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                    Preface   

 The main contention of this book is that Wittgenstein's philosophical  
 work is informed throughout by a certain broad theme: the semantic and 
  mentalistic attributes of language and human life are shown or 
manifested by our verbal and nonverbal conduct, but they resist 
incorporation   into the domain of the straightforwardly factual. This 
is not a single, well‐   defined principle that Wittgenstein explicitly 
formulates and defends at   each stage of his philosophical development,
 and at different times certain aspects of it emerge more prominently 
than others. Thus in the   Tractatus the distinction between what
 can only be shown and what can   be described in the language of 
factual discourse is a sharp one, and comparatively little emphasis is 
placed on the use of language and human conduct generally; practically 
the reverse is true in the later writings. Nevertheless, I believe that 
the idea that meaning and mentality are somehow   displayed by our 
practices had a powerful attraction for Wittgenstein and   that it can 
be discerned, albeit in varying forms, throughout the entire   course of
 his thought. 
 I have been fascinated 
by Wittgenstein's work since encountering it as   an undergraduate in a 
philosophy of mind course given by Alasdair Mac‐   Intyre at Princeton 
thirty years ago and have regularly offered seminars on   it in the more
 than twenty years I have been teaching. In that time I have   
  -ix- 
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 developed certain convictions about how his work ought to be approached
   that deserve mention. First, it is best revisited at intervals: 
Wittgenstein's   own views about linguistic and mental representation 
emerge most clearly   if one returns to his writings periodically, after
 thinking about the general   issues that concerned him in their own 
rights, without particular reference to his work. The reason for this, I
 believe, is that his ideas rarely   achieved a settled and final form 
and are consequently difficult to discern   without an independent sense
 of the range of possible ways of approaching the questions and issues 
that engaged him throughout his life. 

 This conviction is related to a second one: the development of 
Wittgenstein's thought was not linear and consecutive; rather, he comes 
back to   certain ideas and themes repeatedly, sometimes to embrace and 
sometimes to react against them. Thus in his very last writings we still
 hear   clear echoes of the Tractatus, as when its notion of an internal relation reappears in section 506 of Last Writings on Philosophical Psychology,
 accompanied by the ambivalent remark, "What is there in me that speaks 
  against this?" Or consider his exasperated observation in section 501 
of   On Certainty: "Am I not getting closer and closer to saying 
that in the end   logic cannot be described? You must look at the 
practice of language, then   you will see it." The tone is almost 
wistful, as though he were reluctantly   resigned to the reappearance at
 this late date of a view very similar to one   he had propounded over 
thirty years earlier. 
 Wittgenstein's 
philosophical temperament was a contrary one, leading   to a pervasive 
discontent not only with the views of other philosophers   but with his 
own as well. I therefore do not believe that one can neatly divide his 
work into earlier, middle, and later periods, discern a steady line   of
 development and refinement running through his voluminous writings, or 
easily disentangle his own voice from the dialectical interplay that   
constitutes the famous interlocutory style of the Philosophical Investigations
 and other late compilations. Thus the continuity I am attributing to   
his thought is not so much a matter of explicit doctrine as it is of 
broad tendencies and metaphors—for instance, the ocular metaphor of the 
pictorial character of language and thought—that helped shape the way 
his   ideas were formulated throughout his philosophical career. 
  -x- 
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 There are two particular intellectual debts I would like to 
acknowledge. I   first heard Saul Kripke's reading of Wittgenstein at a 
conference in London, Ontario, in 1976. It seemed to me then, and seems 
to me now, the   most powerful and coherent interpretation of 
Wittgenstein's thought to   have been offered. The view I try to develop
 in this book originated in a   vague uneasiness about one of the 
central claims of that reading, a claim   concerning the relation 
between the Tractatus and the later work.   Kripke's account of 
Wittgenstein has come in for a great deal of criticism,   much of which 
seems to me misguided and some of which I address in the   first 
chapter. But because the overall account I offer here is in some ways   
diametrically opposed to Kripke's, I want to emphasize how much of his  
 reading seems right to me and how much my views have been shaped by   
both my agreements and my disagreements with it. 
 I have also profited enormously from Robert Fogelin's book Wittgenstein. My understanding of the Tractatus
 in particular is due in large part   to his account of it; and since my
 references to his book in the text are   often in disagreement, I want 
to acknowledge my debt to it here. 
 
Some of the material in this book has appeared previously in somewhat   
different forms. Much of Chapter 5 is a reworking of " The Role of 
Criteria in Wittgenstein's Later Philosophy," Canadian Journal of Philosophy   7 ( 1977): 601-622; and Section 5 of Chapter 6 contains material originally published in " A Note on Moore's Paradox," Philosophical Studies
   34 ( 1978): 303-310, copyright D. Reidel Publishing Company, 
Dordrecht, Holland, and reprinted by permission of Kluwer Academic 
Publishers. Quotations from Philosophical Investigations, 3d ed. by Ludwig   Wittgenstein, © 1968, are adapted by permission of Prentice-Hall, Inc.,   Upper Saddle River, N.J. 

 I have benefited from the comments and suggestions of a number of   
people, including Rogers Albritton, William Demopoulos, Cora Diamond, 
Juliet Floyd, Kenneth Olson, Nigel Rothfels, Joan Weiner, Meredith 
Williams, George Wilson, and two anonymous readers for Cornell   
University Press. My colleague Joan Weiner was particularly generous   
with her time in reading and discussing with me drafts of many of the   
book's chapters as they were written. 
 My most pervasive intellectual debt is to Rogers Albritton. The pas
  -xi- 
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 sion he brought to the study of Wittgenstein's writings in his seminars
 at   Harvard in the late 1960s and early 1970s, as well as the sense he
 conveyed   that the ideas contained there were liable to be both 
stranger and more sensible than they first appeared, has continued to be
 a source of inspiration   to me, and it is to him that this book is 
dedicated. 
 John Koethe
 Milwaukee, Wisconsin
  -xii- 
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                    Abbreviations   

 I shall use the following abbreviations in referring to Wittgenstein's 
writings (references are to sections unless otherwise noted): 
 	 NB 
	 Notebooks, 1914-1916,
 zd ed., ed. G. H. von Wright and   G. E. M. Anscombe, trans. G. E. M. 
Anscombe ( Chicago:   University of Chicago Press, 1979) (references to 
pages) 

	 TLP 
	 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, trans. D. F. Pears and B. F.   McGuinness ( London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1961) 

	 BB 
	 Blue and Brown Books ( Oxford: Blackwell, 1958)   (references to pages) 

	 PG 
	 Philosophical Grammar, ed. Rush Rhees, trans. Anthony   Kenny ( Oxford: Blackwell, 1974) (references to pages) 

	 RFM 
	 Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics, rev. ed., ed.   G. H. von Wright, Rush Rhees, and G. E. M. Anscombe,   trans. G. E. M. Anscombe ( Cambridge: MIT Press, 1978) 

	 PI 
	 Philosophical Investigations,
 3d ed., trans. G. E. M.   Anscombe (New York: Macmillan, 1968) 
(references to   sections of Part I unless otherwise indicated) 


  -xiii- 




[bookmark: 103736412] 
                 	 Z 
	 Zettel, ed. G. E. M. Anscombe and G. H. von Wright, trans.   G. E. M. Anscombe ( Oxford: Blackwell, 1982) 

	 OC 
	 On Certainty, ed. G. E. M. Anscombe and G. H. von   Wright, trans. Denis Paul and G. E. M. Anscombe ( Oxford:   Blackwell, 1969) 

	 LWPP 
	 Last Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology,
 vol. I, ed.   G. H. von Wright and Heikki Nyman, trans. C. G.   
Luckhardt and Maximilian A. E. Aue ( Chicago: University   of Chicago 
Press, 1982) 

	 WLPP 
	 Wittgenstein's Lectures on Philosophical Psychology, 19461947,
 notes by P. T. Geach, K. J. Shah, and A. C. Jackson,   ed. P. T. Geach 
(New York: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1988)   (references to pages) 
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                    One
 Reading
 Wittgenstein   

 While it is clear that a significant alteration in Wittgenstein's 
philosophical outlook took place between the period when he wrote Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus and the period inaugurated by his return to Cambridge   in 1929 and culminating in Philosophical Investigations,  Remarks on the   Foundations of Mathematics, On Certainty,
 and other late compilations,   the exact nature of that alteration is 
less obvious. Certainly, many of the   specific concepts and doctrines 
of the Tractatus are targets of his later criticisms of his early
 work in particular and of a certain conception of philosophy in 
general; and the style and methodology of the later writings,   though 
still oblique, differ from those of the earlier. Yet it does not follow 
  that the relation between the earlier outlook and the later is one of 
diametric opposition or that (to the extent that the later work embodies
 philosophical theories at all) the theories of language and thought 
contained in   the earlier and later writings are straightforwardly 
incompatible with   each other. 
 My 
contention is that Wittgenstein's ways of thinking about language   show
 a considerable degree of continuity and that a certain broad principle 
runs throughout his work, both early and late: language's semantic 
aspects—what a word means, what a sentence says, what its truth‐   
conditions are—are shown or manifested by its use; but these semantic   aspects cannot be described or characterized discursively in informative   
  -1- 
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                 or explanatory ways. In maintaining this I do not mean to minimize the   differences between the elaborate theory of the Tractatus
 and Wittgenstein's later work. But as I shall try to show in the next 
chapter, most of the   particular semantic and metaphysical claims of 
the Tractatus stem from   doctrines he later repudiated, 
including the picture theory of elementary   propositions, and the 
doctrines of the determinacy of sense, of the noncontingency of 
representability, and of the independence of elementary   propositions 
and atomic states of affairs. But, I contend, the principle   that 
language's semantic aspects are shown by its use or application is 
already present in an incipient way in the Tractatus and, far 
from being repudiated, is developed more fully later, freed from an 
entanglement with   the earlier doctrines that Wittgenstein did come to 
reject. 
 In this chapter I shall 
clarify this claim of continuity. I find it useful to   do so in the 
framework of Saul Kripke's somewhat controversial reading   of 
Wittgenstein's views on rule-following and the so-called private 
language argument.  1 My own view of the 
relation of Wittgenstein's early and   later conceptions of language is 
radically opposed to Kripke's, but opposed in ways that allow them to 
emerge more clearly by contrast. Moreover, I think that much is right 
and important in Kripke's reading, that it   unifies what had previously
 seemed disparate themes in Wittgenstein's   later writings, and that 
many of the criticisms that have been leveled at it   in recent years 
involve various sorts of misunderstandings and distortions. I shall 
begin by summarizing some of the ways in which the contrast between 
Wittgenstein's early and later work has been drawn, then reviewing a 
number of familiar interpretations of some of the central parts   of the
 Investigations. The reading I intend to develop in this book 
represents an alternative to these accounts both of the relationship 
between the   Tractatus and the later work and of the later work 
itself. I shall then discuss Kripke's reading of Wittgenstein—which, as I
 indicated, provides a   useful framework for the development of my 
views—and of some of the   responses to and criticisms of it. 

 In attributing an underlying continuity to Wittgenstein's thought   
about language, I do not, as I said, intend to minimize the vast 
differences   between the elaborate theory of the Tractatus and the demythologized ap‐ 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 1] 1 	 Saul Kripke, Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language ( Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1982). 
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 proach to language found in his later work. But as I hope to show in 
the   next chapter, many of the particular semantic and metaphysical 
claims of   the Tractatus derive from specific principles he 
later abandoned, which   are independent of the idea that language's 
semantic aspects are displayed   or "mirrored" in its use. Moreover, 
although the picture theory was intended to articulate the essential 
nature of the proposition—that is, to articulate what it is we 
recognize or grasp by observing how a sentence is   used—I shall argue 
that in the end it is vacuous and tells us nothing substantive about 
what it is to understand what a sentence says. 

 In Chapter 3 I discuss some features of the distinctive methodology of 
  Wittgenstein's later work, including the role of facts and 
philosophical theorizing in it. Then in Chapters 4 and 5 I try to bring 
out the pervasive role   that showing or seeing plays in the later work,
 first by way of some disparate examples (including Wittgenstein's 
discussions of aspect-seeing, a   topic whose importance he takes to 
reside in the light it sheds on " 'experiencing the meaning of a word' "
 [PI, 214]), and then at greater length in   connection with criteria 
and the manifestation of mental states. In Chapter 6 I return to 
semantic properties and the status of truth in Wittgenstein's later 
thought (and discuss as well F. P. Ramsey's views on truth)   and to the
 private language argument. It might be thought that the latter   is 
incompatible with the attribution of truth-conditions to sentences, at  
 least along the lines of Kripke's reconstruction, an idea against which
 I   shall argue. 
 For most of this 
book I shall leave the ocular metaphor of showing and   the principle 
that semantic and mentalistic properties are shown or manifested by 
language's use and by human activity generally largely unexplicated. I 
think that this approach is the best one to demonstrate that such   a 
principle does run throughout Wittgenstein's work, but the risk is that 
  the core of his thought is then liable to seem mysterious and obscure.
 So   in an afterword I shall try to bring out an affinity between the 
idea that a   language's semantic aspects are shown by its use and that 
mental states are   shown by human behavior, and the kind of 
interpretationist semantic and   psychological theories espoused by such
 philosophers as Donald Davidson and Daniel Dennett. To anticipate, I 
argue in Chapters 4 and 5 that   the sense in which Wittgenstein thinks 
something can be "shown" by, say,   a figure or a pattern of activity 
depends on how the latter is regarded or re
  -3- 
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 sponded to, and thus to say that semantic and mentalistic properties 
are   exhibited or manifested by human activity is to make a claim about
 how   that activity is naturally regarded or about our attitude toward 
it. And   this, it seems to me, has broad similarities with Davidson's 
view that a language's semantic properties depend on how it is 
appropriately interpreted   and Dennett's view that intentional states 
are constituted by their being   attributed to people when they are 
regarded from a certain kind of   "stance." I shall also touch on some 
similarities between Wittgenstein's   views and Thomas Nagel's, 
concluding with a short discussion of the contention of Michael Dummett 
and several other philosophers that the principles underlying 
Wittgenstein's later philosophy provide the basis for a   rejection of a
 classical realist conception of truth and language. 
    1. Wittgenstein's Old and New Ways of Thinking   
 In the preface to the Investigations, Wittgenstein remarks of the Tractatus
 that at one time he had thought that he "should publish those old   
thoughts and the new ones together: that the latter could be seen in the
   right light only by contrast with and against the background of my 
old   way of thinking" (PI, p.  x  ). And Norman Malcolm recounts that Wittgenstein once told him that he "thought that in the Tractatus he had provided a perfected account of a view that is the only alternative to the viewpoint of his later work."  2

 It is obvious that the relation between Wittgenstein's old and new ways
   of thinking involves a considerable degree of contrast or opposition.
 Yet   his own remarks, as well as the early and the later writings 
themselves,   leave the exact character of this contrast unclear. My 
purpose in this book   is to offer a partial account of it, an account 
that differs from many of the   more prevalent views of its nature. So 
in this section I want to describe   some common conceptions of the 
relation between the views of the   Tractatus and the Investigations. 
 The simplest and perhaps most widespread view is that both the   Tractatus and the Investigations
 embody philosophical doctrines or theories of language that are simply 
incompatible with one another, the latter   involving a wholesale 
rejection of the former. The early theory takes lan- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 2] 2 	 Norman Malcolm, Ludwig Wittgenstein: A Memoir ( London: Oxford University Press,   1958), 69. 
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 guage to be essentially a medium of representation, and the account of 
  meaning it offers holds that propositions are meaningful by virtue of 
possessing fully determinate truth-conditions, conditions that either 
obtain   or not, quite independently of our knowledge of whether they 
do. By contrast, the later theory takes language to be an overlapping 
family of activities, and it holds that propositions are meaningful by 
virtue of possessing   recognizable assertibility-conditions which 
govern their use and which replace the earlier conception of 
knowledge-independent truth-conditions.   Versions of this view of the 
relation between the early work and the later   are defended by Michael 
Dummett,  3 who characterizes the 
opposition as   one between realist and antirealist conceptions of 
meaning and truth, and   by Kripke, who takes the shift in theories of 
meaning to be motivated by   Wittgenstein's discovery of what Kripke 
calls a "sceptical paradox."  4

 A different way of characterizing the radical opposition between the 
earlier work and the later is to see the latter not as offering 
philosophical theories alternative to and incompatible with the former 
but as repudiating altogether the idea of philosophical theories or 
treatments of traditional   philosophical problems, an idea that informs
 not only the Tractatus but   also the various related works of 
Frege and Russell. What is distinctive   about the later work is not a 
body of doctrines or arguments but a certain   methodology, which, by 
directing our attention to obvious facts about the   use of language, is
 supposed to dispel the temptation to seek the kind of   systematic 
account of language and thought offered earlier. On this view,   such 
central concepts of the Tractatus as truth, fact, and reference are   not given different theoretical treatments or analyses but simply deflated   or delegitimated.  5
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 3] 3 	 This theme is persistent in many of the essays in Michael Dummett, Truth and Other Enigmas ( Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1978). 
	 [bookmark: 4] 4 	 Kripke, Wittgenstein on Rules. 
	 [bookmark: 5] 5 	
 Recent expressions of this widespread view of the later work can be 
found in Warren Goldfarb, " I want you to bring me a slab. Remarks on 
the Opening Sections of the Philosophical   Investigations," Synthese 56 ( 1983): 265-282, and David Stern, " Review Essay: Recent   Work on Wittgenstein, 1980-1990," Synthese
 98 ( 1994): 415-458. Two philosophers who   have been influential in 
encouraging this view are Stanley Cavell and Burton Dreben.   Dreben in 
particular has long maintained that there is another sort of continuity 
in the work   of Wittgenstein, who from the Notebooks on attacks 
theoretical treatments or analyses in philosophy. As I discuss in 
Section 5 of the next chapter, I am sceptical of the claim that this   
antitheoretical tendency is already present in a strong form in his 
early work. 
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 A third, though less sharply defined, way of drawing the contrast 
between Wittgenstein's earlier and later philosophical work is to see 
the latter's primary focus as epistemological, in opposition to the Tractatus'
 dismissal of epistemology as a mere adjunct of psychology, of no   
philosophical significance (TLP, 4. 1121). Thus G. E. M. Anscombe 
contrasts Wittgenstein's earlier pretense "that epistemology had nothing
 to   do with the foundations of logic and the theory of meaning" with 
his later   "serious investigation into epistemology" in the Investigations.  6
 Such   readings often take scepticism to be one of Wittgenstein's 
principal later   concerns and often take the central concept of his 
later philosophy to be   that of a criterion, which is understood
 to be a conceptually privileged evidential notion. Various versions of 
the reading have been offered by Norman Malcolm, Stanley Cavell, Rogers 
Albritton, and P. M. S. Hacker.  7

 All these readings capture something of the contrast between 
Wittgenstein's earlier and later philosophical writings; yet I do not 
find any of   them entirely satisfactory, for reasons that will emerge 
in due course. I   think it is clear that he came to regard much of the 
detailed account of language developed in the Tractatus as what I
 shall often describe as a conceptualization imposed on language and the
 world, later reacting against   both the details of this particular 
conceptualization and the ways of doing   philosophy that encourage such
 impositions. It is also clear that many of   the characteristic themes 
of the later work—the emphasis on understanding, use, practice, and 
activity—are present in the earlier work only in an   incipient form, if
 at all. Yet I think it is an exaggeration to regard the methodology of 
the Investigations as purely descriptive, free of anything that  
 might be thought of as philosophical theorizing. For instance, the idea
 of   language as a family of overlapping "language-games" or 
semiautonomous patterns of linguistic activity is in its own way as much
 a conceptualization of language as is the idea of language as 
ultimately constituted by 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 6] 6 	 G. E. M. Anscombe, An Introduction to Wittgenstein's "Tractatus" (New York: Harper   and Row, 1965), 28. 
	 [bookmark: 7] 7 	 Norman Malcolm, "Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations," in Knowledge and Certainty ( Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1963); Stanley Cavell, The Claim of Reason   ( Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979); Rogers Albritton, " On Wittgenstein's Use of the   Term 'Criterion'," in Wittgenstein: A Collection of Critical Essays, ed. George Pitcher ( Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1966); P. M. S. Hacker, Insight and Illusion ( London: Oxford   University Press, 1972). 
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 simple names arranged in pictorial or logical forms (albeit a more 
natural   and fruitful conceptualization, one that both affords and 
accords better   with "a clear view of the aim and functioning of ... 
words" [PI,  5  ]). And   I think that certain central themes concerning meaning and truth that   were embodied in the Tractatus' distorted conceptualization of language   continue to inform the more natural one of the Investigations and other   late writings, which I also believe are neither antirealist in character nor   epistemological in overall concern. 
    2. Some Received Readings of the Investigations   
 In his well-known review of the Investigations,
 Malcolm remarks that a   "likely first reaction to the book will be to 
regard it as a puzzling collection   of reflections that are sometimes 
individually brilliant, but possess no   unity, present no system of 
ideas."  8 Malcolm goes on to say that this
 likely   first reaction would be a mistaken one; yet in retrospect it 
does seem that   much of the commentary written in the 1950s and 1960s 
following the   publication of the Investigations in 1953 treats 
many of its characteristic   themes in a somewhat piecemeal or 
disconnected fashion or treats as central concepts and concerns that are
 subsidiary parts of an overarching   whole. One of the main virtues of 
Kripke's reading of Wittgenstein, whatever its interpretative merits, is
 that it offers an accessible and unified account of his overall 
philosophical outlook. This is conceded even by   Kripke's detractors. 
Thus Warren Goldfarb calls it "unquestionably, a   tour de force," 
because it portrays the remarks on rule-following as "the   central and 
basic argument of the Investigations," as constituting, "in an   almost deductive sense, the foundation of Wittgenstein's later philosophy."  9
 Similarly, David Stern allows that it "has certainly succeeded in 
focussing critical attention on the central importance of Wittgenstein's
 treatment of meaning, rules, and rule-following."  10
 Before I turn to an   examination of the Kripke reading itself, I want 
to remark on the character of some of the preceding commentaries on 
Wittgenstein's work.  11
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 10] 10 	 Stern, " Review Essay," 427. 
	 [bookmark: 11] 11 	
 The remarks that follow are merely impressionistic. I shall not attempt
 to document them   but simply leave it to the reader to judge their 
overall fidelity to the discussions of the period. 
	 [bookmark: 8] 8 	 Malcolm, "Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations," 96. 
	 [bookmark: 9] 9 	 Warren Goldfarb, " Kripke on Wittgenstein on Rules," Journal of Philosophy 82 ( 1985):   472. 
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 First, although it was generally assumed that Wittgenstein's later 
views   involved a complete repudiation on his earlier ones, the Tractatus itself   was rarely mentioned in discussions of the central arguments and themes   of the Investigations. The quotation from Augustine that opens the book   was taken to be an embodiment of the principal doctrines of the Tractatus, and the extent of the Investigations' concern with the earlier work   was often seen to be confined to the opening sections ( I-137), which addressed either the Augustinian picture or the Tractatus
 itself directly.   But the ensuing discussions of understanding, 
rule-following, and privacy were seldom located in any relation to the 
earlier work. 
 Second, the 
interpretation of the later philosophy itself was, as I have   already 
remarked, largely epistemological. Its central concept was often   taken
 to be the novel notion of a criterion, which was usually treated as a  
 conceptually privileged way of establishing a person's mental state. I 
shall   discuss the concept of criteria at length in Chapter 5; but 
given this construal of it, it was generally thought to help deal with 
such epistemological   conundrums as solipsism and scepticism about 
other minds engendered   by the traditional idea of Cartesian privacy, 
which was also taken to be the   main target of Wittgenstein's later 
philosophical criticism. Moreover, the   idea—which I discuss in Chapter
 6—that the central arguments and doctrines of the Investigations
 appealed to a privileged and public way of   checking or establishing 
that something was the case encouraged the view   that Wittgenstein's 
later philosophical thought had a pronounced verificationist and 
behaviorist cast. 
 Moreover, it was usually difficult to see exactly how the characteristic   themes and discussions of the Investigations
 were supposed to be related   to one another. The remarks on ostensive 
definition and family resemblance terms were seen as directed primarily 
against the Augustinian or   Tractarian picture and were rarely closely 
tied to Wittgenstein's discussions of rule-following and privacy. The 
discussions of understanding,   rule-following, and the so-called 
private language argument were only   loosely connected: the first two 
were seen as attacks on explanations of linguistic behavior that 
appealed to introspectibilia, whereas the private language argument, 
though linked to the earlier discussion of rule-following   by 
Wittgenstein's dismissal of brute appeals to a notion of sameness, was  
 generally treated as a more or less self-contained argument directed   
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 against the notion of a Cartesian private object. Finally, it was 
difficult to   relate the preceding cluster of characteristic concerns 
with the second   part of the Investigations and the Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics; and none of these discussions were situated in the context of anything that might be called a systematic theory of meaning. 
    3. Kripke's Reading of Wittgenstein   

 Kripke's reading of Wittgenstein was first presented publicly at a 
colloquium on Wittgenstein in London, Ontario, and subsequently 
published   in an expanded form as Wittgenstein on Rules and Private Language.
 A   great deal of the commentary on Wittgenstein written since the mid‐
   1980s has focused on this book, the basic outline of which has become
 so   well known that I shall expound the details of the reading only to
 the extent necessary to facilitate my assessment of it. Much of the 
reaction to it   has been critical, and while many agree that the issues
 and problems   Kripke discusses are interesting and important ones, 
considerable controversy exists as to whether they are actually 
Wittgenstein's issues and problems. As I said earlier, I believe that 
much of Kripke's reading is faithful   to Wittgenstein, including many 
aspects of it that have been held to distort Wittgenstein's thought. 
However, I also think that Kripke's account   of the relation between 
Wittgenstein's earlier and later views is wrong in   ways that obscure 
what I believe to be an important kinship between   them, a kinship that
 can be characterized most clearly by contrast with   Kripke's 
interpretation. So I next want to look at the various parts of this   
reading, along with some of the objections that have been offered to 
them,   and indicate where I agree and disagree. 

 Kripke's reading has three major elements. The first and most discussed
 part concerns the development of what he calls a "sceptical paradox" to
 the effect that there is simply no suitable fact to render true the   
claim that a given term (in this case the sign '+'  12 ) has been used with a particular meaning (in this case to signify the function of addition). This part 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 12] 12 	
 I use single quotation marks as use/mention quotes and double quotation
 marks otherwise. I am somewhat casual about use and mention and do not 
use corner-quotes, with the   exception of two sections in Chapter 6 
where it seemed advisable to be more rigorous. Wittgenstein's use of 
quotation marks varies quite a bit, and I have tried to preserve his 
usage as   much as possible. 
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 of the reading of Wittgenstein was developed and presented 
independently in a similar though somewhat more compressed form by 
Robert   Fogelin in the first edition of his book on Wittgenstein, the 
second edition   of which contains a lengthy comparison of his own and 
Kripke's interpretations.  13

 The second part of Kripke's reading (which is not present in Fogelin)  
 concerns what he takes to be Wittgenstein's response to the sceptical 
paradox. The semantic theory of the Tractatus is held to be one 
that assigns to   each meaningful proposition or sentence determinate 
truth-conditions.   As a result of his failure to locate any suitable 
facts to render true claims   about terms' meanings, Wittgenstein is 
seen to have abandoned the semantic theory of the Tractatus and 
to have given up the idea that meaningful sentences possess 
truth-conditions, replacing it by an account of meaning which allows 
only that they possess assertibility-conditions, which   consist of 
circumstances that license or govern their use. 

 The third part concerns Wittgenstein's so-called private language 
argument, or what might better be called his argument against the 
possibility   of a solitary speaker. This argument is held to be a 
consequence of the theory of meaning Wittgenstein is said to have 
adopted in response to his discovery of the sceptical paradox, and which
 is supposed to have replaced   the semantic theory of the Tractatus.  14

 My own view is that Kripke's (and Fogelin's) development of the   
sceptical paradox is basically faithful to Wittgenstein, though the way 
it is   presented may make it appear to diverge from his thought. I also
 think   that what I take to be Kripke's reconstruction of the argument 
against a   solitary speaker is both faithful to Wittgenstein and 
reasonably convincing as an argument, though there seems to me to be an 
obscurity in   Kripke's presentation that makes me a bit unsure whether 
what I take to   be his reconstruction actually is. But Kripke's claim 
that in response to   the sceptical paradox, Wittgenstein abandoned a 
truth-conditional account of meaning to be found in the Tractatus in favor of a theory that replaces truth-conditions with assertibility-conditions is mistaken, I be- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 13] 13 	 Robert Fogelin, Wittgenstein ( London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, ist ed. 1976, 2d ed.   1987). References are to the second edition. 
	 [bookmark: 14] 14 	
 The argument is reconstructed in a different manner by Fogelin and 
found by him to be   unsatisfactory for reasons I shall discuss in 
Chapter 6. 
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 lieve, and on the contrary, Wittgenstein's basic attitude toward 
meaning   was more or less the same in both his early and his later 
periods. Next I   want to look briefly at these three components of 
Kripke's interpretation,   starting with the sceptical paradox and the 
argument against a solitary   speaker and then turning to the alleged 
shift in Wittgenstein's conception   of semantics. 
    4. The Sceptical Paradox   

 "Sceptical paradox" is Kripke's somewhat misleading characterization of
   an argument he attributes to Wittgenstein to the effect that such a 
claim as 
 I have used the sign '+' to mean addition. 
 is not made true by any fact whatsoever. This argument purports to be extracted from sections  138  -201 of the Investigations, sections in which   Wittgenstein discusses not what it might be to mean something by a term   but rather what understanding
 a word or an order or grasping the rule or   principle of an arithmetic
 series might consist in. Nevertheless, couching   the discussion in 
terms of how a term is meant rather than how it is understood is a 
legitimate enough alteration and seems to me to make for a somewhat 
clearer exposition than Wittgenstein's own. The argument amounts   to 
canvassing the possible candidates for the constitutive fact and finding
   each of them wanting. These candidates include occurrent 
introspectibilia that have accompanied my use of the sign, which might 
be either images or some characterization of its meaning I have given 
myself, silently   or overtly (the corresponding passages would include 
the discussion of images that might accompany the word 'cube' in 
sections 139-141, and of a   formula that might occur to one in sections
 151-155 and 189-190); dispositions I had to make assertions involving 
the sign (corresponding to the   discussion of the machine-as-symbol of 
sections 193-194); and some   brute, irreducible mental state of meaning
 the sign a particular way (corresponding to the discussion of the 
"superlative fact" of sections 191-197). 

 Kripke's example contrasts meaning the standard addition function by   
'+' with meaning a Goodman-like variant function that diverges from 
addition in systematic ways. But the arithmetic example is for 
expository   convenience only, and the paradox could be developed as 
well by employing any referential term that has multiple occasions of 
application or   
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 use. And while Kripke does not say so, the discussion could be framed 
in   terms of the truth-conditions or meanings of my assertions 
involving   '+'—as opposed to corresponding Goodman-like variants of 
their truth‐   conditions or meanings—rather than the meaning of the 
term: 
  My assertions of the form 'x + y = z' are true
 iff z is the sum of x and y. 
 My assertions of 'p' are true iff p. 
 My assertions of 'p' mean that p. 
 

 And finally, though Kripke's discussion is couched in terms of a 
speaker's   meaning of the use of a sign, the conclusion that no 
constituent fact corresponds to it would also have to hold for any 
semantic meaning the sign   might have on its own. For if an appropriate
 fact made it true that 
 '+' means addition. 

 then my use of the sign to mean addition would be made true by that 
fact   together with the absence of any special intention to deviate 
from its semantic meaning. 
 Criticisms
 of this element of Kripke's reading fall into several categories. Some,
 including Anscombe and G. P. Baker and P. M. S. Hacker,   object to 
attributing the sceptical paradox to Wittgenstein on the grounds   that 
he should be read as an opponent of scepticism.  15 Thus Anscombe   writes, "I take a 'sceptic' to be one who doubts on principle where a doubt   is imaginable,"  16 and cites in opposition to Kripke Wittgenstein's remark   in section 84 of the Investigations: "That is not to say that we doubt because we can imagine a doubt."  17
 But this is to take the kind of scepticism   Kripke attributes to him 
to be an epistemological one; and while the label   "sceptical paradox" 
may encourage this misreading, Kripke's repeated   comparisons with 
Hume's nonepistemological scepticism regarding causation should be 
enough to forestall it. As I said earlier, I have strong reser- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 15] 15 	 G. E. M. Anscombe, " Critical Notice of Kripke," Canadian Journal of Philosophy 15   ( 1985): 103-109, and Anscombe, " Review of Kripke," Ethics 95 ( 1985): 342-352; G. P.   Baker and P. M. S. Hacker, Scepticism, Rules, and Language ( Oxford: Blackwell, 1984). 
	 [bookmark: 16] 16 	 Anscombe, " Critical Notice," 106. 
	 [bookmark: 17] 17 	 Anscombe, " Review," 347. 
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 vations about the extent to which Wittgenstein intends to provide a 
principled response to epistemological scepticism; but whether he does 
or not,   it would be irrelevant to the claim about meaning that Kripke 
attributes   to him. 
 Another objection to Kripke's reading is that it is tendentious to ascribe   to Wittgenstein a notion of fact
 which would allow the thesis that no facts   answer to claims about 
meaning to be formulated or which would furnish   a contrast between the
 kinds of considerations Kripke surveys and rejects   and those relevant
 to attributions of meaning or rule-following. Versions   of this 
criticism have been made by Anscombe, Goldfarb, and Stern.  18
   Goldfarb suggests that the notion of fact that Kripke deploys is 
ultimately   a physicalistic one, whereas Stern claims that the 
"paradox" alluded to in   section 201 of the Investigations is 
simply the interlocutor's misconception that understanding a rule (or 
meaning something by a word) involves   providing an explicit 
interpretation of it, a misconception to be contrasted with 
Wittgenstein's own view that grasping a rule is just a matter   of 
"doing something without thinking what the words mean."  19

 I shall defer a discussion Wittgenstein's later attitude toward the 
concept of a fact until Chapter 3, but let me remark now that while he 
certainly abandons the articulated theoretical conception of facts 
provided   by the Tractatus, an important aspect of his later 
methodology rests on a   contrast between what is factual in some 
literal and noncontroversial   sense, and claims, theories, or posits 
that appear to transcend such obvious facts. Moreover, the domain of 
such facts includes those that Kripke   surveys (which are not 
necessarily physical), and claims about meaning   are among those not 
straightforwardly grounded there. As for Stern's suggestion that the 
only paradox to be found in the Investigations is the 
interlocutor's misconceived idea that grasping a rule involves 
explicitly interpreting it, and that Wittgenstein's own view is that it 
simply involves   doing something without thinking, this strikes me as a
 misreading of section 201. What is there described as "our paradox: 
that no course of action   could be determined by a rule, because every 
course of action could be   made out to accord with a rule" seems 
intended to sum up the entire dis- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 18] 18 	 Ibid., 348; Goldfarb, " Kripke on Wittgenstein on Rules"; and Stern, " Review Essay,"   428. 
	 [bookmark: 19] 19 	 Stern, " Review Essay," 428. 
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 cussion initiated at section 138 and resumed, after a digression on 
reading, at section 185, in which various ways of making courses of 
action and   rules accord with one another are considered, including but
 not limited to   explicit interpretations via a formula or by "the 
substitution of one expression of the rule for another" (PI, 201). The 
"way of grasping a rule" with   which Wittgenstein confronts this 
paradox is not simply a matter of acting instinctively or of "doing 
something without thinking about what the   words mean";20 rather he says that it is "exhibited in what we call
 'obeying   the rule' and 'going against it' in actual cases" (PI, 201; 
emphasis added).   Part of my aim in this book is to offer a reading of 
Wittgenstein on which   this passage means just what it says: grasping a
 rule or meaning something by a word is exhibited or shown or manifested
 by what one does or   by one's use of it but cannot be identified with 
or reduced to the latter; and   that showing or exhibiting in this sense
 depends on there being ways of acting that "we call" following a 
certain rule, or meaning (for example) addition by '+' (and moreover 
that the phenomena "we call" such and such are   closely related to what
 Wittgenstein means by criteria).  21

 Finally, some objections to Kripke's reading acknowledge the paradox   
but propose what he calls a "straight solution" to it: some sort of fact
 that,   in Wittgenstein's view, is supposed to underwrite semantic 
claims. Crispin Wright, for instance, takes it to be provided by an 
intention to mean a   word in a particular way.  22
 And Colin McGinn suggests that it consists in   a "capacity" to use the
 word with a certain meaning (to be distinguished   from the sorts of 
dispositions Kripke does consider).  23 
Most of these objections to Kripke seem to me at bottom largely verbal. 
On Wittgenstein's   "sceptical solution" to the paradox, according to 
Kripke, to mean something by a word requires its being said of one by 
others that that is what   one means, or involves that meaning's being 
attributed to one. And when   Wright later explains what having the kind
 of intention he invokes   amounts to, it turns out to involve having 
that semantic intention at20Ibid. 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 21] 21 	 Stern's own translation of Investigations201 (" Review Essay," 428) obscures this a bit, because he translates the German äußert, which Anscombe translates as "exhibited" (and   which could also be translated as "shown" or "manifested"), as "expressed." 
	 [bookmark: 22] 22 	 Crispin Wright, " Kripke's Account of the Argument against Private Language," Journal   of Philosophy 81 ( 1984): 759-778. 
	 [bookmark: 23] 23 	 Colin McGinn, Wittgenstein on Meaning ( Oxford: Blackwell, 1984). 
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                  tributed to one by others.  24
 And though the matter is less clear in the   case of McGinn's solution 
(and other responses that appeal to what   might be called "idealized" 
dispositions), it seems to me comparable in   Wittgenstein's terms with 
the motion that the machine of sections 193‐   194 is said to 
"symbolize" (as opposed to the motion it is literally disposed   to 
produce), and to involve a similar element of socially grounded 
ascription. 
 
    5. The Private Language Argument   

 The "sceptical solution" that, according to Kripke, Wittgenstein offers
 in   response to his paradox involves abandoning the idea that all 
meaningful   declarative sentences—including claims about what a speaker
 means by a   word—possess determinate truth-conditions and replacing 
this idea with   a theory of meaning requiring there be circumstances 
that license their assertion, or assertibility-conditions. For reasons I
 shall explain below, I do   not agree with this account of 
Wittgenstein's alleged shift in outlook,   though I do agree that part 
of his view is that there must be conditions or   circumstances that 
govern the use of sentences. But Kripke goes on to argue that a 
corollary of this requirement is that a language intelligible in   
principle to only a single speaker is an impossibility, further arguing 
that   the application of the reasoning that leads to this conclusion to
 the imaginary case of a person who attempts to keep a record of his own
 sensations   in a language only he can understand yields the "official"
 private language   argument that begins at section 243 of the Investigations. 

 I think that this part of Kripke's reconstruction is basically correct,
   though his presentation contains a certain amount of ambiguity. I 
shall   discuss Wittgenstein's reasoning against the possibility of a 
solitary   speaker at length in Chapter 6, but here I want to note a 
particular objection to the argument as Kripke portrays it that seems to
 me to rest on a misunderstanding. 
 
Roughly, according to Kripke, a speaker means addition by '+' if it can 
  be said of her that that is what she means or (which comes to the same
   thing) if it can be said of her that she uses the sign in accordance 
with the   rule or practice of adding. But she can be said to use it in 
accordance with 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 24] 24 	 Crispin Wright, " Wittgenstein's Later Philosophy of Mind: Sensation, Privacy, and Intention," Journal of Philosophy 86 ( 1989): 622-634. 
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                 a rule only if there are circumstances in which she could be said to be using it incorrectly,
 even though she takes herself to be using it in accordance with the 
rule. In the case at hand, for her to mean addition by '+',   there have
 to be circumstances that license the assertion that she is adding   
(correctly), as well as circumstances which license the assertion that 
she   is adding incorrectly. Now the speaker's own pronouncements about 
addition will ultimately be based on her own conviction or feeling of 
confidence about the right thing to say. But she will have the same 
conviction   or feeling of confidence both when her pronouncements are 
correct and   when they are sincere but incorrect. Thus no circumstances
 license her to   say of herself that she is adding incorrectly; and if 
her language is a private   one, intelligible in principle only to 
herself, there will be no circumstances that allow anyone to say of her 
that she is using '+' incorrectly.   Such circumstances will be 
available only if there are circumstances that   license other speakers 
of the language to say this of her—in which case the   language is not a
 private one. 
 This line of reasoning 
(which, as I explain in Chapter 6, I believe to be   intimately related 
to the phenomena known as Moore's paradox) has been   misconstrued in a 
certain way and on the basis of that misconstrual found   to be wanting.
 Both Goldfarb and Paul Boghossian take Kripke's reconstruction to 
involve the claim that the conditions under which it is licensed to say 
of someone that he means addition by '+' must be ones in   which his 
responses agree with the responses of others or, in other words, 
  circumstances whose description adverts or alludes to other speakers 
of   the language.  25 And they correctly 
note that there are apparently adequate descriptions of the 
circumstances that license that assertion about   him which make no such
 reference to others—for example, 
  It is licensed to assert that a person means addition
 by '+' when that person has responded with the sum in
 every case attempted so far. 
 

 But Kripke's point is not that the assertibility-conditions for talk 
about addition have to make reference to a community of speakers (though
 perhaps he encourages that misreading when he writes at one point that 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 25] 25 	 Goldfarb, " Kripke on Wittgenstein on Rules"; and Paul Boghossian, " The Rule‐   Following Considerations," Mind 96 ( 1989): 507-549. 
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                 "Smith
 will judge Jones to mean addition by '+' only if he judges that Jones's
 answers to particular addition problems agree with those he is inclined to give"  26
 ). Rather, the point is that whatever its assertibility‐   conditions 
are, they must allow for ascriptions of incorrect usage, and this   will
 be possible only in a community of speakers. In application, 
Goldfarb's and Boghossian's suggested condition allows it to be said of a
 person   that he means addition by '+' when his responses are deemed to
 be sums.   Of course, if he is convinced they are, he himself will so 
deem them, and   there will be no circumstances in which he will say of 
himself that his responses are incorrect. Even though the proposed 
condition makes no reference to other speakers, it is only their 
presence (or potential presence)   that allows its application to yield 
circumstances in which it can be said of   the individual in question 
that his responses are incorrect—namely,   when his responses are deemed
 by them not to be sums. Nor is this a peculiarity of the proposed 
condition. Whatever condition allows it to be said   of an 
individual that he is adding (correctly), it will never be possible for 
  him to apply it to himself in such a way that he can say that even 
though   he takes himself to be adding correctly, he is not actually 
doing so (and   this, as I just indicated, is connected with Moore's 
paradox). Whatever   the condition, it can be applied only by others to 
license the assertion that   his sincere responses are wrong. 

