving both a naming and a recognition deficit. There appears to be reason to distinguish between loss of a concept and loss of the ability to recover the name associated with it. For example, in a much discussed but (so far) poorly understood syndrome, optic aphasia, an object’s name cannot be recovered if the object is presented visually, though it can be recovered if it is presented in tactile modality. Clearly, in the case of optic aphasia we wouldn’t say that the concept itself has been lost. See (Shallice 1988: 187-193, 274-91), and (Farah 2004).

 
173 
 The proviso is due to the possibility of considering the metaphysical concept (e.g.) thing that is recognized by S as a cat.

 
174 
Suggested by Elisabetta Lalumera (personal communication).

 
175 
 Named after “referential magnetism”, an expression frequently used to designate David Lewis’s view that predicates must be assigned a natural interpretation. See Lewis 1984, and Sider 2011 for the origin of the expression.

 
176 
Though with a significant caveat: “My taking this perspective [i.e., that word meanings are mental representations] is due to our ultimate goal of explaining how people understand and produce words. If one has a different goal, such as explaining how words got the meanings they have, or how meaning relates to logical validity, one might take a very different perspective” (Murphy 2002: 388).

 
177 
 This still allows for mistakes, e.g. if Pete occasionally applies his concept common white butterfly to Pieris brassicae or Aporia crataegi , or some other species of white butterflies.

 
178 
It appears that Peacocke’s account is a version of the dispositional account, so it must face Kripke’s objections to dispositionalism. Peacocke does indeed address such objections (Peacocke 1992: 137-138). For comments see (Coliva 2004: 151-154).

 
179 
 Other unitarian theories were proposed by Fodor (1998) and Millikan (2000).

 
180 
 See, e.g., Frege 1918; Russell 1940; Moore 1962: ch. 3; Price 1969; Burge 2005. I shall not dwell on the major schism within this branch of representationalism, namely between those who regard representations as Fregean senses and those who regard them as structured propositions à la Russell. But it will make a brief appearance in section 5.

 
181 
Thus for Burge representations are tokened, structured, instances of inner symbols, expressing representational contents (Burge 2005: 67). Perception is representational in that it purports to be about something and to represent it as being a certain way (Burge 2005: 3).

 
182 
Non representationalist approaches in philosophy include eliminativism, behaviourism, and instrumentalism. Non-representationalist approaches in cognitive science include behaviour-based robotics and Dynamic System Theory. Ryder 2009 surveys these positions from a representationalist point of view. There is also a distinguished group of Neo-Aristotelians and Wittgensteinians that repudiates representationalism, including Brandom, Hacker, Kenny and McDowell. Several of my animadversions to representationalism are indebted to Kenny and Hacker in particular. But others are inspired by neo-Fregean and instrumentalist ideas, notably the repetition problem diagnosed by Künne and the measurement analogy deriving from Davidson (see scts. 4-5 below). Moreover, none of the declared critics of representationalism distinguish its three components; indeed, some of them-including Kenny and McDowell- subscribe to propositionalism.

 
183 
 Similarly for ‘statement’: a statement can either be what someone does-namely to perform a speech-act-or what someone states. It is customary to speak of an act/product or act/object ambiguity, on account of the difference between the judging of something to be the case and that which is judged. But while some intentional verbs denote bona fide acts of either a linguistic or mental kind, this does not hold true of long-standing beliefs and desires (see Glock 1996: 58-63). And the term ‘object’ commits the reification I inveigh against. The term ‘product’ partly revokes that reification, yet in an unacceptably metaphorical manner. A doesn’t produce a content that p by judging that p; rather, judging that p is a modification of A to be cashed out in terms of A’s (physical, linguistic, mental) acts and abilities. Or so I shall argue. Even a meticulous analyst like White puts a foot wrong terminologically. He distinguishes between what A believes, namely that p, and what A has, namely the belief that p. But that second locution differs from the first only through the apposition of the label ‘belief’. And while it is tempting to think that the belief that p is simply what A believes, there is no temptation to hold that the believing that p is what A believes.

 
184 
In the sorely missed St. John’s College discussion group at Oxford, Peter Strawson once tried to assuage nominalist qualms by insisting: ‘“Proposition” is just a term of art.’ To which Bede Rundle replied: ‘Yes, one of the black arts!’