 By the way, notice that it does not follow that the other speakers' 
pronouncements about the individual's responses are themselves always 
correct. Wittgenstein's view seems to be that the possibility of a 
meaningful   language requires a considerable degree of commonality and 
overlap in   speakers' judgments and pronouncements but that this does 
not reduce   correctness to agreement. But the issue here involves 
matters that I will   defer until Chapter 6, including the relation of 
the concept of truth to the   proposed reasoning against a solitary 
speaker, as well as an objection   raised by Fogelin and others against 
this whole line of argument. Let me   now turn finally to my qualms 
about Kripke's claim that Wittgenstein's response to his sceptical 
paradox is to abandon a conception of meaning in   which truth plays a 
central role in favor of one based on assertibility‐   conditions. 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 26] 26 	 Kripke, Wittgenstein on Rules, 91. 
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                    6. From Truth to Assertibility?   

 Most discussions of Kripke's reading have focused on the paradox he 
attributes to Wittgenstein or on the argument against the possibility of
 a solitary speaker that he derives from what he takes to be its 
resolution. As I   have noted, this resolution supposedly involves a 
shift from the conception of meaning found in the Tractatus, on 
which meaningful propositions are those that possess truth-conditions 
(or have a "sense," in Wittgenstein parlance) to a view of language that
 assigns only assertibility‐   conditions to sentences. Thus defused is 
the paradox arising from the absence of any suitable fact to render true
 the claim 
 I have used the sign '+' to mean addition. 

 since this sentence (unlike its counterparts alluding to deviant 
arithmetic   functions) does possess assertibility-conditions, along the
 lines just described. 
 As far as I 
know, no one has called attention to the oddity of attributing   this 
motivation for a fundamental shift in semantic views to the author of   
the Tractatus. For it is a central doctrine of that work that 
semantic   claims like this one are unsinnig, lack sense or 
truth-conditions, and are   not made true by any facts at all. Yet the 
system of the Tractatus is one   that does ascribe 
truth-conditions to all meaningful nonsemantic assertions. It is 
therefore difficult to understand why Wittgenstein would be   led to 
abandon this view by the realization of something that was explicitly a 
part of it from the outset. 
 The 
particular semantic claim Kripke discusses is chosen for expository 
purposes; but as I noted earlier, essentially the same discussion could 
  be framed in terms of claims like these:  27
  '+' means addition. 
 My assertions of 'x + y = z'are true iff z
 is the sum of x and y. 
 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 27] 27 	 Kripke's example is not really suited to the Tractatus,
 since on its view mathematical statements are sinloss and lack 
truth-conditions. But the general points at issue are not tied to   this
 particular arithmetical example. 
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                  My assertions of 'p' are true iff p. 
 'p' is true iff p. 
 'p' says that p. 
 
 According to the Tractatus, all these are misfired attempts to say something that can only be shown. A proposition shows or displays its   sense—that is, the state of affairs that would make it true, or its truth‐   condition—and says that that state of affairs obtains (TLP, 4.022). But it   is not possible to say
 that a proposition has such and such a sense or truth‐   
condition—which means, according to the picture theory of the 
proposition, that no states of affairs depicted by the above sorts of 
semantic   claims would make them true. Yet genuine propositions 
certainly have   truth-conditions: they are the states of affairs they depict or represent. 
 In the next chapter I shall discuss these and other aspects of the Tractatus' picture theory of elementary propositions in more detail. Notoriously, the Tractatus tells us very little concretely about what propositions   are. Yet it and the Notebooks
 do contain undeveloped remarks to the effect that a sentence or 
"propositional sign" constitutes a proposition displaying a sense by 
virtue of being used in a certain way and that we can   grasp or 
recognize this proposition by observing how the sign is used, for   
instance: 
  In order to recognize a symbol by its sign we must observe how it is used   with a sense. (TLP, 3.326) 
 The way in which language signifies is mirrored in its use. (NB,  82  ) 
 

 Putting this together with the idea that propositions show or display 
their   senses suggests a principle that I believe Wittgenstein 
maintained   throughout his philosophical life, both early and late: the
 use of a sentence   shows what it says, what its sense is, or what must
 be the case for it to be   true; but its meaning, truth-conditions, or 
other semantic aspects cannot   be characterized discursively or 
theoretically in any informative way. The   notion of showing is most 
explicit in the Tractatus, where it plays a central   role in the
 picture theory of elementary propositions and is sharply distinguished 
from saying. So let us turn now to an examination of some of the   
principal semantic and metaphysical doctrines of that work. 
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 The Metaphysics and Semantics
 of the Tractatus   

 The paradigm example of what Wittgenstein later came to call a 
philosophical "picture" in a pejorative sense is the peculiar 
combination of metaphysics and semantics that constitutes the Tractatus' picture theory of   the elementary proposition. While much else in the Tractatus
 is obscure   or open to criticism—the treatments of generality, 
identity, and necessity; of numerical concepts; of probability and 
causality; and of ethics   and value—the explicit targets of the later 
critique are the characteristic   doctrines of the picture theory: 
simple objects, propositions as configurations of names, determinacy of 
sense, the noncontingency of linguistic   representation, and pictorial 
or logical form. Yet the criticisms that the Investigations 
directs at these doctrines are curiously casual in tone: the Augustinian
 model of language of section I only superficially resembles the   
theory of the Tractatus, the remarks on logic and logical form 
following   section 89 are largely polemical and dismissive, and one can
 merely wonder what conception of the simplicity of objects could be 
embarrassed by   the observation that a broom consists of a broomstick 
and a brush (PI,    60 
 ). Of course, the reason for the casual treatment of these earlier 
doctrines is that Wittgenstein had come to think of them as conspicuous 
examples of what it is to be in the grip of a philosophical picture, of 
doctrines   that are "not a result of investigation" (PI,  107  ) but are requirements or   
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 conceptualizations imposed a priori on a particular subject 
matter—language and the world, in this instance, or thinking, 
understanding, and   feeling in the case of many of the discussions of 
the Investigations. This   sort of imposition results when 
certain plausible or even platitudinous   ways of conceiving of the 
subject matter—an appealing "picture"—is applied and extended in ways 
that lead us to posit, without any substantive   basis, a hidden 
structure or nature radically at odds with its manifest character. When 
the arbitrary nature of the assumptions that led to the imposition of 
this conceptualization are made explicit, the latter is simply allowed 
to fall of its own weight by calling attention to the obvious facts   
about the matter in question. 
 I shall
 have more to say about Wittgenstein's deflationary mode of criticism in
 the next chapter. But let me note here that an adequate reading of   
the central doctrines of the picture theory of elementary propositions  
 ought to make sense in light of this characteristic methodology of his 
later   mode of criticism. It ought to trace them to ways of thinking 
about language and the world which can seem natural and even inevitable 
yet   which, when developed with a rigor inappropriate to their proper 
application, generate a distorted and ultimately vacuous theory of their
 underlying structure. Although it seems to me that many interpretations
 of such   characteristic Tractarian notions as objects and pictorial 
form fail in this   regard, I think it is possible to make sense of them
 in ways that render   them both initially appealing and ultimately 
empty. 
 Throughout his life 
Wittgenstein regarded the comparison between   sentences or propositions
 and pictures as a fruitful one. The Tractatus   presents a 
detailed articulation of a particular version of this idea, based on   a
 particular theory about what picturing or representing involves, as 
well   as a number of other specific principles, all of which he later 
abandoned.   The basic argument of the Tractatus is a 
transcendental one: given that   language is essentially 
representational, what do language and the world   have to be like for 
the former to represent the latter? The answer given is   that language 
has to consist of propositions that are configurations of   names, the 
world has to consist of facts that are configurations of objects,   and 
the former can represent the latter only by virtue of sharing a 
pictorial   or logical form. 
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 This talk of propositions, names, facts, objects, and pictorial form is
   not a substantive or scientific extension and refinement of our 
ordinary,   prephilosophical ways of thinking about and describing 
language and the   world. A sentence or "propositional sign" such as 
'John loves Mary' does   not seem like a configuration of names arranged
 in a pictorial form; but to   regard it as a proposition (as one has to
 in order to understand it), we are   supposed to have to think of it in
 just this way. Similarly, the watches and   brooms that furnish our 
world seem quite unlike the simple, propertyless, indivisible objects of
 the Tractatus;  1 yet for 
situations involving   them to be representable, it has to be possible, 
Wittgenstein thought, to   conceive of them in that way. The Tractatus
 articulates a structure—the   picture theory of the elementary 
proposition—that is in this sense imposed on language and the world. 
This does not mean that it is supposed   to be optional or arbitrary; 
rather, it means that if we are to regard signs,   marks, or sounds as 
language at all and to think of the world as describable   or 
representable by language, we have to conceptualize them in the way   
the theory elaborates. 
 The bulk of the Tractatus
 is devoted to articulating the details of this   imposed structure, 
with little attention paid to the question of how we   come to impose it
 in the first place—of how, for instance, we are led to regard the marks
 or propositional sign 'John loves Mary' as a proposition   that says 
such and such is the case. I want to discuss next some of the details of
 this structure having to do with objects, names, pictorial form,   and 
propositions. Then I shall turn to why Wittgenstein came to reject   the
 picture theory of the proposition,  2 as well as to the role the notion of   picturing or showing continued to play in his later thought. 
    1. The Status of the Tractatus' Metaphysics   
 The Tractatus embodies a kind of classical atomistic metaphysics,  3 one   according to which the world consists of "facts," or configurations of "ob- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 1] 1 	 For whether a watch can be an object, see NB,  50  -  72  ; for the broom, see PI,  60. I shall say   more about the discussion of objects in the Notebooks in the next section. 
	 [bookmark: 2] 2 	
 Since in this chapter I am concerned almost exclusively with elementary
 propositions, I   shall usually omit the qualification "elementary." 
	 [bookmark: 3] 3 	 This paragraph is merely a summary of some of the more conspicuous elements of the   Tractatus' metaphysics; for a fuller statement and defense, see Fogelin, Wittgenstein. How 
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 jects" bearing various kinds of "external" relations (including but not
 limited to spatial relations) to one another (TLP, 2, 2.0272). These 
relations   are all contingent, and so in addition to actual or existing
 configurations   of objects, or facts, there are also possible 
configurations, or states of affairs (TLP, 2.01). Exactly which 
relations it is possible for a given object   to bear to other objects 
is a matter of its "internal properties," which are   essential to it 
(TLP, 2.0123-2.01231, 4.122-4.123). The ontology of the   Tractatus
 would seem to be categorical, with not all objects being alike in   
their internal properties, or in their possibilities of entering into 
states of   affairs as constituents.  4
 Though Wittgenstein begins the Tractatus
 by sketching a metaphysics, some commentators tend to downplay its 
significance by treating it as   a mere artifact or reflection of the 
picture theory of the proposition, which   is regarded as primary. 
Assigning it a derivative status may allow us to   take it less 
seriously than we would otherwise and hence lessen the need to   make 
sense of some of its more puzzling aspects (the simplicity of objects,  
 for example), but to so regard it does not strike me as tenable. Taken 
on   its own, the picture theory, which conceives of basic propositions 
as mere   configurations of elements called "names" that are arranged in
 something   called a "pictorial form," seems highly unnatural and 
unmotivated. While   it may be possible to discover, at some level, 
affinities between the picture   theory and the more familiar semantic 
theories of Frege and Russell, on   the surface it certainly seems very 
unlike them; and Wittgenstein himself   acknowledges its initial 
implausibility when he remarks, "At first sight a   proposition—one set 
out on the printed page, for example—does not   seem to be a picture of 
the reality with which it is concerned" (TLP,   4.011). It is only in 
the context of a metaphysical conception of the world   as consisting 
entirely of configurations of objects that the theory begins to   
acquire an air of inevitability. For if the world consists entirely of 
facts or   states of affairs, both what gets represented and what does 
the representing both must be facts or states of affairs: 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: ]  	
 much weight should be given to what Wittgenstein says about objects, 
facts, and so on is a   matter of some debate; but I think that one of 
the virtues of Fogelin's reading of the Tractatus is the seriousness with which he treats the metaphysics. 

	 [bookmark: 4] 4 	 Fogelin, Wittgenstein, 7, makes a good case for a categorical interpretation. 
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                  A picture is a fact. (TLP, 2.141) 
 A propositional sign is a fact. (TLP, 3.14) 
 Only facts can express a sense, a set of names cannot. (TLP, 3.142) 
 

 And because these are actual or possible configurations of objects, it 
is not   unnatural to hold that one configuration of objects represents 
another by   virtue of a correspondence between the constituent objects 
and the sharing of some sort of form—which, because it also is not 
unnatural to call   the representing configuration a picture, might be 
called pictorial form.   Of course, to say that the metaphysics supports
 the picture theory in this   way is somewhat metaphorical, for the 
external relations in which objects   combine to form states of affairs 
are very different from the pictorial relations between their 
constituents that are shared by propositions and   states of affairs. 
Just what sorts of relations and forms pictorial relations   and forms 
are is a difficult question, one to which I shall return. But at   least
 the main tenets of the theory now seem motivated and clear enough:   a 
proposition is a configuration of objects or "names" arranged in a 
pictorial or logical form, which represents a state of affairs 
consisting of objects   arranged in that same form. This state of 
affairs is its "sense":  5
  What a picture represents is its sense. (TLP, 2.221) 
 
 The proposition shows or displays its sense and says that it exists—that   things actually stand to each other as shown: 
  A proposition shows its sense. 
 A proposition shows how things stand if it is true. And it says that they do   so stand. (TLP, 4.022) 
 

 If the depicted state of affairs actually exists, the proposition is 
true; and   it is false otherwise (TLP, 4.022-4.024). A proposition's 
sense is thus its   truth-condition.  6
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 5] 5 	 This meaning of "sense" is different from Frege's, though Peter Carruthers, Tractarian Semantics
 ( Oxford: Blackwell, 1989), 23, suggests that Wittgenstein borrows the 
term from   Frege "to reinstate the early Fregean doctrine of the 
centrality of the sentence within language." 
	 [bookmark: 6] 6 	 To speak of a proposition's sharing a pictorial or logical form with a possible state of affairs   may appear to commit the Tractatus to a form of modal realism regarding states of affairs. 
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                    2. Objects   
 What are objects? This is one of the most debated interpretative questions concerning the Tractatus,
 one to which many different answers   have been proposed, including 
phenomenal items such as sense-data, indestructible elementary 
particles, properties and relations, and space‐   time regions. On the Tractatus' own account, this question is not answerable, since "propositions can only say how things are [how they are related], not what
 they are" (TLP, 3.221), and I think a proper understanding of 
Wittgenstein's conception of objects is consonant with this   remark.  7 But since most of the notions and assertions of the Tractatus are 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: ]  	
 This appearance is misleading. Wittgenstein does speak of pictures and 
propositions sharing a pictorial or logical form with "reality" (e.g., 
TLP, 2.17, 2.  18  ), but what he means here   by form is "the possibility of structure" (TLP, 2.033): 
 The fact that the elements of a picture are related to one another in a
 determinate way   represents that things are related to one another in 
the same way. 
 Let us call this 
connexion of its elements the structure of the picture, and let us call 
the   possibility of this structure the pictorial form of the picture. 
(TLP, 2.15) 
 
 So to say that there is a possible state of affairs in which a bears R to b is to say that it is possible for a to bear R to b. And to say that the proposition 'aRb' shares a pictorial or logical form   with the state of affairs of a's bearing R to b is to say that the names in the proposition 'aRb'   are arranged in the form that a and b would be arranged in if a were to bear R to b.
 To take   a literal example, for a painting of Napoleon crossing the 
Delaware to share a spatial form   with the possible state of affairs of
 Napoleon's crossing the Delaware is simply for the elements of the 
painting to be arranged in the spatial form that Napoleon and the 
Delaware   would be arranged in were the former to cross the latter. 
 Thus the Tractatus
 is not committed to any robust form of realism regarding possible   
states of affairs. To me, however, it does seem to reify possibilia to 
the extent of being committed to the possible relations objects 
can enter into to form states of affairs (TLP, 2.0123,   2.014)—indeed, 
these are part of their essential or internal properties (TLP, 2.0123,  
 2.01231). This is hardly the place to take up the general issue of 
modal realism, but it seems   worth noting that Kripke's attitude toward
 possible worlds or possible states of affairs is similar. In the 
preface to the book version of Naming and Necessity ( Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1980), 15-20, he disavows any strong 
ontological commitment to them, holding that to speak of, say, the 
possible states of affairs or the "possible worlds writ small" of   some
 dice showing various numbers is just to speak of the various states in 
which it is possible for the dice to be. 


	 [bookmark: 7] 7 	 It might be thought that what section 3.221 denies is that we can say what objects are essentially. But the only essential properties the Tractatus
 recognizes are objects' "internal" properties or possibilities of 
entering into relations with one another. The reason we cannot say,
   for example, that objects are sense-data (or whatever) is that such a
 proposition would be   true just in case certain configurations of objects existed and false otherwise. Similar reasoning underlies the denial that we can say that there are objects (TLP, 4.1272). 
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 not, by its own standards, intelligible ones, it would be too hasty to 
conclude on the basis of this passage alone that no informative account 
of   what objects are supposed to be can be given. 

 There seem to be two broad ways of conceiving of objects. The first,   
which might be called the restrictive conception, identifies them with 
entities of a particular sort, perhaps even of a very unusual or 
peculiar sort (so   as to accommodate their alleged simplicity and 
indestructibility)—elementary particles, space-time regions, minimal 
phenomenal particulars,   or universals. The other conception, which 
might be called the expansive   one, leaves their natures open (though 
perhaps ultimately to be revealed   by philosophical analysis) 
characterizing them only as those things (whatever they may be) which 
can combine to form the states of affairs that can   be represented in 
language and thought—which might, for all this conception demands, 
include the elementary particles, phenomenal items, and   universals of 
the various restrictive conceptions, as well as such ordinary   objects 
as watches, brooms, trees, and stars. In construing objects merely   as 
the ultimate elements of linguistic and mental representation, the 
expansive conception recognizes a symbiotic relationship between the 
metaphysics and the semantics of the Tractatus—though it does not
 treat the   former as a mere artifact of the latter (because, as I have
 indicated, the   metaphysics also provides a partial basis for the 
picture theory). My view   is that the expansive conception is the 
correct one (which leaves the problem of reconciling it with the claim 
that objects are simple, which I shall   take up shortly), and I now 
want to discuss some of the difficulties with   various restrictive 
conceptions and the case for the more accommodating   alternative. 
 Some candidates for objects are incompatible on their face with certain   broad or specific claims made in the Tractatus.
 For instance, the suggestion that objects are particular sorts of 
indestructible elementary particles   of which ordinary macro-objects 
are composed  8 not only does not overcome difficulties about their simplicity and "colorlessness"  9 (for would   not such particles, however small, have size, shape, and other properties 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 8] 8 	 A case for this interpretation is made by James Griffin in Wittgenstein's Logical Atomism   ( London: Oxford, 1964). 
	 [bookmark: 9] 9 	 I take "colorlessness" to be emblematic of a lack of properties generally. 
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 of their own?) but also seems far too substantive a scientific 
hypothesis to   be reconciled with Wittgenstein's insistence that 
philosophy or "logic"   can tell us nothing about the specific facts 
that constitute the world (TLP,   4.11-4.112, 6.1-6. III). And Peter 
Carruthers' reading of objects as spatial planes and temporal instants  10
 seems irreconcilable with Wittgenstein's claim that relations between 
objects (which in this case would have   to include spatial and temporal
 betweenness) are always contingent.  11
 Whether objects include universals like properties and relations is less   clear. Wittgenstein writes in the Notebooks " Relations and properties,   etc. are objects too" (NB,  61  ); while nothing in the Tractatus
 settles conclusively whether this view is retained there, nothing in an
 expansive conception of objects seems to rule it out, and I am 
persuaded that it is at least   compatible with the basic assumptions of
 the metaphysics and semantics.   Yet interpretations that take 
properties and relations to be constituents of   the kinds of states of 
affairs typically depicted by propositions seem to me   misguided. 
Consider, for instance, section 3.1432 (to which I shall return   in 
connection with pictorial form): 
  Instead of, 'The complex sign "aRb" says that a stands to b in the relation   R', we ought to put, 'That "a" stands to "b" in a certain relation says that   aRb.' 
 

 Merrill Hintikka and Jaakko Hintikka read this passage as supporting 
the   claim that "there must be a third element in the proposition, 
which is   somehow determined by 'R'. Hence, there likewise must be 
three objects   in the situation, not two."  12
 But this reading is hard to reconcile with the basic tenets of the picture   theory, according to which a proposition shows or depicts a state of affairs   (of objects standing to one another in certain relations) and says that it exists (that they do so stand to one another). Now if the state of affairs de- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 10] 10 	 Peter Carruthers, The Metaphysics of the Tractatus ( Cambridge: Cambridge University   Press, 1990). 
	 [bookmark: 11] 11 	 For an account of the contingency of relations between objects, see Fogelin, Wittgenstein,   chap. I. 
	 [bookmark: 12] 12 	 Merrill Hintikka and Jaakko Hintikka, Investigating Wittgenstein ( Oxford: Blackwell,   1986), 37. 
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 picted by the proposition 'aRb' had as constituents not only the 
individuals a and b but also the relation R, then the relations in which
 these three   objects would be depicted as standing could only be 
something like 
 —bears—to— 
 or 
 —stands to—in the relation—. 
 But in that case the proposition would say that a stands b in the relation   R—which is what 3.1432 explicitly denies it says. Thus while it may be   compatible with the Tractatus
 to maintain that properties and relations   are constituents of the 
states of affairs depicted by some propositions,   they do not appear to
 be among the objects constituting the kinds of states   of affairs 
depicted by the typical propositions at issue in 3.1432. 

 Notice that what this argument rules out is the suggestion that the 
relation R is a constituent in the state of affairs depicted by the 
proposition   'aRb'. It thus rules out the suggestion that the 
proposition contains any   element that functions as a name of the 
(non)constituent—either the sign   'R' or the subtler suggestion of 
Hintikka and Hintikka that I discuss in   Section 4 of this chapter. But
 the argument does not rule out the possibility (which Wittgenstein 
endorses at N B,  61  ) that relations may be constituents in the states of affairs depicted by some propositions—'Love is a   many splendored thing', for example (were it to qualify as an elementary   proposition). 

 What is perhaps the most plausible restrictive interpretation of 
objects   is one that takes them to be phenomenal items of acquaintance,
 the case   for which has been argued very ably by Hintikka and 
Hintikka.  13 Wittgenstein is reported as having said things to suggest that in the Tractatus he   took objects to be sense-data or color points in visual space.  14
 Indeed, it   would be remarkable, given his association with Russell, 
if he had not at   times entertained such a view of objects, at least as
 a working idea. But   against this are remarks in his Notebooks that suggest that a watch can   qualify as a simple object (NB,  60  -  70  ), as well as Wittgenstein's later 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 13] 13 	 Ibid., chap. 3. 
	 [bookmark: 14] 14 	 Wittgenstein's Lectures: Cambridge, 1930-1932, ed. Desmond Lee ( Oxford: Blackwell,   1980), 82, 120. 
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                 statement to Norman Malcolm that at the time of the Tractatus he had no   specific examples of simple objects in mind, "that it was not his business,   as a logician," to supply any.  15
 Moreover, construing objects as, say, colored sense-data seems 
blatantly at odds with his description of them as   "colorless" (TLP, 
2.0232) and with his claim that propositions attributing a color to a 
point are not elementary or fully analyzed (TLP, 6.3751)   (though, as I
 shall suggest shortly, some ways of understanding the simplicity of 
objects might dispel the appearance of tension here). And the   view 
that we are acquainted with objects seems at odds with Wittgenstein's 
claim (TLP, 5.552) that we do not experience the existence of   
something, as well as his claim that we "have no acquaintance with 
simple   objects" (NB,  50  ). 

 But I think the ultimate reasons for rejecting a phenomenal 
interpretation are programmatic ones. Russell's motivations for 
construing his logical atoms as phenomenal objects of acquaintance were 
primarily epistemological, with the threat of scepticism being one of 
the most important.  16   Yet Wittgenstein
 seems quite vehement in his dismissal of the relevance   of 
epistemology to his philosophical concerns (TLP, 4.1121), and the   
threat of scepticism never figures as one of his primary motivations 
(even,   I shall argue in Chapters 5 and 6, in his later writings on 
criteria, privacy,   and certainty). 
 Wittgenstein's most extended discussion of objects occurs in pages 59‐   72 of the Notebooks.
 What seems to me most striking about this discussion is the way it 
veers back and forth between, on the one hand, the idea   that an 
everyday object such as a watch can qualify as a simple object, or   
that "all objects were in a certain sense simple objects" (NB,  61 
 ) and, on   the other, the possibility that an ordinary assertion 
about, say, a watch or   a book might stand in need of further analysis,
 which might disqualify   watches and books as simple objects. I take 
much of this discussion to be   symptomatic of Wittgenstein's unclarity 
about just what a complete analysis of a proposition (of which he 
notoriously gives not a single example)   actually involves. It seems to
 me that he would like the ideas that everyday objects qualify as simple objects and that everyday propositions are 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 15] 15 	 Malcolm, Ludwig Wittgenstein: A Memoir, 86. 
	 [bookmark: 16] 16 	
 For a persuasive case for this interpretation of Russell's motivations,
 see Michael Kremer,   " The Argument of 'On Denoting,' " Philosophical Review 103 ( 1994): 249-297. 
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 amenable to analysis to be compatible with each other. And I also 
believe   that the account of simplicity I offer in the next section 
allows them to be. 
 The argumentative basis for Wittgenstein's principal claims about objects in the Tractatus,
 which I shall turn to next, seems to support   strongly an expansive 
conception of objects. For its overall argument is a   transcendental, a
 priori one: given that representation in language and   thought can 
take place, what must the world and language be like for this   to be 
so? The atomistic metaphysics is ultimately just assumed, as Fogelin 
suggests, without argument;  17 and in 
applying it, only its structural   features come into play (for example,
 that objects can enter into relations   with one another). What little 
Wittgenstein does say about objects is derived from the structural 
features of the metaphysics together with such   semantic 
doctrines as the determinacy of sense and the noncontingency   of 
representability. Thus whatever working examples of objects he might   
have entertained from time to time, the conception of objects actually 
embodied in the Tractatus seems to be an expansive one, with 
their natures   left open and incapable of description in language, 
though perhaps ultimately susceptible of revelation through analysis. 
    3. The Simplicity of Objects   
 Much of the weight of the arguments for the details of the Tractatus'
 theory is borne by the requirements that a proposition's sense be 
determinate   (TLP, 3.23, 3.251) and that its having a (determinate) 
sense cannot depend on any contingent matters of fact: 
  Objects make up the substance of the world. That is why they cannot be   composite. (TLP, 2.021) 

 If the world had no substance, then whether a proposition had sense 
would   depend on whether another proposition was true. (TLP, 2.0211) 
 
 To require a proposition's sense to be determinate is to require it to depict   a particular
 state of affairs in a way that distinguishes it from every other   
distinct state of affairs. A corollary of this is that a state of 
affairs has to be   completely representable in all its contingent 
aspects. For suppose there 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 17] 17 	 Fogelin, Wittgenstein, 14-17. 
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 were some contingent aspect of a state of affairs that a proposition 
representing it failed to capture. Then it would be indeterminate 
whether the   proposition pictured that state of affairs, as opposed to a distinct state of   affairs that differed from it in the contingent aspect. 

 These requirements lead directly to the claims that objects have to be 
  "simple" or lack intrinsic material properties; and that names have to
 be   "simple" in the sense of standing for simple objects rather than 
complexes   (TLP, 2.02, 2.0232, 3.2-3.21, 3.23-3.24). For a proposition 
can depict   a state of affairs only by displaying names of objects in a
 way that mirrors   the relations between those objects (TLP, 3.221). So
 if the objects themselves possessed contingent material properties in 
addition to bearing relations to other objects, the proposition's sense 
would be indeterminate, because it would not be able to distinguish that
 state of affairs from others in   which the objects had different 
material properties. Similarly, suppose   the names in a (fully 
analyzed) proposition stood for objects that possessed some internal 
complexity. Then the proposition could not completely depict its sense 
or distinguish it from other states of affairs in   which the internal 
structure of the objects was different (TLP, 3.23)—   much in the way 
the formula 'H  2  O' cannot, given the internal complexity  
 of the hydrogen atom, distinguish between ordinary and heavy water.   
Moreover, it would be a contingent matter whether the parts that made   
them up were actually arranged in such a way that those complex objects 
  existed. So whether or not the proposition even had a (determinate) 
sense   would depend on contingent matters of fact or on whether some 
other   propositions were true. 
 Fogelin worries that this reading of 2.02-2.0212 runs contrary to   3.24,  18
 which says that "a proposition that mentions a complex will not be   
nonsensical, if the complex does not exist, but simply false." But I see
 no   contradiction here. Sections 3.23-3.24 are concerned with simple signs
   (names) and come after 2.02-2.0212, where the simplicity of objects 
is established. I read 3.23 as conditional on the ultimate simplicity of
 objects:   because complexes are composed of simples, propositions that
 appear to   mention complexes (which are ultimately analyzable, via the
 theory of de- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 18] 18 	 Ibid., 14-15. 
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 scriptions, into truth-functions of elementary propositions, which are 
  configurations of names or simple signs) are merely false, but not 
nonsensical, when the complex does not exist. 

 But what is it for objects to be simple? An object's "internal" 
properties   are its possibilities of entering into relations with other
 objects to form   states of affairs; they are essential to it and 
cannot be represented or described (TLP, 2.0123-2.01231, 4.122-4.124). 
An object's ordinary or   "material" properties, like its color, are 
contingent and are representable   (TLP, 2.0231, 4.023, 4.122). 
Yet "in a manner of speaking, objects are   colorless" (TLP, 2.0232). 
This remark amplifies the claim that "[it is]   only by the 
configuration of objects that [material properties] are produced" (TLP, 
2.0231). 
 Now sometimes this is 
interpreted to mean that an ordinary macroscopic object such as a chair 
is, say, blue by virtue of being composed of   submicroscopic elementary
 particles that possess the requisite simplicity  19
 —which I noted earlier seems far too substantive a scientific claim to 
  be reconciled with Wittgenstein's insistence that "logic" can tell us 
nothing substantive about the world. And Hintikka and Hintikka see the 
qualification in 2.0232 that objects are colorless "in a manner of 
speaking" as   making the passage difficult to interpret and not to be 
taken literally.  20 But   I think it is 
possible to understand the claims that material properties are   
produced by the configuration of objects and that objects are colorless 
or   simple "in a manner of speaking" as a version of the view that all 
(material) properties are reducible to relations, in the sense that an 
object's having a property simply amounts to its standing in certain 
kinds of relations   to other objects. For an object to be blue, for 
example, would be for it to   bear comparative similarity relations—the same color as, darker than,   brighterthan—to
 other objects. In the same way, the timelessness or unalterableness of 
objects would amount to the view that ascriptions of temporal properties
 or change to them are reducible to comparative temporal relations to 
other objects (clocks, for example). 
 
Both G. E. Moore and Bertrand Russell had reacted strongly to F. H.   
Bradley's doctrine that relations were reducible to properties, and many
   expressions of the opposite view can be found in their writings 
before and 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 19] 19 	 Griffin, Wittgenstein's Logical Atomism. 
	 [bookmark: 20] 20 	 Hintikka and Hintikka, Investigating Wittgenstein, 75, 84. 
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                 during the period of their first association with Wittgenstein. Moore's   Some Main Problems of Philosophy
 contains a lengthy and sympathetic   discussion of the idea "that the 
property common and peculiar to [all   white things], consists in the 
fact that each either is or exactly resembles   any one of them you care to take."  21 Russell, in The Philosophy of Leibniz,
   had maintained "that judgements of subject and predicate are 
themselves   relational," offering 'This is red' as an example of a 
proposition that expresses comparative similarity relations between 
objects.  22 And he continued to maintain the position that qualities are reducible to similarity relations in "Relations of Universals and Particulars" and "The Philosophy   of Logical Atomism."  23
 Finally, vestiges of the idea that a thing's properties are not 
intrinsic to it but are a matter of its relations to something like   an
 exemplar or standard occur throughout Wittgenstein's later writings.  24

 Whatever the merits of this as a view about the nature of properties 
and   relations, I think it furnishes a very natural reading of the 
claim that objects are simple, a reading that accords well both with the
 picture theory   of representation (which holds that all that can be 
depicted are objects   standing in various relations to one another) and
 with the broad view that   takes objects to be whatever combines to form states of affairs representable in language and thought.  25
 On this reading, the metaphysical doctrine that the world consists of 
configurations of simple objects is not incompatible with anything 
common sense holds about the properties and   complexity of ordinary 
objects. But it also is not really a substantive claim   at all but a 
philosophical conceptualization imposed on the world, in 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 21] 21 	 G. E. Moore, Some Main Problems of Philosophy (New York: Macmillan, 1953), 396. 
	 [bookmark: 22] 22 	 Bertrand Russell, The Philosophy of Leibniz ( London: George Allen and Unwin, 1900),   15. 
	 [bookmark: 23] 23 	 Bertrand Russell, " Relations of Universals and Particulars" ( 1911) and " The Philosophy   of Logical Atomism" ( 1918), reprinted in Logic and Knowledge,
 ed. Robert Marsh ( London: George Allen and Unwin, 1956), III-112, and 
206, respectively. Russell begins the   latter by acknowledging 
Wittgenstein's influence on his views. 
	 [bookmark: 24] 24 	 See, for example, the remarks on sepia and the meter-bar in PI,  50. 
	 [bookmark: 25] 25 	
 One might be uneasy about this account of simplicity on the grounds 
that it seems to rule   out elementary propositions of subject-predicate
 form. But if this is a consequence of the account, I am not at all sure
 that it tells against it. Wittgenstein, of course, never furnishes an  
 actual example of an elementary proposition, and it is hard to see how 
the picture theory,   taken at face value, could allow elementary 
propositions to be of subject-predicate form. He   seems evasive on the 
subject, declaring, for instance, "The question, 'Are there unanalysable
 subject-predicate propositions?' cannot be asked" ( TLP, 4.1274). 
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 much the way that the doctrine to which I shall now turn—namely, 
language consists essentially of propositions that are configurations of
 simple names—is a philosophical conceptualization imposed on language. 
    4. The Ineffability of Pictorial Form   

 What are propositions? We are told that propositions are configurations
   of names arranged in a pictorial or logical form. But this merely 
invites   the questions, What are names? and, What is pictorial or 
logical form?   Wittgenstein distinguishes between "signs," which are 
perceptible   marks, sounds, or other tangible items, and semantic items
 or "symbols"   such as propositions and names: 
 
 I call the sign with which we express a thought a propositional 
sign.—And   a proposition is a propositional sign in its projective 
relation to the world.   (TLP, 3.12) 
 I call any part of a proposition that characterizes its sense an expression (or   a symbol). (TLP, 3.31) 
 A sign is what can be perceived of a symbol. (TLP, 3.32) 
 

 Consider the propositional sign 'John loves Mary', which consists of 
the   juxtaposition of the three signs 'John', 'loves', and 'Mary'. This
 sign, "in   its projective relation to the world" (TLP, 3.12), 
constitutes a proposition that says that John loves Mary (TLP, 3.1432). 
In that case, the signs   'John' and 'Mary' assume the status of names 
combined in a certain pictorial or logical form to constitute the 
proposition. (I am assuming for the   sake of illustration that 'John' 
and 'Mary' are at least candidates for genuine names; and in arguing in 
Section 2 that the relation R is not a constituent in the state of 
affairs depicted by the proposition constituted by the   sign 'aRb',
 I was also arguing in effect that neither 'loves' nor any other aspect 
of 'John loves Mary' could be a name of this third constituent.) 

 Wittgenstein distinguishes between logical or pictorial form or 
relations and ordinary or "external" relations, insisting that the 
latter can be   represented or described; of the former he says: 
  Propositions cannot represent logical form: it is mirrored in them.
 What finds its reflection in language, language cannot represent. 
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                  What expresses itself in language, we cannot express by means of language. 
 Propositions show the logical form of reality.
 They display it. (TLP, 4.121; see also 2.172) 
 
 Thus in the propositional sign
 'John loves Mary', the signs 'John' and   'Mary' stand to each other in
 the spatial relation of flanking the sign   'loves'. But in the role of
 a proposition, 'John loves Mary' shows or displays the names 'John' and
 'Mary' in a certain pictorial form or as bearing   "a certain relation"
 (TLP, 3.1432) to each other; and this cannot be identified with the 
spatial form or relation just described or with any describable relation
 at all.  26
 An alternative account of such a proposition and its form has been offered by Hintikka and Hintikka.  27
 As we saw in Section 2, they take the relation R to be a constituent in
 the state of affairs depicted by 'aRb', one   named not by 'R' itself 
but by the relation of flanking 'R', which 'a' bears   to 'b' and
 which they identify with the "certain relation" spoken of in   3.1432. 
But this account is untenable on several counts. First, because   the 
relation R is not a constituent in the depicted state of affairs, the 
proposition contains no name for it—neither 'R' nor the relation of 
flanking 'R'.   Second, since the relation of flanking 'R' is a 
perfectly describable or representable one, it cannot be the pictorial relation between the names in   the proposition and hence not the "certain relation" between them. Of   course, the names do
 flank 'R'. But to hold that this relation must therefore be their 
pictorial relation is somewhat comparable with holding, for   example, 
that the spousal relations two people enter into in a marriage ceremony 
can be identified with their both standing before a person who utters 
the English words 'I now pronounce you man and wife' (the disanalogy is 
that the spousal relation itself is presumably an ordinary external   
relation). 
 Wittgenstein does not 
actually give an explicit argument for the claim   that pictorial or 
logical form cannot be described or represented; but per- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 26] 26 	
 It has come to my attention that a similar interpretation of TLP, 
3.1432 is offered by   Thomas Ricketts in " Pictures, Logic, and the 
Limits of Sense in Wittgenstein's Tractatus,"   in Cambridge Companion to Wittgenstein, ed. Hans Sluge and David Stern (New York:   Cambridge University Press, forthcoming). 
	 [bookmark: 27] 27 	 Hintikka and Hintikka, Investigating Wittgenstein, 37-39. 
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 haps the reasoning can be reconstructed along the following lines. The 
  proposition 'John loves Mary' says that John loves Mary because in it 
the   names 'John' and 'Mary' are arranged in a pictorial or logical 
form that is   the same as the form in which John and Mary are arranged 
in the state of   affairs of John's loving Mary (since the proposition 
and the represented   state of affairs share a pictorial form). Suppose 
we tried to represent that   proposition or to say that the names 'John'
 and 'Mary' were arranged in   that form. We could do so (according to 
the picture theory) only by   arranging and displaying the names (of the
 original names) "John" and   ''Mary" in a logical form that is the same
 as the form in which the names   in the original proposition 'John 
loves Mary' are arranged. But that is just   the pictorial form 
of the state of affairs of John's loving Mary; and by virtue of sharing 
that form the original proposition says that John loves   Mary. So it 
would seem that our new proposition, if it says or represents   anything
 at all, must say that (the name) 'John' loves (the name) 'Mary' or   
represent the state of affairs of 'John' 's loving 'Mary'—which is 
nonsense   (assuming that the ontology of the Tractatus is 
categorical and that loving   is not a possible relation between 
linguistic items), or at least nothing at   all like what we were trying
 to say.  28

 Whether or not this reconstruction is plausible, it is a consequence of
   the claim that propositions and their forms cannot be represented or 
described that semantic claims are senseless and are not made true by 
any   facts. Suppose we tried to say that 'John' had a denotation. 
First, we   would have to expand this to something like 'in the nexus of
 the proposition 'John loves Mary', 'John' is a name denoting a 
constituent of the   state of affairs depicted by the proposition' (TLP,
 3.3).  29 Then the complex terms 'the 
proposition 'John loves Mary" and 'the state of affairs depicted by the 
proposition' would have to be analyzed into descriptions   (TLP, 3.24). 
And this would require a description of the logical form of a   
proposition and its depicted state of affairs, which cannot be given 
within   the confines of the picture theory. Similar remarks apply to 
other seman- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 28] 28 	 William Demopoulos has suggested to me that this reconstructed argument may be similar   in some respects to Russell's " Gray's Elegy" argument in " On Denoting."
 This suggestion   seems intriguing, but I confess to not understanding 
Russell's argument well enough to explore it properly. 
	 [bookmark: 29] 29 	 The Tractatus' treatment of quantification is unusual and problematic. For a useful account and criticism, see Fogelin, Wittgenstein, chap. 5. 
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 tic claims—for example, "John loves Mary' says that John loves Mary'—  
 and so such claims cannot correspond to representable facts, which is 
to   say that they do not correspond to any facts at all. 
    5. A Resolute Reading of the Tractatus   
 This is an appropriate point to take up an interesting and influential reading of ineffability in the Tractatus, a reading which has been proposed by   Cora Diamond and which Warren Goldfarb has termed a "resolute"   one.  30 Diamond wants to deny that the metaphysical and other claims construed by the Tractatus as unsinnig do have a kind of meaning or content—a content which cannot be stated in meaningful language but   which instead is shown by language and can be grasped in that fashion.   That way of interpreting the Tractatus, which treats showing as a kind of   second-rate saying, she characterizes as "chickening out." She writes: 
  The very idea of the philosophical perspective from which we consider as   sayable or as unsayable necessities that underlie ordinary being so, or possibilities as objective features of reality, sayable or
 unsayable: that very perspective itself is the illusion, created by 
sentences like "A is an object,"   which we do not see to be nonsense, 
plain nonsense. "A is an object" is no   more than an innocently 
meaningless sentence like "Socrates is frabble."  31
 
 On her account, the Tractatus does not
 attempt to articulate a metaphysical and semantic theory of the nature 
of language—a theory that unfortunately fails to satisfy its own 
requirement for meaningfulness, because it   does not consist of 
propositions representing states of affairs. As Goldfarb elaborates the 
account, Wittgenstein's aim is to subject the notions   figuring in that
 ostensible articulation—states of affairs, objects, logical   form, and
 so on—to "a destabilization done from inside," in an effort to   
demonstrate their literal incoherence.  32
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 30] 30 	 This reading is developed in many of the essays in Cora Diamond's The Realistic Spirit   ( Cambridge: MIT Press, 1991), particularly the essay " Throwing Away the Ladder: How   to Read the Tractatus." Warren Goldfarb's discussion of it is in "On Cora Diamond's The   Realistic Spirit"
 (paper presented at the Central Division meeting of the American 
Philosophical Association, Chicago, Illinois, April 28, 1995). Goldfarb 
attributes the characterization "resolute" to Thomas Ricketts. 
	 [bookmark: 31] 31 	 Diamond, The Realistic Spirit, 197. 
	 [bookmark: 32] 32 	 Goldfarb, " On Cora Diamond's The Realistic Spirit," 14. 
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 This reading of Wittgenstein contrasts markedly with the one I am 
truing to develop in this book. On my account, the sharp dichotomy 
between   what can be said and what must be shown—and its equation with 
the distinction between meaningful language and nonsense—is an artifact 
or   consequence of the picture theory of elementary propositions, which
 the   Tractatus articulates in detail and which Wittgenstein 
later abandoned.   With its abandonment, the kinds of semantic (and 
mentalistic) claims   that the Tractatus construed as meaningless
 are no longer treated as   such, though Wittgenstein continues to 
regard such claims as nonfactual   and to maintain that what they 
express is shown or manifested by the use   of language. Showing, in my 
view, thus is a kind of second-rate saying, at   least in the sense that
 the things Wittgenstein describes language as showing are not to be 
thought of as mere nonsense on a par with "Socrates is   frabble." 

 I think that Diamond's reading is interesting and important, 
particularly in the light it sheds on Wittgenstein's continuing attitude
 toward   (genuine) nonsense. But as an interpretative approach to the Tractatus,
   I find it quite problematic. For one thing, as Goldfarb notes, it is 
hard to   reconcile the idea that Wittgenstein's aim is simply to 
destabilize or demonstrate the incoherence of such philosophical notions
 as object or state   of affairs with the richly detailed theoretical 
articulation and internal coherence of the Tractatus, an 
articulation that is not confined to its opening "metaphysical" sections
 but continues throughout the whole work.   He suggests that we might 
try to read the sentences of the Tractatus as an   urging to adopt an ideal language analogous to Frege's begriffsschrif;
 but   he admits to there being no evidence that Wittgenstein had 
anything like   this in mind (and, I might add, it seems at odds with 
Wittgenstein's insistence that "all the propositions of our everyday 
language, just as they   stand, are in perfect logical order" [TLP, 
5.5563]). 
 Moreover, it is important to remember that the kinds of claims the   Tractatus
 construes as nonsensical are not confined to those involving   
metaphysical notions such as object, fact, and state of affairs but 
include   semantic claims about propositions, names, and meaning, as 
well as mentalistic claims like 'A believes that p' and 'A has the 
thought that p', which   Wittgenstein declares to have the form of the 
(nonsensical) sentence ' "p"   says p' (TLP, 5.542). It is not difficult
 to reconstruct arguments based on   
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 the picture theory for the unintelligibility of such claims. In the 
last section, for instance, I suggested an argument for the 
unintelligibility, by the   picture theory's lights, of semantic 
discourse; and the meaninglessness of   a sentence such as 'There are 
objects' (one of the kinds of sentences that Diamond uses to illustrate 
her reading) follows, as Fogelin suggests, from   the fact that it is 
neither a tautology nor one that could be rendered true by   some 
possible configurations of objects and false by others.  33
 Now if, as Diamond maintains, Wittgenstein regarded all such concepts 
and discourse   as literally nonsensical, then we should expect this 
attitude toward them to   persist beyond the Tractatus. If, on the other hand, their construal as nonsensical in the Tractatus
 is, as I maintain, an artifact or consequence of   the picture theory, 
then we should expect such concepts and discourse to   survive the 
abandonment of that theory and to occur in his later writings   in 
ordinary, unconceptualized forms. And it seems to me quite clear that   
the latter expectation is the one realized. Wittgenstein's later 
writings are   filled with discussions of what people think and believe 
and with talk   about objects and facts, language, propositions, and 
meaning. What he   does reject is the kind of imposed 
conceptualization of these ordinary concepts that, I take it, he later 
believed to have informed the Tractatus:
 
 We are under the illusion that what is peculiar, profound, essential in
 our   investigation, resides in its trying to grasp the incomparable 
essence of language. That is, the order existing between the concepts of
 proposition,   word, proof, truth, experience, and so on. This order is
 a super-order between—so to speak—super-concepts. 
Whereas, of course, if the words   "language", "experience", "world", 
have a use, it must be as humble a one   as that of the words "table", 
"lamp", "door". (PI.  97  ) 
 When philosophers use a word—"knowledge", "being", "object", "I",   "proposition", "name"—and try to grasp the essence
 of the thing, one   must always ask oneself: is the word ever actually 
used in this way in the   language-game which is its original home?— 
 What we do is bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use. (PI,  116  ) 
 

 I shall have more to say about these passages in the next chapter. But 
one   thing I take them to indicate is that Wittgenstein regarded such 
concepts 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 33] 33 	 Fogelin, Wittgenstein, 72-73. 
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 and words as perfectly ordinary and unobjectionable ones and what he   
came to reject was the theoretical articulation they received in the Tractatus
 and their role in the picture theory of elementary propositions 
propounded there. It is in their ordinary and unconceptualized form that
   they serve to express the kinds of things which, I want to argue, he 
continued to maintain are shown or manifested by language and its use 
and   which are not literally nonsensical in the way Diamond's resolute 
reading   of Wittgenstein takes them to be. The legitimacy of such 
concepts and   words is further reinforced by contrast with those 
notions in the Tractatus that he did come to regard as 
incoherent, empty, or nonsensical. Chief   among these is the notion of a
 logical or pictorial form shared by language   and the world. 
    6. The Vacuity of Pictorial Form   
 One of the principal targets of the early critical sections of Philosophical   Investigations
 is the earlier doctrine that language and the world share a   
determinate, though ineffable, pictorial or logical form that is hidden 
by   the superficial appearance of actual language. This "a priori order
 of the   world" was supposed to be "prior to all experience" (PI,  97  ). And the conviction "that [this] ideal 'must' be found in reality" (PI,  101  ) is explained   in retrospect by noting that it was "not a result of investigation:
 it was a   requirement," but a requirement that, because of the sharp 
and "intolerable" conflict between it and actual language, was always 
"in danger of becoming empty" (PI,  107  ). 

 One way to see the sense in which it was a requirement is to think of 
the   picture theory of elementary propositions as the result of a 
transcendental   argument which takes as given an extreme form of the 
representationalist   idea that the essence of language is that it 
allows us to make fully determinate claims about the world or to 
represent or "depict" it in fully determinate ways. Thus it must be 
possible for language to represent, in a fully   determinate way, 
possible states of the world, or how the world might be.   The atomistic
 metaphysics enters at this point as an independent, unargued premise: 
because the world consists entirely of facts, which are configurations 
of objects (each of which can combine with certain other objects in 
certain ways, but not others), these possible configurations of   
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 objects or possible states of affairs must be what language is capable 
of representing in a determinate fashion. But the metaphysics applies to
 language too, and so the propositions representing states of affairs 
must be   configurations of objects as well. The question then becomes 
how this is   possible, and Wittgenstein's answer, said to be inspired 
by models of accident scenes used in Italian courtrooms, is that it is 
possible only if the two   configurations have corresponding 
constituents and share a form. Determinacy of sense requires that the 
objects be simple; but fortunately the   metaphysics already guarantees 
that they are simple in the requisite   sense—namely, that their 
properties are constituted by relations. Thus,   without so much as a 
glance at any actual linguistic phenomena, Wittgenstein arrives at the 
view that language must consist of "names" arranged   in various 
"pictorial" or "logical" forms shared with the aspects of the   world it
 thereby depicts. 
 Of course, there is
 a lacuna in this argument. While a degree of similarity may exist 
between the spatial relations between the parts of an actual   physical 
model and the objects composing the tableau it depicts, even in   a 
literal model this coincidence of form is never complete. And when we   
consider the actual ordinary or external relations between the 
parts of a   linguistic representation and the situation it represents 
or describes, it   seems obvious that the degree of similarity is 
negligible. Pictorial form is   thus something posited as an 
ideal limit arrived at by abstracting away   from the actual relations 
holding between the constituents of propositions on the one hand and 
states of affairs on the other, the assumption being that in the ideal 
limit of abstraction there must be a species of relations   they have in
 common. But as Wittgenstein recognizes in retrospect, no   reason 
whatsoever has been given for this assumption. 
 What light does the Tractatus
 itself shed on these posited pictorial or   logical relations? Though 
the pictorial or logical relations between the   names in a proposition 
cannot be described, they are supposed to be   shown or displayed by the
 proposition and can be perceived or grasped   (TLP, 2.172, 5.5423), and
 the Tractatus contains a number of remarks   meant to elaborate 
what this sort of perception involves. "In a proposition   a thought 
finds an expression that can be perceived by the senses" (TLP,   3.1). A
 proposition is a complex of names, and "to perceive a complex   
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                 means to perceive that its constituents are related to one another in such   and such a way" (TLP, 5. 5423).  34
 But also, "in order to recognize a symbol [for example, a proposition] 
by its [propositional] sign we must observe how it is used with a sense"
 (TLP, 3.326)—that is, we have to observe how it is used to say that 
something is the case. "We use the   perceptible sign of a proposition 
(spoken or written, etc.) as a projection   of a possible situation" 
(TLP, 3.11), and "a proposition is a propositional   sign in its 
projective relation to the world" (TLP, 3.12); moreover, "the   method 
of projection is to think of the sense of the proposition" (TLP,   
3.11)—which, given that the sense of a proposition is the possible 
situation it says is the case, amounts to understanding what the 
propositional   sign is being used to say is the case. Putting all these
 remarks together   seems to yield the conclusion that to perceive a 
proposition amounts to   perceiving how the names in it are logically 
related to one another; that   this amounts to observing how a 
propositional sign is being used to say   something; and that this in 
turn amounts to understanding what the propositional sign is being used 
to say. 
 But now the characterization 
of a proposition as a configuration of   names arranged in a pictorial 
form depicting a possible state of affairs sharing that form seems in a 
curious way to be vacuous, since perceiving a   proposition in this way 
simply amounts to understanding what a propositional sign is being used 
to say. Disregarding the Tractatus' strictures   against attempts
 to say anything about language, if we tried to give an independent 
characterization of the proposition expressed by the propositional sign 
'John loves Mary' and of the state of affairs it depicts, we would   
wind up saying something like this: it consists of some names (whatever 
  they are) standing to each other in the relation (whatever it is) 
which   names stand in when and only when their bearers constitute the 
possible   state of affairs of John's loving Mary and which objects 
(whatever they   are) stand in when and only when they constitute the 
state of affairs depicted by the proposition that says that John loves 
Mary. But this seems   like little more than an awfully elaborate way of
 saying that the sentence   'John loves Mary' is being used to say that 
John loves Mary. 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 34] 34 	
 It is significant that Wittgenstein illustrates the point with a 
schematic diagram of a cube   that can be seen in different ways, which 
prefigures his later discussions of aspect-seeing. 
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                    7. The Legacy of the Tractatus   
 The allied notions of showing and picturing, recognizing and perceiving,   figure in the Tractatus
 in several different ways, one of which is later rejected. The picture 
theory of the proposition is, I have suggested, a conceptualization 
imposed on language. We are supposed to be bound by an   a priori 
requirement to perceive or conceive of language as consisting of   
configurations of simple names mirroring configurations of simple 
objects; and it is also an a priori requirement that language presents 
itself to   us in this way. Wittgenstein later came to think of this 
particular imposed   conceptualization as a paradigmatic example of the 
kind of philosophical   picture that leads us to form distorted 
conceptions of subjects of philosophical reflection such as mind, 
language, and thought and whose power   over us his later work was 
designed to dispel. 
 Yet showing and recognizing also play a second role in the Tractatus,
   which I believe they retain in the later work. Language's semantic 
aspects—a proposition's sense or its truth-conditions or what it 
says—have   to be displayed or shown and can only be recognized or 
grasped. A sentence or propositional sign is used to say that something 
is the case. The   picture theory, I have said, offers a 
conceptualization of what it is to say   that something is the case: it 
is to exhibit a configuration of names arranged in a logical form. But 
if we ask how we determine just what is being said to be the 
case—that is, what the sense is that is being displayed or   what the 
truth-conditions for what is being said are— Wittgenstein's answer is 
that this is shown by how the sentence is used: 
  In order to recognize a symbol by its sign we must observe how it is used   with a sense. (TLP, 3.326) 
 A sign does not determine a logical form unless it is taken together with   its logico-syntactical employment. (TLP, 3.327) 
 If a sign is useless, it is meaningless. That is the point of Occam's razor. 
 (If everything behaves as if a sign had meaning, then it does have meaning.) (TLP, 3.328) 
 What signs fail to express, their application shows. What signs slur over,   their application says clearly. (TLP, 3.262) 
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                 And late in Notebooks we find him maintaining that "the way in which language signifies is mirrored in its use" (NB,  82 
 ). Thus observing how a sentence is used enables us to recognize or 
grasp—in other words, to understand—what is being said to be the case.  35
 The picture theory tries to   articulate what is involved in this 
recognition: it is to recognize a complex   of names related to one 
another in a certain way. Wittgenstein soon abandoned the particular 
theory of linguistic representation articulated in the   Tractatus,
 along with such specific doctrines as the determinacy of sense,   
which, taken together with the theory, yield the details of its 
semantics   and metaphysics. But this does not mean that he gave up the 
idea that saying something can be likened to presenting a picture; that 
understanding   a sentence can be compared to recognizing a picture; 
that it is in the use of   language that this presentation takes place; 
and that it is in the observation of use that this recognition occurs.  36 These are characteristic themes   of his later work, ones that I suggest are already present in the Tractatus,   though in a relatively undeveloped form or developed in ways he would   later repudiate.  37 It is true that he has little to say there about what is involved in observing or describing the use of language38
 and that none of   the concepts and analogies he later employs to 
illuminate it are present—   language-games, criteria, conventions, 
forms of life, being trained to follow a rule, the importance of the 
difference between using a term correctly and merely seeming to do so, 
and so on. These emerged later, after   he had abandoned the theoretical
 framework of the Tractatus and had begun to stress the idea—merely incipient in the Tractatus—that attention   to linguistic practice is central to a proper philosophical understanding of   linguistic representation. 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 35] 35 	 H. 0. Mounce, Wittgenstein's "Tractatus": An Introduction
 ( Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981), 29-30, is one of the few
 commentators to call attention to these early indications of the 
importance that Wittgenstein attaches to the use of language. 
	 [bookmark: 36] 36 	 PG,  42  -  44,  47,  163  -  164,
 which I shall return to later, are particularly interesting, because   
Wittgenstein suggests both the comparison between propositions and 
pictures (while rejecting the way this comparison was developed in the Tractatus) and the idea that to understand a proposition is to know how to use it. 
	 [bookmark: 37] 37 	 Carruthers, Tractarian Semantics, chap. 10, suggests that the Tractatus'
 signs acquire   meaning by virtue of our capacities to use them in 
rule-governed ways, but the case he makes   is broad and programmatic 
and not tied very closely to Wittgenstein's early writings.   38Though
 he does contrast sentences in "ordinary use" with those used in 
physics, considering the idea that the former may have "only an 
incomplete sense" (NB,  67  ). 
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 was abandoned after repeated failure   to resolve certain internal 
tensions in it, the best known of which concerns   the nonindependence 
of color propositions (TLP, 6.3751). Although the   rejected framework 
includes the picture theory, with its requirement of   shared form 
between language and world, Wittgenstein continued to emphasize, as I 
have said, "the pictorial character of thought" and language,   while 
maintaining that the mistake of the Tractatus was to construe this   as involving "an agreement of form" between "thought and reality" (PG,    163 
 ). Other specific targets of criticism include the doctrine of the 
determinacy of sense (undermined by the notion of family resemblance 
concepts) and the claim that linguistic meaning and representation 
cannot depend on contingent facts (replaced by the idea that 
communication and   understanding depend on "certain very general facts 
of nature" and human behavior (PI, p. 230).  39 Because most of the detailed claims of the   Tractatus
 are derived from a priori doctrines like these, such claims are   
usually just allowed, as I noted earlier, to fall of their own weight, 
and the   later discussions of them are often surprisingly cursory—for 
example,   the Tractatus' claim that we can talk about only 
simple objects is juxtaposed against the observation that a broom 
consists of a broomstick and a   brush (PI,  60  ). 

 The later work dispenses with the whole imposed conceptual framework of
 objects, propositions, facts, logical form, and so on. But then to   
maintain, as I want to, that Wittgenstein continued to think that 
important aspects of language and thought can only be "seen" but cannot 
be described in or reduced to factual terms raises questions about how 
such a   claim could even be expressed. For without some working 
conception of   what facts are or some principled distinction between 
language that says   something factual or informative and language that 
does not, how can one   try to formulate, let alone demonstrate, claims 
such as the one Kripke attributes to Wittgenstein: that the statement 
that someone means something determinate by a term does not describe any
 genuine fact about the   person? Wittgenstein's answer is to be found, I
 think, in the distinctive   methodology of his later work. In many 
areas—including the discussion   of rule-following on which Kripke 
focuses but also the discussions of the 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 39] 39 	 This theme is also quite prominent in On Certainty. 
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 expression of sensation and feeling and of aspect-seeing—his procedure 
  is to call attention to phenomena that are obviously factual in some 
noncontroversial, nonphilosophical sense; to then direct our attention 
to   what we seem bound to acknowledge are perfectly genuine ways of 
perceiving or conceiving of these phenomena, ways that somehow seem to  
 transcend or go beyond the phenomena themselves; and finally to try to 
  dispel both the feeling that these perceived aspects can be further 
elaborated or explained in an informative fashion and the temptation to 
posit   further facts corresponding to them. And it is to these areas of
 his later   work that I now turn. 
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 Wittgenstein's Later
 Approach to Philosophy   

 There are two moments in Norman Malcolm's memoir that strike me as   
emblematic of two aspects of Wittgenstein's later attitude toward 
philosophy and his philosophical practice, aspects that I believe to be 
complementary. The first is his account of Wittgenstein's reaction to a 
report of   a paper of G. E. Moore's concerning one's knowledge of one's
 own mental states: 
  
Wittgenstein subsequently heard about Moore's paper and reacted like a  
 war-horse. He came to Moore's at-home on the following Tuesday....   
Moore re-read his paper and Wittgenstein immediately attacked it. He was
   more excited than I ever knew him to be in a discussion. He was full 
of fire   and spoke rapidly and forcefully. He put questions to Moore 
but frequently did not give Moore a chance to answer.... Wittgenstein's 
brilliance and power were impressive and even frightening.  1
 
 The second is Malcolm's quotation of Wittgenstein's reaction to Tolstoy's   novel Resurrection: 
  I once tried to read 'Resurrection' but couldn't. You see, when Tolstoy just   tells a story he impresses me infinitely more than when he addresses the 
 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 1] 1 	 Malcolm, Ludwig Wittgenstein: A Memoir, 33. 
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                  reader. When he turns his back to the reader then he seems to me most impressive.... It seems to me his philosophy is most true when it's latent in   the story.  2
 

 The first moment presents a particularly vivid image of the familiar 
conception of Wittgenstein as a sort of intellectual fireman whose 
mission is   to extinguish flare-ups of philosophy' as they are on the 
verge of breaking   out. Included in this conception are the ideas that 
Wittgenstein himself   advances no positive theses or theories and that 
the whole point of his insistence on attention to how language is 
actually used is to forestall the   temptation to posit explanatory 
philosophical models of mind, language,   and the world. 

 The aspect that the second moment seems to me to emblematize is less   
familiar and harder to characterize. Wittgenstein held much of Tolstoy's
   writing in high esteem, especially the short novel Hadji Murad, the story   of a Caucasian warrior who deserts to the Russians and is killed attempting a clandestine visit to his son.  3 John Bayley has described Hadji   Murad
 half-facetiously as "a parable without a point," going on to remark   
that "in spite of its unusual shapeliness and air of art, the story is 
as full of   tendentious Tolstoyan matter as any of his works, and as 
impregnated   with the continuous and manifold assertiveness of his 
personality."  4

 It is tempting to suppose that what Wittgenstein admired in Tolstoy is 
  the way in which the spare descriptive style seems to delineate not 
just a   culture but also its view of or its set of attitudes toward the
 world. This is   what Malcolm's quotation suggests, and something can 
certainly be said   for it. As Brian McGuinness remarks (if too 
facilely, I think) of this admiration of Hadji Murad, "It is only
 from the style that one can see how   these men accept their lot: in 
Wittgenstein's own phrase, that can only be   shown, not said."  5

 But Bayley's remark about "tendentious Tolstoyan matter" ought to   
caution us against assuming that the esteem in which Wittgenstein held 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 2] 2 	 Ibid., 43. 
	 [bookmark: 3] 3 	 It is interesting that this novel is the one work of Tolstoy's that Harold Bloom celebrates in   The Western Canon ( San Diego: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1994). 
	 [bookmark: 4] 4 	 John Bayley, Tolstoy and the Novel ( New York: Viking, 1967), 273-274. 
	 [bookmark: 5] 5 	 Brian McGuinness, Wittgenstein: A Life ( Berkeley: University of California Press, 1988),   33. 
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 Tolstoy's work was due entirely to its stylistic reticence. Equally 
important, I believe, was the particular kind of social environment 
portrayed in   works like Hadji Murad, in which shared, enduring,
 and largely unreflective forms of activity are imbued with a 
significance apparent to those   who participate in them but which are 
endangered by the impersonal contingencies of an external setting 
oblivious to that significance. Wittgenstein's attraction to this kind 
of vision of a life ultimately founded on mutually recognized patterns 
of activity and response verges at times on the   sentimental. But 
despite that, I believe an appreciation of it to be crucial   for an 
understanding of the kind of "latent" conception of meaning and   
mentality his later work embodies. 
 As
 is well known, Wittgenstein in his later work disavows any pretensions 
toward philosophical theses or arguments. But an assessment of   these 
disavowals has to be tempered by the reflection that it is not at all 
obvious what philosophical theses and arguments are in the first 
place or   what Wittgenstein took them to be. What I want to suggest in 
this chapter   is that the rejection of the kinds of philosophical 
theorizing that form the   targets of his therapeutic or destructive 
mood does not discredit what   might be characterized (in line with the 
ocular metaphor I am trying to   elaborate in this book) as the sort of 
"constructive vision" that informs his   later philosophical practice. 
Moreover, it is my contention that these two   aspects are 
complementary, in that the therapeutic or destructive task succeeds only
 against the background of the constructive one and that this vision in 
turn emerges only by contrast with the conception of philosophy   it 
helps to deflate. Yet what I want to call Wittgenstein's constructive 
vision is still perfectly capable of accommodating not just such 
characteristic terms of philosophical usage as 'truth', 
'meaning', 'fact', and 'world'   but also the concepts themselves—not in
 the form of the distorted   "super-concepts" of the Tractatus 
but as ordinary notions manifested by   our everyday ("humble") use of 
language, to be grasped or understood by   attention to it (PI,  97  ). 
    1. Attending to Use   

 One of the most conspicuous themes of Wittgenstein's later work is the 
importance of paying attention to how language is actually used. It is 
often   said that in his later writings he develops the view that 
"meaning is use";   
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                 yet it has also been noted that no articulated theory along these lines is to   be found there  6
 —which suggests (though it does not prove) that whatever the positive 
content of the later work may be, it does not consist in the   kind of 
assertibility-based theory of meaning attributed to it by such 
philosophers as Kripke, Michael Dummett and Crispin Wright. It is also  
 noteworthy that Wittgenstein never tries to develop the sort of careful
 taxonomy of the uses of language that his insistence on their 
importance   might lead us to expect.  7 
His talk of use seems intended rather to emphasize the fact that 
understanding a language involves a host of abilities that   can be 
acquired, exercised, and recognized, as well as to call attention to   
some of the concrete factors involved in acquiring these abilities 
ourselves   and teaching them to others and in exercising them ourselves
 and recognizing and assessing their exercise by others. Coming to 
understand the   term '+', for example, typically involves being given 
examples and being   asked questions involving numbers and then having 
one's responses approved, rejected, or corrected. And a person who knows
 what the word   'anger' means is typically capable of recognizing the 
kinds of circumstances in which saying that someone is angry would be 
regarded as unexceptional. Wittgenstein's invocation of use seems 
intended to bring these   kinds of "obvious facts" to our attention. 

 What is the point of emphasizing such obvious facts about how languages
 are taught and used? I believe there are at least two purposes—one   
deflationary, which involves looking at language from a point of view 
external to its users, and the other constructive, in which we attend to
 it   from the internal perspective of people actually learning, 
teaching, and   applying it and responding to its use by others. These 
two perspectives   are related, however, in that the internal 
perspective can tempt us to make   certain philosophical mistakes (some 
of which Wittgenstein took himself   to have made in the Tractatus), which the external, deflationary perspective is supposed to help correct.  8

 Looking at the concrete ways language is used and applied, especially  
 "in primitive kinds of application in which one can command a clear 
view 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 6] 6 	 See, for instance, Fogelin, Wittgenstein, 121-122. 
	 [bookmark: 7] 7 	 Ibid. 
	 [bookmark: 8] 8 	 I shall say more about the tension between the two perspectives—and their relation to the   Tractatus—in the next chapter in connection with aspect-seeing. 
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 of the aim and functioning of words," is supposed to help "disperse the
   fog," the "haze which makes clear vision impossible," which surrounds
   the working of language and which results from a certain "general 
notion   of the meaning of a word" (PI,  5 
 ). The notion to which he refers here is   one contained in the 
description of language given by Augustine (PI, I),   which in turn is 
supposed to represent (though not entirely accurately)   the conception 
of the Tractatus. But I take his point to be the broader one   
that philosophical preconceptions about language, as well as our own 
experience as language users, can lead us to think that certain factors 
and   mechanisms must be involved in its acquisition and understanding 
but   that a close examination of its use, especially in simple, 
concrete applications, will fail to discover any of these factors and 
mechanisms. The idea   that prior philosophical commitments can lead to a
 distorted conception   of language—for example, that it consists 
entirely of names—is familiar   enough. But it needs to be emphasized 
that Wittgenstein also thinks that   our experience of language itself, 
apprehended from the internal perspective of users, can be a source of 
the kind of "pictures" whose grip on us can   be weakened, if not 
entirely broken, with the help of a clearer view of the   aim and 
functioning of words (PI,  115  ). Just what these aspects of our experience are remains to be seen. 

 The constructive importance of attending to the use of language resides
 in the fact that only by acquiring a familiarity with and mastery of 
its   use do we come to understand it. Our relation to language in 
acquiring   this familiarity and mastery is an active one, in which we 
observe it "from   inside" as it were (compare Z, 235)—which involves at
 least being capable of engaging in the patterns of activity or forms of
 life in which the use   of language is embedded, producing and 
responding to it in ways that facilitate one's social interaction with 
others, and appraising others' use of it   in a similar way. Seen from 
this perspective, the ways words are used can   teach us what they mean 
(PI, pp. 212, 220), show what they signify (PI,   10), show us the correct way to continue a progression (Z, 300), and show   us what makes a proposition true (PI, 437).  9 All these are perfectly cor- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 9] 9 	 These themes will be explored more fully in Chapter 6. Anthony Kenny, Wittgenstein
   ( Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973), 228, attributes a 
continuity to Wittgenstein's work similar to the one I am proposing when
 he suggests that something like the   Tractatus' doctrine that the semantic relations between language and the world can only be 
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 rect ways of describing our experience, yet to say so—to say that in 
attending to its use we come to "see" or grasp these sorts of 
things—tempts   us "to hypostatize feelings where there are none" in an 
effort to conceptualize and explain this experience (PI, 598). The fact,
 for instance, of our   saying that giving someone examples can lead her
 to see or grasp the correct continuation of a numerical series may 
tempt us to think that there is   something called "the correct 
continuation" which we can get her to latch   onto or with which we can 
bring her into a certain cognitive relation (Z,   304). Commanding a 
clear view of what happens in the course of this sort   of training may
 lessen the temptation to think this—though it may also   reinforce it, 
because looked at "from outside," the examples we give seem   open to 
multiple interpretations (as they usually do not when we are actually 
using them) and incomplete by themselves (Z, 235). 

 For instance, the issue in Kripke's thought experiment concerns what   
numerical function one might have meant by one's past use of a term such
   as '+'. This question is equivalent to Wittgenstein's own of what 
counts as   the correct continuation of a finite segment of a numerical 
series which   has been used to illustrate or explain a formula 
containing the term '+' or   which has been produced in response to a 
request to write out the series   determined by that formula (PI,  143,  185 
 ). And this is equivalent in turn   to the question of how the formula 
is meant, what proposition it expresses, how it should be understood, or
 what it says (PI,  186  -  188 
 ). In all   these cases there is something we seem compelled by our 
experience to   say: that by '+' we have always meant addition; or that 
the right way to continue the series is '1000, 1002, 1004...'; or that 
only this continuation accords with what the formula means; or that we 
have understood it in a way   requiring that continuation. Wittgenstein 
insists that nothing is wrong   with these ways of describing our 
experience, that "we sometimes describe what we do with these words," 
and "that there is nothing astonishing, nothing queer, about what 
happens" in such cases (PI, 197). Yet 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: ]  	
 shown, not stated informatively, persists in the later view that the 
significance of sentences   cannot be informatively described to 
nonparticipants in the language-games in which they   occur. This 
resembles the idea I am calling Wittgenstein's constructive vision, to 
the effect   that language's semantic properties can be manifested and 
recognized only from a perspective internal to the activities and forms 
of life in which it is embedded. But as I go on to argue   in Chapters 
4, 5, and 6, the concepts of showing and seeing also continue to play a 
stronger   and more explicit role in Wittgenstein's thought. 
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 none of the plausible candidates for the facts answering to these 
descriptions—including what we have actually said, done, or been told, 
the   thoughts we have actually entertained, or our linguistic of 
behavioral dispositions—seem suitable for this role. And this encourages
 the temptation, which Wittgenstein is so concerned to combat, to 
hypothesize some   sort of "queer," "astonishing," or "superlative fact"
 to which these descriptions correspond (PI, 195-197, 192). And this is a
 mistake. Understood   properly, these descriptions do not capture some 
fact additional to the   uses and applications of the term or formula 
with which we have become   familiar. Rather, they characterize the kind
 of significance "exhibited" by   those uses and applications (PI, 201).
 The question is, How is this to be   understood? 
    2. Exorcising the Supernatural   

 A principal target of Wittgenstein's deflationary mood is the 
temptation   to posit various kinds of states, processes, events, 
properties, relations,   and facts. One of the most explicit 
formulations of this temptation and its   consequences is Investigations, 308: 
 
 How does the philosophical problem about mental processes and states   
and about behaviorism arise?—The first step is the one that altogether 
escapes notice. We talk of processes and states and leave their nature 
undecided. Sometime perhaps we shall know more about them—we think. But 
  that is just what commits us to a particular way of looking at the 
matter. For   we have a definite concept of what it means to learn to 
know a process better. (The decisive movement in the conjuring trick has
 been made, and it   was the very one we thought quite innocent.)—And 
now the analogy   which was to make us understand our thoughts falls to 
pieces. So we have   to deny the yet uncomprehended process in the yet 
unexplored medium.   And now it looks as if we had denied mental 
processes. And naturally we   don't want to deny them. 
 
 One of the most sustained examinations of the temptation to posit explanatory processes and states occurs in the Investigations,
 sections 138-202,   which are concerned with understanding and 
rule-following, the focus of   Kripke's reading. As I just indicated, 
the temptation to posit a mental process of understanding (or, 
alternatively, a fact of having meant a word a   
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 particular way) arises from the character of our experience as language
 users. To counter it, Wittgenstein urges us to attend to two sorts of 
considerations: first, the contrast between the posited process or fact 
and examples of uncontroversial, bona fide mental processes or facts; 
and second,   the actual circumstances in which we say the sorts of things to which the   posited process or fact is supposed to answer. 
  Try not to think of understanding as a 'mental process' at all.—For that
   is the expression which confuses you. But ask yourself, in what sort 
of case,   in what kind of circumstances, do we say, "Now I know how to 
go on,"   when, that is, the formula has occurred to me? 

 In the sense in which there are processes (including mental processes) 
  which are characteristic of understanding, understanding is not a 
mental   process. 
 (A pain's growing more and less; the hearing of a tune or a sentence:   these are mental processes.) (PI,  154  ) 
 

 The examination of understanding and rule-following is one of the most 
  sustained dissections of the sort of "conjuring trick" that 
Wittgenstein is   concerned to expose; but it is hardly the only one. Investigations,
 308 occurs toward the end of the series of remarks in which he attempts
 to deflate the conception of what he calls a "private object," a 
discussion to   which I shall return in Chapter 6.  10
 Other examples include the temptation to posit a property common to the
 instances of a concept, the target   of the discussion of family 
resemblance notions (PI,  66  -  77  ); the idea that   there must be a determinate sort of relation between a name and its bearer   (PI,  79 
 ); and the assumption that a particular kind of mental state 
corresponds to what he calls "seeing an aspect," a topic I shall take up
 in the   next chapter. 
 In cases like
 these, Wittgenstein's methodology is to call attention to   the 
"obvious facts" or "what actually happens," when I say, for example,   that I have been struck by a likeness; to contrast
 these "phenomena" with   the sort of fact that would answer to such a 
claim; and finally to conclude   that nothing plays the latter role: 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 10] 10 	
 The target of this attack seems badly characterized as a "private 
object" though, for the posited target is actually a mental event of a 
certain character. 
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 What happened here?—What can I recall? My own facial expression   comes
 to mind; I could reproduce it. If someone who knew me had seen   my 
face he would have said "Something about his face struck you just   
now".—There further occurs to me what I say on such an occasion, out   
loud or to myself. And that is all.—And is this what being struck is? 
No.   These are the phenomena of being struck [die Erscheinungen des Auffallens]; but they are 'what happens'. (PI, p. 211)  11
 

 This methodology thus presupposes a contrast between these genuine   
facts or occurrences, which are to be taken at face value, and the 
imaginary accompaniments that the character of our experience encourages
 us   to posit: 
  When we 
look into ourselves as we do philosophy, we often get to see just   such
 a picture. A full-blown pictorial representation of our grammar. Not   
facts; but as it were illustrated turns of speech. (PI, 295) 
 

 The contrastive character of this methodology is sometimes 
misunderstood. Renford Bambrough, for example, has argued that the aim 
of Wittgenstein's discussion of family resemblance notions is to 
dissolve any realist conception of properties or universals by in effect
 treating all general   terms as family resemblance ones.  12 Yet it seems clear from his discussions both in the Investigations and The Brown Book that Wittgenstein intends to contrast family resemblance notions with those whose instances   do have some property in common.  13
 One reason is that he goes on to use   the notion of family resemblance
 concepts to demystify many of the semantic and philosophical notions 
that tempt us to posit corresponding 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 11] 11 	 In The Blue Book,
 Wittgenstein sometimes seems to equate these kinds of "phenomena"   
(Erscheinungen) with, for example, "what is called 'expecting B from 4 
to 4:30' " (BB,  20 
 ).   But as Albritton argues in "On Wittgenstein's Use of the Term 
'Criterion'," this is a transitional view, different from his later, 
settled one. The point is connected with the proper interpretation of 
the notion of criteria, which I take up in Chapter 5.  The German Erscheinungen,
 which Anscombe translates as "phenomena," is better rendered as 
"appearances"—a translation that both makes the passage more 
intelligible and assimilates it to the conceptions of showing and 
criteria I shall develop in the next two   chapters. 

	 [bookmark: 12] 12 	 Renford Bambrough, " Universals and Family Resemblances," in Pitcher, Wittgenstein: A   Collection of Critical Essays, 186-204. 
	 [bookmark: 13] 13 	 For example, PI,  72  -  73, and BB,  134,  135,  138. 
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                 facts. Investigations,
 79, for instance, is often read as adducing a subtler   
"cluster-description" theory of proper names as an alternative to 
Russell's   original description theory. But its real point is not to 
propose an account   of what reference consists in at all but rather to 
note the lack of any particular description associated with the use of a
 name, by contrast with the   fixed association posited by Russell's 
theory. As Fogelin has noted, had recent sorts of causal theories of 
proper names been available to Wittgenstein, the same point could have 
been made by contrast with them, by   pointing out the multiplicity of 
causal relations that actually hold between names and their bearers.  14
 Wittgenstein's attitude toward such philosophical notions as fact, property, and object is suggested by Investigations, 97: 
 
 We are under the illusion that what is peculiar, profound, essential in
   our investigation, resides in its trying to grasp the incomparable 
essence of   language. That is, the order existing between the concepts 
of proposition,   word, proof, truth, experience, and so on. This order 
is a super-order between—so to speak—super-concepts. 
Whereas, of course, if the words "experience", "language", "world", have
 a use, it must be as humble a one as   the words "table", "lamp", 
"door". 
 
 This passage 
occurs in the context of Wittgenstein's repudiation of the   sort of 
imposed conceptualization of language and the world contained in   the Tractatus.
 But his attitude toward the concepts he mentions—and   the open-ended 
character of the two lists suggests that they should be   taken to 
include other typical semantic and metaphysical notions as   well—is not
 to reject them but to reject what we might call supernatural   or 
theoretical versions of them. Thus we read at Investigations, 116: 
  When philosophers use a word—"knowledge", "being", "object", "I",   "proposition", "name"—and try to grasp the essence
 of the thing, one   must always ask oneself: is the word ever actually 
used in this way in the   language-game which is its original home?— 
 What we do is bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use. 
 

 The suggestion is clearly that words like 'world', 'fact', 'object', 
'knowledge', 'proposition', 'name', and the like do have uses—"humble" 
or "ev- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 14] 14 	 Fogelin, Wittgenstein,  140. This reading of the passage is reinforced by PI,  37. 
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 eryday" uses—and that the corresponding notions are thus perfectly 
ordinary and legitimate ones. What Wittgenstein is trying to exorcise is
 the   tendency to produce distorted versions of them ("super-concepts")
 by attempting to articulate them theoretically—by proceeding to 
characterize   the world as the totality of facts, or facts as 
combinations of independent   configurations of simple objects, or 
objects as possessing internal properties governing their possibilities 
of combination and material properties   constituted by relations, or 
propositions as configurations of names arranged in a pictorial form. To
 see Wittgenstein as rejecting them altogether is to persist in one of 
the very assumptions he is at pains to combat,   namely, that legitimate
 or genuine concepts must be susceptible to being   theoretically or 
philosophically articulated in substantive and informative ways.  15

 Given the central role I have suggested the concept of a fact plays in 
  Wittgenstein's critical methodology, it might be useful to say a bit 
about   the ordinary notion of the factual. A fact is not, of course, a 
sort of entity,   let alone a combination of independent configurations 
of propertyless objects as the Tractatus would have it. Central 
to the ordinary conception of   the factual is its independence from our
 opinions, beliefs, interpretations, attitudes, and responses ("Just the
 facts, ma'am"). As I suggest in   this chapter and elaborate more fully
 in the next three, the sense in which   Wittgenstein thinks certain 
kinds of phenomena (a line's direction, a figure's aspect, mentalistic 
and semantic properties) are seen or shown is   that they are largely 
dependent on human beings' responses or attitudes   toward
 something (a line, a drawn figure, a person, the use of a word).   The 
contrast, then, between the nonfactual realm of what is shown or   
manifested and the realm of the factual is the contrast between what is 
constituted by or dependent on our attitudes or responses and the kinds 
of en- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 15] 15 	 In " Kripke on Wittgenstein on Rules,"
 Goldfarb suggests that in attributing to Wittgenstein the claim that 
semantic statements are factually defective, Kripke is saddling him with
   an uncritical and unwarranted physicalism, which simply identifies 
the realm of the factual   with the concepts of physics. This criticism 
seems misguided: the sorts of candidates for the   appropriate facts 
that Wittgenstein is said to consider and reject include not only causal
   structures underlying a speaker's dispositions but occurrent mental 
processes as well. In the   absence of any suggestion by Wittgenstein 
that the latter are amenable to a straightforward   reduction to 
physical processes, the supposition that the attribution to him of a 
conception   of the kinds of facts to which a statement may or may not 
correspond involves him in a crude   sort of physicalism strikes me as 
simply mistaken. 
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 tities, occurrences, and happenings that are not. This contrast also   
emerges in some of the current views with which, I shall suggest in the 
afterword, Wittgenstein has affinities. In particular, on the kind of 
interpretationist approach to semantics espoused by Donald Davidson, 
words   and sentences have the references and truth-conditions they do 
by virtue   of being correctly interpreted, according to certain 
conditions of adequacy, as having them. Thus language's semantic 
properties are constituted by our ascription of those properties to it, 
and it is this ascription dependence that renders such properties 
nonfactual. 
 In calling concepts like 
that of a fact perfectly ordinary ones, I also   mean to imply that the 
sorts of facts, objects, occurrences, and so on that   Wittgenstein's 
practice seems to countenance should not be taken to constitute some 
sort of brute, unconceptualized Given apprehensible independently of any
 human form of life or conceptual scheme.  16
 The aspect   of Wittgenstein's methodology that I have been emphasizing
 presupposes the legitimacy of these ordinary notions in the sense that 
it is from   within our forms of life or conceptual scheme that he 
repeatedly draws a   contrast between what is and what is not dependent 
on our responses and   attitudes or between what is factual or occurrent
 in certain concrete circumstances on the one hand; and on the other, 
the picture of what would   have to be some "astonishing," "queer," or 
"superlative" fact corresponding to the various kinds of semantic and 
mentalistic claims which we find   it natural to make and which are 
typically correct, in those circumstances.   Yet many philosophers 
remain wary of assigning a central role to the notion of the factual in 
Wittgenstein's post-Tractarian writings. John McDowell, for instance, 
holds that "a separation of the question whether   something is a fact 
from the question whether some assertoric utterance   would be correct 
seems foreign to the later Wittgenstein," on the grounds   that Investigations, 136 is supposed to endorse a deflationary conception   of truth.17
 The issue thus is not a simple one but depends further on the   
question of Wittgenstein's attitude toward the notion of truth, which I 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 16] 16 	 This kind of "ordinary" notion of the factual is one of the principal themes of John McDowell's Mind and World ( Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1994), which I discuss below.   17John McDowell, " Meaning and Intentionality," Midwest Studies in Philosophy 17 ( 1992):   51 n. 
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 shall discuss in Chapter 6. But it is also related to the question of 
the extent to which his later views incorporate a constructive element, 
to which   I turn now. 
    3. What Theories Are Not   

 The principal target of Wittgenstein's deflationary or therapeutic mood
 is   the tendency to hypothesize explanatory states, processes, or 
mechanisms in an effort to systematize aspects of our experience of 
language and   of ourselves; and its characteristic method, I have been 
suggesting, is to   call attention to the absence of the posited 
mechanisms by contrasting   them with the ordinary facts, states, and 
processes typically associated   with the experiences to be explained. 
But there is a problem—two problems really—with the common assumption 
that this destructive mood exhausts Wittgenstein's conception of 
legitimate philosophical activity.   The problem (or problems) is why 
this deflationary enterprise should be   thought desirable, and how it 
can hope to succeed. 
 It is important 
to emphasize that Wittgenstein does not regard the sort   of theoretical
 tendencies that are the targets of his therapeutic mood to be   simply 
the results of philosophical beliefs or preconceptions that are, so   to
 speak, accidents of particular intellectual epochs, to be discarded 
like   beliefs in alchemy or the supernatural.  18
 Rather, as I suggested at the beginning of this chapter, he also 
locates their source in our familiar, prephilosophical experience of 
language and of ourselves from "inside" those   ordinary ways of talking
 and acting that are second nature to us—a diagnosis expressed in one of
 his most striking aphorisms: 
 
 A picture held us captive. And we could not get outside it, for it lay 
in   our language and language seemed to repeat it to us inexorably. 
(PI,  115  ) 
 

 But if the source of the theoretical tendencies in question is to be 
found   in familiar aspects of our prephilosophical experience, one 
might wonder   why we should be so quick to pronounce these tendencies 
illegitimate or   how they can be distinguished from the legitimate kind
 of theoretical hypothesizing that is central to explanatory science. 
And assuming (as Witt- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 18] 18 	 Richard Rorty often seems to read Wittgenstein in this way. 
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 genstein clearly does) that there is such a difference, one might 
wonder   how the effort to combat the illegitimate tendencies could 
possibly succeed, if those tendencies spring from our everyday 
experience, and if the   effort to combat them amounts merely to 
pointing out the difficulty of locating the required sorts of states and
 processes. Why should not the appropriate response to this difficulty 
be to just keep looking? 
 