 
185 
They are prone to reason as follows. If ‘Sam believes that Cicero was a Roman orator’ is true then so is ‘Sam believes that Tully was a Roman orator’, even if Sam fervently repudiates the belief attributed to him. Appearances to the contrary arise only because the second belief attribution carries the conversational implicatures that Sam would assent to ‘Tully was a Roman orator’ or to a sentence with the same content (since Sam might not speak English). However, apprised of these circumstances most competent speakers would reject the second attribution as downright false rather than misleading. Furthermore, they entertain no thoughts whatever about the relation between belief and propositional contents expressible in a miscellany of natural languages; consequently, when uttering or hearing ‘Sam believes that Tully was a Roman orator’ they certainly do not insinuate or pick up the implicatures imputed to them. For objections to Fregeanism that are not based on this equally dogmatic Russellian alternative see Kenny 1975: 51; Rundle 1997: 83; Wettstein 2004: chs. 8-9.

 
186 
 In discussion, Kevin Mulligan put it to me that ‘A believes B’ is to be analysed as ‘A believes B to be F’, with ‘F’ meaning something like trustworthy, sincere, reliable. But even if that is correct, and even if the latter is in turn to be analysed that-ishly as ‘A believes that B is F’ (a step Mulligan does not take), the difference I invoke remains intact. For the latter does not hinge on whether or not ‘Merkel believes Obama’ might be reduced to a case involving ‘Merkel believes that p’, but that it presupposes the existence of Obama. That much must be preserved even in any that-ish analysis, otherwise the latter is just wrong.

 
187 
Pace Quine, the term ‘something’ is wider than ‘object’. ‘Something’ is syntactically tran-scategorial: it can quantify into the positions of singular term, predicate, and sentence. Only in the first case is it equivalent to ‘object’ (Glock 2003: 52-63).

 
188 
For the measurement analogy, see Davidson 2001: 60, 75, 214-8; Beckermann 1996; Matthews 2007.

 
189 
But see Glock 2009: 23-9, which documents how Fodor and some of his disciples waver between the two options in the case of concepts.

 
190 
See his abstract at http://www.sfb991.uni-duesseldorf.de/fileadmin/Vhosts/SFB991/a02/CC_Broschuere_final3.pdf

 
191 
 Fodor himself does not fall back on this response. He grants that ‘nobody ever interprets mental representations’ (2008: 16). Yet this concession removes any license for holding that these representations are symbolic, and hence for speaking about a language of thought.

 
192 
Austere representationalists such as Husserl (1900), have disassociated the idea of representation from any specific connotations, from the link with a particular medium whether they be mental images or words crossing one’s mind, neural firings or computational symbols. But such positions once more face the task of explaining what having a representation amounts to. In Husserl’s case, for example, we seem to be left with the idea that it is ‘just like’ mental picturing, only without mental images. But that simply boils down to saying that having a representation of (an) F is to think about (an) F, which means that the explanation of thought has moved in a circle. A logical relation, thinking about (an) F, has first been construed as a pictorial one, and has then been robbed of the pictorial aspects which alone give it substance (Tugendhat 1976: 62-3, 276-7).

 
193 
For comments and suggestions I am very grateful to Peter Hacker, Kevin Mulligan and Mark Siebel, as well as to audiences at Oldenburg, Stuttgart, Geneva and Kirchberg.

 
194 
The previously discussed experiments (RHI and whole body displacement) can also be reinterpreted in this way. For an experiment that, like the NASA robot experience, also involves SA, see (Tsakiris and Haggard 2005). In addition, this also suggests an answer to Evan’s thought experiment which links A’s body to B’s proprioceptive information (see Gallagher 2012).

 
195 
 The idea of a free-floating, positionless vision makes no sense (for humans, animals, machines) since even if one is free-floating one is seeing from whatever position one is floating at. A positionless perception would be a bodyless perception, something of which gods and angels may be capable. I will limit my considerations to the particular cases of embodied perception, however.

 
196 
 In this regard, one should not think that linking A’s visual system to B’s visual system will get us even as far as Evan’s thought experiment.