Wittgenstein's response to these qualms is presumably that the 
illegitimate theoretical aspirations arise from distorted conceptions of
 language   and experience and are to be deflated not simply by calling 
attention to   our failure to satisfy them but also by replacing these 
distorted conceptions with better and more perspicuous ones: 
  A main source of our failure to understand is that we do not command a   clear view
 of the use of our words.—Our grammar is lacking in this sort of   
perspicuity. A perspicuous representation produces just that 
understanding which consists in 'seeing connexions'.... 

 The concept of a perspicuous representation is of fundamental 
significance for us. It earmarks the form of account we give, the way we
 look at   things. (Is this a 'Weltanschauung'?) (PI,  122  ) 
 

 But then the success of the deflationary task requires the provision of
 a   positive conception alternative to the distorted conception of 
language   and experience that gives rise to its target. It is this 
alternative conception   that I am calling Wittgenstein's constructive 
vision. 
 Wittgenstein himself, in the 
above passage, exhibits a certain diffidence as to whether the sort of 
"perspicuous representation" he aims to   provide should be called 
anything as substantive as a "Weltanschauung";   and it is a pervasive 
theme among many of the most insightful commentators on his work that it
 is a mistake to attribute to him any positive philosophical theories or
 theses. Thus Anthony Kenny, while noting the positive tone of Investigations,
 122 and other similar remarks, still concludes   that "Wittgenstein 
insists that philosophy is only philosophical problems. The survey which
 you make does not give you [a] kind of totally   new understanding, a 
surplus understanding, it merely removes the philosophical problems."  19 David Stern insists that even though "most of his 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 19] 19 	 Anthony Kenny, " Wittgenstein on the Nature of Philosophy," in Wittgenstein and His   Times, ed. Brian McGuinness ( Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982), 9. 
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 interpreters have found an astonishing variety of conventional 
philosophical theses of one kind or another in his writing," the best 
work on Wittgenstein nevertheless takes seriously his denial that he was
 advancing philosophical theses.  20 And 
McDowell, in the course of a discussion of a   conception of experience 
which he calls "naturalized platonism" and   which he suggests 
(correctly, I believe) "is a good way to understand what   Wittgenstein 
is driving at," goes on to say of those who take his emphasis   on 
social interactions to suggest ways we might better think of semantic   
notions, that their approach "is out of tune with something central to 
Wittgenstein's own conception of what is to be done in philosophy, 
namely, his   'quietism,' his rejection of any constructive or doctrinal
 ambitions."  21

 Kripke's reading is one of the targets of McDowell's stricture; and as I
   explained in Chapter I, I share what I take to be his unhappiness 
with the   idea that Wittgenstein's later view of language is 
characterized by the rejection of a truth-conditional theory of meaning 
in favor of one based on   assertibility-conditions. Yet I think Kripke 
is broadly correct in taking   Wittgenstein to offer a kind of 
constructive response to the failure to locate a suitable factual basis 
for semantic claims; for in the absence of such   a response to this 
sceptical paradox, the alternatives, both unpalatable,   would seem to 
be either to dismiss (as Quine does in his darker moments)   talk of 
meanings as unscientific myth mongering or to continue to look for   
increasingly ethereal facts to provide a straight solution to it. 
 Wittgenstein, of course, explicitly disavows any pretensions toward   philosophical theories or theses: in section 128 of the Investigations
 he   suggests that the only legitimate theses one could offer in 
philosophy   would be uninteresting, because everyone would 
unquestioningly agree   to them. And in section 109 he writes: 
 
 And we may not advance any kind of theory. There must not be anything  
 hypothetical in our considerations. We must do away with all explanation,   and description alone must take its place. 
 

 But I think that much of the controversy surrounding the question of a 
  constructive element in Wittgenstein's later thought is due to the 
unclarity of the notions of philosophical theses or theories themselves.
 Wittgen- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 20] 20 	 Stern, " Review Essay," 415. 
	 [bookmark: 21] 21 	 McDowell, Mind and World, 93-94. 
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 stein often seems to share the stereotypical conception of what might 
be   called (unhelpfully) "traditional" philosophy as an enterprise 
dedicated   to the discovery and articulation of truths or principles 
that underlie or   constitute the "basis," "essence," or "foundation" 
for our everyday ways   of speaking and the ordinary beliefs of common 
sense and science (PI,  99,    124  )—an enterprise, in other words, that seeks to "penetrate phenomena" (PI,  90 
 ). The trouble with this stereotype, of course, is that philosophy 
itself has a long tradition of disavowing it and of then going on to 
offer   what appear in retrospect to be philosophical theses in its 
place—one   need only think of Berkeleyean Idealism, which Philonous 
tries to pass off   as a recapitulation of common sense and a 
repudiation of the theoretical   extravagances of metaphysics.  22
 Instead of reading the rhetoric of disavowal complacently, I think it 
better to consider some of the specific targets of Wittgenstein's 
criticism and worry later about whether the terms   in which that 
criticism is couched merit the label "philosophical theory." 
 Chief among these targets are the semantic and metaphysical theories   of the Tractatus,
 which I have characterized previously as conceptualizations imposed on 
language and the world in an effort to articulate the essential natures 
of propositions and the facts or state of affairs they manage   to 
represent. Further targets include Russell's theory of proper names,   
which offers an account of how the reference of a name is determined; 
the   idea that there has to be a particular property shared by all 
instances of a   concept; the posited but yet-to-be-identified states, 
processes, events,   and feelings that are assumed to underlie such 
phenomena as understanding, reading, expecting, seeing an aspect, and 
meaning a word a particular way; and the unconceptualized "private 
objects" on which our concepts of sensation are thought to be based. 

 All these are examples of taking something perfectly ordinary and 
legitimate—a proposition ("the most ordinary thing in the world" [PI,  93 
 ]), referring to something by a name, understanding a formula, 
expecting someone to tea—and trying to identify what it consists in or 
articulate what it   essentially is. It is this tendency that is to be 
resisted, a tendency described   by John Stuart Mill in a striking 
pre-echo of Wittgenstein: "The tendency 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 22] 22 	 For further comparisons between Wittgenstein and Berkeley, see Cora Diamond's " Realism and the Realistic Spirit," in The Realistic Spirit. 
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 has always been strong to believe that whatever received a name must be
   an entity or being, having an independent existence of its own. And 
if no   real entity answering to that name could be found, men did not 
for that reason suppose that none existed, but imagined that it was 
something particularly abstruse and mysterious."  23 Wittgenstein calls this tendency an attempt "to penetrate phenomena," contrasting it with the focus of his own   investigations, which are directed at what he calls "the 'possibilities' of phenomena" (PI,  90  ). These investigations are to be carried out by examining   "the kind of statement we make about phenomena" (PI,  90  ). 

 What is the difference between trying to "penetrate" phenomena and 
investigating the "possibilities" of phenomena? I take it to be roughly 
the difference between seeking to determine what X is and investigating 
how we   come to possess and deploy the concept of X. Put this way, the 
two enterprises are not mutually exclusive—we can investigate what water
 is as   well as our concept of water—though in the case of the 
particular concepts in which he is interested, Wittgenstein thinks that 
if we can only attain a clear view of their source and application, we 
will lose the temptation to suppose that some "entity or being" ( Mill) 
answers to them to be   investigated further. 
 To attain such a view, we are to attend to the concrete circumstance in   which we say
 things about the phenomena in question—for instance, to   combat the 
temptation to think of understanding as a "mental process,"   we should 
ask ourselves, "In what sort of case, in what kind of circumstances, do 
we say, 'Now I know how to go on'?" (PI,  154 
 ). But it is natural to think of this enterprise—which Fogelin has 
aptly characterized as   "plac[ing] the phenomena in a broader setting,"
 as opposed to "going behind the phenomena"  24 —as basically a descriptive one, by contrast with   the explanatory enterprise of determining what the phenomena really   are: 
  We must do away with all explanation, and description alone must take its   place. And this description gets its light, that is to say its purpose—from 
 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 23] 23 	 The passage is quoted by Stephen Jay Gould in The Mismeasure of Man ( New York: Norton, 1981), 320. Gould does not give a reference for the quotation. 
	 [bookmark: 24] 24 	 Fogelin, Wittgenstein, 189. 
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 the philosophical problems. These are, of course, not empirical 
problems;   they are solved, rather, by looking at the workings of our 
language, and   that in such a way as to make us recognize those 
workings: in despite of an   urge to misunderstand them. (PI,  109  ) 
 
 Thus the kind of "clear view of the use of our words" (PI,  122 
 ) that philosophy, properly conceived, seeks to provide "simply puts 
everything before us, and neither explains nor deduces anything" (PI,  126 
 ); and in that   sense it is to be contrasted with the kinds of 
philosophical theories that issue from the temptations it is supposed to
 undermine. But to decline to   call such a view a theory in this sense 
should not be taken to imply that it   cannot be profoundly illuminating
 or that the task of locating our concepts in their natural human 
settings is a simple one, revealing nothing of   positive significance 
about them.  25
    4. Wittgenstein's Constructive Vision   
 One reason for Wittgenstein's high regard for works such as Hadji Murad
   is surely the way in which Tolstoy depicts, with such apparent ease 
and   simplicity of style, communities of people whose dealings with one
 an- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 25] 25 	
 As I indicated in Chapter I, Wittgenstein's later work is not entirely 
free of conceptualizations imposed on language, chief among them the 
notion of a language-game. To conceive   of a mature natural language 
like English as a conglomeration of autonomous playlets or   patterns of
 linguistic activity in which each word has a home and in each of which 
its use is   independent of its use elsewhere is almost as much a 
distortion of natural language as is the   idea that meaningful 
propositions must be combinations of names of simple objects arranged in
 a logical form. But having said this, it should also be noted that the 
purpose of   this later sort of conceptualization is different and more 
benign from that for the earlier   ones. Whereas the picture theory of 
the proposition was an attempt to elaborate an a priori   theory of what
 a proposition essentially is, a theory that collapses into vacuity when
 we realize that it is not actually possible to conceive of language in 
that way in any substantive, informative sense, the conception of 
language as a system of autonomous activities is basically a heuristic 
one: it helps free us from the idea that the use of language is grounded
 in   semantic facts which are conceptually prior to that use and which 
serve to explain it (something I say more about in Chapter 6 and the 
afterword) and helps us look at it in a way that   illuminates the role 
of its semantic properties more clearly. Moreover, it is possible, at 
least   to a certain extent, to conceive of the motley of linguistic 
practices on this model, which is   all that is necessary for it to 
serve its heuristic purpose. What one should not do—and what   
Wittgenstein does not do—is to try to turn it into a theory in the 
substantive sense he rejects. 
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 other unfold within a long-standing (albeit contingent and vulnerable) 
  framework of familiar patterns of activity and ways of living 
immediately   recognizable by all and to which they respond in ways that
 are not only   similar but also recognizable as such by the rest of the
 community. His   own attraction to a vision of human life constituted 
by families of shared   and mutually recognizable activities or forms of
 life (an attraction probably rendered all the stronger by a sense of 
isolation verging on the solipsistic  26 )
 was a strong one, often taking the form of an almost sentimental 
antipathy toward the abstract and reflective—witness, for example, the  
 vehemence of his efforts to persuade his students to forgo 
philosophical   careers in favor of manual jobs like working on a ranch 
or a farm.  27 This   sentimentalized idea
 of the social may best be thought of as an occasional   manifestation 
of the peculiarities of Wittgenstein's temperament; but   there is 
nothing inherent in a vision of language and thought as situated   
essentially in a context of shared social activity that precludes the 
reflective and theoretical. As Hilary Putnam once remarked, apropos of 
Wittgenstein's hostility toward it, "Philosophy may be a backwater, but 
it's   still part of the stream of life."  28

 A vision of authentic human life as constituted in large part by shared
   social activities is not simply a temperamental affinity of 
Wittgenstein's;   it also supplies a way of conceiving of language and 
thought and is part of   a view about how language and thought are 
possible. I remarked earlier   that his interest in the notion of a game
 is due not merely to the peculiarities of that particular concept but 
also to the ways in which that concept   (and the concept of family 
resemblances to which it gives rise) allows us   to think of such 
linguistic activities as asserting, judging, reporting, commanding, 
questioning, chatting, and recounting—namely, as "part[s] of   an 
activity, or of a form of life" (PI,  23 
 ). To call them "language-games"   is to emphasize that it is possible,
 at least to some extent, to think of them   as activities that are 
independent of any semantic or extralinguistic significance they might 
have, and that activities of these kinds are bound to- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 26] 26 	 This element of Wittgenstein's personality emerges quite clearly in Ray Monk's biography, Ludwig Wittgenstein: The Duty of Genius ( New York: Macmillan, 1990). 
	 [bookmark: 27] 27 	 Malcolm, Ludwig Wittgenstein: A Memoir, 29. 
	 [bookmark: 28] 28 	 If memory serves me correctly, Putnam made this remark in a seminar at Harvard in 1967. 
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 gether by overlapping similarities rather than a common component. To  
 call them activities is to emphasize that they can be taught and 
mastered,   that there are ways of going about them that are more or 
less correct and   incorrect, and that they "are as much a part of our 
natural history as walking, eating, drinking, playing" (PI,  25  ). 

 But the idea of shared social activities does not simply supply a model
   for thinking about language; it is also part of an account 
Wittgenstein   seems to offer of how language and thought are possible. 
Of course, the   attribution of such a constructive view to him will be 
resisted by many philosophers; but as I have already indicated, his 
rejection of the kind of   philosophical theory of the essential nature
 of thought and language need   not include a rejection of an 
investigation into the circumstances in which   linguistic and 
conceptual activities take place and on which they depend.   There are 
numerous places where Wittgenstein tries to bring out the extent to 
which semantic and mentalistic notions we might otherwise take   for 
granted actually presuppose an elaborate "stage setting" of shared   
practices and judgments. Thus in section 30 of the Investigations
 he observes, "One has already to know (or be able to do) something in 
order to   be capable of asking a thing's name"—though just what one has
 to know   or be able to do may not be entirely clear. Later in Investigations he elaborates this thought in the context of the private language argument, which   I take up in Chapter 6: 
 
 When one says "He gave a name to his sensation" one forgets that a 
great   deal of stage setting is presupposed if the mere act of naming 
is to make   sense. And when we speak of someone's having given a name 
to pain, what   is presupposed is the existence of the grammar of the 
word "pain"; it shows   the post where the new word is stationed. (257) 
 

 And in sections 241-242 (important passages to which I return in 
Chapter 6), he rejects the suggestion that human agreement determines 
what   is true and false, maintaining instead that for people to say things to   which the concepts of truth and falsity apply, there has to be agreement in   "judgments" and "in the language they use," which he calls an agreement   in "form of life"—a requirement explicitly extended to mentalistic concepts later on: 
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 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  )  29
 

 These then are some elements of what I am calling Wittgenstein's 
constructive vision: by virtue of a complex equilibrium, in a social 
setting, between human verbal and nonverbal activity on the one hand and
 human   responses to that activity on the other, the things people do 
and say somehow show, exhibit, or manifest semantic and mental 
properties that those   who share in these forms of life are capable of 
recognizing. In the ensuing   chapters I shall explore these themes in 
more detail. But first I want to   conclude this chapter by noting some 
similarities and differences between   this way of thinking about 
Wittgenstein and ways that have been suggested by John McDowell and Cora
 Diamond. 
 In his 1991 Locke Lectures, Mind and World,
 McDowell associates   Wittgenstein with an outlook he terms, as noted 
above, "naturalized platonism," which resembles the view I want to 
ascribe to him in significant respects, though it also differs from it 
in at least one important way. McDowell insists that attributing this 
outlook to Wittgenstein is not at odds with   his denial that 
Wittgenstein puts forward any positive theses, although as   I have 
suggested, the issue here seems more terminological than substantive.  30
 According to naturalized platonism, the notions characteristic of   the
 Kantian "realm of spontaneity" or reason, including in particular 
notions of meaning and mentality, can be located within the natural 
order   (by contrast with a "rampant platonism" that assigns to them a 
"supernatural" status) by expanding our conception of nature to 
encompass what   McDowell calls "second nature." "Bald naturalism," 
which he rejects, regards such notions as legitimate only to the extent 
that they can be understood in the terms of a natural science confined 
to what he calls the "realm   of law" ( Quine's broadly physicalistic 
outlook would be a naturalism of   this kind). But on the expanded 
conception of nature, a conception that 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 29] 29 	 Here again, Erscheinungen, which Anscombe translates as "phenomena," might better be   translated as "appearances." 
	 [bookmark: 30] 30 	 In his review of McDowell's book in the Times Literary Supplement,
 November 25, 1994,   12-13, P. F. Strawson also takes issue with the 
claim that the view developed there should   not be thought of as a 
constructive thesis. 
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 allows that we are wholly natural creatures or animals, meaning and 
mentality are themselves aspects of the natural order, aspects to which,
 "when   a decent upbringing initiates us into the relevant ways of 
thinking, our   eyes are opened."  31

 McDowell would presumably resist the suggestion that there is a 
difference in the factual status of features of what he calls the "realm
 of law,"   which corresponds to the "disenchanted" conception of nature
 bequeathed us by the scientific revolution, and those features of the 
expanded natural order to which "our eyes are opened" by a suitable 
upbringing. But the difference is there to be noted, if one wishes to 
label it   as such, and McDowell's realm of law seems to me to include 
what I am   suggesting Wittgenstein regards as facts in an ordinary and 
uncontroversial sense (though I am wary of the label "realm of law," 
with its implication that these features of the world are all subsumable
 under natural   laws). But McDowell also wants to insist that the 
aspects of meaning and   mentality which, on his reading of 
Wittgenstein, we are capable of coming to recognize are perfectly 
objective and "autonomous" and that this autonomy cannot be reconciled 
with a reading of Wittgenstein that takes   them to depend in an 
important way on social interactions.  32 
Rather, the   social order figures in our coming to possess the 
capacities to discern these   aspects of nature only by supplying the 
sort of "upbringing" that actualizes our potential to acquire these 
conceptual capacities as we mature; and   its relation to them is thus a
 contingent one.  33

 I do not think that the idea that meaning is autonomous is compromised 
by maintaining, as I believe Wittgenstein does, that it is socially   
constituted in a much stronger sense; and in what follows I shall try to
 ex- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 31] 31 	 McDowell, Mind and World, 82. 
	 [bookmark: 32] 32 	
 Ibid., 92-93. What McDowell says about the relation of meaning to 
social interactions is   open to more than one interpretation. I am 
reading him to hold that assigning any role to   social 
interactions in the constitution of meaning threatens the latter's 
autonomy. But he   may object only to the view, which he attributes to 
Crispin Wright and others, that what renders an assertion or judgment 
correct is the community's ratification of it. If it is only this   view
 he means to reject, then I fully agree with him. 
	 [bookmark: 33] 33 	
 This view of the relation between the social order and our conceptual 
capacities resembles   Fogelin's interpretation of the private language 
argument, which he calls the "training argument" ( Wittgenstein, 
175-179). On this interpretation, the strongest conclusion Wittgenstein 
is entitled to draw is that as a matter of contingent fact these 
capacities can be acquired   only as a result of training in a social 
setting. 
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 plain why. For now, though, I simply want to endorse McDowell's 
characterization of our relation to it as one of recognition or "having 
one's eyes   opened," as well as his insistence that this sort of 
response should not be   thought of as characterizable in a noncircular 
way that does not appeal to   what it is a recognition of.  34

 This last point bears on an insightful discussion by Cora Diamond of   
Wittgenstein's attitude toward verification, in which she considers an 
example of Hilary Putnam's.  35 Putnam 
imagines that in the seventeenth century certain strange bones were 
discovered, which we have now established, using our current dating 
techniques, to be a million years old. If   someone in the seventeenth 
century had speculated about their age and   had entertained the idea 
that the bones were a million years old, the person would, Putnam 
claims, have been right, even though at that time   there were no
 practices and techniques that would have rendered the sentence 'The 
bones are a million years old' assertible. There is thus a difference 
between the seventeenth-century use of that sentence and our use of   
it; and Putnam's example is directed against what he regards as the sort
 of   "pseudo-Wittgensteinian" view that ties meaning to use so directly
 that   the seventeenth-century speculator could not have meant by the 
sentence   what we mean by it and so could not have been right (in our sense) in   such speculation. 

 Diamond's concern is to bring out what she regards as a genuine 
"verificationist" element in Wittgenstein's thought, an element that is 
nevertheless compatible with Putnam's way of describing his example. In Investigations,
 353, Wittgenstein suggests that how a sentence can be   verified is 
part of what he calls its "grammar"; and Diamond's interpretation of 
this element of Wittgenstein's thought is that grammar shows what
   we are talking about. Since grammar in Wittgenstein's sense includes 
central aspects of its use, Diamond's point could also be put by saying 
that ac- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 34] 34 	 McDowell, Mind and World, 166-170. 
	 [bookmark: 35] 35 	 Cora Diamond, " How Old Are These Bones? Putnam, Wittgenstein, and Verification,"   published as "Que tan viejos son estos huesos? Putnam, Wittgenstein y la verificacion," in   the Mexican journal Dianoia: Annuario de Filosofia,
 no. 38 ( 1993): 115-142. Diamond's   paper is written in response to an
 unpublished paper by Hilary Putnam, "Newton in His   Time and Ours: 
Will the Real Richard Rorty Please Stand Up?" My references to Diamond's
 paper are to the original English manuscript. I am grateful to her for 
correcting   some of my misunderstandings of her view, though I suspect 
that many still persist. 
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 cording to Wittgenstein, the use of a sentence shows what it means. And
   the similarities we recognize between the seventeenth-century use of 
  'The bones are a million years old' and our use of that sentence may 
indeed lead us to say, as Putnam claims, that it meant the same thing 
then as   now and that the speculator would have been right. 

 This is very close to the position concerning the relation between 
meaning and use I take Wittgenstein to have held; but Diamond goes on 
amplify it in ways that suggest to me some differences in emphasis. She 
  allows that it is part of our practice "to ascribe the same beliefs as
 ours to   people whose lives with the words we take to express those 
beliefs are very   different from ours," calling it "a striking and 
significant human phenomenon."  36 But she
 objects to Putnam's claim "that there are important ideas   about 
sameness of meaning, ideas that Wittgenstein does not call into   
question, which support our practices."  37

 It is not entirely clear what Putnam's claim here amounts to. If it is 
  meant to suggest that there are facts about sameness of meaning and 
belief which are independent of our practices of making such 
ascriptions,   which lie "beyond" them, and to which those practices are
 answerable,   then she is surely right to refuse to attribute this idea
 to Wittgenstein. But   this is not the only way of understanding 
Putnam's claim. It may also be   taken to suggest that describing people
 whose lives differ in significant   ways from ours as sharing meanings 
and beliefs with us is a way—perhaps   the only way—of 
characterizing our attitude toward them or our response   to what they 
do, with this attitude or response being given voice in our   practice 
of ascribing to them beliefs and meanings that are the same as   ours. 
In other words, Putnam may be suggesting that ascriptions of sameness of
 meaning to the words of people whose use of them differs somewhat from 
our own may be part of the form our own practice with those   words takes. In any event, this is what Diamond thinks he should say; and   I think she is right to do so. 

 Diamond holds that what we are doing in attributing beliefs and 
meanings to people whose lives differ from ours is "making connections 
between activities of thought and talk which are different in certain 
ways" in   response to our recognition of resemblances and similarities 
between 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 36] 36 	 Diamond, "How Old Are These Bones?"13. 
	 [bookmark: 37] 37 	 Ibid., 14. 
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 Yet at times she tends to treat the attributions   themselves as 
somewhat conventional and arbitrary, not in the sense that   different 
attributions are optional for or intelligible to us, but rather that   
such attributions are mere verbal responses to similarities and 
resemblances that might, were we different, be recognized in the same 
way and   yet be responded to in different terms. Wittgenstein's way of 
thinking   about the connection between how we describe or conceptualize
 a set of   items or practices and the way we perceive or regard them 
does not seem   to me to be as loose or as thin as this. Responding to 
other people's use of   language by thinking of them as meaning the same
 things as we do has a   kind of directness about it comparable with 
seeing a figure in a certain way   or as exhibiting a certain aspect—a 
notion that Wittgenstein regards as important because of the light he 
thinks it sheds on the concept of " 'experiencing the meaning of a word'
 " (PI, p. 214). There can be, no doubt, similarities or resemblances in
 some sense between any group of things. But   the similarities we are struck
 by between, say, the faces of the members of   a certain family may not
 be characterizable other than by saying that they   all share the 
Churchill face; and the only way we may be able to register   the 
resemblances we regard as significant or salient between a certain   
range of activities may be to say that they are all games. 
Wittgenstein's   point, of course, is that such descriptions need not be
 backed by some   property common to the items so described; but this 
does not mean that   we can pry the description or conceptualization 
loose from the similarities   it registers, leaving our recognition of 
the latter intact. In the many areas   where Wittgenstein speaks of a 
certain phenomenon as showing or exhibiting something, there is 
typically a sense of such an intimate connection   between the 
phenomenon and what it shows or exhibits that we may be   tempted 
(mistakenly) to equate the two. I want to turn to some of these   areas 
next. 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 38] 38 	 Ibid., 15. 
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 The Pervasiveness of
 Showing and Seeing   
 The ocular metaphor of showing lies at the heart of the Tractatus: a proposition shows
 or displays its sense or truth-condition and says that objects   in the
 world stand to one another in the way the proposition shows them   as 
standing. The representational or depictive relation between language   
and the world is what Wittgenstein calls an "internal" one (TLP, 4.014‐ 
  4.015), and it holds by virtue of a pictorial form shared by a 
proposition   and the state of affairs it depicts. The dichotomy between
 what language   shows and what it says is a strict one—"What can be shown, cannot
 be   said" (TLP, 4.1212)—and as a consequence, propositions and their 
semantic aspects, including their senses and pictorial forms, are 
incapable   of description. 
 In Chapter 2 I discussed some of the details of the Tractatus'
 theory of   linguistic representation, as well as some of the reasons 
that led Wittgenstein to abandon it. But it is my contention that the 
central visual themes   of showing and seeing continued to inform his 
thinking about language   and mentality in philosophically significant 
ways. I am not suggesting, of   course, that the picture theory of the 
elementary proposition itself and its   attendant strict dichotomy 
between showing and saying survive intact in   his later writings. But I
 do contend that he continued to think that most   of our talk about 
meaning and mentality—talk that is perfectly legitimate   and even banal
 in its own right—cannot be construed as descriptive of the   
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 straightforwardly factual but must instead be understood as indicating 
  things that are shown, exhibited, or manifested by the phenomena to   
which it alludes. The idea that saying something can be fruitfully 
likened   to presenting a picture is one that continued to exert a 
powerful hold on   Wittgenstein. For instance, in Philosophical Grammar,
 composed   shortly after his return to philosophy, he remarks that "the
 understanding   of a sentence can also be compared with what we call 
understanding a picture" (PG, 42), a comparison he regards as compatible
 with thinking of   understanding a sentence as similar to understanding
 a piece of music   (PG, 41) and as knowing how to use it (PG, 47). 
While he criticizes the   Tractatus' particular account of "the 
pictorial character of thought" (PG,   163) for positing "an agreement 
of form" (PG, 163) between thought and   reality, he repeatedly compares
 propositions to pictures of different types   (still life, portrait, 
genre, historical [PG, 42, 164]), and many of these   comparisons recur 
in nearly the same form in the Investigations (for example, the 
comparison to a still life recurs in PI, 526, and that with 
understanding a musical theme, in PI, 527). That saying something can be
 likened to presenting a picture; that understanding a sentence can be  
 likened to recognizing a picture; that it is in the use of language 
that this   presentation takes place; and that it is in the observation 
of the use that   this recognition occurs—these are characteristic 
themes of Wittgenstein's later thought, themes that I contend can 
already be found in the   Tractatus, though often in an incipient and undeveloped form.  1

 Just how pervasive these visual motifs are is suggested by 
Wittgenstein's   choice of vocabulary alone. For instance, in Hans Kaal 
and Alastair McKin- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 1] 1 	
 'The continuing attraction for Wittgenstein of the idea of the 
pictorial character of propositions and thoughts has been argued 
forcefully by Hintikka and Hintikka, Investigating Wittgenstein, 
225-236. Their reading of his later philosophy is in many respects quite
 similar to   the one I am developing here. In particular, they hold 
that the semantic relations between   language and the world are 
"constituted" by "language-games," yet remain ineffable. This   seems to
 me to be very close to the claim that a sentence's semantic properties,
 including its   truth-conditions, are shown by its use but are not 
constituted by any straightforward facts.   They maintain, however, that
 Wittgenstein continued to posit a commonality of pictorial   form 
between language-in-use and the world, an idea that is part of the 
picture theory of elementary propositions which I have argued he 
abandoned. Their view of the relation between the Tractatus and 
the later work also differs in other respects from mine, because, as   
discussed in Chapter 2, they maintain a purely phenomenal interpretation
 of the Tractatus.   I shall return to some of these differences in Chapter 6. 
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                 non's concordance to the Investigations,  2 the largest number of entries   are, not surprisingly, those for sagen (say), with about 750, and Wort
   (word), with about 650; but after those, the number of entries for 
words   with visual connotations is striking, with over 350 entries for sehen (see),   over 250 forBild (picture), and about 200 entries for zeigen (show) and 100   for Vorstellung
 (image). Of course, many of these occurrences are merely   idiomatic, 
but a large number are of deliberate philosophical significance. 

 The extent to which Wittgenstein's later thought is permeated by these 
  ocular themes is obscured to some extent by the standard translations 
of   his later works. Anscombe's translation of the Investigations
 is on the   whole accurate; yet she renders some German words in ways 
that, though   defensible, tend to reduce or eliminate their visual 
connotations. Zeigen,   for instance, though usually translated 
as "show," is also translated as   "come out" in such important sections
 as 287 ("How does it come out   what the object of my pity is?"); 559 
("The function [of a word] must   come out in operating with the word");
 and 590 ("But now we must ask:   'How does it come out that he has 
learnt [the meaning of an expression]?' "). Similarly, äußern 
(exhibit, manifest, show) is sometimes translated as "express"—for 
example, in section 302 ("but the subject of pain   is the person who 
gives it expression") and on page 207 ("When my understanding of a theme
 is expressed by my whistling it ..."). Perhaps most   misleading to my 
mind is Anscombe's tendency to translate Erscheinung,   a word 
most naturally rendered as "appearance," as "phenomenon." Although 
"phenomenon" has a technical philosophical usage corresponding to 
"appearance" ("saving the phenomena"), its ordinary sense is   closer to
 "subject matter" ("the phenomena under consideration"). The   
translation of "Erscheinung" as "phenomenon" thus obscures the import   
of such passages as Investigations, page 174, where Wittgenstein 
remarks   that "the appearances [Erscheinungen] of hope are modes of 
this complicated form of life," and page 211, where he pointedly 
distinguishes between being struck by a likeness and "the appearances 
[Erscheinungen]   of being struck," maintaining that only the latter are
 "what happens."   The relation between a mental state and its 
appearance is a very important   one, and I shall return to it below in 
Section 3 and in the next chapter. 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 2] 2 	 Hans Kaal and Alastair McKinnon, Concordance to Wittgenstein's "Philosophische Untersuchungen" ( Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1975). 
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 In this chapter I want to examine three specific instances of the 
visual   motif in Wittgenstein's later work: his remarks on the way in 
which a gesture or an arrow indicates a direction, his extended 
discussion of aspect‐   seeing, and his characterization of mathematical
 proofs as pictures.   Taken in isolation, the philosophical 
significance of these discussions (particularly the first two) may not 
be entirely obvious. Yet Wittgenstein   clearly indicates that their 
importance lies in how they help us better understand semantic and 
mentalistic notions; and in each case I shall attempt to situate them in
 that context. In addition, I hope that these specific instances will 
help us unpack Wittgenstein's ocular metaphors and   discover just what 
his notions of showing, exhibiting, and seeing involve.   Then in the 
next chapter I shall turn to a more extended examination of   the 
manifestation of mental states and the allied notion of criteria. 
    1. A Sense of Direction   

 A recurring visual motif in Wittgenstein's writing is a gesture or 
arrow   that indicates or points in a certain direction. In section 185 
of the Investigationshe says of a person who responds to the order "+2" in a deviant   manner: 
 
 Such a case would present similarities with one in which a person 
naturally reacted to the gesture of pointing with the hand by looking in
 the direction of the line from finger-tip to wrist, not from wrist to 
finger-tip. 
 
 And in section 454 he writes: 
  "Everything is already there in...." How does it come about that this   arrow → points?
 Doesn't it seem to carry in it something besides itself?—   "No, not 
the dead line on paper; only the psychical thing, the meaning, can   do 
that."—That is both true and false. The arrow points only in the 
application that a living being makes of it. 
 This pointing is not a hocus-pocus which can be performed only by the   soul. 
 

 What Wittgenstein says about these examples themselves derives its 
significance from the context in which they occur. The remark about the 
gesture occurs in the context of the extended discussion of 
rule-following   that is the focus of Kripke's reading. The passage 
about the arrow is imme
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 diately preceded by remarks about seeing the mental state of 
expectation   and immediately followed by remarks concerning what it is 
to mean something, in which it is likened to "going up to someone" (PI, 
455, 457). 
 There are other passages in which the same motifs occur in similar contexts. Investigations, 86 presents two schemata for determining the objects signified by the signs of the language-game of the builders in Investigations, 2 ("block," "pillar," "slab," "beam") in the form of two arrays of   arrows:   

 and   

 Here we are to imagine the signs written on the left and pictures of 
the signified stones on the right. This example is finite, but we could 
use a similar figure to illustrate a quus-like interpretation of the 
order " +2":   
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 the expression "and so on ad   infinitum," meant to indicate how a rule
 is to be followed or a progression   continued, is said to be 
replaceable by a gesture and to have "a function   comparable to that of
 pointing to an object or a place." 
 
There are numerous other places in which gestures, arrows, or   pointing
 are invoked as analogies to meaning a word, expression, or sentence in a
 certain way: Investigations, 550 likens negation to a gesture,  
 and on page 231 it is suggested that the narrative past tense could be 
indicated by a gesture. Investigations, 661-693 contains a 
discussion of   "meaning him" in which it is likened to "aiming at him" 
(PI, 689, 691)   and assimilated as well to following a rule. Such 
comparisons are not peculiar to the later writings but are already to be
 found in the Tractatus,   where Wittgenstein says of a picture 
(or proposition) that "it reaches right   out to [reality]" (TLP, 
2.1511), going on to describe the correlations between a picture's (or 
proposition's) elements with objects as "the feelers of   the picture's 
elements, with which the picture touches reality" (TLP,   2.1515). 
 How might we describe the salient features of the arrow of Investigations,
 454? We might say that it was black; that it was about one-quarter of  
 an inch long; that lines about one-sixteenth of an inch long and 
diverging   above and below the horizontal line at angles of about 
forty-five degrees   met at its right end; and that it pointed to the 
right. (A comparable description could be given of a gesture.) The first
 three elements of this description refer to intrinsic properties of the
 arrow but the last evidently   does not. The question of how the arrow 
manages to point is apposite because the figure on the paper in 
and of itself can seem "dead," that is, its   pointing to the right—its 
"life," as it were—is not a property on a par with   and additional to 
the first three enumerated above. The temptation, then,   is to equate 
the arrow's pointing with some "psychical" accompaniment of   the 
figure, some "hocus-pocus" of the soul. This, too, Wittgenstein rejects.
 Instead, the direction the arrow points or indicates depends on "the   
application that a living being makes of it" or on how we use or 
naturally   respond to it. We look at the arrow and see that it points 
to the right; but   this is what we see only because we naturally 
respond to or apply the figure   in certain ways. It is conceivable that
 a person might naturally react or respond to it in a different way, as 
Wittgenstein suggests about the gesture   
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                 of Investigations, 185. If so, he might see that it points in a different direction or that it points in no direction at all. 
 The remarks of Investigations, 454 are echoes of remarks a few passages earlier concerning the meaning of linguistic signs, orders, and sentences: 
  Every sign by itself seems dead. What gives it its life?—In use it is alive.   Is life breathed into it there?—Or is the use its life? (PI, 432) 

 If it is asked: "How do sentences manage to represent?"—the answer   
might be: "Don't you know? You certainly see it, when you use them." For
   nothing is concealed. (PI, 435) 
 

 Here again the sign's "life"—its meaning or representing something—is  
 neither a property intrinsic to it ("why, [it] is nothing but sounds, 
ink   marks" [PI, 431]) nor an ethereal concomitant "breathed into it." 
It represents something because of what is done with it (which includes,
 presumably, how that use is responded to); and what it represents it 
shown by   that use. 
 The idea that a 
sign's meaning something cannot be equated with its   having a certain 
mental accompaniment is, of course, a familiar theme of   
Wittgenstein's, but his reasons for it are subtle. The rejected 
accompaniments are typically characterized in an almost supernatural 
fashion: "the   psychical thing" (PI, 454), "a hocus-pocus" of the soul 
(PI, 454), something "breathed into it" (PI, 432), "this superlative 
fact" (PI, 192), "the   yet uncomprehended process in the yet unexplored
 medium" (PI, 308).   The objection to them is not so much that they are
 mental processes,   events, or states as that they are processes, events,
 or states and as such   are incapable of constituting a sign's meaning 
something because nothing   can (which is why they would have to be 
magical to do so): 
  Meaning is not a process which accompanies a word. For no process   could have the consequences of meaning. (PI, p. 218) 
 
 This remark occurs earlier in section 820 of Last Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology
 in a discussion of what turns the words "a friend" into   an allusion 
to a particular person. Wittgenstein asserts that "nothing hap
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 pened which turned them into it" (LWPP, 818)—not on the grounds   that 
no idea or mental concomitant actually occurred but because "there   are
 signs which show that I meant him" in the way that a 
glance can show   it and that any accompanying "idea too [would be] no 
more than such a   sign" (LWPP, 818). I take the point to be that a 
sign's meaning is something inherently shown by its use, by an 
accompanying glance or gesture—or even by an accompanying image or 
idea—rather than an intrinsic property of the sign, of its use, or of 
any potential accompaniment,   and that it depends on how these are 
responded or reacted to. As Wittgenstein remarks in Investigations, 673, "The mental attitude doesn't   'accompany' what is said in the way in which a gesture accompanies   it." 

 Related directional motifs include the comparison between rules and   
lines and between the beginning of an infinite series and "a visible 
section   of rails laid invisibly to infinity" in Investigations,
 218. Both are apt to   elicit expressions like, " 'But surely you can 
see ... ?' " (PI, 231), which   Wittgenstein describes as "the 
characteristic expression of someone who   is under the compulsion of a 
rule" (PI, 231) and who thus finds it natural   to answer, respond, or 
continue in one way and no other. His qualms   about such comparisons 
and forms of expression are that they can encourage a "mythological" 
description or picture of some fact or property in   which the entire 
application of the rule or continuation of the line is contained (PI, 
221, 222, 228). He is not troubled by the infinitary nature of   the 
example; indeed, in Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics, V,
   36, he traces the notion of an infinite line to the idea "which we 
learn even   as children that a straight line has no end," remarks that 
"I do not know   that this idea has ever given anyone any difficulty," 
and goes on to speak   disparagingly of finitism (a view with which he 
is sometimes wrongly associated). 
 The
 visual examples we have been considering—gestures, arrows, and   
lines—are typically seen, responded to, or applied in only one way,   
though it is conceivable that this should have been otherwise. Some of 
the   morals Wittgenstein seems to draw from them emerge more clearly in
 his   discussion of aspect-seeing, in which it is typically possible to
 see the phenomena in question in a variety of different ways. 
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 Wittgenstein's most sustained exploration of a visual theme is his 
discussion of aspect-seeing, consisting of remarks written in Ross's 
Hotel in   Dublin in 1948-1949, collected in Last Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology, and incorporated in an abridged and revised form into part 2 of   the Investigations.
 Many have found this discussion hard to relate to the   more prominent 
themes of part I and of Wittgenstein's other writings—   Fogelin, for 
instance, describes it as "perplexing."  3 
Yet although these   writings are among his latest, the topic is one 
that engaged him early on,   for it makes its first appearance in Tractatus, 5.5423, where he remarks   that "there are two possible ways of seeing the figure   


 as a cube." The context is significant, for the example is intended to 
illustrate his assertion, "To perceive a complex means to perceive that 
its constituents are related to one another in such and such a way" 
(TLP,   5.5423). Recall that propositions are pictures and that "what 
constitutes   a picture is that its elements are related to one another 
in a determinate   way" (TLP, 2.14). Facts, too, consist of elements 
(objects) related to one   another in certain ways; moreover, "a picture
 is a fact" (TLP, 2.141).   Wittgenstein remarks that in seeing the cube
 in two different ways, "we really see two different facts" (TLP, 
5.5423); and if we think of the diagram   as a propositional sign (and 
the passage is part of a discussion of propositional form), we could 
also say that the two different ways of seeing it correspond to seeing 
or grasping two different propositions. And since a   proposition is 
just the expression of a thought that can be perceived by the   senses 
(TLP, 3.1), the different ways of seeing the cube correspond as   well 
to perceiving the expression of two different thoughts. 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 3] 3 	 Fogelin, Wittgenstein, 201. 

  -80- 




[bookmark: 103736495] 
                 There are echoes of some of these Tractarian themes in the later discussions of aspect-seeing—for instance, page 212 of the Investigations contains this remark: 
 
 It is almost as if 'seeing the sign in this context' were the echo of a
 thought.   "The echo of a thought in sight"—one would like to say. 
 

 And a few pages later we find the observation that "a sentence can 
strike   me as like a painting in words, and the very individual word in
 the sentence as like a picture" (PI, p. 215). These semantic analogies 
are hardly   surprising, for while it seems obvious that the topic 
fascinated him in its   own right, Wittgenstein explicitly states that 
the philosophical significance of the notion of aspect-seeing is its 
connection with semantic issues:   "The importance of this concept lies 
in the connexion between the concepts 'seeing an aspect' and 
'experiencing the meaning of a word' " (PI, p.   214)—a remark that 
occurs in the context of a discussion of ways of seeing   the same kind 
of schematic cube displayed in the Tractatus. 

 In seeing the schematic cube in different ways, it is natural to say 
that   one sees its elements organized differently or as bearing 
different spatial   relations to one another (LWPP, 445-446). By 
"spatial relations" here,   Wittgenstein is evidently referring to the 
three-dimensional relations one   sees the elements of pictured cube as 
bearing to one another, rather than   the two-dimensional relations 
between the parts of the diagram on the   page. Similarly, when one sees
 Joseph Jastrow's celebrated figure as a   duck, it is natural to say 
that one sees its elements organized differently   


 from when one sees it as a rabbit. We might even say rather fancifully 
that   when one sees it as a duck, one sees its elements as bearing anatine relations to one another, whereas when one sees it as a rabbit, one sees them   in leporine relations to one another. In another striking echo of the   Tractatus, Wittgenstein characterizes the dawning or the noticing of an   aspect as the perception of an "internal relation": 
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 What I perceive in the dawning of an aspect is not a property of the 
object,   but an internal relation between it and other objects. (PI, p.
 212) 
 
 The negative 
import of this remark is that the organization I perceive the   figure 
to have, the anatine or leporine relations between its parts, is not a  
 property of it on a par with, say, its color and shape. And 
Wittgenstein   elsewhere explicitly denies that the way a figure is seen
 to be organized is   comparable with such genuine properties, asserting
 that to treat it as such   is to posit an occult "inner object": 
 
 If you put the 'organization' of a visual impression on a level with 
colors   and shapes, you are proceeding from the idea of the visual 
impression as an   inner object. Of course this makes this object into a
 chimera, a queerly   shifting construction. For the similarity to a 
picture is now impaired. (PI,   p. 196) 
 

 Shortly thereafter he says that the fact that "the only possible 
expression   of our experience" of how a figure is organized is the 
models or comparisons we can make of it "by itself wrecks the comparison
 of 'organization'   with color and shape" (PI, p. 196). And the version
 of this observation in   Last Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology is followed immediately by   a striking remark: 
 
 Indeed, I confess, nothing seems more possible to me than that people  
 some day will come to the definite opinion that there is no copy in 
either the   physiological or the nervous systems which corresponds to a
 particular   thought, or a particular idea, or memory. (LWPP, 504) 
 

 Given the context, the implication seems to be that what is particular 
  about an impression, thought, idea, or memory is what he has been 
calling its "organization." And in suggesting that nothing physiological
 corresponds to this particularizing feature, Wittgenstein seems to be 
indicating that it is not the sort of real or factual property to which,
   presumably, there are such physiological correspondents. 
 In the second part of the remark from page 212 of the Investigations,
   Wittgenstein says that instead of perceiving a property of the 
figure, in   seeing it a certain way I perceive an "internal relation 
between it and other   objects." This is surely a deliberate echo of the
 Tractatus, and perhaps on   
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 that account he seems ambivalent about it ("Does 'seeing an aspect' 
mean   that one perceives the internal relation? What is there in me 
that speaks   against this?" [LWPP, 506]). Nevertheless, the 
characterization occurs   several times before and after in Last Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology (492, 516, 733). Now, in the Tractatus
 an internal relation is the   sort of depictive relation that holds 
between language and the world, between a proposition and a state of 
affairs, or between "a gramophone record, the musical idea, the written 
notes, and the sound waves" (TLP,   4.014). But the internal relation 
between a depiction and what it depicts   is not a factual one and hence
 cannot be described or represented by propositions but instead can only
 be seen or apprehended (TLP, 4.122). Also   characteristic of internal 
relations, it is "unthinkable" that things that   stand in such a 
relation should not do so (TLP, 4.123). 

 This way of characterizing what one apprehends in seeing an aspect—   
and Wittgenstein does not disallow the characterization, although as   
usual he is wary about its being misconstrued—is thus strikingly 
reminiscent of his account of propositions in the Tractatus. In 
seeing Jastrow's   figure (a propositional sign) as a picture of a 
rabbit (as a proposition), one   apprehends its elements in leporine 
relations (pictorial relations) to one   another. Yet this is not to 
perceive a factual property of it but amounts to   apprehending an 
internal relation of resemblance between what one sees   (the 
proposition) and a generic rabbit (a state of affairs), such that it is 
"unthinkable" that one should see exactly what one does and yet not see 
it as   resembling, or as a picture of, a rabbit at all. 

 But the internal relation one comes to perceive between the figure and a
   rabbit is not on a par with the straightforwardly factual relations 
between   them either. The figure may be, for instance, one-twentieth as
 wide as a   typical rabbit and is straightforwardly describable as 
such. But that it resembles one is brought out by applications and comparisons: 
 
 If I saw the duck-rabbit as a rabbit, then I saw: these shapes and 
colors   (I give them in detail)—and I saw something like this: and here
 I point to a   number of different pictures of rabbits.—This shews the 
difference between the concepts. (PI, pp. 196-197) 
 
 The idea that how a figure is seen is tied to how it is applied or used actually occurs much earlier in the Investigations: 
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 will in general use it in this   way, and whoever sees it otherwise in 
another way. For example, if you see   the schematic drawing of a cube 
as a plane figure you will, perhaps, carry   out the order "Bring me 
something like this" differently from someone who   sees the picture 
three-dimensionally. (PI,  74  ) 
 
 The point is not that how one sees it can be identified with using it in a certain way; and the way Wittgenstein later puts it is that " 'Now he's seeing   it like this', 'now that that' would only be said of someone capable
 of making certain applications of the figure quite freely" (PI, p. 
208). Shortly I   shall argue that to put it this way is to claim that 
the applications show   how he sees it or that they constitute 
the criteria for his seeing it a certain   way. This is a thought 
already present in the Tractatus: 
  What signs fail to express, their application shows. What signs slur over,   their application says clearly. (TLP, 3.262) 
 

 Of course, we do see things in certain ways: we perceive Jastrow's 
figure as a duck, and in so doing we apprehend the anatine relations 
between   its elements and the resemblance it bears to real ducks. These
 are perfectly legitimate things to say. But to put these internal 
properties and relations on a par with the straightforwardly factual 
properties of the figure   and the relations it bears to other objects 
is to produce a "chimera, a   queerly shifting construction" (PI, p. 
196), or to posit the kind of supernatural image which magically 
dictates how it is to be apprehended and   which Wittgenstein dismisses 
in Investigations, 389: 
 
 "The image must be more like its object than any picture. For, however 
  like I make the picture to what it is supposed to represent, it can 
always be   the picture of something else as well. But it is essential 
to the image that it   is the image of this and of nothing else." Thus one might come to regard   the image as a super-likeness. 
 
 That it is "essential" to the posited image " 'that it is the image of this and   of nothing else' " recalls the Tractatus'
 claim that it is "unthinkable" that   a representation and what it 
represents should not bear the internal relation of one to the other 
that they do (TLP, 4.123). But on the contrary,   
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 Wittgenstein seems to suggest, how an actual image or figure is seen is
   something exhibited or manifested by what, as a matter of contingent 
  fact, we do with it. 
    3. Seeing an Aspect: What Is It to See One?   

 The other focus of Wittgenstein's discussion of aspect-seeing is on the
   state itself. He explicitly says that his interest is conceptual—"We 
are interested in the concept and its place among the concepts of 
experience"   (PI, p. 193; LWPP, 435)—rather than scientific and that 
the "causes [of   the experience of the dawning of an aspect] are of 
interest to psychologists, but not to me" (LWPP, 434). And in fact, 
despite the amount of attention Wittgenstein devotes to it, his 
discussions of aspect-seeing and   other perceptual topics have had 
relatively little impact on experimental   psychology— M. J. Morgan, for
 instance, remarks that "Wittgenstein's influence upon the psychology of
 perception has not been very great."  4

 I think that ultimately his lack of interest in the mechanisms involved
   in seeing an aspect is due to his conception of psychological states 
themselves and his belief that they "hang out of reach" of phenomena 
amenable   to scientific investigation (PI, p. 212). Initially, however,
 his aim is to explore the relations between the concepts seeing, seeing as, interpreting,   thinking, and knowing.
 The connection between the concepts of seeing   and seeing as is not 
straightforward: they overlap in such a way that "it   must be possible 
to give ... a conceptual justification" for both the statements "But 
this isn't seeing!" and "But this is seeing," said of an instance   of seeing Jastrow's figure, say, as a duck (PI, p. 203). 

 A principal source of the difference between the concepts is "the 
categorical difference between the two 'objects' of sight" (PI, p. 193),
 a difference we explored in the last section. Though I might answer 
simply "A   duck" when asked what I see, others are liable to say of me,
 "He sees the   figure as a duck"—which suggests that I am imposing an 
anatic interpretation on the shapes and colors I see in a literal sense 
(PI, pp. 194-195,   193). This difference between the first- and 
third-person perspectives on   looking at the figure recalls the 
difference I noted in the last chapter between looking at the use of 
language "from inside," where one seems sim- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 4] 4 	 M.J. Morgan, Molyneux's Question ( Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977),   168. 
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 ply to see or grasp what, for example, a formula means or how a series 
is   to be continued, and adopting an external or deflationary 
perspective on   it, from which it can seem subject to multiple 
interpretations. From a   third-person or external perspective, the 
statement that one simply sees   something that (from that perspective) 
must be the result of an interpretation is bound to seem like the report
 of an awfully "queer fact" (PI, p.   200)—a phrase that recalls the 
earlier remark that grasping the whole use   of a word in a flash can 
seem like a "queer" or "astonishing" occurrence   (PI, 197). Thus it is 
important to call attention to some of the respects in   which seeing an
 aspect differs from ordinary seeing, the main one being   the 
difference between the organizational properties which are the objects  
 of the former and such properties as shape and color which are the 
objects   of the latter. 
 But 
Wittgenstein is also concerned to note the differences between   
aspect-seeing and interpreting, thinking, and knowing and to bring out  
 its similarities with seeing simpliciter. One thing that distinguishes 
it   from interpreting and the like is the absence of conscious 
ratiocination: interpreting is an activity, in the course of which "we 
form hypotheses,   which may prove false" (PI, p. 212). Noticing that a 
figure contains a   hexagon does not usually involve thinking of its 
hexagonal aspect as one   of several possible constructions that might 
be placed upon it; nor does it   make sense to speak of verifying that 
it really has that aspect (PI, pp. 204,   212). Genuine cases of 
"looking plus thinking," in which one could be   said to know or have 
interpreted what a figure represents without actually   seeing it that 
way, include looking at it as a working drawing and reading   it like a 
blueprint (PI, pp. 211, 204). Seeing an aspect seems much more   direct 
than that—we think of it as a kind of reaction a child might have   even
 before she or he talked or possessed concepts (PI, p. 207); and our   
concept of it is not the concept of an activity or process like thinking
 or interpreting but of a state (PI, p. 212). Wittgenstein's emphasis on
 the way   in which aspect-seeing seems like a matter of direct 
apprehension without   the intervention of explicit ratiocination also 
strikes me as reminiscent of   his claim in the Tractatus that 
the origin of alphabetic script in "hieroglyphic script, which depicts 
the facts that it describes," is manifested by   "the fact that we 
understand the sense of a propositional sign without its   having been 
explained to us" (TLP, 4.016-4.02). 
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 Fogelin is surely correct, then, to take one of the morals of 
Wittgenstein's discussion to be that the things we call "seeing" and 
"seeing as"   form a family of related instances marked by similarities 
and differences   and that neither concept is more fundamental than or 
reducible to the   other.  5 Yet there is 
another theme running through these remarks, one   that bears on his 
conception of mental states generally. Immediately after   pointing out a
 similarity between seeing and seeing as, he remarks: 
 
 So there is a similarity in the use of "seeing" in the two contexts. 
Only do   not think you knew in advance what the "state of seeing" means
 here! Let   the use teach you the meaning. (PI, p. 212) 
 
 I take the point here to be similar to what he says earlier in the Investigations
 about expectation, "being of an opinion, hoping for something,   
knowing something [and] being able to do something": "grammatically,"   
these are all states, yet "in order to understand the grammar of these  
 states," we have to attend to their criteria, which are the 
circumstances in   which we find it natural to say that people are in 
them—for it is only this   sort of attention to what we say that "shews what gets treated grammatically as a state here" (PI, 572-573). 

 In the next chapter I shall explore the notions of criteria and the 
manifestation of mental states more thoroughly; but it is worth noting 
here   how it enters into Wittgenstein's remarks on aspect-seeing. The 
connection between the topics is somewhat clearer in Last Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology,
 where the discussion often moves back and forth between seeing a 
likeness and seeing a mental state, sometimes in noticeably   similar 
terms. For instance, just after asking "So is noticing a likeness   
seeing or isn't it?" (LWPP, 732), he turns to the question of seeing a 
mental state such as timidity, again asking, "So do we see timidity or 
don't   we?" (LWPP, 735). As with seeing an aspect, he allows that there
 is a legitimate sense in which we do "see" mental states, namely, by 
way of seeing   their "expressions": "One sees sadness insofar as one 
sees a person's sad   facial expression" (LWPP, 769), or again, "We 'experience' the expression of thought" (LWPP, 809). 
 The idea that mental states have "expressions" or "appearances" 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 5] 5 	 Fogelin, Wittgenstein, 201-205. 
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 through which they are presented or shown comes out explicitly in a 
passage about being struck by a likeness which I quoted in the last 
chapter   and quote again now: 
 
 What happened here?—What can I recall? My own facial expression   comes
 to mind; I could reproduce it. If someone who knew me had seen   my 
face he would have said "Something about his face struck you just   
now".—There further occurs to me what I say on such an occasion, out   
loud or to myself. And that is all.—And is this what being struck is? 
No.   These are the [appearances] of being struck; but they are 'what happens'.   (PI, p. 211) 
 

 I have changed Anscombe's translation of Erscheinungen from "phenomena"
 to "appearances." A similar construction occurs in another passage   
also quoted earlier: 
  Can
 only those hope who can talk? Only those who have mastered the   use of
 a language. That is to say, the [appearances] of hope are modes of   
this complicated form of life. (PI, p.  174  ) 
 

 States like hope and being struck thus have "appearances" by means of  
 which they are exhibited or shown and which coincide roughly with their
   criteria or the circumstances that typically lead us to ascribe them.
 Yet as   the first passage makes explicit, the state itself is not to 
be identified with   its appearances—nor with anything else. It 
is for this reason, I take it,   that "the psychological concept [of 
aspect-seeing] hangs out of reach" of   a physiological explanation of 
what happens when one sees an aspect (PI,   p. 212). The explanation 
merely introduces "a new, a physiological, criterion for seeing" (PI, p.
 212) that is no closer to the state itself than such   criteria as a 
facial expression or what one says aloud. It is for this reason   too 
that Wittgenstein denies the analogy between physics and psychology   
which holds that just as the former is the science of "the movements of 
  bodies, the phenomena of electricity, etc.," so the latter takes 
"processes   in the psychical sphere" as its subject matter (PI, 571). 
The trouble with   the analogy is that whereas such things as movements 
and electricity are   available for the physicist to observe, think 
about, and describe, the psychologist has only external reactions and 
behavior to observe and de
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 scribe, not the putative subject matter itself. The idea may seem 
paradoxical; but it does seem to be Wittgenstein's own and receives one 
of its most   striking formulations in Zettel: 
 
 "But I do have a real feeling of joy!" Yes, when you are glad you 
really   are glad. And of course joy is not joyful behavior, nor yet a 
feeling round   the corners of the mouth and the eyes. 

 "But 'joy' surely designates an inward thing." No. "Joy" designates 
nothing at all. Neither any inward not any outward thing. (Z, 487)  6
 
 I shall return to these matters in the next chapter. 
    4. Proofs as Pictures   

 A third example of Wittgenstein's philosophical invocation of a visual 
motif is his characterization of mathematical proofs as "pictures" of 
the propositions they establish. My discussion of this example will be 
brief, for several reasons. The topic of Wittgenstein's conception of 
mathematics is a   very large one, requiring an extended consideration 
in its own right to be   rendered comprehensible. Wittgenstein 
originally intended his remarks   on mathematics to constitute a second 
part of the Investigations, an intention he had abandoned by the time he came to put that book into its final   form.  7
 His dissatisfaction with his mathematical writings is understandable, 
for they are widely held to be of uneven quality, and much in them   is 
obscure and controversial. Most notorious perhaps is the recurring 
suggestion that the sense of a mathematical proposition is so closely 
tied to its   proof that any alteration in the proof changes the sense 
of the proposition   or even that one cannot set out to prove a 
proposition and succeed, because the production of the proof would alter
 the sense of what one had   set out to establish (for example, RFM, 
III,  59 
 ). Wittgenstein is clearly   uneasy about drawing such consequences—at 
one point he refers to them   as "a crude mistake" (RFM, III,  60  )—but the fact that his views even suggest them is enough to render those views obscure. 
 Now the metaphor, if that is what it is, of proofs as pictures would not, 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 6] 6 	
 The importance of this passage was emphasized repeatedly by Rogers 
Albritton in his seminars on Wittgenstein at Harvard in the early 1970s.
 
	 [bookmark: 7] 7 	 Monk, Ludwig Wittgenstein, 522. 
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 on the face of it, be thought to suggest such consequences. After all, 
we   take it for granted that there can be many different views or 
pictures of the   same thing, and the mathematical case might seem to be
 analogous. The   disanalogy is that the kinds of things I am suggesting
 Wittgenstein takes   to be exhibited or shown—semantic properties, 
mental states, the sense   or truth-conditions of mathematical 
propositions—are not straightforwardly factual and hence cannot be 
invoked simply to establish that two   different "pictures" are pictures
 of the same thing, in that way that Mt. Everest, say, is there to 
render two photographs of it two different views of   the same thing. I 
think that the answer to these qualms, however, is the   one supplied by
 Cora Diamond that I discussed in the last chapter: different procedures
 can serve to establish or verify the same proposition because we 
perceive or regard them as similar in ways that lead us to say that   
they establish the same thing. And there need be nothing beyond these   
perceived similarities to bind them together (though as I suggested in 
the   last chapter, there may be no other way to characterize these 
similarities   than by saying that they are all proofs of the same 
proposition). 
 What I want to suggest 
is that Wittgenstein's uneasiness and hesitation   about the connection 
between proofs and mathematical propositions is   simply an instance of a
 general uneasiness in his writings about the relation between the 
circumstances we regard as licensing various assertions   and the 
meaning of the assertions they license—a general uneasiness occasioned 
by what he calls "the fluctuation in grammar between criteria and   
symptoms" (PI, 354; see also Z, 438), which we shall explore in the next
   chapter. And the characterization of proofs as pictures is best 
understood, I believe, as an instance of the broad view I am attributing
 to Wittgenstein, namely, that language's semantic properties, including
 a sentence's truth-conditions, are shown or exhibited by its use. 
 Wittgenstein says that "the 'proved proposition' expresses what is to be   read off from the proof-picture" (RFM, III,  24  ); and he also speaks of a   proof both as showing that something is so (for example, that 13 + 14 = 27)   and how it is so (RFM, III,  22  ; VI,  9  -  10 
 ). Yet although a proposition or   concept can be exhibited by a proof 
or "calculus," it can in a sense transcend it. He suggests, for 
instance, that the word "infinite" is legitimate   only if it is given 
meaning by a calculus (as opposed to being used to confer meaning on a 
calculus) (RFM, II,  58  ); and he goes on to note that   
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 while nothing is infinite in the calculus itself or in the everyday 
employment of the word "infinite," the calculus and the employment 
nevertheless establish its meaning (RFM, II,  59  -  60  ; see also the remarks of   RFM, V,  36,
 noted in Section I above, about using a drawn line to establish the 
concept of an infinite line). And he concludes these reflections by   
characterizing both finitism and behaviorism dismissively as "quite 
similar trends," which say "but surely, all we have here is ..." and 
which deny   the existence of something in an effort to avoid a 
"confusion" (RFM, II,    61  ). 

 Much of this has affinities with his views on seeing something in a 
certain way, which we have been discussing in this chapter, and his 
views on   criteria and the recognition of mental states, which we shall
 take up in the   next. What Wittgenstein means by "proof" is usually 
not proof in the formal sense but some calculation procedure or 
technique that is actually   used to establish a mathematical result or 
solve a problem. Sometimes it   even takes the form of a literal 
picture, as when he portrays someone's   (mis)calculation that (4 x 3) +
 2 = 10 in this way (RFM, I,  137  ):   


 Taking such a figure as a "proof " is clearly a matter of seeing it in a
 certain   way, in the sense discussed in the last two sections. 

 In general, proofs for Wittgenstein consist of the assertibility‐   
conditions which govern the use of mathematical statements and terms   
(and hence have to be capable of being "taken in" or surveyed) and which
   are employed in teaching and explaining them. For instance, speaking 
of   something he regards as "really an explanation, a definition of the
 operation of adding," he says that "this is indeed how one might 
explain adding   with the abacus" (RFM, VI,  9 
 ). The characterization of proofs as pictures amounts, it seems to me, 
to the claim that familiarity with the conditions governing the use of 
mathematical statements allows us to recognize   or grasp their meaning.
 Such statements, however, are not reducible to or   made true by the 
procedures and circumstances that govern their use or   
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 lead us to assert them. Those circumstances are concrete, finite, and 
subject to empirical vicissitudes and contingencies (for example, a bead
 may   fall off the abacus). Just as being struck cannot be 
identified with the "appearances of being struck" through which it is 
manifested (PI, p. 211), so   what a mathematical proposition asserts 
cannot be identified with the procedures and activities through which 
its content is displayed. The former   identification would be a kind of
 behaviorism, the latter a kind of finitism,   both resulting from the 
temptation to equate the psychological state or   the subject matter of 
the mathematical assertion with "what [actually]   happens" (PI, p. 211)
 or with "all we [really] have here" (RFM, II,  61 
 ).   These factual phenomena or "appearances" are indeed all that 
actually   happen. But it is through them that the psychological state 
or the content   of the mathematical proposition is exhibited or 
grasped. 
    5. The Structure of Showing and Seeing   

 Let us try to extract some general features of the cases we have 
considered   in this chapter. In each, there is some concrete object or 
phenomenon—   a gesture, a figure or drawing on a page, a written proof,
 or a calculation   procedure—that can be said to show or exhibit 
something—a direction,   the aspect of a cube, a duck, a rabbit, the 
content of a mathematical statement—which we might call the exhibited 
property. Though the phenomenon exhibiting it has various intrinsic 
properties of its own, such as   color, shape, dimension and so on, 
there is, as Wittgenstein puts it, a "categorical difference" (PI, p. 
193) between these properties and the exhibited properties. 
 For one thing, that the concrete phenomenon exhibits the properties it   does depends on its being responded to or regarded
 in a certain way by human beings. That human beings do respond to or 
regard it in this way is a   contingent fact; and were it otherwise, the
 phenomenon would not exhibit the properties it does. This particular 
way of regarding or responding no doubt depends on physiological and 
behavioral facts about   us; yet there may be no way to characterize the
 response other than to say   that one sees or recognizes 
the exhibited property. The intrinsic or   straightforwardly factual 
properties of the phenomenon do not depend   on how it is responded to; 
thus not only do they differ from the exhibited   property, but this 
property does not (to put it in current parlance) super
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 vene on them either. We might try to say that the phenomenon possesses 
  the exhibited property only when one is "occupied with it in a 
particular   way" (PI, p. 210; LWPP, 692)—though Wittgenstein is uneasy 
with this   way of putting it, perhaps because it suggests that it is, 
after all, a genuine   or describable factual property of the phenomenon
 that supervenes on its   straightforwardly factual properties together 
with those of the human respondent. But the exhibited property can only 
be seen or recognized, and   to someone who fails to see or recognize 
it, it can be brought out only by   means of applications and 
comparisons of the phenomenon. 
 Seeing
 or recognizing the exhibited property has the kind of directness   
characteristic of an experiential state. But there is also a categorical
 difference between a state of seeing an aspect or being struck or 
grasping something, and straightforwardly factual states, for the former
 "hang out of   reach" (PI, p. 212) of the physiological and other 
states, events, and processes taking place in the person. Just as the 
concrete phenomenon displays the exhibited property, the psychological 
state of being struck or recognizing something is displayed or exhibited
 by the person's concrete   behavior, expressions, and so on, or what 
Wittgenstein calls the state's criteria. And just as the phenomenon's 
displaying the exhibited property depends on how it is regarded or 
responded to, so the exhibition of these   states by human behavior 
depends on how that behavior is regarded or responded to by human 
beings. 
 Finally, we should remember 
that while Wittgenstein clearly finds the   topic of aspect-seeing 
fascinating in its own right, the programmatic reason for his interest 
in it is the light he thinks it sheds on what it is for a   word or 
sentence to mean something. Here the concrete phenomenon is   a sign and
 the circumstances of its use or application, and the exhibited   
property is its meaning. And recognizing that property is comparable   
with understanding the word or sentence in a particular way and is 
itself   shown or manifested by verbal and nonverbal human 
behavior—which is   something that depends in turn on how that behavior 
is regarded or responded to by other human beings. 
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 Criteria and the
 Manifestation of Mental States   

 One of the refreshing traits of Wittgenstein's later writings is that 
despite   their global obscurity, their language is usually simple and 
direct and relatively free of technical usage or jargon. In his Lectures on Philosophical   Psychology
 he remarks that it is best not to introduce new words in philosophy and
 that "when a new word is introduced, one may be more or less certain 
that the person who introduces [it] has nothing to say" (  184 
 ). Yet   there are some terms in his writings to which a special 
significance seems   to attach or which seem to be expressive of 
distinctive philosophical concepts. Perhaps the best known of these is 
the term 'criterion', which   makes its appearance in the Blue Book
 and recurs, often with particular   emphasis, throughout his later 
work. It is a term to which commentators   on Wittgenstein have assigned
 considerable importance, and the literature on it is extensive. And 
indeed I do think that it is expressive of some   of the broad themes 
which permeate Wittgenstein's thought and which I   am trying to bring 
out in this book; but I also believe that the way in which   it is 
usually interpreted distorts its significance. 
 The heyday of the literature on criteria was from the appearance of the   Investigations
 in the early 1950S until about the mid-1970s. The amount   of attention
 devoted to the notion in its own right has diminished since   then, but
 during this period it was one of the most discussed elements of   
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 Wittgenstein's work: for instance, John Canfield's fifteen-volume 
compilation of papers on Wittgenstein devotes an entire volume to it, 
there is a   substantial article on it in The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, and a survey   article canvassing work on the topic appeared in one of the leading journals of the profession.  1
 In much of this literature the notion of a criterion   is treated as a 
novel and distinctive innovation of Wittgenstein's, a concept possessing
 a special epistemological significance and applicable to   such 
traditional philosophical problems as our knowledge of other minds.   It
 also tended to be treated as a concept important in its own right and 
detached to an extent from other topics and aspects of Wittgenstein's 
work. 
 I see several reasons for the 
decline in interest in the notion. The appearance, starting around the 
late 1970s, of systematic approaches to Wittgenstein's thought by such 
philosophers as Dummett and Kripke encouraged an interest in its broad 
underlying themes, discouraging the kind of   piecemeal approach which I
 mentioned in Chapter I and which was exemplified by much of the 
literature on criteria. Second, the interpretation of   criteria is 
bound up with such concepts as definition, meaning, and reference as 
well as modal notions like necessity and a prioricity; and the late   
1960s and early 1970s marked the appearance of ways of understanding   
these notions which suggested that they had been conflated in many of   
these interpretations. And finally, it became apparent that, despite 
declaimers to the contrary, most of the received interpretations of 
criteria   were committed to some form of philosophical behaviorism, a 
view that   had fallen into disfavor. 

 Nevertheless, I think that the notion is an important one and that it 
is   closely tied to some of the central themes of what I earlier called
 Wittgenstein's constructive vision. What I want to argue in this 
chapter is that criteria encompass behavior and other phenomena through 
which mental   states (among other things) are manifested or exhibited 
and which   thereby serve to determine the concepts and define the words
 correspond- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 1] 1 	 John V. Canfield, ed., The Philosophy of Wittgenstein, vol. 7 ( New York: Garland, 1986);   Anthony Kenny, " Criterion," in The Encyclopedia of Philosophy,
 ed. Paul Edwards ( New   York: Macmillan, 1967), I:258-261; and W. 
Gregory Lycan, " Noninductive Evidence: Recent Work on Wittgenstein's 
'Criteria'," American Philosophical Quarterly 8 ( 1971): 109‐   125. 
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 ing to these states. I do not, however, think that the term 'criterion'
 is a   special one for Wittgenstein, inasmuch as the ideas he uses it 
to express   are often formulated in other ways. An example, which I 
discussed in the   last chapter, is the passage on being struck by a 
likeness, where he characterizes a person's facial expression and so on 
as "the appearances of being   struck," then suggesting that our use or 
application of the expression   "state of seeing" in such circumstances 
can teach us what it means (PI,   pp.211-212). 

 Wittgenstein's application of the notion of criteria is not confined to
   mental states. He also speaks of, among other things, the "criterion 
of correctness" for a judgment (PI, 258), the "criteria for the truth of
 the confession that I thought such-and-such," and of accounts of
 dreams (PI, pp.   222-223). In this chapter I shall consider only 
criteria for mental states,   although later I extend my treatment of 
the notion to some of its other applications. In what follows I first 
try to establish the role that Wittgenstein assigns to criteria and then
 consider the consequences of its playing   this role, comparing my 
interpretation of the concept with others prevalent in the literature. 
Part of this discussion will involve a consideration of   issues at some
 remove from Wittgenstein's writings, issues I believe to be   important
 in their own right. Ultimately, I want to bring out the relation   
between his conception of criteria and his curious idea that mental 
states   are capable of being manifested or shown. 
    1. Semantic versus Epistemological Questions   
 It is widely accepted that Wittgenstein's concerns in the Tractatus
 were   with the nature of linguistic and mental representation and that
 his treatment of these topics (by contrast with Russell's) is untainted
 by epistemology, which he disparages (TLP, 4.1121). Yet there is also a
 widespread   view that in his later work he engages epistemological 
issues in an illuminating way—Anscombe, for instance, characterizes the Investigations as   a "serious investigation into epistemology."  2
 I believe that this view is misguided: even when Wittgenstein touches 
on epistemological topics (as in   the remarks collected in On Certainty), his interest in them is primarily   a semantic one, and he does not (by contrast with Moore) pretend to be 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 2] 2 	 Anscombe, Introduction to Wittgenstein's "Tractatus," 28. 
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 One of the most conspicuous examples of the tendency to import 
epistemological concerns into Wittgenstein's thought is the 
interpretation of   his notion of criteria—indeed, the title of the 
survey article I mentioned   above is " Noninductive Evidence: Recent 
Work on Wittgenstein's 'Criteria'." While it is recognized, of course, 
that on Wittgenstein's view behavioral criteria are in some sense 
"defining criteria," playing central roles in   the definitions of such 
mentalistic terms as 'pain', 'fear', and 'expectation',   it is often 
held that in virtue of this role it is a necessary truth, known a priori
 to be true, or "true by definition" that people displaying the behavior
   criterial of a mental state are, or at least probably are, actually 
in that state   (and consequently can be known to be so on the basis of 
that behavior). I   contend, though, that while a mental state's 
criteria are what enable us to   fix the meaning or reference of terms 
referring to it or to determine the   concept of that state, it is not a
 consequence of this that the relation between a behavioral criterion 
and a mental state obtains necessarily or can   be known to hold a 
priori or that such behavior has a privileged status in   establishing what people are actually thinking or feeling. 

 In the heyday of writings on criteria there was a fairly widespread 
tendency to conflate semantic and epistemological issues. Call this the semantic question:
 How do we manage to talk meaningfully about mental   states (for 
example, what enables us to refer to one mental state rather   than 
another—or to any at all—by using the word 'pain')? This should be   
distinguished from the epistemological question: How do we tell 
which   mental state a person is in on a given occasion (for example, 
what enables   us to find out that a particular person is in pain) ? 
These are different questions on the face of it—my ability, for example,
 to talk about or refer to   bank robbers is independent of my ability 
to pick one out of a lineup, and   I can know what a bank robber is 
without being able to bring one to justice. The tendency to conflate 
these questions may be due in part to a nominalist temptation to suppose
 that talk about properties or states (which   different individuals can
 be in at various times) is reducible to talk about   instances of those
 properties or states and hence that the ability to talk   about the state pain is dependent on the ability to identify individuals   who are in pain. But in any event, I find little basis for ascribing to Witt
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 genstein the view that criterial behavior provides a privileged sort of
 evidence of or way to determine what someone is actually thinking or 
feeling.   And moreover, I believe, such a view is untenable on its 
merits.  3
    2. The Definitional Role of Criteria   
 In the Blue Book, Wittgenstein introduces the notion of criteria as one of   "defining criteri[a]" (BB,  25  )—"the criteria, i.e., which give our words   their common meanings" (  57 
 )—in the sense that a description of the criteria of a state such as 
pain is said to provide "a loose way of stating the definition" of 
'pain' (  25  ). It has been argued that between the Blue Book and   the Investigations, his conception of criteria alters from one of "defining   criteria" for mental states to one of a privileged sort of justification for   claims about persons' being in mental states.  4
 It is my belief, however,   that Wittgenstein's notion remains one of 
defining criteria throughout   but that his views on how criteria play 
this definitional role evolve between the Blue Book and the later works. 
 Suppose that what "medical science calls angina is an inflammation   caused by a particular bacillus" (B B,  25  ), where this is supposed to represent the definition
 of 'angina'. Then the presence of the bacillus in a person's blood 
represents, according to Wittgenstein, "the defining criterion   of 
angina" (BB,  25  ). Now there are two ways in which such a definition 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 3] 3 	
 To forestall misunderstanding, I should make clear that in rejecting 
what I call epistemological interpretations, I do not mean to call into 
question the obvious fact that the sort of behavior that constitutes the
 criteria for a mental state typically serves as evidence—often 
conclusive evidence—for a person's mental state. Someone's writhing 
uncontrollably after being   struck by a car is usually conclusive 
evidence that the person is in pain; and rubbing the jaw   and moaning 
is a strong indication of a toothache. What I mean by epistemological 
interpretations—in particular, the interpretations I discuss in Section 
3—are interpretations that accord a privileged modal status (e.g., a 
priori or necessary) to the evidential role that criterial   behavior 
typically plays in virtue of the relation Wittgenstein is 
supposed to take to hold between a mental state and its criteria. On my 
interpretation the relation between a mental   state and its criteria is
 a contingent, a posteriori one. Perhaps one might appeal to some sort  
 of "principle of charity" to try to demonstrate that the commonsense 
belief that, for instance, people writhing uncontrollably typically hurt
 must be true. But while I suggest in   the afterword that important 
affinities exist between Wittgenstein's views and the kind of   
interpretationist approaches to language that involve such principles, I
 do not believe that   any such argument can be extracted from 
Wittgenstein's writings; nor, for that matter, do I   think such an 
argument would be successful. 
	 [bookmark: 4] 4 	 Albritton, " On Wittgenstein's Use of the Term 'Criterion'." 
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 might be rendered explicit: as a statement about what 'angina' means, 
or   as a statement about what it is (or about to what 'angina' refers).
 On the   first model, 
 'Angina' means 'an inflammation caused by bacillus B'. 

 where to say this is to say that the definiendum and definiens are 
synonymous and that a sentence like 'A man has angina if he has an 
inflammation   caused by bacillus B' is analytic, true by definition, or
 even (in Wittgenstein's usage) a "tautology" (BB,  25  ). It seems to be this conception of   definition which underlies the Blue Book's
 claim that it is "a tautology or ... a loose way of stating the 
definition of 'angina' " to say of someone displaying the criterion of 
angina that the person has angina. This conception also underlies 
Albritton's claim that, on the conception of a criterion   to be found 
in the Blue Book, "the criterion for this or that's being so is 
... a logically sufficient condition of its being so" and that the 
"satisfaction of the criterion entails that it is so."  5

 But another way of defining 'angina' would be to say what it refers to 
or   what angina is; and such a definition would most naturally take the
 form   of a statement identifying angina with the inflammation caused 
by the   presence of the bacillus in a person's blood (which is the 
criterion of   angina): 
 Angina = the inflammation caused by bacillus B. 
 The distinction between these two models of definition has become well   known since it was drawn by Kripke in Naming and Necessity,  6 where   the second is characterized as a definition that fixes the reference
 of the   definiendum; I shall have more to say about the implications 
of this sort   of definition shortly. Reference-fixing definitions 
include ostensive definitions (for example, "This is angina") and
 could also be described as   ways of determining a concept. They are in
 order where the purpose of a   definition of a term 'S' is to establish
 what (sort of thing, state, or process)   'S' refers to, what is called
 'S', or what S is. And it is this purpose that Wittgenstein takes a 
mental state's criteria to serve. 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 5] 5 	 'Ibid., 234. 
	 [bookmark: 6] 6 	 Saul Kripke, Naming and Necessity, originally published in Semantics of Natural Language, ed. Donald Davidson and Gilbert Harman, ( Dordrecht: Reidel, 1972), 253-355. 
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 Wittgenstein says an " 'inner process' . . . stands in need of outward 
criteria," inasmuch as in the absence   of such "outward criteria" we 
would be unable to understand the "grammar" of "inner" processes and 
states: 
  But in order to 
understand the grammar of these states it is necessary to   ask: "What 
counts as the criterion for anyone's being in such a state?" (PI,   572)
 
 What, in particular cases, do we 
regard as criteria for someone's being of   such-and-such an opinion? 
When do we say: he reached this opinion at that   time? When: he has 
altered his opinion ? And so on. The picture which the   answers to 
these questions give us shows us what gets treated grammatically as a state here. (PI, 573) 
 

 These remarks are significant for several reasons. First, they indicate
 how   a state's criteria are to be identified or elicited: they are the
 circumstances   or situations in which we typically say that 
someone is in the state. They   thus make up what, in current parlance, 
are called the assertibility‐   conditions for statements ascribing the 
state and presumably consist primarily of forms of behavior we regard as
 characteristic of it. But notice   also that Wittgenstein does not
 say that familiarity with "what counts as   the criterion for anyone's 
being in such a state" provides us with a privileged means of 
determining when a particular person is actually in that   state. 
Rather, he says that familiarity with a mental state's criteria enables 
  us "to understand the grammar" of that state and "shows us what gets   treated grammatically as a state here." 
 Wittgenstein's notion of grammar is subtle and complex. Although in   the Blue Book he sometimes speaks of the grammar of a word or expression, the characteristic mode of the later works is that of Investigations,
   572-573 ("The grammar of these states"; "Expectation is, 
grammatically,   a state"), in which states, processes, and entities are
 the objects of "grammar." And the notion seems intended to capture 
those aspects of our linguistic practice which reveal what we are 
talking about or which determine the concepts our words express. Thus 
his remark that "expectation   is, grammatically, a state" and his 
reference to "the grammar of these   states" should be understood in 
light of the explicit pronouncement in section 373 of the Investigations that "grammar tells us what kind of object   
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 anything is." To "understand the grammar" of a state, then, is to 
understand what kind of state it is: the grammar of expectation tells us
 what   kind of state expectation is, and the grammar of pain, what kind
 of state   pain is. But, again, knowing what kinds of states pain and 
expectation are   is not the same as knowing when a particular 
individual has a headache or   expects a phone call. 

 We can summarize the role Wittgenstein ascribes to a mental state's 
criteria in the following way: an "inner" mental state S stands in need 
of "outward" or behavioral criteria because in the absence of such 
criteria we   would be unable "to understand the grammar" of that 
state—that is, we   would not understand what was being "treated 
grammatically as a state,"   which is to say we would not know what kind
 of state S was. But familiarity with S's criteria, which are elicited 
by the answers to questions like   "When do we typically say that 
someone is in S?" enables us to understand what kind of state S is. In 
other words, criteria determine our concept of S or determine what we 
call 'S' or to what 'S' refers—that is, they   fix the reference of 'S'.
  7
 That 
the role of criteria is in the sort of definitions that are now called  
 reference-fixing definitions is further borne out by the numerous 
passages   in the Blue and Brown Books, where Wittgenstein 
suggests that to describe a state's criteria, for instance, "to explain 
my criteria for another person's having toothache," is to explain "what 
we should call," for example,   "having toothache," despite the fact 
that a description of the criteria is not   synonymous with any 
statement about the state itself (BB,  23  -  24,  115 
 ).   And, finally, there are numerous places in the later writings 
where he   speaks quite freely of ostensive definitions of mentalistic 
terms (with the   proviso that, like all ostensive definitions, they can
 be misunderstood): 
  We 
should explain [what the English word "pain" means] to him.—How?   
Perhaps by means of gestures, or by pricking him with a pin and saying: 
 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 7] 7 	
 Some might worry that there is a tension between saying that criteria 
determine our concept of a mental state and saying that they serve to 
fix the reference, in Kripke's sense, of mentalistic terms, on the 
grounds that Kripke's account of reference is designed in part to avoid 
  intermediaries such as concepts or senses for names and general terms.
 But while part of   Kripke's account (the so-called causal picture of 
reference) allows for reference in the absence of such intermediaries, 
he also offers an account of the relation between a term and its   
referent in cases where its reference is determined by a description of 
the sort that traditionally was taken to express the content of an 
associated concept or sense. 
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 "See, that's what pain is!" This explanation, like any other, he might 
understand right, wrong, or not at all. And he will shew which he does 
by his use   of the word, in this as in other cases. (PI, 288) 

 For example, we can learn the meaning of "one", "two", "three" by 
showing fingers. If it is a miracle, all right, but that is learning by 
ostensive definition. Similarly, one can learn psychological terms; for 
example, "rage",   by pointing to an angry man. But one can as well 
misunderstand. The possibility of misunderstanding is there even when 
explaining "note-pad" by   showing a note-pad. (WLPP,  121  ) 
 
    3. Some Accounts of Criteria   

 The interpretation of the notion of criteria I want to offer can be 
drawn   most clearly by contrast with other interpretations to be found 
in the literature, and I want to consider some of these now.  8
 There are four basic accounts of the relation between a mental state S 
and a form of behavior C   that is criterial of that state. And although
 there is disagreement over their   precise formulations and a tendency 
to conflate two or more of them, I   think it important to distinguish 
the four views. 
 They have one thing 
in common. Each makes a different claim about   the status—logical, 
epistemic, or semantic—of the statement that a person who displays 
behavior C is in mental state S. For example, according   to the Blue Book's
 original account, such a statement is "tautologous"   (though 
"analytic" might be a better word here); and the other three differ in 
holding such a statement to be necessarily true, known a priori to be   
true, or true by definition. 
 On some 
accounts, the statement accorded a special logical or epistemic status 
is not the flat statement that an individual displaying C is in S
   but a more guarded one to the effect that the person very likely is 
in S, or   that most such individuals are in S, or that he is in S 
unless certain unusual conditions obtain, or that C provides some degree
 of defeasible warrant or justification for the claim that he is in S. 
These accounts also differ   as to whether a criterial relation between a
 particular form of behavior   and a mental state obtains tout court or whether it exhibits some kind of   context dependence. And, finally, those putting forward these accounts 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 8] 8 	
 References to the views alluded to in this section can be found in the 
bibliography in Lycan,   " Noninductive Evidence," unless otherwise 
indicated. 