 
197 
 One objection to this might be that the neuroscientific data suggest problems in perceptual processing rather than reflective judgment. The experimenters found abnormalities in the inferior temporal and parieto-occipital regions, which are crucial areas for vision. Zahn (private correspondence), however, following a model of fronto-temporo-subcortical integration (Moll et al. 2005), suggests that reflection and perception may not be different in neuroanatomical terms but may involve differences in terms of temporal binding across brain regions. He suggests “the most plausible explanation for [DP’s] syndrome is a disruption in temporal binding in the relevant neural network which can be corrected after delay by oscillatory activity.” Hypometabolism was also found in cerebellar and motor regions, areas involved in predicting the sensory consequences of one’s own movements, and necessary for SA in the motor domain. Although no problems were found in DP’s experience of agency, one still might consider explanations in terms of predictive coding models that address self-presence (Seth et al. 2012; Apps and Tsakiris 2013). It is also important to note, as Zahn et al. rightly do, that “a single case can never reveal whether abnormalities in a brain region are sufficient or even necessary to evoke abnormal experiences” (Zahn et al. 2008: 9).

 
198 
 It has to be emphasized that reference to a Kantian idea of self-constitution was used by many to overcome the rather conventionalist view of self-constitution featured in the “Wittgensteinian legacy” in Wright (1998). Besides Moran (2001), Bilgrami (2006) and Rödl (2007) offer versions of Kantian-style constitutionalist views on self-knowledge. It is, however, Boyle (2009) who most explicitly and carefully exposes what could be considered the “Kantian legacy” concerning the issue of self-constitution. The relation between self-consciousness and self-determination in Kant is also pointed out by Allison (2006).

 
199 
The early views, which Kant held until as late as 1778, are contained in passages from the Lectures on Metaphysics and the Duisburger Nachlass; see Kitcher 2011, 66-77, for an analysis of them. Important texts for the critical period are the chapters on the Transcendental Deduction and the Paralogisms of pure Reason in the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason, § 46 of the Prolegomena, and §§ 1-7 and 24 in the Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of View. The late period is represented primarily by the passages on self-positing in the Opus postumum (primarily fascicle VII and X). The posthumous manuscript On Inner Sense can be considered transitional; it introduces a shift between the second and the third periods. See Klemme (1996, 5-17) and Zobrist (2011) for an analysis of the development of Kant’s views on the subject.

 
200 
Unlike in contemporary debate, where ‘self-knowledge’ is often used as co-extensional with or even equivalent to ‘self-consciousness’ or ‘self-awareness’, Kant draws a clear distinction between the two concepts such that self-consciousness, or rather the two kinds of self-consciousness, is only a precondition of what he calls self-knowledge. The latter is distinguished from mere self-consciousness by the requirement that it has to satisfy Kant’s rather demanding conditions for a thought to count as knowledge. These differentiations are important for the point I am going to make; I am thus following Kant’s terminology rather strictly henceforth, though using ‘self-consciousness’ and ‘self-awareness’ interchangeably.

 
201 
See Horstmann 1993, Brook 2013, and Brandt 2013 for analysis and discussion of the differences between the two editions related to the issue of self-consciousness.

 
202 
„Das: Ich denke, muß alle meine Vorstellungen begleiten können; denn sonst würde etwas in mir vorgestellt werden, was garnicht gedacht werden könnte, welches ebensoviel heißt, als die Vorstellung würde entweder unmöglich, oder wenigstens für mich nichts sein.“ (B 131f., the English translation quoted in the main text is from the edition by Paul Guyer and Allen W. Wood.)

 
203 
„Der innere Sinn, vermittels dessen das Gemüt sich selbst, oder seinen inneren Zustand anschaut, gibt zwar keine Anschauung von der Seele selbst, als einem Objekt; allein es ist doch eine bestimmte Form, unter der die Anschauung ihres inneren Zustandes allein möglich ist, so daß alles, was zu den inneren Bestimmungen gehört, in Verhältnissen der Zeit vorgestellt wird.“ (B 37)

 
204 
 I follow here Emundts (2013), who has recently distinguished between two readings of Kant’s notion of self-knowledge through pure apperception, i.e. a reading according to which Kant is merely referring to our faculty of thinking, and a reading which takes self-knowledge through pure apperception to consist in some kind of actual consciousness. Albeit crucial, this distinction is only rarely explicitly discussed. As I am going to point out, this is also the case in Boyle’s defense of Moran. In contrast to Emundts, however, I am not primarily interested in providing a true interpretation of Kant’s views. Instead, I make use of her distinction in order to point out different types of broadly Kantian theories of self-knowledge.

 
205 
See Emundts (2013b, 52f.) for controversies surrounding the first set of questions, Horstmann (2013) for those surrounding the second set of questions.