  -102- 




[bookmark: 103736517] 
                
 differ as to whether they are offering an explication of Wittgenstein's
 viewthat criteria are essentially involved in the definitions of 
mentalistic terms   or are developing a consequence of that view. And 
virtually no one agrees   as to which of the available accounts of 
criteria is closest to Wittgenstein's   own. With these caveats, we can 
distinguish the following four views of   the relation between a 
behavioral criterion C and the mental state S of   which it is a 
criterion. 
 First, on the view suggested by the Blue Book (25), the statement that   a person who displays C is in S is a tautology
 (or better, analytic).   Whether or not it represents Wittgenstein's 
considered view at that time,   no one has suggested that it is to be 
found in his later work. This view is   significant because it 
represents a common, or at least once common, attitude toward 
definition—namely, that if pain, for instance, is defined as   
the mental state having such and such behavioral manifestations, then it
   must be analytic to say of a person behaving in that way that she is 
in pain. 
 Second, what might be called the necessary evidence view consists of   versions of the following claim: If C is a criterion of S, then it is a necessary truth
 that a person's displaying C (at least in "normal circumstances") 
provides some degree of justification or warrant for the judgment that 
he is in S. A commonly drawn corollary of this claim is that it is   a 
necessary truth that most persons displaying C in normal circumstances  
 are in S. Versions of this view have been put forward by Sidney 
Shoemaker, Anthony Kenny, W. Gregory Lycan, Albritton, and Charles 
Chihara and Jerry Fodor (though often entwined with one of the other 
accounts). For example, Shoemaker says of a criterion of S that "the   
assertion that it is evidence in favor of the truth of the judgement 
that   someone is in S is necessarily (logically) rather than 
contingently (empirically) true."  9 And 
both Shoemaker and Lycan regard this as equivalent to   the claim that 
criteria provide "noninductive evidence" for judgments   about mental 
states and that the sorts of mind-body relations involved in   such 
judgments are not discovered empirically. 

 This is to conflate the view that it is a necessary truth that criteria
 provide evidence of mental states with the third account of them, which
   might be called the a priori evidence view. According to this, it is known 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 9] 9 	 Sydney Shoemaker, Self-Knowledge and Self-Identity ( Ithaca: Cornell University Press,   1963), 4. 
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 a priori (or noninductively or nonempirically) that a person's 
displaying   C (in suitable circumstances) provides some degree of 
justification or warrant for the judgment that she is in S (with the 
corollary that it is known a   priori that most persons displaying C are
 in S). Since this account of the   criterial relation is often entwined
 with the necessary evidence view, the   proponents of the two are 
nearly the same. 
 Finally, on the view
 espoused by Canfield and Albritton, if "a kind of   behavior is a 
criterion, in Wittgenstein's sense, of having a toothache,   then it is 
part of the 'use,' the 'grammar' of the word 'toothache,' among   
others, that at least in some circumstances another person who so 
behaves   may be said to have a toothache. His so behaving may be taken 
to decide   the question of whether he has a toothache or not: he does. And that this   behavior may be so taken is a matter of 'definition,' a 'convention.' "  10
   Canfield has developed this interpretation in detail, showing it to 
be independent of the other three interpretations. His formulation of it
 is this: If   C is a criterion of S, then "in certain circumstances 
(things as they generally are when the piece of language in question is 
used): it is a rule of language that if someone displays C, then he is in S"; that is, "we say in these   circumstances that it is true by definition that if C, then S."  11

 I want to argue next that none of these accounts accurately represents 
  the relation between a mental state and the behavior constituting its 
defining criteria. They are at odds with Wittgenstein's own views as 
well. 
    4. Definitions and Knowledge   
 Since the publication of Naming and Necessity
 in the early 1970s, it has   become commonplace to distinguish between 
definitions which work by   stipulating the meaning of the definiendum 
or supplying a synonym for it   and those which serve to fix the 
reference of the definiendum; and in Section 3 I suggested that the role
 Wittgenstein assigns to criteria is in definitions of the latter kind, a
 kind that includes ostensive definitions as well.   In this section I 
shall put Wittgenstein's ideas about criteria and mental   states to one
 side for a moment and look at reference-fixing definitions   
themselves. 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 10] 10 	 Albritton, " On Wittgenstein's Use of the Term 'Criterion'," 249; emphasis added. 
	 [bookmark: 11] 11 	 John V. Canfield, " Criteria and Rules of Language," Philosophical Review 83 ( 1974) : 78,    86  ; emphasis added and symbolic lettering altered slightly. 
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                 A familiar example of such a definition is one that defines the property   one meter (an abstract entity) as the length of a certain standard metal bar   B at a time t:  12
 (M) One meter = the length of B at t. 

 Since (M) is a definition, it might be thought to be necessarily true 
or analytic. Yet we can say, counterfactually, that had things been 
other than   they actually were at t (for example, had B been heated 
just prior to t),   then at t, B would have had a different length than 
it actually had at t.   That is, there is a possible world in which B 
has a length at t other than its   actual length then. But by 
assumption, B's length at t is one meter. So   there is a possible world
 in which B is not one meter long at t and in which   (M) is not true. 
So (M) is not necessarily true, because it is not true in   every 
possible world. Analyticity is a less clear notion; but if we assume   
that analytic statements are necessarily true, then this also shows that
 (M)   is not analytic. 
 Although 
Kripke denies that (M) is analytic or necessarily true, he goes   on to 
say of someone using it to fix the reference of 'one meter' that "he   
knows it to be true a priori.... For ... as a result of this kind of 
"definition" ... he knows automatically, without further investigation, 
that B is   one meter long."  13 But 
consider a variant of this example. Suppose that   the members of a 
scientifically primitive society find it useful to have a   term—'(one) 
minch'—referring to a small unit of approximate length.   Their 
knowledge of astronomy is limited (they believe, for example, that 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 12] 12 	 Kripke, Naming and Necessity,
 273-275. This example is particularly apposite, since in   discussing 
the ostensive definition of mental states like pain or rage, 
Wittgenstein compares   them with ostensive definitions of length (see, 
for example, WLPP,  121  -  122  ).  One of Wittgenstein's more peculiar remarks occurs in Investigations, 50, where he says,   "There is one
 thing of which one can say neither that it is one meter long, nor that 
it is not   one meter long, and that is the standard meter [bar] in 
Paris." I am not sure why he holds   this, but I would conjecture that 
it is an echo of the interpretation of the simplicity of   Tractarian 
objects I proposed in Chapter 2, which reduces properties to relations 
(so that to   be one meter long is to be congruent to the standard meter
 bar). Then to say that the bar is   one meter long would be to say that
 it is as long as itself—which conveys no information and   hence (in 
another echo of the Tractatus) might be held not to say anything. (See also Investigations,
 279, where Wittgenstein ridicules someone's saying " 'But I know how 
tall I am!'   and laying his hand on top of his head to prove it.") 

	 [bookmark: 13] 13 	 Kripke, Naming and Necessity, 275. 
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                 the moon is about the size of a walnut) but since the moon is a publicly observable body whose size when full never even appears to vary, they find   it a convenient standard of length. They establish the reference of "one   minch" in this way: 
 (N) One minch = the diameter of the moon. 

 Suppose that this definition "works," the term 'minch' acquires a 
recognized use and determinate reference, and the minch becomes a 
standard   unit of approximate length—invoked, for example, in public 
statistics   ("Most adult citizens are sixty to seventy minches tall") 
and ordinances   ("Houses shall be at least one hundred minches from the
 nearest property   line") and convertible into other, independently 
defined units of length   ("One mile is about sixty-four thousand 
minches"). 
 Suppose further that the 
society's astronomers eventually discover that   the moon is really much
 larger than had previously been supposed. What   should we say then 
about the status of (N)? One possibility is to insist that   because the
 description 'the diameter of the moon' was used to fix the reference of
 'one minch', (N) is true and was known a priori to be true by   those 
who used it as a definition. But then we would have to say that either  
 what the speakers using the term have referred to all along is nothing like   what the term
 itself refers to or a vast number of their statements, public   
statistics, and ordinances are completely absurd (for example, they 
report most adults of their community to be several times the size of 
the   earth and require houses to be built about twenty million miles 
from the   nearest property line). 
 
The other possibility—which seems to me to be a much more natural   
one—is to say that even though (N) did serve to define the term 'minch',
   it has been discovered empirically that (N) is false. But in that 
case we cannot say that it was known a priori to be true by anyone, 
because, as it has   turned out, it is not true at all.  14
 This argument relies on a single, contrived example; yet I think the 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 14] 14 	 John V. Canfield, " Criteria and Truth by Definition," Philosophical Studies
 37 ( 1980):   373-379, has objected to this argument by claiming that 
(N) is susceptible to two different   analyses, in one of which the 
description "the diameter of the moon" is understood (following Keith 
Donnellan in " Reference and Definite Descriptions," Philosophical Review 75   [ 1966]: 281-304) "attributively," and in the other, "referentially": 
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                 point it illustrates is a broad one, which can be found in Wittgenstein's   own later writings, particularly On Certainty. In the Tractatus,
 language's representational capacities were not allowed to depend on 
contingent matters of fact. This doctrine is repudiated in the later 
work, and the   ways in which words are introduced, defined, taught, and
 so on is seen to   depend on an elaborate stage setting of beliefs, 
practices, and institutions   of the linguistic community; the 
physiological and psychological makeup   of its members; as well as 
"certain very general facts of nature" (PI, p.   230). A statement's 
efficacy as a definition thus does not depend on the   statement alone 
but on how it meshes with these background factors; and   the minch 
example, artificial though it is, is simply a case in which the   
background factors conspire to make a false statement efficacious
 as a   definition. But from the fact that a statement is being used as a
 definition,   it does not follow that it has to be true, let alone 
known a priori to be so. 
 As for the 
claim that a statement like (M) must be "true in virtue of a   
definition, convention, or rule of language," it is hard to see what 
this   might mean.15 (M) is a definition and is also 
presumably true; (N) is a   definition and is false. Thus it does not 
follow from a statement's status as   a definition that it is true. And 
even in the case of (M), what makes it true   (if I may put it that way)
 is not the fact that it is being used as a definition   but rather 
facts about the size of the bar B at t. Thus I cannot see any way   in 
which a statement like (M) could be said to be true in virtue of a definition, except in the trivial sense in which the truth (or falsehood, for that 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: ]  	 (N-A) One minch satisfies the description 'the diameter of the   moon',  and 
 (N-R) One minch is (by stipulation) the length we now pick out by   the phrase 'the diameter of the moon'. 

 Canfield further claims that (N) is false only on the attributive 
analysis. But the trouble with   this objection is that, as Saul Kripke 
has also argued (" Speaker's Reference and Semantic   Reference," Midwest Studies in Philosophy
 2 [ 1977]: 255-276), the difference between attributive and referential
 uses of descriptions should be seen not as a semantic one, 
corresponding to two different analyses of statements containing them 
(nor, he notes, did Donnellan ever claim it was) but rather as a 
difference between their semantic meanings and what   they may be used, 
pragmatically, to say. (N) thus has only one analysis, and on 
that analysis   (at least if Russell's account of statements containing 
definite descriptions is right) it is false.   15Canfield, " Criteria and Rules of Language," 71. 
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                 matter) of any
 statement depends on definitions and linguistic conventions. And we 
have already seen that such definitional statements are not   analytic, 
necessarily true, or known a priori to be true either.  16
    5. The Manifestation of Mental States   
 A definition of a mental state in terms of its criteria might be formulated   along these lines: 
 ( P) Pain = the mental state people manifest by C. 
 where C is a form of behavior criterial of pain. What (P) says is that pain   is the mental state that, as a matter of contingent fact, people characteristically manifest or exhibit by behaving in that way. But it does not say that   all or most people behaving in that way are actually in pain. 

 The distinctive feature of this sort of definition is the 
presupposition   that mental states are "manifested" or "exhibited" by 
their criteria. But before exploring this presupposition in more detail,
 let me compare this conception of criteria with those surveyed in 
Section 3. Those accounts accorded a privileged modal status to the 
claim that people displaying a   mental state's criteria are typically 
in that state, holding in consequence   that criterial behavior was 
conceptually guaranteed to provide evidence   of people's mental states.
 Let us grant, for the sake of argument, that in   actual communities, 
in which mentalistic terms are defined and taught by   appealing to 
criteria, people displaying criterial behavior are usually in   the 
associated state. Then pain might be characterized more 
straightforwardly in this way: 
  (P') Pain = the mental state of (most) people
 displaying C. 
 

 Even so, it would not follow that (P') is either a necessary truth, 
known a   priori to be true, or true by virtue of a definition or 
convention. That (P') 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 16] 16 	 Much of the material in this chapter first appeared in " The Role of Criteria in Wittgenstein's Later Philosophy," Canadian Journal of Philosophy
 7 ( 1977): 601-622. Other philosophers have independently expressed 
qualms about epistemological interpretations of criteria; see, for 
instance, Crispin Wright, " Second Thoughts about Criteria," in Realism,   Meaning, and Truth ( Oxford: Blackwell, 1986). Stanley Cavell, in The Claim of Reason,
   criticizes Malcolm's and Albritton's interpretations of the notion, 
though he insists nevertheless that "Wittgenstein's teaching is 
everywhere controlled by a response to skepticism"   (  47  ). Cavell's positive account of criteria is somewhat unclear to me. 
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 is used to pick out the mental state of pain is quite consistent with 
the possibility that its characteristic manifestations should have been 
different   from what they are; and hence it is not a necessary truth 
that people displaying the criteria of pain are usually in that state. 

 Similarly, as the minch example of the last section suggests, the 
status   of (P')as a definition is consistent with its turning out to be
 false. Imagine,   for example, a community in which as a result of a 
sudden mutation its   members lose the capacity to feel pain but retain 
the ability to mimic pain   behavior perfectly. Suppose further that 
they believe the mutation to be   temporary; or that they believe their 
children should be taught what pain   is; or that for whatever reason 
they have an interest in explaining what   pain is, even though they 
cannot, at least at present, actually feel it. It is   conceivable that 
they should accomplish this by means of definitions like   (P) and (P'),
 or ostensive teaching, even though it is false that most   people 
displaying the criteria of pain are actually in that state. Of course   
we know that ours is not such a community; but this knowledge is not a  
 priori, arrived at by an inference from the fact that behavioral 
criteria are   involved in our understanding of what pain is. 

 Finally, the view that it is a rule of language or true by definition 
or convention that people displaying C are usually in pain seems to me 
to have   things backward. It is because certain forms of behavior are 
characteristic   of pain that we can use them to establish the semantic 
convention that   'pain' refers to that state. (P') is not true because 
it serves as a definition;   rather, it states a contingent fact about 
us that allows us to use certain   forms of behavior to establish the 
convention that the English word 'pain'   refers to pain. 

 It would of course be anachronistic to ascribe to Wittgenstein 
positions   on contemporary controversies concerning reference and 
modalities, and   it is not my intention to do so. It is the kinds of 
accounts of criteria I have   been criticizing, it seems to me, that 
import contemporary modal concerns into Wittgenstein's thought by 
assigning to criteria a privileged evidential role. I shall return to 
the relation between criteria and evidence in   the last two sections of
 this chapter, but for now let me just note that Wittgenstein is 
explicit in his refusal to conflate the two notions. In his Lectures on Philosophical Psychology there occurs this interchange with an   unidentified student: 
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 But what he does (including the noises he makes) is the   criterion for
 his having [a new experience]. Now you may say that if that's   the 
criterion it's the criterion for something. So what is the relation between a criterion and what it's for? 
 XOne is the evidence for the other. 
 Wittgenstein
 But not in the sense that "The wall is damp" is evidence for   "It's 
raining." The criterion is not evidence for "the experience." (WLPP,   
260) 
 
 My purpose in 
examining the modal consequences of assigning a definitional role to 
criteria has been the largely negative one of showing what   
Wittgenstein's conception does not involve. But the reason for 
doing this   has been to allow his actual conception of criteria to 
emerge more clearly.   According to that conception, I maintain, 
criteria are forms of behavior   (among other things) that manifest or 
exhibit mental states. 
 Earlier in his Lectures on Philosophical Psychology,
 immediately following the remark I quoted in Section 2 in which he 
allows that an ostensive definition of 'rage' can be given by pointing 
to an angry man, there occurs an instructive (though confusing) 
interchange with Norman   Malcolm. To the suggested analogy between 
defining, on the one hand,   "'one,' 'two,' 'three' by showing fingers,"
 or "'rage,' by pointing to an   angry man" and, on the other, defining "
 'note-pad' by showing a note‐   pad," Wittgenstein asks whether the 
following is "a good objection or a   bad one?": "You can show a 
note-pad, but you cannot show rage. You can   show fingers but you 
cannot show numbers" (WLPP,  121 
 ). Malcolm replies that this is a good objection. Wittgenstein's 
response is somewhat   roundabout and obscure, but he clearly does not 
agree with Malcolm.   Even ostensive definitions of colors, say (which 
Malcolm would presumably allow can be shown in an unproblematic sense), 
can misfire. And "if   one ostension suffices for a man to learn 'rage' 
rightly, we are inclined to   say that he has seen the essential thing" 
(WLPP,  122 
 ). The upshot seems   to be that the sense in which a mental state like
 rage can be shown or in   which we can be said to see it, is just that 
it can be explained ostensively,   or that by being shown a certain form
 of behavior, we can manage to grasp   what that state is. And it is in 
this way that he speaks in the Investigations   of exhibiting or seeing mental states: 
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                  I can exhibit pain, as I exhibit red, and as I exhibit straight and crooked   and trees and stones.—That is what we call "exhibiting". (313) 
 I want to say: "If someone could see the mental process of expectation,   he would necessarily be seeing what
 was being expected."—But that is the   case: if you see the expression 
of an expectation, you see what is being expected. And in what other 
way, in what other sense would it be possible to   see it? (452) 
 But to say that someone perceives an expectation makes no sense. Unless   indeed it means, for example, that he perceives the expression of an expectation. (453) 
 

 Thus Wittgenstein's view seems to be that while a mental state or 
process   like expectation and its "expression" (which I take to be 
roughly the same   as its criteria) are not to be equated, to perceive 
an expectation is to perceive the expression of an expectation—which is 
analogous to saying that   while the color blue is not a blue object, to
 perceive blue is to perceive an   object that is (or appears to be) 
blue. 
 Let us look more closely at how
 Wittgenstein thinks of the exhibition of   mentality. Some of his most 
explicit statements of the idea occur in   Zettel: 
  Consciousness in another's face. Look into someone else's face, and see   the consciousness in it, and a particular shade
 of consciousness. You see on   it, in it, joy, indifference, interest, 
excitement, torpor and so on. The light   in other people's faces. 
 Do you look into yourself in order to recognize the fury in his face? It is   there as clearly as in your own breast. (220) 

 "We see emotion."—We do not see facial contortions and make inferences 
from them (like a doctor framing a diagnosis) to joy, grief, boredom.   
We describe a face immediately as sad, radiant, bored, even when we are 
unable to give any other description of the features.—Grief, one would 
like to   say, is personified in the face. 
 This belongs to the concept of emotion. (225) 
 
 And in the Investigations he states: 
  If one sees the behavior of a living thing, one sees its soul. (357) 
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 These passages also point to several additional features of 
Wittgenstein's   conception. There is some tangible or bodily 
element—here a face, facial   contortions, or behavior—in which the 
mental state is manifested and   which might be called a "picture" of 
it, a formulation that he uses elsewhere: 
  The human face might be called such a picture and its alterations might   represent the course of a passion. (Z, 490) 
 The human body is the best picture of the human soul. (PI, p.  178  ) 
 

 To say that a face, a body, or a form of behavior is such a picture is 
not simply a loose way of saying that it is associated with the mental 
state; nor is it   such a picture in virtue of such an association. (I 
take this to be part of the   point of the enigmatic remark about the 
"pictured pot" in section 297 of   the Investigations—it is a 
picture of a pot of boiling water, even though   no element in it 
corresponds to the water. I shall return to this thought   later.) Our 
recognition of such a picture is not the result of inference or 
ratiocination; it is, rather, something instinctive, natural, and 
prelinguistic: 
  It is 
possible to say "I read timidity in this face" but at all events the 
timidity does not seem to be merely associated, outwardly connected, 
with   the face; but fear is there, alive, in the features. If the 
features change   slightly, we can speak of a corresponding change in 
the fear. (PI, 537) 
 My relation to the appearances [Erscheinung] here is part of my concept. (Z, 543) 

 Being sure that someone is in pain, doubting whether he is, and so on, 
are   so many natural, instinctive kinds of behavior towards other human
 beings, and language is merely an auxiliary to, and further extension 
of, this   relation. Our language-game is an extension of primitive 
behavior. (Z, 545) 
 
 Thus
 to call a face, a body, or a form of behavior a picture of mentality—  
 or to say that we recognize mentality in it—is a way of characterizing 
our   direct and natural response or attitude toward it. 
And so the remark   about the human body's being a picture of the human 
soul seems meant as   a vivid recasting of one that shortly precedes it:
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                  My attitude towards him is an attitude towards a soul. I am not of the   opinion that he has a soul. (PI, p.  178  ) 
 

 Clear similarities exist between the way Wittgenstein conceives of the 
  manifestation or recognition of mental states and the way he conceives
 of   seeing a figure in a certain way, which we discussed in the last 
chapter.   These similarities are hardly coincidental—for instance, the 
passages in   the Investigations about perceiving expectation 
(PI, 452-453) are followed immediately by the remarks about an arrow's 
pointing in a certain   direction (PI, 454). In each case there is a 
tangible item or phenomenon   (a gesture, a figure drawn on paper, a 
face, bodily movements) which is   seen or recognized in a certain way 
or which presents a picture of something (a direction, a duck, 
expectation, fear, pain, the human soul). The   aspect, property, or 
state that the tangible phenomenon exhibits cannot   be equated with its
 straightforwardly factual properties; nor is it arrived   at by an 
inference from or deliberate interpretation of the latter. Rather,   
this sort of recognition amounts to a certain kind of direct and natural
 response to that which is said to exhibit or manifest the aspect or 
state. And   that we respond in this way is a contingent matter, which 
could conceivably have been otherwise. There is even a faint parallel 
with seeing Jastrow's figure as either a duck or a rabbit in the 
discussion in Investigations, 537 of the possibility of seeing a face as timid or as courageous. 

 Wittgenstein's criteria, then, belong to a broad range of phenomena   
that he takes to manifest or exhibit things such as aspects, properties,
   states of mind, and meanings. In relation to mental states, these 
phenomena or criteria are characteristic forms of human behavior that 
competent   speakers typically regard as licensing the use or 
application of various   mentalistic terms (which is not to say that 
such applications are guaranteed to be correct). And because these forms
 of behavior manifest or are   expressive of states of mind, they serve 
to determine the concepts that   those terms express (or as we might 
say, somewhat anachronistically, to   "fix their references"). 

 I have been suggesting throughout this book that the kinds of 
properties, relations, and so on that Wittgenstein thinks of as shown or
 exhibited   are not, in some sense, straightforwardly factual. The 
contrast between   what is straightforwardly factual and what is not is 
difficult to draw; but I   
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 think that in this and the preceding chapter it has begun to emerge. 
For   an aspect, property, or state to be shown or manifested is for it 
to be seen   or recognized by human beings; and this sort of recognition
 is in turn a   matter of our having a particular kind of response to or
 attitude toward the   phenomena that exhibit the property or state, a 
response or attitude that   we have as a matter of contingent fact. But 
then an aspect, property, or   state that is shown or exhibited in this 
way is ultimately dependent on our   ability to recognize it or to 
respond in the way we do; and this is presumably not so for those I am 
calling straightforwardly factual. I shall say a bit   more about this 
in the next section and then in the next chapter move on   to semantic 
properties. 
    6. The Character of Mental States   
  Grammar tells us what kind of object anything is. (PI, 373) 

 "Are you not really a behaviorist in disguise? Aren't you at bottom 
really   saying that everything except human behavior is a fiction?"—If I
 do speak   of a fiction, then it is of a grammatical fiction. (PI, 307) 
 
 Shortly before introducing the term 'criteria' in the Blue Book, Wittgenstein presents an example of what it is for a person to expect someone: 
  If for instance I expect B to come to tea, what happens may
 be this: At four   o'clock I look at my diary; I prepare tea for two; I
 think for a moment "does   B smoke?" and put out cigarettes; towards 
4:30 I begin to feel impatient;   I imagine B as he will look when he 
comes into my room. All this is called   "expecting B from 4 to 4:30." 
(BB,  20  )  17
 
 This passages appears to identify
 expectation with the sorts of phenomena that constitute its criteria, 
an identification that is seldom made in   Wittgenstein's considered 
remarks later. Rather, the characteristic later   mode is that of Investigations,
 page 211, where he explicitly denies that   such things as facial 
expressions and inner and outer declarations, which   constitute the 
"appearances" of being struck, can be equated with being 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 17] 17 	 While it is customary to speak of Wittgenstein's behavioral
 criteria, it is worth noting that   the items in this inventory, most 
of which are presumably examples of criteria, include both   bits of 
overt behavior and introspectabilia. 
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                 struck (even though "they are
 what happens"). Now one reason for adducing an epistemological 
interpretation of criteria might be this: since   Wittgenstein abandons 
the Blue Book's account of criteria, on which "to   be a criterion of X is just to be (what is called) X,"  18 his mature conception   of the notion must be one on which criteria bear some relation
 to whatever it is that the state in question is to be identified with, a
 relation that   allows them to serve as evidence for that state. But 
this would be to assume that if a mental state is not to be identified 
with its criteria, then it   has to be identified with something else; 
and this, it seems to me, is just   what Wittgenstein insists we not do. I believe the heart of his conception   of mental states to be the idea expressed in the passage from Zettel
 I   quoted at the end of the last chapter: " 'Joy' designates nothing 
at all. Neither any inward nor any outward thing" (Z, 487). There is 
thus, in some   sense, no such thing as joy; though this is perfectly 
compatible with the   claim that "joy is manifested in facial 
expression, in behavior" (Z, 486). A   mental state's "expression" (PI, 
453) or its "appearances" (PI, pp.  174,
   211; Z, 543) provide a picture of it, though not in virtue of 
resembling it   or of bearing some other relation to whatever it is that
 constitutes that   state; rather, we simply take them, in a 
primitive way, to provide such a   picture. This seems to me to be the 
moral of Wittgenstein's remark about   the "pictured pot" in section 297
 of the Investigations, a thought that occurs in a different and perhaps clearer form in his Lectures on Philosophical Psychology: 
 
 Suppose a phenomenal box pictured on my wall, with picture-smoke   just
 above it. Have I got to say the smoke comes out of the box? There's no 
  compelling; it does compel you if it does. I might say "The 
picture smoke   comes out of the picture box." This would be a queer 
use; but I might say   it. Compare: It would be queer not to say "He 
calculated". (274) 
 
 What
 seems "queer" is the notion that for it to be a picture of smoke coming
 out of a box or for it to be seen in that way, we have to say that 
there is   something called "picture smoke" inside the "picture box" and
 that this is   what is issuing from it. On the other hand, it can be 
perfectly natural—or   even something about which we feel compelled—to 
say that that is a pic- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 18] 18 	 Albritton, " On Wittgenstein's Use of the Term 'Criterion'," 241. 
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                 ture of smoke coming out of a box or that someone calculated—indeed it   might be "queer" to say otherwise. 

 Of course, an air of mystification exists about the idea that there is,
 in   some sense, no such thing as a state like joy and yet nevertheless
 true is   that "when you are glad you really are glad" (Z, 487).  19
 But it is not, I   think, as bizarre as it first appears and has 
affinities with some familiar   views in recent philosophy of mind, 
views I shall touch on in the afterword to this book. I want to conclude
 this chapter, though, by returning to the connection between criteria 
and knowledge. 
 Sections 354-355 of the Investigations are sometimes cited in support   of epistemological interpretations of criteria: 
 
 The fluctuation in grammar between criteria and symptoms makes it   
look as if there were nothing but symptoms. We say, for example: 
"Experience teaches that there is rain when the barometer falls, but it 
also teaches   that there is rain when we have certain sensations of wet
 and cold, or such‐   and-such visual impressions." In defense of this 
one says that these sense‐   impressions can deceive us. But here one 
fails to reflect that the fact the   false appearance is precisely one 
of rain is founded on a definition. 
 
The point here is not that our sense-impressions might lie, but that we 
  understand their language. (And this language like any other is 
founded   on convention.) 
 

 The construction often put on these remarks goes something like this:  
 both the barometer's falling and the occurrence of visual impressions 
of   rain are usually accompanied by rain, and both provide evidence of 
rain.   But because we learned to say "It's raining" when we had visual 
impressions of rain, such impressions are criterial of rain—which 
implies that 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 19] 19 	
 One qualm is that the disanalogy between mental states and such 
"factual" properties as   length might be thought to undermine the 
conclusions drawn in Sections 4 and 5 concerning the modal status of 
definitions involving criteria, since some of those appealed to our 
intuitions about the properties things would have in various possible 
worlds. I do think that   the application of the standard machinery of 
possible worlds to mentalistic and semantic concepts is not 
straightforward. However, the case against the claim that it is a 
necessary truth   that people displaying a mental state's criteria are 
usually in that state does not seem to me to   depend on an excessively 
literal appeal to possible worlds, particularly once we distinguish   
that claim from the claim that such people are known a priori to be in 
that state. And the argument I gave against the latter claim does not 
involve possible worlds at all. 
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                 our knowledge that they are usually accompanied by and constitute evidence of rain is not derived from experience.  20
 But what Wittgenstein considers the object of definition here is not
   what is called "rain" but what is called "a visual impression of 
rain" (a certain visual experience). And the criterial role in this 
"definition" is not   that of the impression (as a criterion of rain) 
but that of the rain (as a criterion of the impression), a thought that 
recurs in his discussion of aspect‐   seeing: 
  What is the criterion of the visual experience?—The criterion? What do   you suppose? 
 The representation of 'what is seen'. (PI, p. 198) 
 
 The point of Investigations,
 354-355, then, is not that our knowledge   that visual impressions of 
rain are usually accompanied by rain is nonempirical but that we do not 
discover inductively that those impressions are   impressions of rain or are illusory or "false" or "lie" in the absence of rain
   (and not, say, in the absence of music). Put another way, what 
Wittgenstein considers a matter of definition or convention is not that 
our sense‐   impressions are not "false" but what it is for a 
sense-impression to be   "false." 
    7. On Certainty   

 It has to be conceded that even though his remarks on criteria, 
considered   as a whole, suggest that the role of criteria is to show us
 what mental states   are, in some places Wittgenstein seems to suggest 
that in virtue of this   role, criteria constitute a kind of ultimate 
justification or ground for assertions about mental states,  21
 or that they have outward criteria exempts our   beliefs about people's
 mental lives from rational doubt. This suggestion is   present; but I 
believe that its centrality to his conception of criteria has   been 
exaggerated. One of the striking aspects of the very late remarks 
collected in On Certainty is Wittgenstein's discomfort with the 
idea that our   practices of defining, teaching, and explaining the 
meaning of terms require that the things we say in the course of those 
practices must be known 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 20] 20 	 See, for example, Lycan, " Noninductive Evidence," 110, and Canfield, " Criteria and   Rules of Language," 75. 
	 [bookmark: 21] 21 	 See, for example, Z, 437. 
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                 to be true; and I want to end this chapter with a discussion of some of the   leading themes of that work. 
 Epistemological interpretations of criteria seem at odds with remarks   like these: 
 
 We teach a child "that is your hand," not "that is perhaps your hand". 
  That is how a child learns the innumerable language-games that are 
concerned with his hand. An investigation or question 'whether this is 
really a   hand' never occurs to him. Nor, on the other hand, does he 
learn that he   knows that this is a hand. (OC, 374) 

 I want to say: our learning has the form "that is a violet", "that is a
 table".   Admittedly, the child might hear the word "violet" for the 
first time in the   sentence "perhaps that is a violet", but then he 
could ask "what is a violet?"   Now this might of course be answered by 
showing him a picture. But how   would it be if one said "that is a ..."
 only when showing him a picture, but   otherwise said nothing but 
"perhaps that is a ..."—what practical consequences is that supposed to 
have? 
 A doubt that doubted everything would not be a doubt. (OC, 450) 

 "So one must know that the objects whose names one teaches a child by  
 an ostensive definition must exist."—Why must one know they do? Isn't 
it   enough that experience doesn't later show the opposite? 
 For why should the language-game rest on some kind of knowledge?   (OC, 477) 
 
 On Certainty
 consists of Wittgenstein's reflections on G. E. Moore's attempt to 
counter scepticism and sceptical arguments by adducing our   knowledge 
of a wide range of "commonsense propositions"—for example, 'This is a 
hand', 'I have a body', 'The earth has existed for a long   time', 
'There are other people'—and insisting that this knowledge is impervious
 to any argument that might be brought forward to challenge it.  22
   Wittgenstein's first point is that both the sceptic and Moore have a 
distorted view of our relation to the kinds of commonsense propositions 
at issue. Wittgenstein thinks that the sceptic's view is distorted 
because he   fails to realize that doubting—or raising the possibility 
of error—is an activity that takes place in concrete circumstances and 
must be occasioned 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 22] 22 	 See in particular Moore's essays "A Defence of Common Sense" and " Proof of an External   World," in Philosophical Papers ( London: George Allen and Unwin, 1959). 
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 by specific "grounds for doubt" (OC, 120; see also OC, 19-20, 32, 117, 
  247, 249); hence the sceptic's assertion of the possibility of mistake
 in the   absence of such grounds lacks sense. Moore's error is to 
acknowledge the   sense of the sceptic's assertion by disagreeing with 
it and by putting forward a proposition—'I know that this is a 
hand'—that he takes to be incompatible with it. Like the sceptic, Moore 
fails to realize that making   claims to knowledge is something we do in
 concrete circumstances for specific reasons and hence that his claims 
to knowledge in the absence of such   circumstances and reasons lack 
sense (OC, II,  41,  84, 483, 622). This   does not mean that the sceptic is right; rather, our proper response is to   view the sceptic's assertion as "misfiring" (OC,  37 
 ). But Moore's response   misfires too (OC, 521). What is important 
about Moore's misfired attempt to counter scepticism is the attention he
 calls to the kinds of commonsense truisms whose knowledge he adduces: 
 
 That is why Moore's assurance that he knows ... does not interest us. 
The   propositions, however, which Moore retails as examples of such 
known   truths are indeed interesting. Not because anyone knows their 
truth, or believes he knows them, but because they all have a similar role in the system   of our empirical judgements. (OC,  137  ) 
 

 Let us leave aside the question of the merits of Wittgenstein's 
diagnosis   of scepticism and Moore's response to it and focus instead 
on the importance he takes to attach to the kinds of commonsense 
propositions at issue.   While these propositions are "empirical," they 
have not been established   as the result of investigation (OC,  40  ), and the special status they have is   not permanently fixed (OC,  95  -  97  ). This special status has two aspects. 

 First, accepting them as a matter of course or acting without question 
  as though they were true is, as a matter of contingent fact, a 
precondition   for our learning language-games at all or for acquiring 
the concepts embedded in those language-games: 
 
 For how can a child immediately doubt what it is taught? That could   
only mean that he was incapable of learning certain language games. (OC,
   283) 
 Imagine that the schoolboy really did ask "and is there a table there even   when I turn around, and even when no one is there to see it?" Is the teacher   to reassure him—and say "of course there is!"? 
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 Perhaps the teacher will get a bit impatient, but think that the boy 
will   grow out of asking such questions. (OC, 314; see also OC, 310, 
315, 374, 391‐   392, 396) 
 

 The overall point, made most explicitly in sections 475-477, is that 
our   teaching, defining, learning, and acquiring concepts depends on 
our taking certain things for granted—even though this cannot be turned 
into a   kind of transcendental argument that we actually know these 
things To   quote again section 477: 
 
 "So one must know that the objects whose names one teaches a child by  
 an ostensive definition exist."—Why must one know they do? Isn't it   
enough that experience doesn't later show the opposite? 
 For why should the language-game rest on some kind of knowledge? 
 

 Second, commonsense truisms of the sort to which Moore calls attention 
play a special role in the specific "language-game" or activity of 
empirical investigation: taking them for granted is what allows us to 
investigate,   establish, verify, and refute other propositions: 
  That is to say, the questions that we raise and our doubts depend on the   fact that some propositions are exempt from doubt, are as it were like   hinges on which those turn. (OC, 341) 
 That is to say, it belongs to the logic of our scientific investigations that   certain things are in deed not doubted. (OC, 342; see the whole sequence, OC,   337-344) 
 
 But, again, this cannot be turned into a transcendental refutation of   scepticism: such "hinge" propositions conceivably could turn out to be   false, and if they did it would threaten or undermine the activities in   which they are taken for granted.  23
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 23] 23 	 Richard W. Miller, Fact and Method
 ( Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987), develops a detailed 
account of theory confirmation that strikes me as very much in the 
spirit of this   aspect of On Certainty (whether intentionally or
 not). On Miller's account, the establishment of a scientific 
hypothesis, as against its rivals, typically depends on the acceptance 
by   all parties to the dispute of certain "topic-specific truisms," 
which are not themselves the results of empirical investigation. For 
example, Einstein's explanation of Brownian motion   helped form a 
consensus in favor of a full-bodied realistic version of molecular 
theory (as   against its instrumentalist rivals) in part because of the 
acceptance of the truism that "if a   nonliving thing is in constant 
erratic motion, that is reason to believe it is constantly being   
pushed to and fro" (462). 
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                 Thus while On Certainty
 is sometimes regarded as Wittgenstein's distinctive contribution to 
epistemology and the issue of scepticism, almost   the opposite seems to
 me to be true: his remarks on knowledge and   scepticism strike me as 
somewhat cursory and of secondary interest. And   the real importance, 
he believes, of propositions such as Moore's commonsense truisms is the 
role they play in the definition and determination of   our concepts and
 the activities in which those concepts figure—a role   they play as 
ordinary contingent propositions to which no privileged epistemological 
status accrues as a result. And this is basically the role I have   
argued is played by contingent truisms to the effect that people in 
various   mental states typically behave in ways criterial of those 
states. 
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 Truth and the Argument
 against a Solitary Speaker   

 One of the most important elements of Wittgenstein's later 
philosophical   work is the line of thought that has come to be known as
 the private language argument. Although there is some disagreement over
 just what this   line of thought includes, it clearly incorporates many
 of his characteristic   later themes: linguistic use and practice, 
rule-following, criteria, and the   importance of the individual's 
location in a social context. Some of these   themes are present, I have
 argued, in an incipient form in his early writings, but nothing like 
the private language argument occurs in the Tractatus,  1
 and the principles and ideas that come into play in it provide an 
indication of the differences in both substance and emphasis between his
   early and later periods. 
 Both the 
location and the conclusion of this line of thought are matters   of 
debate. What might be called the "official" private language argument   
commences at section 243 of the Investigations and is commonly 
read as   an attempt to demonstrate the impossibility of a language 
purporting to   describe mental phenomena that are, in some Cartesian 
sense, "private."   Even on this construal, different ways exist of 
characterizing the argument's overall import: on the one hand, as an 
attempt to discredit a Carte- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 1] 1 	 Cora Diamond has argued that it is prefigured there in "Does Bismarck Have a Beetle in His   Box? The Private Language Argument in the Tractatus" (paper presented at the Central Division meeting of the American Philosophical Association, Chicago, Ill., April 26, 1996). 
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 sian conception of the mental; on the other, as an attempt to establish
 the   inherently social character of language. On Kripke's 
interpretation,   though—which supplies much of the framework for my 
reading of Wittgenstein—the remarks following section 243 are merely an 
application, to   the special case of a language used to talk about 
one's sensations, of a general line of argument concerning 
rule-following that begins around section 138 and resumes (after an 
interpolation on reading) at section 185—   a line of argument leading 
to the conclusion that a language intelligible in   principle to only a 
single person is impossible. I find myself in agreement   with much of 
Kripke's reconstruction of this argument (though as I indicated in the 
first chapter and as I shall try to make clearer shortly, I disagree 
with a central claim that he takes it to involve). In what follows, I   
shall refer to the reasoning that purports to demonstrate the 
impossibility   of a language intelligible to but a single person as the argument against a   solitary speaker, and to the discussion following Investigations, 243 as   the 'E'-game. 

 In recent years it has become commonplace to read Wittgenstein as 
repudiating, either explicitly or implicitly, what might be called a 
classical   realist conception of language and truth, according to which
 statements   are typically rendered true or false by a reality whose 
character is independent of our acceptance or rejection of them. Kripke 
and Dummett are   among the principal architects of this reading, 
although versions of it can   certainly be found earlier.  2
 It is also common to maintain a connection between Wittgenstein's 
alleged repudiation of realism and his discussion of   privacy— Kripke, 
it will be recalled, holds that the argument against a solitary speaker 
is a consequence of the rejection (on the basis of what he calls   the 
sceptical paradox) of the kind of realist conception of meaning and   
truth embodied in the Tractatus, in favor of one that dispenses 
with the   classical notion of a statement's truth-conditions and 
replaces it with the   notion of conditions licensing its assertion. 

 Part of the continuity I am attributing to Wittgenstein's philosophical
   thought amounts to a denial that it is marked by this sort of radical
 break   with classical realism. Rather, I contend, he maintained 
throughout his 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 2] 2 	 Judith Thomson in particular argues in " Private Languages," American Philosophical   Quarterly
 I ( 1964): 23-31, that the private language argument, at least as 
reconstructed by   Malcolm, rests on a form of verificationism. 
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 life some version of the view that language's semantic properties, 
including a sentence's truth-conditions, are shown or displayed by its 
use,   and his conception of those properties, truth included, did not 
alter drastically between the Tractatus and his later work. This is not an attempt   to turn Wittgenstein into a defender
 of something called "realism" in   the form in which it occurs in 
contemporary debates. It is simply to   deny that he intended to depart 
from what I would call (thus betraying   my sympathies) the commonsense 
idea that much of what we say is rendered true or false by a reality 
independent of our saying, and also to deny   that, whether intended or 
not, his later views embody a critique of this   idea. 

 Moreover, since I think that the argument against a solitary speaker 
is,   at least in rough outline, basically a sound one, I also believe 
that it does   not depend on a repudiation of realism. In this chapter, I
 start by extending the application of the notions of showing or 
manifesting and seeing or   recognizing to language's semantic aspects, 
including truth. I shall then   take up Kripke's claim that 
Wittgenstein's later work repudiates the classical conception of truth, 
making clear just where my disagreement with   this claim lies, after 
which I attempt to bring out Wittgenstein's actual attitude toward truth
 (based on what little he explicitly says about it), an attitude that I 
take to be quite similar to F. P. Ramsey's. Then I turn to the   
argument against a solitary speaker, as well as a number of topics tied 
to   it—Moore's paradox, the 'E'-game, and the relation between truth 
and human agreement. This chapter is a comparatively long one, but the 
issues   involved in it seem to me to be interwoven in such a way that I
 thought it   best to keep the discussion of them continuous. 
    1. The Manifestation of Meaning   
 
 Am I not getting closer and closer to saying that in the end logic 
cannot be   described? You must look at the practice of language, then 
you will see it.   (OC, 501) 
 
 The Tractatus
 offers parallel accounts of propositions and thoughts, on   which both 
consist of unspecified elements arranged in a certain form, arrangements
 that show or display what one says or thinks. The parallel extends to 
attributions of intentional states, so that such sentences as 'A be
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                 lieves that p' and 'A has the thought that p' are said really to be of the form   ' "p" says p' (TLP, 5.542). 

 This parallel treatment of mentality and meaning persists in 
Wittgenstein's later work, in that both states of mind and the semantic 
properties   of statements are shown or manifested by shared forms of 
verbal and nonverbal activity occurring in social settings in which they
 are responded to   in characteristic ways—that, in any event, is the 
view I am trying to develop in this book, and it is the heart of what I 
characterized in Chapter 3   as Wittgenstein's constructive vision. In 
the last chapter I argued that in   the case of mental states, these 
forms of activity and behavior include   what Wittgenstein calls both 
"criteria" and "expressions," their role being   to determine the 
concept of a mental state or to define our words for it by   displaying 
it or by furnishing a picture of it. 
 
But the application of the notion of criteria is not confined to mental 
  states, and Wittgenstein also speaks of a criterion for a judgment's 
being   correct, or a "criterion of correctness" (PI, 258); of criteria 
for someone's   understanding a word correctly (PI, 269); of the 
criterion for the correctness of a memory (PI,  56 
 ); and of a criterion for "whether someone meant   such-and-such" (PI, 
692). On the account offered in the last chapter,   these criteria would
 again consist of the circumstances in which we typically say that a 
judgment is correct, that someone has understood a word   correctly, 
that a memory is correct, or that someone meant such and   such—in other
 words, they consist of the assertibility-conditions for such   
statements, which typically consist in large part of characteristic 
forms of   behavior. But these criteria are not privileged ways of 
certifying such statements; rather, they show or manifest what renders a
 judgment correct,   what it is to understand a word correctly, what it 
is for a memory to be   right, or what someone means. In the case of a 
statement or judgment, its   criteria of correctness show what it is for
 it to be true, or they manifest its   truth-conditions. 

 I shall have more to say about Wittgenstein's conception of truth   
shortly, but here I want to draw support for this reading from some 
remarks in the Investigations that at first might seem to tell 
against associating Wittgensteinian criteria with the ordinary notion of
 truth. In Part II   (pp. 222-223) he discusses a person's "confession" 
of his thoughts and   the "accounts" we give of our dreams. He says that
 our "criteria for the   
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 truth" of such a confession "are not the criteria for the true 
description of   a process"; and he implies that we have no criteria for
 a "[dream] report's   'agreeing' with the dream." In both cases, he 
suggests, we do not have a   criterion of truth as opposed to "truthfulness"
 (which I take to be something like sincerity); hence we cannot speak of
 the confession's or the report's agreeing with reality or of its being 
rendered true by something. 
 But I 
take Wittgenstein's point here to be that the notion of truth (as 
opposed to truthfulness) is inapplicable to these cases precisely 
because of   what is distinctive about them—namely, thoughts that can 
only be "confessed" are thoughts that another person cannot be in a 
position to say anything about, and so such a confession cannot 
be challenged or corrected   by another, and that someone's "report" of a
 dream, as we usually think of   it, cannot be challenged or gainsaid by
 someone else either. As we shall   see later, it is part of 
Wittgenstein's argument against a solitary speaker   that for a person's
 assertion to be correct or true in a full-fledged sense, it   has to be
 possible for others to disagree with it—that is, there have to be   
conditions or circumstances that license such disagreement. And since   
these are lacking in the present cases, I take him to be contrasting 
them   with cases in which such conditions or circumstances are 
available and to   which a full-fledged notion of truth is therefore 
applicable. 
 But the broader point at 
present is not one specifically concerning criteria and truth; it is 
that Wittgenstein regularly speaks of a word's or a sentence's meaning 
as something shown or exhibited by its use. Thus in section 10 of the Investigations he writes: 
  Now what do the words of this language signfy?—What is supposed to   shew what they signify, if not the kind of use they have. 
 
 Of the term "state of seeing" he says, "Let the use teach
 you the meaning"   (PI, p. 212); and in connection with calling 
"such-and-such the 'right continuation' " of a numerical series, he 
states "What 'such-and-such' is I can   only show in examples" (Z, 300).
 And in section 473 of Investigations he   compares what makes a 
proposition true with what would satisfy a wish,   a comparison that 
presumably gains its point both from a remark shortly   preceding it, 
where he asks, "How do sentences manage to represent?"   and answers, 
"Don't you know? You certainly see it, when you use them"   (435), and 
from the ensuing discussion culminating in section 453, in   
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 One of the strongest expressions of the idea that language's semantic  
 properties and relations to the world are manifested by its use occurs 
in   the Brown Book: 
 
 What now is the relation between a name and the object named, say, the 
  house and its name? I suppose we could give either of two answers. The
   one is that the relation consists in certain strokes having been 
painted on   the door of the house. The second answer I meant is that 
the relation we are   concerned with is established, not just by 
painting these strokes on the   door, but by the particular role they 
play in the practice of our language as   we have been sketching it. 
(BB,  172  ) 
 

 Wittgenstein goes on to criticize the first answer as "trivial" and as 
one   "we are not satisfied with" and to endorse something like the 
second,   though with a warning that it is liable to be misconstrued. 
For if we look   at our actual use of the name, we are not going to find
 this "mysterious relation of the object and its name" (BB,  172  ). This tempts us to posit some   other
 "peculiar" relation between the name and the house, in addition to   
the "trivial, 'purely external'" relation of the former's being written 
on   the latter. But even "the entire usage of the name" does not 
constitute or   "characterize" any single "relation of name to object" 
(BB,  173 
 ). Of   course, Wittgenstein is not denying that the name stands for 
the house.   Rather, he seems to be denying that its standing for the 
house is a factual   relation constituted either by the presence of 
marks on the house or even   by our entire practice with the name. 
Instead, its role in that practice   shows us what it stands for. 
 Coming to see what words mean or signify in this way is something that   occurs only within
 the family of linguistic practices and the activities in   which they 
are embedded or within "the common behavior of mankind"   (PI, 206). A 
symbol seen "from outside" seems subject to multiple interpretations (Z,
 235) or even to none at all. If I observe the use of a word   only 
externally, I need not understand it—for all I can see, "it might be a   game, or a form of etiquette": 
 
 Wouldn't it be possible for me to know the use of the word and yet 
follow   it without understanding? (As, in a sense, we follow the 
singing of birds).   
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 So isn't it something else that constitutes understanding—the feeling 
"in   one's own breast," the living experience of the expressions?—They 
must   mesh with my own life. (PG,  65  -  66  ) 
 

 The point is not that there is "something else that constitutes 
understanding." It is that I understand what the word means only if the 
use I observe   is one that "mesh [es] with my own life." 
 Correlative to a word's meaning being shown by its use, Wittgenstein   also speaks of a person's understanding a word in a certain way as something manifested or exhibited by what she or he does. Earlier in Philosophical Grammar,
 Wittgenstein remarks that understanding a sentence "can   mean 'to know
 what the sentence signifies'; i.e., to be able to answer the   question
 'what does this sentence say?' " (PG,  44  ). He goes on to disparage the "prevalent notion that we can only imperfectly exhibit our understanding," as well as the idea that "understanding is something different   from the expression of understanding" and "cannot be exhibited; it is   something inward and spiritual" (PG,  44 
 ). The point is similar to the one   we have seen earlier in connection
 with the appearance of being struck   and with the criteria and 
expression of mental states: understanding is exhibited by the phenomena
 Wittgenstein calls its expression; yet it is not to   be identified 
with that expression or with anything else either. 

 What I regard as a persuasive case for a view of the relation between  
 meaning and use similar to the one I have been arguing for has been 
made   by Hintikka and Hintikka in Investigating Wittgenstein.  3 They too reject   the widespread opinion that in his later work Wittgenstein abandoned a   Tractatus-like
 view that emphasizes semantic relations between language   and the 
world, also arguing for a significant degree of continuity between   his
 early and later views of meaning. Most important, they believe he 
continued to hold that sentences picture the facts or states of affairs 
that they   describe and that this picturing or exhibiting is a result 
of the kind of use   they have, which the authors describe by the rubric
 "language-games."   They stress Wittgenstein's insistence that these 
language-games are not   constituted by merely verbal activity: "The 
word 'language-game' is here   meant to emphasize that the speaking of language is part of an activity or 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 3] 3 	 Hintikka and Hintikka, Investigating Wittgenstein, chap. 9. 
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 The principal difference, however, between their reading of 
Wittgenstein and the one I offer is that they maintain that he did not 
abandon the   picture theory of the Tractatus at all but simply 
altered his view of how   the picturing relation arises. On the picture 
theory, propositions are configurations of names arranged in pictorial 
forms, forms that are shared   with the states of affairs they depict, 
which consist of objects arranged in   these same forms. This idea of 
the isomorphism of language and the   world is not idle in the Tractatus—it plays a crucial role, for instance, in   the argument that the world consists of arrangements of simple
 objects,   which was among the claims Wittgenstein was later to reject.
 In Chapter   2 I argued that the idea of shared pictorial form is 
ultimately vacuous; to   claim that such a proposition as 'John loves 
Mary' depicts the state of affairs of John's loving Mary by virtue of 
consisting of names arranged in a   form it shares with that situation 
is ultimately just a long-winded way of   saying that the sentence 'John
 loves Mary' is used to say that John loves   Mary. And I have been 
arguing that while Wittgenstein continued to   maintain the pictorial 
character of language, he came to think it "an error" to claim that this
 amounts to "an agreement of form" with reality   (PG, 212). 

 Hintikka and Hintikka believe that Wittgenstein wavered in his 
allegiance to the picture theory around 1929 but ultimately decided in 
favor   of it, remaining committed to it throughout his later work. I do
 not see   how this can be reconciled with his attack in the Investigations
 on the idea   of "the a priori order of the world," an order that "must
 be common to   both world and thought" (PI, 97), or with his suggestion
 in the Blue Book   that "a sentence is ... a picture which hasn't the slightest similarity with   what it represents" (BB, 37). 
 In Chapter 4 I noted that a number of striking parallels exist between   the Tractatus'
 characterization of linguistic representation and Wittgenstein's later 
discussions of aspect-seeing, in which he argues against the   
temptation to reify the form or the relations between its elements we 
say 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 4] 4 	
 Ibid, 215-217. The grounds for this ineffability, however, seem 
somewhat different from   the present idea that such relations are not 
factual. 
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                 we perceive when we come to see a figure in a certain way. Thus, just as,   according to the Tractatus,
 a proposition says that a state of affairs obtains by virtue of sharing
 a pictorial form with it, so we might be tempted   to say that a 
picture depicts a rabbit by virtue of sharing a leporine form   with 
rabbits. Wittgenstein clearly rejects this attribution of something   
common—a "leporine form"—to the picture and the rabbits, as he rejects  
 the related idea that to see a figure as a rabbit is to see its 
elements as arranged in the way in which the parts of a rabbit are 
actually arranged   (which would be comparable with the idea that to 
understand a sentence   as saying that a state of affairs obtains is to 
conceive of or see its elements   as arranged in the way in which the 
constituents of the state of affairs are   actually arranged). What he 
does allow is that to see a figure as a rabbit is   to respond to it in a
 certain way and that how one sees it is shown or manifested by how one 
applies it—which is parallel, in the case of a sentence,   to holding 
that to understand a sentence as saying that a particular state of   
affairs obtains is to respond to it in a certain way, and how one 
understands it is shown or manifested by how one uses it. 

 Now it may indeed be that one can characterize what this sort of 
response is like only by saying, in the case of a figure, that one sees 
its elements as arranged in a leporine form and, in the case of a 
sentence, that   one grasps that it has a certain logical form. But what
 we presumably   must not do is reify these forms or attribute 
them to what is said to be depicted—to do so is to be, in a very literal
 sense, in the grip of a picture. In   the Tractatus, logical or 
pictorial forms were to be found in the very nature of things, for they 
were necessary for language and thought to represent the configurations 
that objects had the potential to enter into by virtue of their 
essential internal properties, and it was further necessary that   all 
and only such configurations were uniquely and determinately 
representable. And I take it that these kinds of requirements are an 
important   part of what Wittgenstein rejects in his later work. 
 In the last chapter I argued that the point of the remark about the "pictured pot" in section 297 of the Investigations (and the comparable discussion of the picture of smoke coming out of a box in his Lectures on Philosophical Psychology
 [274]) is that something's being a picture does not   require an 
isomorphism between the elements of the picture and what it   depicts. 
This is especially important in the case of mental states if, as I ar
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                 gued there, Wittgenstein countenances "pictures" of a mental state like   joy, while denying (as he does in Zettel,
 486) that there is any such thing   as the state depicted. A similar 
point could be made about his willingness   to think of proofs as 
pictures of mathematical propositions, while vehemently denying that 
there is a realm of mathematical objects for such pictures to share a 
form with. So although I very much agree with Hintikka   and Hintikka's 
contention that Wittgenstein remained committed to the   idea of the 
pictorial character of language, I believe that the shape this   idea 
takes in his later work is quite different from the Tractatus' picture   theory of elementary propositions. 
    2. Kripke on Wittgenstein and Realism   

 In Chapter I I indicated a broad area of agreement between my reading  
 of Wittgenstein and Kripke's. In particular, what he calls the 
sceptical paradox, which is basically the claim that there are no 
straightforward facts   that make it true that a speaker uses a term 
with a particular meaning,   seems to me to capture a central element of
 Wittgenstein's thought and is   an important part of the view I am 
developing here. But I also indicated   that I disagreed with Kripke's 
contention that as a result of this paradox,   Wittgenstein was led to a
 wholesale abandonment of the kind of classical   realist view on which 
our statements are typically rendered true or false   by facts that are 
independent of language and thought, a view that is supposed to inform 
the Tractatus. I think that we are now in position to see   more 
clearly just where the disagreement between Kripke's reading and   mine 
lies. 
 In Chapter I I also suggested 
that Kripke's reading has been the target   of a good deal of criticism 
that misconstrues it in various ways. George   Wilson has provided a 
very useful account of what this reading does and   does not involve, in
 an attempt to rebut some of this criticism; and I think   Wilson's 
account also provides a good vehicle for contrasting my reading   with 
Kripke's.  5

 Somewhat unclear in Kripke's original presentation is just what the   
areas of agreement and disagreement between Wittgenstein and the 
semantic sceptic are supposed to be. As I noted in the first chapter, 
the ex- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 5] 5 	 George M. Wilson, " Kripke on Wittgenstein and Normativity," Midwest Studies in Philosophy 19 ( 1994): 366-390. 
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 ample Kripke uses, which concerns the meaning of the arithmetical 
function sign '+', is not essential to the discussion, which could just 
as well   have been framed in relation to the meaning of any term which 
applies to   an open-ended domain or which has multiple instances of 
application, or   in relation to the truth-conditions of sentences 
involving such terms. Wilson recasts the discussion so that it concerns 
the properties that are supposed to render true or false a person X's 
applications to objects of a general term [Ø], or as he puts it, that 
"govern the correct application of [Ø]   for X."  6
 The subject of the sceptic's inquiry is the nature of the facts, if   
any, that "constitute any set of properties" as those which render X's 
applications of [Ø] true or false—or, in other words, which make it true
 that   certain properties play this role. The conclusion the sceptic 
draws, with   which Wittgenstein is said to agree, is what Wilson calls 
"the basic   sceptical conclusion": 
  (BSC) There are no
 facts about X that [make it true   that any set of properties are 
those] that render X's   applications of [Ø] to objects true or false.  7
 
 What Wittgenstein is supposed to reject, however, is the "radical   sceptical conclusion" that the sceptic invites us to draw: 
  (RSC) No one ever means anything by a term. 
 

 The argument against classical realism that Kripke attributes to 
Wittgenstein has to do with the relation between (BSC) and (RSC). 
Classical real- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 6] 6 	
 Ibid., 370. The phrase "govern the correct application of [Ø]" seems 
ambiguous to me.   It could allude either to the conditions which 
license or regulate a person's applications of   the term (which are 
akin to a sentence's assertibility-conditions) or to those which make   
them true. Wilson intends it in the latter sense, and I have rephrased 
his account and the   principles it involves throughout. 
	 [bookmark: 7] 7 	
 Ibid. Again, I have replaced Wilson's phrase "constitute any set of 
properties as those" with   "make it true that any set of properties are
 those," which comes to the same thing and seems   to me clearer for 
present purposes.  Since Kripke's discussion focuses 
mostly on what might be called "individual" facts   about a person, 
Wilson couches (BSC) in terms of "facts about X," though he makes it 
clear   that the position Kripke attributes to Wittgenstein is supposed 
to encompass a wider range   of facts, including those having to do with
 X's social setting. 
 Wilson informed me in 
correspondence ( March 12, 1995) that he intended (BSC) (and   [N] and 
[G], below) to be read more narrowly than I have formulated them. The 
properties   in question are supposed to be ones to which X has adopted 
an actual commitment to the ef- 
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 ism is committed, the sceptic maintains, to some version of what Wilson
   calls a "normativity principle" to the effect that a person's 
applications of   a meaningful general term are rendered true or false 
by certain particular   properties (and not others): 
  (N) If X means something by a term [Ø] then there is   a set of properties P  1  - P  n  that render X's applications   of [Ø] to objects true or false. 
 

 The sceptic also insists on what Wilson calls a "grounding constraint" 
to   the effect that if certain properties do render X's applications of
 [Ø] to objects true or false, then there must be facts about X that 
single out just   those properties: 
  (G) If there is a set of properties P  1  - P  n  that render X's   applications of [Ø] to objects true or false, then there   are facts about X which make it true that P  1  - P  n  are the   properties which render X's applications of [Ø] to   objects true or false. 
 
 Now (RSC) follows directly from (N), (G), and (BSC). According to   Kripke, Wittgensteindenies
 the radical sceptical conclusion (RSC); and   the denial of (RSC), 
together with (G) and (BSC), directly implies the   denial of (N), which
 is supposed to express a commitment of classical realism. This, then, 
is the argument Kripke attributes to Wittgenstein   against realism. 

 My contention, though, is that Wittgenstein does not offer anything   
like a general critique of classical or commonsense realism—which is, 
let   us grant, committed to something like (N).8 And I agree that he accepts 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: ]  	
 fect that they are to render X's applications of the term true or 
false. But I have retained the   wider reading in the text, for in 
claiming that Wittgenstein rejects (G), I mean to attribute to   him the
 stronger thesis that there are no facts at all that ground X's 
applications of the term.   8It might be objected that 
Wittgenstein's discussion of family resemblance terms already   
constitutes a critique of (N), for he rejects the idea that there are 
properties common to the   objects to which such terms apply. Moreover, 
if my interpretation of his conception of mental states is correct, 
mentalistic terms supply further counterexamples to (N). I agree that   
Wittgenstein does not accept what might be called a "naive" form of 
classical realism, which   asserts (N) in its full generality. I 
maintain only that he does not offer any global argument   for a 
wholesale rejection of classical realism. 
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 the basic sceptical conclusion (BSC) and rejects the radical sceptical 
conclusion (RSC). But on my reading, what he rejects in consequence is 
the   grounding constraint (G), which holds that if someone means 
something   by a term, then there must be straightforward facts which 
make it true   that that is what she means. For it is part of the idea 
that what human beings mean by their words is something shown or 
manifested by their use   of them, which is just the view I attribute 
here to Wittgenstein—that   these meanings are not constituted by 
straightforward facts about us. 
 At many places Wittgenstein offers what is tantamount to a rejection of   (G). For instance, in the passage from the Brown Book
 (172-173) discussed in the last section, he denies that we can find 
"the mysterious relation" that might be thought to constitute a person's
 using a name to stand   for something. But perhaps the clearest 
instances occur in the discussions   of someone's "meaning him" by the 
use of a word, which occur at various   different places in his later 
writings, including Investigations (661-693)   and in the discussions of aspect-seeing in the Investigations and Last   Writings on the Philosophy of Psychology.
 In the latter, for example, he   raises the question of what happens 
when one refers to a particular person   by using the words "a friend": 
  As you were saying these words, what happened which turned them into an   allusion to this
 man? Nothing happened which turned them into it. For   even if I had 
had a picture of him in my mind while I was speaking, complete with 
details (or whatever you want to substitute for this picture), that   
wouldn't have accomplished any more than if I had looked at him when I  
 was speaking. And looking at him is not the same as meaning him.—There 
  are signs which show that I meant him, and a glance could have been such   a sign. An idea too is no more than such a sign. (LWPP, 818) 
 

 And in one of his best-known and most striking aphorisms, Wittgenstein 
  remarks, "If God had looked into our minds he would not have been able
   to see there whom we were speaking of" (PI, p. 217). Stripped of its 
theological metaphor, this seems intended to deny that there are any
 facts   about us, including those available to an omniscient observer, 
which constitute the fact that we are talking about a particular person.
 But Wittgenstein does not, of course, mean to deny that we can talk 
about particular   people. 
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 One reason often given for supposing that Wittgenstein's later work 
embodies a critique of commonsense realism is his endorsement of a so‐  
 called redundancy conception of truth, which is sometimes taken as 
tantamount to a rejection of any conception of truth that sees it as a 
matter of   "correspondence" between language and the world.  9 The relevant sections of the Investigations are  134  -  137  (see also PG,  123  -  125, and RFM,   I, appendix 3), where he writes: 
 
 As bottom, giving "This is how things are" as the general form of 
propositions is the same as giving the definition: a proposition is 
whatever can be   true or false. For instead of "This is how things are"
 I could have said "This   is true". (Or again "This is false".) But we 
have 
 'p' is true = p 
 'p' is false = not-p. 
 And to say that a proposition is whatever can be true or false amounts to   saying: we call something a proposition when in our language we apply the   calculus of truth functions to it. (  136  ) 
 

 I believe that at least two questions ought to be asked about these 
passages: first, what point is Wittgenstein trying to make in endorsing a
 redundancy view of truth, and second, what conclusions can be drawn 
from   this endorsement about his broader attitude toward truth and 
realism? 
 The first is fairly easy to answer. The target of these passages is the   Tractatus'
 attempt to give a general account of what a proposition is by   saying 
that it is anything that attempts to state how things are—or as he   now
 puts it, anything that can be true or false: 
 
 Now it looks as if the definition—a proposition is whatever can be true
   or false—determined what a proposition was, by saying: what fits the 
concept 'true', or what the concept 'true' fits, is a proposition. So it
 is as if we   had a concept of true and false, which we could use to 
determine what is   and what is not a proposition. (PI,  136  ) 
 

 What he rejects, calling it "a bad picture," is the notion that we 
possess an   antecedent concept of truth that enables us to determine 
what a proposi- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 9] 9 	 See, for example, Kripke, Wittgenstein on Rules, 86. 
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                 tion is. Rather, "we only predicate 'true' and 'false' of what we call a proposition" (  136 
 ), and what a proposition is is determined both by "the rules   of 
sentence formation" and "the use of the sign in the language-game"   (  136 
 ). For us to have a concept of truth there have to be propositions for 
  it to apply to, and there are propositions only by virtue of the fact 
that we   use and apply language in the vast variety of ways that we do.
 The use of   language is thus conceptually prior to the possession of 
semantic concepts   such as truth, and we cannot appeal to the latter to
 determine the character of the former. Wittgenstein's immediate point, 
then, is not that we   have no concept of truth but that whatever 
concept we do have is not one   that determines what propositions are or
 how they are to be used.  10

 The second question is more difficult. Granted that whatever notion of 
  truth Wittgenstein thinks we do have conforms to a redundancy account 
  of the truth-predicate, does it follow that his conception of truth 
must be   a deflationary one, in a sense that is incompatible 
with classical realism   and anything that might be called a 
correspondence view of the notion?   This certainly does not follow 
immediately, for the redundancy of the   truth-predicate can be just as 
well enlisted in support of the view that   while in general no 
nontrivial way exists of saying what a sentence's truth‐   conditions are, a sentence's use shows
 or manifests what they are, and in   understanding a sentence, we grasp
 or understand what the world must   be like for it to be true. And this
 is just the sort of view that I am attributing to Wittgenstein in this 
book. 
 Some light can be shed on 
Wittgenstein's attitude toward truth by considering that of F. P. 
Ramsey, who is usually credited with introducing 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 10] 10 	
 There is an interesting similarity here with Donald Davidson's 
attitudes toward truth. In   " The Structure and Content of Truth," Journal of Philosophy
 87, no. 6 ( 1990): 279-328, he   holds that our grasp of the redundancy
 of the truth-predicate—that is, of the triviality of   each instance of
 " 'p' is true iff p"—tells against a deflationary account of 
truth, for it manifests our grasp of a primitive concept that cannot be 
defined in terms of more basic, nonsemantic concepts (though it can be 
partially axiomatized, which is what he takes Alfred Tarski to have 
done) (299). He also maintains, as Wittgenstein does, that use is prior 
to that   concept: "Nothing would count as a sentence, and the concept 
of truth would therefore have   no application, if there were not 
creatures who used sentences by uttering or inscribing tokens of 
them.... [T] he question whether a theory of truth is true of a given 
language ...   makes sense only if the sentences of that language have a
 meaning that is independent of that   theory.... [T] he language must 
have a life independent of [that account] " (300-301). As   we shall 
see, Ramsey's view is similar. 
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 the redundancy account of truth. On Wittgenstein's return to Cambridge 
  in 1929, the philosopher to whom he talked most extensively was 
Ramsey.  11 From 1927 to 1929 Ramsey had 
been working on a projected book   on truth, a book which was not 
brought to completion and the manuscripts of which were published only 
in 1991.  12 Thus it is not unreasonable 
to speculate that Ramsey's work on truth may have been one of the   
subjects of their discussions and that there are probably important 
similarities between Wittgenstein's views and Ramsey's. 
 In his well-known essay "Facts and Propositions" ( 1927),  13
 Ramsey argued against the view that the phrase 'the fact that p' is a 
singular term denoting an object and that truth is to be defined as a 
relation of "correspondence" between propositions and such objects. Part
 of the argument rests   on the redundancy of the expressions 'It is a 
fact that ...' and 'It is true   that . . .'; and this has encouraged 
the idea that the redundancy conception is at odds with any sort of 
correspondence conception of truth. Yet   this is not Ramsey's view. In 
his more extended writings on truth, he asks,   "What is the meaning of 
'true'?" and replies: "It seems to me that the answer is really 
perfectly obvious, that anyone can see what it is and that the   
difficulty only arises when we try to say what it is, because it is something   ordinary language is rather ill-adapted to express."  14 He then offers the   "definition that a belief is true if it is a 'belief that p' and p" as a partial
   definition of truth, one that reduces the notion of truth to what he 
calls   "propositional reference"—by which he means something like the 
content of a belief or the meaning of a sentence.  15 A complete
 account of truth   would have to go on to furnish an account of 
propositional reference or of   what it is to have a particular belief 
or to mean something by a sentence.   And he allows that such an 
account, if completed, would amount to a correspondence theory of truth.
 
  Although we have not yet used the word 'correspondence' ours will probably be called a Correspondence Theory of Truth. For if A is B we can 
 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 11] 11 	 Monk, Ludwig Wittgenstein, 258-260. 
	 [bookmark: 12] 12 	 Frank Plumpton Ramsey, On Truth, ed. Nicholas Rescher and Ulrich Majet, Episteme 19   ( Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1991). 
	 [bookmark: 13] 13 	 In Frank Plumpton Ramsey, Philosophical Papers, ed. D. H. Mellor ( Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1990). 
	 [bookmark: 14] 14 	 Ramsey, On Truth, 9. 
	 [bookmark: 15] 15 	 Ibid., II. 
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 speak according to common usage of the fact that A is B and say that it
 corresponds to the belief that A is B in a way in which if A is not B 
there is no   such fact corresponding to it. But we cannot describe the 
nature of this correspondence until we know the analysis of 
propositional reference, of "believing that A is B." Only when we know 
the structure of belief can we say   what type of correspondence it is 
that unites true beliefs to facts. And we   may well be sceptical as to 
there being any simple relation of correspondence applicable to all 
cases.  16
 

 He maintains that truth and propositional reference "are not 
independent   notions requiring separate analysis" and that the former 
depends on the   latter and not vice versa.  17 And he goes on to subject coherence theories of   truth to extensive criticism. 
 Ramsey's attempts at an account of propositional content are contained   in a chapter of On Truth
 entitled "Judgement" and run along broadly   pragmatic lines. The 
contents of a person's beliefs are revealed by his conduct—indeed, 
Ramsey appears to hold that having a belief just amounts   to or is 
reducible to being disposed to act in certain ways, though he   admits 
that he is unable to say just how this reduction might be carried   out.
  18
 
Wittgenstein's attitude toward what Ramsey calls "propositional 
reference" is the subtler one: it is shown or manifested by human 
conduct and   our use of language, rather than it being reducible to 
these. But it is not   hard to discern similarities between Ramsey's 
views on truth and those   contained in Wittgenstein's much less 
extensive remarks. Both take the   moral of the redundancy of the 
truth-predicate to be that the notions of   truth and proposition (or 
propositional reference) are "interwoven" (PI,   225) and that the 
latter is primary and the former must be explained in   terms of it. 
Ramsey believes (as Wittgenstein, I maintain, does not) that   it is 
possible to provide an informative account or theory of what it is to   
believe or mean something; but both take it to be tied essentially to 
human conduct or activity. Both thus hold that what has to be the case 
for a   statement or belief to be true is given by the content of the 
belief or statement and that this is in turn reducible to ( Ramsey) or 
shown by (Wittgen- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 16] 16 	 Ibid. 
	 [bookmark: 17] 17 	 Ibid., 12. 
	 [bookmark: 18] 18 	 Ibid., 45. 
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 stein) human conduct. Ramsey holds, moreover, that all this is 
perfectly   compatible with the broad intuitions supporting the idea of 
truth as correspondence with reality; and I can find no reason to 
suppose that Wittgenstein would have disagreed with this assessment. 
Thus I believe that no   support for the idea that Wittgenstein's later 
work embodies a sweeping   critique of commonsense realism is to be 
found in his brief remarks on the   redundancy of the truth-predicate.  19
    4. The Argument against a Solitary Speaker   

 According to Kripke, Wittgenstein's argument against the possibility of
 a   language intelligible in principle to only one person is a 
consequence of   his alleged renunciation of classical realism, with its
 attribution of truth‐   conditions to sentences, and his adoption 
instead of a view that assigns to   them only conditions licensing their
 use or assertion, or what are commonly called assertibility-conditions.
 I have been arguing that Wittgenstein's views are not marked by this 
sort of radical shift; nevertheless, I   think that Kripke's 
reconstruction of his argument, at least as I understand it, is 
basically correct. In this section I explain what I take that argument 
to be and why it does not presuppose a rejection of classical realism.  20
 The crux of the argument is contained in section 202 of the Investigations: 
  And hence also 'obeying a rule' is a practice. And to think
 one is obeying   a rule is not to obey a rule. Hence it is not possible
 to obey a rule 'privately':   otherwise thinking one was obeying a rule
 would be the same thing as obeying it. 
 

 Notice that this is a general claim about rule-following and is not 
confined   to the case of rules licensing the assertion of sentences. It
 holds that for 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 19] 19 	
 Further support for the case that Wittgenstein's endorsement of the 
redundancy theory is   not an indication of a commitment to deflationism
 or a rejection of commonsense realism   can be found in Hilary Putnam's
 third 1994 Dewey Lecture, " The Face of Cognition," Journal of Philosophy 91 ( 1994): 510-516. 
	 [bookmark: 20] 20 	
 What follows is my understanding of Kripke's reconstruction of 
Wittgenstein's argument   against a solitary rule-follower, which is 
given in Wittgenstein on Rules, 87-90. But my formulation is 
rather different from, and much more general than, Kripke's, and it may 
be that   I have read into his reconstruction my own understanding of 
Wittgenstein's argument. 
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 there to be a rule one is following, there has to be a difference 
between actually following it and its merely seeming to one that one is 
following it.   And this in turn would seem to imply that it has to be 
at least possible for   there to be occasions on which one sincerely 
attempts to follow the rule   but fails to do so or does so incorrectly.
 Moreover, because a rule is something which one can follow or obey or which can guide one, it has to be   possible actually to apply
 the rule to regulate one's behavior and to assess   whether an action 
conforms to it. Thus if there is a rule one is following,   it must be 
possible for there to be occasions on which the assessment   could be 
made that one's behavior does not conform to it. 

 Now consider the case of a rule that licenses me to assert a sentence  
 whenever a certain condition is fulfilled. If this rule is one I can 
actually   follow (as opposed to my behavior's happening to conform to a regularity), then it must be possible for me to apply
 the rule to regulate my verbal   behavior. And if I attempt to do so, 
the principle to which I will actually   look to regulate my behavior 
will be one that licenses me to assert the sentence whenever it seems to me that the stipulated condition is fulfilled.   Similarly, if I attempt to assess
 my conduct vis-à-vis the rule that licenses   me to assert the sentence
 whenever the stipulated condition is fulfilled, I   will actually judge
 that I am licensed to assert it whenever the condition   seems 
to me to be fulfilled. Thus as principles for regulating and assessing  
 my behavior, there can be, from my own standpoint, no difference in 
practice between applying a rule that licenses me to assert a sentence 
whenever a certain condition is fulfilled and applying one that licenses
 me to assert it whenever it seems to me that that condition is 
fulfilled: both yield   the same decisions and verdicts on every 
occasion of application.  21 Of   course, from the standpoint of someone else
 assessing my conduct, there   is a difference between the two, for 
there can be occasions on which the   person's assessment is that 
although I am conforming to the rule that licenses me to assert the 
sentence whenever the stipulated condition seems   to me to be 
fulfilled, I am violating the rule that licenses me to assert it   
whenever that condition is actually fulfilled.22
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 21] 21 	 They so yield, that is, at the time of each occasion of application. Considerations of memory enter into the 'E'-game of Investigations, 259, which I shall discuss in Section 6.   22Notice that this does not assume that the other person's assessment is actually correct. 
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 But for me to follow a rule "privately," in Wittgenstein's sense, 
requires   that it not be possible, even in principle, for another 
person to assess my   conduct with regard to it—I am the only person who
 could be in a position to apply the rule and to assess whether I am 
acting in conformity with   it. But then there would be no difference 
from anyone's standpoint between following the "rule" that licenses the 
"assertion"  23 whenever the   condition 
is fulfilled, and following the "rule" that licenses it whenever it   
seems to be fulfilled. But to follow the latter "rule" is just to think
 that one   is following the former. So in a "linguistic community of 
one," where I   would be, in principle, the only person who could be in a
 position to apply   a "rule" purporting to regulate my verbal behavior 
or to assess my behavior with regard to it, there would be no difference
 between following the   "rule" and thinking that I was following
 it. And so, Wittgenstein concludes, I would not really be following a 
rule at all. (Notice that this way   of formulating the argument leaves 
open the condition that is supposed to   regulate my use of the 
sentence. Thus it is not subject to the objection   made by Warren 
Goldfarb and Paul Boghossian, which I discussed in   Chapter I, to the 
effect that the argument illicitly assumes that the condition must 
allude to the existence of other members of the community.) 
 On this reconstruction of Wittgenstein's argument, for something one   does to qualify as an instance of a practice
 of obeying or following a rule   requires the possibility of an 
external vantage point from which it can be   assessed as such. 
Fogelin's reading of Investigations, 202 (and 201) is   somewhat different.  24
 He interprets Wittgenstein to mean by "practice"   simply a regular and
 conventional pattern of behavior that is not the result of interpreting
 an explicit rule or formula in a particular way. Practices in this 
sense require the presence of a community only because it is a   fact 
about human beings (albeit a contingent one) that we come to behave   in
 these ways just by being trained in them; and this training must typically be administered by other people. But in section 201 of the Investiga- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 23] 23 	
 Of course, it would be tendentious to characterize my behavior as an 
assertion, for if, as the   argument concludes, I would not be following
 a rule at all, then I am not asserting anything   either. This is 
connected with the point made in the last section, to which I shall 
return   shortly, that according to Wittgenstein, something qualifies as
 an assertion or a proposition   only by being part of a rule-governed 
practice. 
	 [bookmark: 24] 24 	 Fogelin, Wittgenstein, 175-179. 
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                 tions,
 after arguing that following a rule cannot, on pain of regress, be a   
matter of "interpreting" one expression of the rule by means of another,
   Wittgenstein says: 
  What this shews is that there is a way of grasping a rule which is not an interpretation, but which is exhibited in what we call "obeying the rule" and "going against it" in actual cases. 
 

 Now "what we call" obeying or following a particular rule—or any rule 
at   all—will be something a person does. What I take Wittgenstein's 
point to   be is that it is the possibility of calling what someone does
 "obeying [a]   rule" or "going against it" or the possibility of 
assessing it in these ways   that allows particular forms of human 
conduct to qualify as rule‐   following and to exhibit or manifest 
grasping or being guided by a rule.   Recall from our earlier 
discussions of Wittgenstein's conception of showing and seeing that for 
something—an arrow, a figure, criterial behavior—to exhibit or manifest a
 property or state (in this case, one of grasping a rule) is a matter of
 its being responded to or regarded in a certain way   or of our taking a
 certain attitude toward it. His talk in section 201 of exhibiting a 
grasp of a rule is consonant with this: it is because a person's acting 
  in certain ways can be regarded by others in ways we describe as 
"obeying   or going against a rule" that this conduct can qualify as an 
instance of the   practice of following a rule and can manifest what it 
is to grasp the rule. 
 This 
reconstruction of the argument against a solitary speaker may,   
however, seem to be undermined by the idea that sentences possess truth‐
   conditions in addition to conditions governing their use or 
assertion. Consider the version of the argument that occurs in section 
258 of the Investigations.  25 It 
turns on the claim that in the language under consideration,   "whatever
 is going to seem right to me is right. And that only means that   here 
we can't talk about right." But if sentences have truth-conditions (or  
 in this case, if the application of a term is made true by a certain 
property)   in addition to conditions licensing their use, can we not 
capture the distinction between using a sentence correctly and merely 
thinking that one   is using it correctly by equating it with the 
distinction between, on the one   hand, taking one's self to be in a 
position to assert it and it's being true and, 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 25] 25 	 I shall consider this version more fully in Section 6. 
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 on the other, taking one's self to be in a position to assert it and 
it's being   false? And this distinction does not appear to appeal to 
anyone other than   oneself or to what another person might be in a 
position to say. 
 But this is to 
misconstrue the relation between a sentence's use and its   
truth-conditions. The idea that a sentence's truth-conditions are shown 
  or manifested by its use amounts to the idea that attaining a mastery 
of its   use—of its correct use—enables us to see or to grasp what its truth‐   conditions are. But this requires the sentence to have
 a correct use in the   first place, one that can be characterized and 
learned without a knowledge   of its truth-conditions. This, recall, was
 the point Wittgenstein was making in his remarks on truth in Investigations,
 136: use is conceptually   prior to the concept of truth, and we cannot
 appeal to the notion of truth   to determine what a proposition or an 
assertion is; rather, it must be determined "by the use of the sign in 
the language-game." Developing the metaphor of a language-game in Investigations, 54, Wittgenstein writes: 
 
 One learns the game by watching how others play. But we say that it is 
  played by such-and-such rules because an observer can read these rules
 off   from the practice of the game—like a natural law governing the 
play. 
 
 Elsewhere he 
often compares learning or understanding a language or sentence to 
"understanding" a musical theme, which is devoid of semantic   content. 
Consider, for instance, section 527 of the Investigations (see   also PG,  41  ): 
 
 Understanding a sentence is much more akin to understanding a theme   
in music than one may think. What I mean is that understanding a 
sentence   lies nearer than one thinks to what is ordinarily called 
understanding a musical theme. Why is just this the pattern of 
variation in loudness and   tempo? One would like to say "Because I know
 what it's all about." But   what is it all about? I should not be able 
to say. 
 
 This passage 
occurs in the course of a discussion that begins at section 522   with 
the comparison of a proposition with a picture, a picture that " 'tells'
   me something," even though I may not be able to give an informative 
answer to the question of what it tells me. And it is followed by 
Wittgenstein's raising the possibility of "people who had something not 
quite unlike a language: a play of sounds, without vocabulary or 
grammar" (PI,   
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 528). Part of the point of these analogies is that using a word 
correctly or   in accordance with a rule "is a practice" (PI, 202), and 
to understand how   it functions in that practice, "one has to look at
 its use and learn from   that" (PI, 340). Hence the basis for the 
distinction between using a word   or a sentence correctly and merely 
thinking that one is using it correctly   has to be discernible at the 
level of linguistic practice, in the differences   between the kinds of 
linguistic behavior speakers regard as appropriate or   inappropriate in
 various sorts of circumstances. And so the argument that   the 
preconditions for a word's or a sentence's having a correct use can be  
 satisfied only in the potential presence of other speakers is not 
undermined by the idea that sentences have, along with their rules of 
use, truth‐   conditions which a mastery of that use enables us to 
recognize.  26

 Another part of this reconstruction of Wittgenstein's argument about   
which one might feel qualms is the claim that there is no difference in 
practice between applying the rule that licenses me to assert a sentence
 'p'   whenever certain conditions are fulfilled and the rule that 
licenses me to   assert it whenever those conditions seem to me 
to be fulfilled. These are,   in general, different circumstances; and 
it might be thought that if the former licenses the assertion that p, 
what the latter licenses is not the assertion that p but rather the 
assertion that it seems to me that p or that I think   
that p. For these are different assertions, which is reflected in the 
fact (or   so it might be thought) that they are licensed by different 
conditions of assertibility. 
 The 
issues here are those involved in the curious phenomenon called   
"Moore's paradox," which Wittgenstein discusses at some length in the   
second part of the Investigations and which I believe to be of 
enough interest in the present connection, as well as in its own right, 
to warrant a brief   discussion at this point. 
    5. Moore's Paradox   
 What has come to be known as Moore's paradox concerns the anomalous   character of sentences such as this: 
  It is raining, but I do not believe that it is raining. 
 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 26] 26 	
 A similar point is made by Davidson in the passage I quoted in note 10,
 this chapter, where   he says that a sentence "must have a life 
independent of" the semantic properties we come to   attribute to it. 
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 What makes it and sentences   like it anomalous is that despite the 
fact that while the sentence 'It is raining' (⌈p) can be true and one 
can be in a position to assert it; the sentence   'I do not believe that
 it is raining' (⌈¬E(p)⌉) can be true and one can be in   a 
position to assert it; and the sentences 'It is raining' and 'I do not 
believe   that it is raining' ⌈(p and ⌈¬E(p)⌉) can both be true 
together—nevertheless, there are no circumstances in which a person can 
be in a position to   assert the conjunction of these sentences, 'It is 
raining, but I do not believe that it is' ⌈(p & ¬E(p)⌉). And 
what makes this anomaly paradoxical   is that it is difficult to explain
 why, given all this, sentences like these cannot be asserted in any 
circumstances. 
 There are other sentences which can be taken to have the same form   and which are anomalous in the same way: 
  It is raining, but I do not think that it is raining. 
 It is raining, but it does not seem that it is raining. 
 It is raining, but I do not know that it is raining. 
 It is raining, but it is not certain that it is raining. 
 