 
206 
Following this picture of Kant, the crucial point of Moran’s notion of self-constitution lies in the conception of the human or rational mind provided thereby and not in the description he gives of the process of self-knowledge. It is in virtue of being able to take a deliberative stance towards one’s own attitudes that humans are rational subjects. This is surely an adequate and charitable picture of Moran’s contention, as can be shown by the fact that Moran himself appeals to Kant more than once in order to clarify the point of his distinction between the stance of causal explanation and the stance of rational agency; cf. Moran (2001, 89 and 127).

 
207 
The idea that this dependency relation is essential to the nature of human subjects is also maintained by Kitcher. In contrast to Boyle, however, she emphasizes that this dependency is not merely a matter of capacities, but of activities: “Absent the activities involved in judging and inferring, humans would remain in a state of being potential thinking selves; it is only the exercise of these capacities that creates the relations among mental states that are distinctive of cognitive subjects and that permit them to understand themselves as ‘I’s” (Kitcher 2011, 264f.).

 
208 
Yoon Choi has raised the question of whether the content of the perception includes “my being affected” by the thought or the sensation. I think it contains my “being affected,” which is ipso facto “my being affected” but definitely not “me being affected”.

 
209 
 This interpretation can be affirmed by the way Kant re-interprets the rationalist terminology of clear and distinct ideas in §§ 5 & 6 of his Anthropology.

 
210 
In reconstructing this program, we should abstain also from explicating the activity of pure apperception in terms of adopting propositional attitudes.

 
211 
For this, see §1 of the Anthropology, where Kant draws attention to the radical change in a subject’s consciousness that occurs the moment a subject starts using the word ‘I’.

 
212 
It is not surprising, against this background, that the more Kant is interested in man’s abilities to represent his own mind, the more he focuses on inner sense and its variations. Cf. in particular the Anthropology and the late manuscript On Inner Sense.

 
213 
 Kitcher (2011, 173-175) has developed an alternative interpretation of this Reflection which denies that the possibility of reflecting on mental events in inner sense is an option for Kant. Her interpretation relies on a particular reading of the second half of the following sentence: “The thought [thinking] itself, although it occurs in time, takes no regard of time when the properties of a figure are to be thought.” According to Kitcher, Kant is thinking here of the necessity of an enduring consciousness throughout the combined representation in thought. Whether this is really necessary has been challenged recently by Rosefeldt (2014). My point is different: it seems to me that Kant is thinking of the atemporal properties of the objects or contents of thought, rather than of some putative atemporal character of the process of thought. Furthermore, I have some difficulties with understanding Kitcher’s assumption that processes of conscious combining cannot be given any temporal determination. To be sure, given her account, we have to keep in mind the first representation to be combined during the whole process of combining. We thus cannot say that the first representation occurs at a particular moment of the process of combining. Yet, this is not to say that the whole process cannot be assigned a determinate time, but only that, internally, it has to be structured holistically, rather than as sequence of temporal events. However, I agree with Kitcher about one point: It is hard to see how Kant’s notion of inner sense can account for the phenomena she has in mind. This indicates that Kant’s notion of inner sense is theoretically under-developed, but not, as she sometimes seems to suggest, that it has no role to play.

 
214 
 The question might arise whether it is not crucial that one and the same subject can adopt both perspectives at the same time. Is it not necessary for Kant’s views on the possibility of knowledge that we can, at the same time, both perform an act of pure apperception and perceive it as now occurring? This is how I read the emphasis of Henrich 1988, Horstmann 2013 and Emundts 2007 and 2013 that pure apperception is typically some kind of occurrent consciousness. I do not take a position on this question now. What seems more important to me here is to emphasize that these two perspectives necessarily complement each other. They exhibit different aspects of our mental life, and it is not possible that one may replace the other. They cannot possibly be adopted with regard to the very same aspect of the same item. Whether it is possible for a subject to adopt them at one and the same time is secondary.

 
215 
This insight goes back to a discussion I had with Richard Moran and Matthew Boyle on a previous version of this text. I am very much indebted to them.

 
216 
 I thank Dick Moran and Matt Boyle for some illuminating discussions on previous versions of this paper. I am also grateful to Dina Emundts, Bernhard Ritter and Yoon Choi for their subtle comments. Bernhard Ritter has also advised me to take a closer look at Reflection 5655. I am particularly thankful to Yoon Choi also for her work on the editing of this paper. Finally, I would like to thank Tobias Rosefeldt for having shared his comments on Pat Kitcher’s book as well as the editors for their patience.
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