 All these are of the form ⌈p & ¬E(p⌉). Corresponding sentences of the   form ⌈[p&E(¬p)⌉ follow: 
  It is raining, but I believe that it is not raining. 
 It is raining, but it seems that it is not raining. 
 It is raining, but I know that it is not raining. 
 

 Sentences such as these are also, despite the separate assertibility of
 their   conjuncts, not assertible in any circumstances.  28
 As I indicated, Wittgenstein discusses Moore's paradox in the second   part of the Investigations, and I believe that a generalized version of his   diagnosis provides the correct explanation of why such sentences are 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 27] 27 	
 This section contains a fair amount of unavoidable formalism. While it 
enhances my interpretation of the argument against a solitary speaker, 
it is not strictly essential to it, and some   readers may prefer to 
omit it. 
	 [bookmark: 28] 28 	 Of course, the last is presumably inconsistent, and so its unassertibility requires no special explanation. 
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 anomalous in the way they are. Before turning to it, though, I want to 
consider a familiar kind of explanation of the paradox that, despite its
 apparent plausibility, turns out to be unsatisfactory.  29
 It goes as follows: While 'It is raining' and 'I believe that it is raining'   are logically independent sentences, asserting
 'It is raining' expresses the   speaker's belief that it is raining, in
 the sense that this belief is a necessary   condition for performing 
the speech-act of asserting that it is raining or   that in the absence 
of this belief the speech-act cannot be sincerely performed. Hence what 
is anomalous about the sentence 'It is raining, but I   do not believe 
that it is' is that were someone to try to assert it, what would   be 
expressed by what is done in asserting the first conjunct would be 
inconsistent with what is said in asserting the second. And this 
explains   both why we cannot assert such sentences and why they have an
 inconsistent "ring" to them. 
 The 
trouble with this kind of account is that it cannot be extended to   
cover the full range of sentences that are anomalous in the way in 
question. For in some of these sentences—for instance, 'It is raining, 
but I do   not know that it is'—the context ⌈E(__)⌉ is what might be 
called a   "truth-evaluating" one  30 
—that is, it yields sentences that are true only if   the embedded 
sentence ⌈p ⌉is true. Now on the explanation under consideration, the 
truth of the second conjunct ⌈¬(E(p)⌉) is supposed to be 
inconsistent with a necessary condition for the assertion of the first 
conjunct   (⌈p⌉). But if the second conjunct involves a truth-evaluating
 context, it   would follow that no false sentence could ever be 
asserted (for if ⌈E(p)⌉   were a necessary condition of the assertion of ⌈p⌉, it would automatically   fail to be satisfied whenever ⌈E(—)⌉
 was truth-evaluating and ⌈p ⌉was   false). And because this consequence
 is unacceptable, so is this kind of explanation of Moore's paradox. 
 Wittgenstein's diagnosis of the paradox is as follows: 
 
 Moore's paradox can be put like this: "I believe that this is the case"
 is   used like the assertion "This is the case"; and yet the hypothesis that I believe this is the case is not used like the hypothesis this is the case. 
 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 29] 29 	 For example, an explanation of this kind is suggested by John Searle in Speech Acts ( Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), chap. 3, esp. 54 and 65. 
	 [bookmark: 30] 30 	 The phrase is Roderick Firth's from " The Anatomy of Certainty," Philosophical Review   76 ( 1967): 3-27. 
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                  So it looks as if the assertion "I believe" were not the assertion of what is   supposed in the hypothesis "I believe"! 

 Similarly: the statement "I believe it's going to rain" has a meaning 
like,   that is to say a use like, "It's going to rain", but the meaning
 of "I believed   then that it was going to rain", is not like that of 
"It did rain then". (PI, p.   190) 
 

 The essential parts of this diagnosis are these: first, the sentences 
'It is   raining' and 'I believe that it is raining' have the same use, 
which is to   say that they are assertible under the same conditions; 
but second, they   express different hypotheses, which means that
 the conditions under   which they are true are different. Wittgenstein 
also observes that ⌈p⌉   and ⌈I believe that p⌉ do not have the same use
 in their past tenses or in   hypothetical contexts ('Suppose—; then—') 
(PI, p. 192); and he indicates that first impressions to the contrary, 
this is not at odds with his   claim that their basic use is the same. I
 shall come back to this point in a   moment. 
 We can generalize the first part of Wittgenstein's diagnosis in this way:   every context ⌈E(—) that occurs in an anomalous sentence of the   form ⌈p & ¬E(p)⌉ is such that if someone is in a position to assert ⌈p⌉,   then the person is also in a position to assert ⌈E(p)⌉.
 For example, if I am   in a position to assert that it is raining, then
 I am also in a position to assert   that I believe or know that it is.  31
 To see how this principle furnishes a general explanation of Moore's 
paradox, let me formulate it, along with several subsidiary principles, 
in a way which is quite out of keeping with Wittgenstein's mode of 
philosophical expression but which at least has the   advantage of 
enabling us to prove that it actually does cover the full range   of 
anomalous cases. 
 Assume that a 
sentence's assertibilitv-conditions consist of all those   possible 
circumstances or states of affairs that license its assertion; for a   
sentence ⌈p,⌉ let the set of them be A[⌈p⌉]. Assume also, as seems 
intuitively obvious, that the conditions governing the assertions of 
compound sentences involving conjunction and negation conform to these  
 principles: 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 31] 31 	
 The converse typically holds as well, as Wittgenstein suggests. I am 
modifying Wittgenstein's explanation slightly to allow for certain 
unanomalous cases some instances of which   I indicate below. 
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                  (C)A[⌈p&q⌉] = A[⌈p⌉] A[⌈q⌉]. 
 (N) A[⌈p&p⌉] = Ø (or, A[⌈¬p⌉]⊆A[⌈p⌉]). 
 

 These principles ought to be uncontroversial : (C) says that one is in a
 position to assert a conjunction just in case one is in a position to 
assert both   conjuncts, whereas (N) merely says that simple 
contradictions are never   assertible. The substantive principle 
involved in the generalization of   Wittgenstein's diagnosis of Moore's 
paradox can be put like this: 
  (M) A[⌈p⌉]⊆A[⌈E(p)⌉].  32
 
 From (M), together with (C) and (N), the unassertibility of the anomalous sentences of the form ⌈p & ¬E(p)⌉ follows directly: by (M) we have   that A[⌈p⌉] ∩ A[⌈E(p)⌉]=Ø, and by (N) we have that A[⌈¬E(p)⌉] ⊆   A[⌈E(p)⌉]; but by (C) we have that A[⌈p & ¬E(p)⌉] = A[⌈p⌉] ∩   A[⌈E¬(p)⌉]; so it follows that A[⌈p &¬E(p)⌉] = Ø. And the unassertibility of the anomalous sentences of the form ⌈p & E(¬p)⌉ follows if we also   assume that A[⌈E(p) & E(¬p)⌉]=Ø. If the context ⌈E(—)⌉
 is truth‐   evaluating, this is self-evident; and even if it is not 
truth-evaluating, it   seems intuitively plausible that one cannot 
conjointly assert (literally),   for example, that one believes that it 
is raining and that one believes that   it is not. 

 The second part of Wittgenstein's diagnosis of Moore's paradox holds   
that the "hypothesis" that p is different from the "hypothesis" that I 
believe that p, as reflected in the fact that they are not 
interchangeable in hypothetical and tensed contexts. I have interpreted 
this as the claim that   the truth-conditions of 'It is raining' and 'I 
believe that it is raining' (and   so on) differ, even though their 
assertibility-conditions (roughly) coincide. We can find support for 
this claim by adapting an argument made by 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 32] 32 	 (M) says that the assertibility-conditions of ⌈p⌉ are a subset of those of ⌈E(p)⌉,
 whereas   a straightforward generalization of Wittgenstein's remarks 
would simply equate the two. I   have formulated it in this way, though,
 to allow for circumstances in which one is in a position to assert 
belief but not to assert flatly what one claims to believe. This 
allowance is required to explain the assertibility of sentences which 
have an acceptable use but resemble   the anomalous ones—for instance, 
'I believe that it is raining, but I do not know that it is'.   Such 
sentences can be used to assert "hesitantly" something one is not in a 
position to assert   flatly. And note Wittgenstein's caution: "Don't 
regard a hesitant assertion as an assertion of   hesitancy" (PI, p. 
192). 
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 Robert Brandom, which, while certainly not to be attributed to 
Wittgenstein, is at least consonant with this way of reading him.  33

 (M) is incompatible with the thesis that our language is what Brandom  
 calls "assertibility-explicable"—that is, the thesis that the 
assertibility‐   conditions of complex sentences are determined by those
 of the simple   sentences that make them up. Because the sentences of 
our language are   potentially infinite, the assertibility-conditions of
 complex sentences   would have to be generated by some recursion on 
their complexity based   on a finite stock of atomic sentences, in order
 for the language to be   assertibility-explicable. Thus for each 
compounding operator ⌈F(—)   there would have to be a function f generating the assertibility-conditions   of the compound from those of the component: 
  A[⌈F(p)⌉] = f(A[⌈p⌉]). 
 
 But there can be no such function if there are sentences ⌈p⌉ and ⌈p*⌉   such that 
  A[⌈p⌉] = A[⌈p*⌉] & A[⌈F(p)⌉]≠A[⌈F(p*)⌉]. 
 

 But if (M) is true, there are indefinitely many such pairs of 
sentences: for   example, 'It is raining'/'I know that it is raining', 
'It is raining'/'It is raining and I believe that it is', and so on. The
 assertibility-conditions of these   sentences coincide, but when 
embedded in hypothetical and tensed contexts (among others), they yield 
sentences whose assertibility-conditions   diverge (or, as Wittgenstein 
puts it, "the hypothesis that I believe this is   the case is not
 used like the hypothesis this is the case" [PI, p. 190]). Brandom takes
 this to show that the assertibility-conditions of the compound   must 
be a function of both the assertibility- and the truth-conditions of   
the component sentence: 
  A[⌈F(p)⌉]= g(A[⌈p⌉], T[⌈p⌉]). 
 
 But because the assertibility-conditions of ⌈p⌉ and ⌈p*⌉ are identical,   whereas those of ⌈F(p)⌉ and ⌈F(p*)⌉ are different, it follows that the   truth-conditions of ⌈p⌉ and ⌈p*⌉ must be different. And this is consonant 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 33] 33 	 Robert Brandom, " Truth and Assertibility," Journal of Philosophy 73 ( 1976): 137-149. 
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 Much of this is, admittedly, at some remove from anything Wittgenstein 
actually says. Yet I think that it not only helps reinforce the 
reconstruction offered in the last section of the argument against a 
solitary   speaker but suggests as well that the principles informing 
that argument   can be found throughout Wittgenstein's work. One 
objection to that argument, it will be recalled, was that if sentences 
possess truth-conditions,   then the difference between using a sentence
 correctly and using it incorrectly simply amounts to the difference 
between asserting it truly and asserting it falsely—which seems to leave
 no room for the considerations   that Wittgenstein adduces involving 
other speakers. The reply to that objection was that a sentence's having
 a use is conceptually basic and that the   notion of truth cannot be 
invoked to guarantee that it possesses a correct   use. Moore's paradox 
exemplifies this point, for what is paradoxical about   such sentences 
as 'It is raining, but I don't think it is' is just the fact that,   by 
virtue of the truth-conditions of their constituent sentences, 
conditions exist under which they are true, but they nevertheless have 
no correct (literal) use at all. 
 
Another qualm about the argument was that the difference in content   
between the assertion that p and the assertion that I think that p, or 
that it   seems to me that p, suggests that these assertions are 
licensed by different   conditions—so that my following a rule that 
licenses me to assert a sentence whenever a certain condition is 
fulfilled is different from my following one that licenses the assertion
 whenever that condition seems to me to   be fulfilled. But if the 
explanation of Moore's paradox just offered is on   the right track, 
this suggestion is mistaken: an assertion that p and an assertion that 
it seems to me that p do indeed differ in content and have different 
truth-conditions; yet the conditions that license them are, by and   
large, the same. 
 Wittgenstein's 
requirement that there be a difference between my following the practice
 of using a sentence correctly and my merely thinking   that I am 
following it correctly can be mirrored, I would suggest, at the 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 34] 34 	
 It is worth noting that Brandom's argument also tells against the kind 
of view Kripke attributes to the later Wittgenstein, according to which 
meaningful sentences possess only   assertibility-conditions, but not 
truth-conditions. 
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 level of content by requiring that for me to make a genuine assertion 
that   something is the case, there has to be a difference between 
asserting that   it is the case and asserting that I merely think that 
it is or that it seems to   be the case. And if this is right, the 
argument against a solitary speaker   can be reformulated along the 
following lines: for there to be such a difference, occasions must exist
 on which it could be said of me that while I   think that such and such
 is the case, it is not really so, or that while such   and such is the 
case, it does not seem to me to be so. Now, in a hypothetical linguistic
 community of which I am the only possible member, no one   could be in a
 position to say these things, for the conditions under which   anyone 
(that is, myself) would be entitled to "assert" that such and such   is 
the case are just those in which it could be said of me (by myself) that
 I   think that it is or that it seems to be that it is (and similarly 
with the conditions for "denying" that it is the case and saying that it
 does not seem to   be). But if the community is, in principle, open to 
others, then other   people can be in a position to assert that even 
though such and such is the   case, I do not think that it is, or even 
though things seem to me to be a certain way, they are not actually that
 way. Consequently, genuine assertions   are possible only in linguistic
 communities open in principle to more than   a single individual. 
    6. Little Hans Plays the 'E'-Game   
 Section 243 of the Investigations
 initiates a discussion of a hypothetical   "language which describes my
 inner experiences and which only I myself   can understand" (PI, 256), 
in the course of which Wittgenstein puts forward an argument for the 
impossibility of such a language. The fullest   statement of this 
argument—which, before Kripke's reading, was usually   what was meant by
 the "private language argument"—occurs in Investigations, 258. 
 
 Let us imagine the following case. I want to keep a diary about the 
recurrence of a certain sensation. To this end I associate it with the 
sign "E" and   write this sign in a calendar for every day on which I 
have the sensation.—   I will remark first of all that a definition of 
the sign cannot be formulated.—   But still I can give myself a kind of 
ostensive definition.—How? Can I   point to the sensation? Not in the 
ordinary sense. But I speak, or write the   sign down and at the same 
time I concentrate my attention on the sensa
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 tion—and so, as it were, point to it inwardly.—But what is this 
ceremony   for? for that is all it seems to be! A definition surely 
serves to establish the   meaning of a sign.—Well, that is done 
precisely by the concentrating of my   attention; for in this way I 
bring it about that I remember the connexion   right in the 
future. But in the present case I have no criterion of correctness. One 
would like to say: whatever is going to seem right to me is right.   And
 that only means that here we can't talk about 'right.' 
 
 And Wittgenstein goes on to suggest, in language reminiscent of Investigations, 202, that the purported rules of the "private language" described   in this scenario are merely "impressions of rules" (PI, 259) and hence not   rules at all. 

 Although there are some similarities with the discussion of rule‐   
following that culminates in the argument against a solitary speaker, 
the   argument of section 258—which I am calling the 'E'-game—seems to 
involve a number of somewhat different considerations. In particular, it
   turns on an alleged failure of memory to supply the private diarist 
with   what Wittgenstein calls a "criterion of correctness," a failure 
that has led   to a familiar reading of the argument along broadly 
verificationist lines.   Nevertheless, I believe that the argument 
against a solitary speaker and   that of the 'E'-game are at bottom the 
same and that neither presupposes   verificationism in any recognizable 
form.  35

 The initial stages of the argument of section 258 are reasonably clear.
 It   is assumed that I intend to introduce the sign 'E' for a 
particular kind of   sensation; and it is also assumed that the sense in
 which sensations are private implies that no one else could, even in 
principle, understand or apply   the term I introduce if I succeed in my
 intention. To this end, I "concentrate my attention" on an experience 
that occurs to me on a particular occasion and write or say or think to 
myself that 'E' is hereafter to refer to an   experience of this kind. 
The question is, does 'E', as a result of this "ceremony," actually come
 to refer to a particular kind of experience or come to   mean anything 
at all? If it does now refer to a kind of experience or sensation, then 
there must be a distinction between subsequent correct or 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 35] 35 	 Kripke, Wittgenstein on Rules,
 79, also claims that the argument commencing at section   243 is just 
an application to the particular case of a language used to describe 
sensations of   the general argument against a solitary speaker. He does
 not, however, actually reconstruct   the former as a special case of 
the latter. 

  -152- 




[bookmark: 103736567] 
                
 "right" applications of 'E' and incorrect or mistaken ones. But because
 my   language is a "private" one, my use of the sign is governed only 
by my   memory of the kind of sensation I originally intended to dub 
'E'. And a   subsequent application of it will be correct just in case 
my apparent memory that applying the sign to a current experience 
accords with my original intention is actually a correct memory, 
and it will be mistaken if it is   an incorrect memory. But—and this is 
the crux of the argument—I have   no "criterion of correctness" that 
enables me to distinguish between a correct and an incorrect apparent 
memory. And from this it is supposed to   follow that these subsequent 
applications cannot be said to be "right" or   correct. 

 How is the crucial step regarding memory to be understood? On the   
common interpretation that takes criteria to be privileged ways of 
establishing or verifying something, what I lack is a way of telling or checking
   whether my apparent memory of the kind of sensation I originally   
dubbed 'E' is actually a correct memory. And if this is how the step is 
to   be understood, then Judith Thomson is surely right in maintaining 
that   Wittgenstein's argument here (on this interpretation) appeals to 
some   general verificationist principle to the effect that a judgment 
can be true   or false only if there is some possible way of 
establishing it as such.  36

 But the problem with this reading is that it assumes that my original 
referential intention was unproblematic and that the only subsequent 
question is whether I correctly remember the character of the sensation 
to   which I intended 'E' to refer. But Wittgenstein's point is clearly 
that the   content of my original intention is indeterminate and hence 
that what it   is for a subsequent memory of that intention to be a "correct" memory is   indeterminate too: 
 
 "But I can (inwardly) undertake to call THIS 'pain' in the 
future."—"But   is it certain that you have undertaken it? Are you sure 
that it was enough for   this purpose to concentrate your attention on 
your feeling?"—A queer   question. (PI, 263) 
 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 36] 36 	 Thomson, " Private Languages." Thomson actually considers Malcolm's version of this   interpretation, in " Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations."
 But this interpretation is   widespread—Fogelin, for instance, offers 
it in the form of what he calls "the public-check   argument" ( Wittgenstein,
 179-183), regarding it as fallacious. For further criticisms of 
verificationist interpretations of the private language argument, see 
Barry Stroud, "Wittgen- 
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 What sort of indeterminacy would infect my original introduction of the
   sign 'E' and my subsequent memories of how it is to be applied? 
Consider   this rendering of possible sequences of sensation I might 
experience at a   particular time on five successive days: 
 	  	 Monday    	 Tuesday    	 Wednesday    	 Thursday    	 Friday    
	 (I) 
	 A  1 
	 B  1 
	 C  1 
	 D  1 
	 E  1 

	 (2) 
	 A  1 
	 B  1 
	 C  1 
	 D  1 
	 E  2 

	 (3) 
	 A  1 
	 B  1 
	 C  1 
	 D  2 
	 E  2 

	 (4) 
	 A  1 
	 B  1 
	 C  2 
	 D  2 
	 E  2 

	 (5) 
	 A, 
	 B  2 
	 C  2 
	 D  2 
	 E  2 


 Here the entry under each day is for a particular token
 experience that occurs at a particular time. The five rows describe 
five possible alternative   sequences of such token experiences, each 
beginning with the experience   of A  1  on Monday (the table
 covers only five days, but we can imagine it extended indefinitely). 
Suppose that on Monday I "concentrate my attention" and introduce the 
sign 'E' as in the ceremony of Investigations, 258.   Which of 
the possible sequences of experience is the one to which 'E' now   
correctly applies? All are compatible with this original ceremony. If 
sequence (3) is the one that actually unfolds and on Thursday I decide 
to   apply 'E' to D  2, what makes this application "right," 
and why is my apparent memory that it is in accord with the meaning I 
bestowed on 'E' on   Monday a correct memory? In saying that I 
lack any "criterion of correctness," I take Wittgenstein to be saying 
that nothing in the hypothetical circumstances of section 258 furnishes a
 basis for answering these questions   or determines what it is for an 
application of the sign to be correct. 

 This way of construing the argument of the 'E'-game has obvious 
similarities with Kripke's reconstruction of the discussion of 
rule-following in   terms of whether I use the sign '+' to stand for 
addition or for some gruelike variant function or whether the word 'sum'
 is correctly applied to the   values of the addition function for 
arbitrary pairs of numbers or to the values of some deviant function. 
The argument against a solitary speaker 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: ]  	
 stein's 'Treatment' of the Quest for 'A Language Which Describes My 
Inner Experiences   and Which Only I Myself Can Understand,' " in Epistemology and Philosophy of Science:   Proceedings of the 7th International Wittgenstein Symposium, ed. P. Weingartner and   J. Czermak ( Vienna: Holder-Pichler-Tempsky, 1983). 
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 held that for me to be using a word correctly in accordance with a rule
 or   practice (for instance, using 'sum' in accordance with the rule 
that it applies to values of the addition function), there must be 
circumstances in   which it could be said of me (by someone else) that I
 am using it sincerely   but incorrectly and circumstances in which it 
could be said of me that I   am using it correctly. The same requirement
 applies, according to Wittgenstein, in the present case. For me to be 
using 'E' in keeping with a rule   or practice that has it applying 
correctly to one sequence of experience   rather than another, 
circumstances must exist in which it could be said of   me that my 
application of the sign is correct and in which my application   of it 
could be said to be mistaken. It is these sorts of circumstances, which 
  license such assessments of correctness and incorrectness, that 
Wittgenstein means by "criteri[a] of correctness." The feelings of 
memory that   are all I have to go on in applying the sign do not supply
 such circumstances, for I could never have the conviction that I was 
using it as I intended it to be used and at the same time be in a 
position to assert that the   application was incorrect. Such 
circumstances could be supplied only by   criteria—ways of acting and 
behaving or even something like a rise in   blood pressure (PI, 
270)—licensing others to make these assessments of   my use of 'E' and 
to apply it themselves to sensations. Of course, if such   criteria are 
available, then my language is no longer private in the relevant sense. 

 This account is consonant with the interpretation of criteria I offered
 in   Chapter 5. The required criteria of correctness are ways of 
behaving and   responding that make it possible for a term to be used to
 talk about a certain kind of experience or mental state—that is, they 
enable us to understand or recognize what experience or state is being 
talked about and in   that sense manifest or show what it is. But from 
this it does not follow that   they provide some sort of ultimate test 
of or way of verifying what someone is actually experiencing or feeling 
or that assessments of the use of   mentalistic terms made on their 
basis are bound to be infallible. 
 One
 could also express Wittgenstein's point by saying that the ceremony of 
section 258 fails to endow the private diarist with a determinate   
concept of a particular kind of sensation or that the person's 
subsequent   inscriptions of 'E' in her or his diary do not express a 
determinate thought   that a certain sensation has recurred. Put this 
way, there are some interest
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 ing similarities between his discussion of the 'E'-game and an 
intriguing   reading of Freud's famous case of the five-year-old boy 
known as "little   Hans" offered by Jonathan Lear in Love and Its Place in Nature.3 37
 Little   Hans had a "peculiarly lively interest" in sexual phenomena 
generally and   in what he called "widdlers" in particular. In the 
course of what Freud   termed his "sexual researches," Hans had been 
transformed from a happy   and curious little boy into ashy, anxious, 
and, finally, phobic one, a transformation due, Freud hypothesized, to a
 surge—subsequently repressed—of affection for his mother (and an 
attendant fear of his father),   along with the realization, also 
repressed, that his own "widdler" was distressingly small in comparison 
with an adult's. Freud's intervention in the   case began when he was 
able to offer Hans a conceptualization or interpretation of a fantasy 
the boy had had involving two giraffes, an interpretation through which 
"a possibility had now been offered him of bringing   forward his 
unconscious productions and of unfolding his phobia." Thus   a "whole 
train of thought" that had previously been "incapable of becoming 
clearly conscious" and so had been transformed into a free-floating   
anxiety was brought to the level of conscious awareness, initiating the 
process of transforming Hans's emotional life. 

 Lear proposes a broadly Wittgensteinian answer to the question of   
what it is for a train of thought to be inaccessible to consciousness. A
 familiar answer is that a determinate thought exists in the arena of 
the unconscious, where it is confined by a mechanism of repression. 
Lear's alternative suggestion is that a "repressed" thought is one that 
is unformulated:   "On the first account, Hans has a certain thought 
which he cannot think;   on the second account, Hans does not and cannot
 have that thought, and   that is why he cannot think it."  38
 On the first account, Hans's word 'widdler' corresponds to a certain 
concept (which may or may not be the concept of a penis), a concept that
 is involved in the formulation of the   thoughts whose repression is 
the source of his free-floating anxiety. But   on the second account, 
Hans does not have any such determinate concepts or thoughts at all. 
Rather, his "unconscious" is a field of infantile "ar- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 37] 37 	 Jonathan Lear, Love and Its Place in Nature
 ( New York: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux,   1090), 98-119. Unless 
otherwise indicated, quoted passages are from Freud's writings, the   
references to which can be found in this chapter of Lear's book. 
	 [bookmark: 38] 38 	 Ibid., 104. 
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 chaic mentality" consisting of a network of apparently bizarre 
associations between concrete, imagistic "thing-representations" that 
have not   yet been subjected to conceptual regimentation. Hans can be 
thought of,   Lear suggests, as constituting a linguistic community 
"that consists of   one three-and-a-half-year-old speaker."  39
 Freud's intervention in the case   then amounts to entering Hans's 
linguistic community or, better yet,   drawing him into ours, by 
ascribing to him certain thoughts and concepts, which Hans thereby 
becomes capable of entertaining himself in a   determinate form. 

 Whatever its psychoanalytic merits, Lear's reading of the case of 
little   Hans helps bring into prominence certain aspects of 
Wittgenstein's discussion of the 'E'-game that are liable to be 
overlooked or misunderstood.   On the interpretation I rejected earlier,
 the private diarist's original ceremony does confer on 'E' a 
determinate meaning, endowing him with a determinate concept; the 
problem is just that he lacks any way of telling, on   subsequent 
occasions, whether he is applying the term or concept correctly. But 
Wittgenstein's actual point seems to be that if we try to imagine   (as 
we almost certainly cannot) a person who possessed no communicable   
language for describing his mental life but who nevertheless was able to
   attempt to develop a "language which describes [his] inner 
experiences   and which only [he] can understand" by "simply associat[ing]
 names   with sensations" (PI, 256), what we get is not a person who 
comes to possess and deploy mentalistic concepts in a way that endows 
him with   thoughts about his inner life. Rather, we get a "person" with
 what Lear   calls "an archaic form of mental functioning,"  40
 whose "inner life" is an unconceptualized network of associations 
between concrete images and occurrent sentient episodes—the very picture
 of what it is to think and understand that Wittgenstein subjects to 
sustained criticism throughout his   later writings. This is somewhat 
obscured by the description of the 'E'game in Investigations, 
258, for it can seem as though what is in question   there is the 
ability of a fully functioning and communicating person to introduce a 
new term to refer to a novel sensations she experiences, without   
anyone else's being able to understand it. But in that case, there would
 be   a great deal she could tell us about the character of the 
experience, were 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 39] 39 	 Ibid., 103. 
	 [bookmark: 40] 40 	 Ibid., 3. 
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 she so inclined, and it would not conform to Wittgenstein's description
 of   the imaginary situation as one in which "a definition of the sign 
cannot be   formulated" (PI, 258). What we have to try to 
imagine—incoherently—   is a person whose entire mental life is 
describable only in a language that   cannot be used to communicate with
 anyone else. 
 Lear's discussion also 
bears on another issue concerning Wittgenstein's   conception of inner 
experience, one that is not made explicit in his writings. In the table I
 used earlier to reconstruct the argument of the 'E'game, I described 
the entries as referring to token experiences to which   the diarist's 
term might or might not apply. This way of putting it suggests that the 
diarist has experiences in the familiar sense, even though   
(were the argument correct) they are not yet subject to description or 
conceptualization. And this invites misgivings about Wittgenstein's 
entire   line of thought, for it is hard to resist the idea that one can
 just be aware or   remember that two experiences feel 
about the same, in the way in which I   can just be aware or just 
remember that a sudden cramp I have in my calf   feels just like the one
 I had last week. But it seems to me that if we continue along 
Wittgenstein's line of thought—as he himself did not, as far   as I can 
see—we will have to call into question the idea that there is, in a   
straightforward sense, a common core of experience to the conceptualized
 mental lives of mature human beings, on the one hand, and, on the   
other, the unconceptualized field of archaic infantile mentality or the 
sentience of animals conceived of on the traditional model of 
thoughtless   brutes. I am not at all sure how to pursue this line of 
thought, but something like it seems to be part of the broadly 
Wittgensteinian picture of   mentality that John McDowell develops in 
the last chapter of Mind and   World,  41
 and I believe that it is an issue that has to be resolved if 
Wittgenstein's reflections on the privacy of experience are to be 
carried through to   a conclusion. 
    7. Truth and Agreement   

 Disputes do not break out (among mathematicians, say) over the question
 whether a rule has been obeyed or not. People don't come to blows   
over it, for example. That is part of the framework on which the working
   of our language is based (for example, in giving descriptions). 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 41] 41 	 McDowell, Mind and World, 108-126. 
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 "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. 

 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,   240-242) 
 
 Here are some of the kinds of statements embodying semantic claims that   have been the principal focus of this book: 
  I have used the sign '+' to mean addition. 
 My assertions of 'p' are true iff p. 
 My assertions of 'p' mean that p. 
 

 On the view that I have been arguing that Wittgenstein maintained   
throughout his philosophical life, statements like these express things 
  which are shown or manifested by the ways in which terms or sentences 
  are used by competent members of a linguistic community and which   
members of such a community are able to recognize by observing that   
use. Here, "use" means something concrete and finite, which includes the
   occasions and circumstances in which the sign '+' (for instance) is 
deployed assertorically, interrogatively, imperatively, and in the 
course of   training and explaining, as well as how these deployments 
are received or   responded to, accepted or rejected, and questioned, 
disputed, or ignored. It is the use of the sign '+' in this broad sense 
that shows that it   means addition (rather than quaddition) and the use
 of a particular sentence that shows what makes it true. 

 The occasions and circumstances of the use of a word are concrete and  
 finite, and the straightforward facts about them—the things about them 
  that are accessible from the outside, as it were—are exhausted, by and
   large, by those Kripke surveys in his development of the sceptical 
paradox: actual assertions and other forms of statement, along with the 
circumstances in which they are made; the verbal and nonverbal responses
   of others; actual dispositions of speakers and listeners; and various
 occurrent mental states. That the use of the sign '+' consists of 
instances of   
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 the deployment of a term meaning addition (or that it shows that it 
means   addition) is not, according to Wittgenstein, a fact about it 
that is additional to these—any more than an arrow's or gesture's 
pointing in a particular direction is a property of it on a par with its
 size and shape, the anatine organization of a figure is a property of 
it on a par with its shape and   color, or the joyfulness of a facial 
expression is constituted by something   associated with the physical 
contours of the face itself. Nor does it supervene on straightforward 
facts about its use—for the same gesture could   indicate a different 
direction,  42 the same figure can exhibit a leporine organization, and the actual use of '+' is compatible with its meaning quaddition. 

 To say that the use of a term shows what it means is to say something  
 about how its use is seen, recognized, or regarded or to say that it is
 understood in a certain way. This way of putting it shifts the focus 
from the deployment of the term to the response to that deployment. But 
one must   remember that for Wittgenstein, seeing, recognizing, 
regarding, or understanding it in this way is no more a straightforward 
fact about the observers of the term's deployment—accessible from 
outside the form of   life shared by speaker and listener—than is the 
meaning exhibited by that   deployment. Just as the way we use and apply
 the phrase "state of seeing"   is supposed to teach or show us what 
sort of state this is (PI, p. 212); and   just as the way we talk about 
people coming to hold opinions, altering   opinions, and so on is 
supposed to show us what a state of opinion is (PI,   573)—so, according
 to Wittgenstein, attending to the way we talk about   understanding 
enables us to see what understanding is (and, as in the   other cases, 
helps us avoid the mistake of identifying it with an occurrent   mental 
state or process [PI,  150  -  155, p.  59 
 ]). We have to remember, he   says, "that there are certain criteria in
 a man's behavior for the fact that he   does not understand a word . . .
 and criteria for his 'thinking he understands', attaching some meaning 
to the word, but not the right one ...   and lastly, criteria for his 
understanding the word right" (PI, 269). And   criteria, I have argued, 
should not be thought of as conceptually privileged ways of ascertaining
 that some independently constituted state of 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 42] 42 	 Investigations,
 185 raises the possibility of someone reacting to a pointing gesture 
"by looking in the direction of the line from finger-tip to wrist." 
Presumably, if such a reaction were   typical, that would be the 
direction the gesture would indicate. 
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 understanding actually obtains. Instead, they are furnished by the 
circumstances in which we say the sorts of things we typically say about
 understanding; and what they do is show us what understanding is or 
establish what it means to say that someone does not understand or   
understands rightly or wrongly. 
 A 
person's use of a word, then, shows that it means what other people   
correctly regard or understand it to mean; and people correctly regard 
or   understand it to mean what they are correctly regarded by others to
 take   or understand it to mean. For a word or sentence to have a 
determinate   meaning or truth-condition thus requires a complex 
equilibrium between   the assessments or judgments that members of a 
community are prepared   to make of their own and other people's use of 
the word or sentence and   the assessments and judgments they are 
prepared to make of others' assessments of that use. Wittgenstein 
declines the suggestion that the need for   this sort of equilibrium 
implies that truth and falsity are determined by   human agreement: "It 
is what people say that is true or false," yet for   their assertions to
 be true or false or to have truth-conditions, they have   to "agree in 
the language they use"; and this requires, "queer as this may   
sound," the sort of complicated equilibrium or agreement in judgments I 
  have just described. 
 On my reading,
 Wittgenstein's philosophical development is not   marked by a radical 
shift from a truth-conditional semantics in the Tractatus to an 
assertibility-based semantics in the later work. Early and late he   
takes it that propositions usually say things that are true or false, or
 possess truth-conditions, and that what they say, or what these truth‐ 
  conditions are, is shown or manifested by how they are used. Where the
   Tractatus went astray was in trying to provide a theoretical 
articulation of   the preconditions for all linguistic or mental 
representation. The later   work abandons such theoretical pretensions 
and explores, in a much   more concrete way, what a term's or sentence's
 having a use actually involves. Knowing how to use a term requires some
 familiarity with its criteria of application, and knowing how to use a 
sentence involves, among   other things, a knowledge of its 
assertibility-conditions. But to have this   sort of knowledge is to be 
able to see or understand what its truth‐   conditions are; and to apply
 this knowledge in practice is to display or   manifest that 
understanding to others. Sentences thus have both assertib
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                 ility- and truth-conditions; but it is only by virtue of having the former   that they can be understood to have the latter. 

 It should be emphasized again that the role of criteria or 
assertibility‐   conditions is to determine a meaning or concept, rather
 than to supply a   privileged way of telling or verifying that a term 
or concept applies in a particular case. For there to be meanings and 
concepts, there has to be the   kind of agreement in judgments and 
assessments alluded to by Wittgenstein. It does not follow, though, that
 these judgments and assessments   are bound to be correct. This may 
help allay a certain misgiving about the   line of reasoning that 
precludes a language limited to a single speaker. Fogelin, for example, 
takes that reasoning to require an individual's application of a term to
 be subject to a "public check," a check that requires an   independent 
assessment of his application by others. But if this is a legitimate 
requirement for an individual's application to be correct, why, he   asks, should a community's
 agreement not be subject to a similar requirement—so that for an 
opinion shared by the whole community to be correct, there would have to
 be an independent assessment of it supplied   from outside and so on, 
ad infinitum?  43

 But this misconstrues the reasoning of the argument against a solitary 
  speaker. For an individual to be able to use a word correctly or 
incorrectly,   there has to be some basis for the distinction between 
the person's using it   correctly and merely thinking that he or she is;
 and this is supplied, not by   the existence of a court of appeal to 
verify or disconfirm the individual's   applications but by the 
possibility of others' disagreeing with and trying   to correct them. No
 similar requirement arises at the level of the community. A linguistic 
community is made up of language users but is not itself   a 
language user. The human beings constituting a community apply   words 
and make assertions, and it is to them that the distinction between   
being and seeming correct has to apply. To speak of community-wide   
agreement in application and judgment is not to describe the state of 
some   utopian, collective individual. It is to speak of the kind of 
complex equilibrium between the verbal and nonverbal behavior of the 
individuals making up the community on which their status as language 
users depends.   Still, one might be uneasy that my reading of 
Wittgenstein does not 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 43] 43 	 Fogelin, Wittgenstein, 179-183. For similar qualms, see Kripke, Wittgenstein on Rules,   145, and Thomson, " Private Languages." 
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 supply us with an account of how the gulf between our understanding of 
  a proposition and our ability to determine whether it is true is to be
   bridged. For it might be thought that in the absence of such an 
account,   it is problematic how anything could count as establishing a 
proposition   or establishing it in the sense in which it had been 
understood prior to its   verification. Part of the answer to this worry
 is supplied by Wittgenstein,   if we read him in the way suggested by 
Diamond and Putnam that I discussed in Chapter 3. A sentence's use 
before and after its establishment   can strike us as sufficiently 
similar that what we take to be established is   the same thing as what 
we take to have been previously conjectured or believed. Yet this does 
not imply that the possibility of a particular way of   verifying it—or 
even of any method at all—must have been implicit in its   use all 
along. 
 
 But in the 
absence of a systematic theoretical link between understanding and 
knowledge, how are we supposed to be able to ascertain what, for   
example, other people really think and feel? Well, how do we 
ascertain it?   We usually just take people to have particular thoughts 
and feelings, without subjecting the matter to much deliberation at all.
 In those cases where   we do deliberate, we consider how they act and 
what they say, their circumstances, their character, the various motives
 they might have for their   conduct—and we come to some conclusion. In 
many cases we are quite   certain of their states of mind, whereas in 
others we are not entirely sure,   and in still others we find ourselves
 completely baffled. If an answer to the   question of how we come to 
know the minds of others is to be found in the   world of day-to-day 
life and conduct to which Wittgenstein is so deferential, it is one 
along these lines, and I believe that he has little to add to it   
beyond an endorsement. 
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                    Afterword
 Recent
 Affinities   

 Wittgenstein's relation to contemporary philosophy is a puzzling one. 
On   the one hand, there is a fair consensus, albeit a sometimes 
begrudging   one, that he is among the preeminent philosophical figures 
of the century.   Yet actual work in the areas of philosophy to which 
his thought might   seem most applicable—philosophy of language and mind
 in particular—   exhibits little of his direct influence. Most writing 
on Wittgenstein tends   to be exegetical or interpretative, whereas work
 on topics such as linguistic and mental representation seems largely 
unaffected by either his critical or his constructive views. One need 
think only of the influence of figures like Russell and Carnap on 
current philosophical studies to be struck   by the difference. 
 There are many reasons for this. Wittgenstein's writings are
 obscure,   and he himself had a temperamental aversion to the standard 
academic approach to philosophy that focuses on particular issues, 
topics, or problems. On the view that takes his later work to be devoid 
of any positive theses and directed instead at defusing the impulses 
that lead to systematic   philosophical theorizing, the lack of 
connection between Wittgenstein's   thought and current debates and 
controversies is readily understandable;   but on that view, his work 
would have to be judged to be unsuccessful overall, because systematic 
theorizing about language and mentality contin
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                 ues to proceed at a rampant pace, unhampered by his supposed attempt   to put an end to it. 

 I have been arguing throughout this book that while Wittgenstein's 
deflationary efforts were directed against the temptation to posit 
certain   kinds of explanatory facts, states, and mechanisms, his work 
is informed   throughout by a constructive view about the relation 
between meaning   and representation, on one hand, and shared patterns 
of human conduct   and practice, on the other. That he is concerned not 
only to resist a temptation to posit semantic and mentalistic facts to 
explain those practices, but   also to locate the source of that 
temptation in our experience of ourselves   as language users, accounts 
in part for the oblique, indirect, and dialectical manner of his later 
writings. But I do not share the view that the central themes of his 
later philosophy are simply incapable of more straightforward 
expression. 
 In his introduction to Ramsey's Philosophical Papers,
 D. H. Mellor   suggests that Ramsey's untimely death had a deleterious 
effect on the development of philosophy at Cambridge, as well as on 
Wittgenstein's philosophical development.  1
 Mellor is unsympathetic to the general tendency   of Wittgenstein's 
later thought, but I think his point deserves to be well   taken. Ramsey
 may have been the one philosopher at Cambridge who not   only was 
Wittgenstein's intellectual peer but also possessed the ability and   
inclination to engage him in a sympathetic and yet critical way. 
Wittgenstein's relations with Russell had by this time become distant, 
and Moore   was for the most part an interested but bemused observer. 
Ramsey's early   death deprived Wittgenstein of perhaps the only figure 
who might have   pushed him to attempt a clearer and more explicit 
formulation of the   philosophical themes that inform his later 
writings. 
 Of course, this is merely 
speculation. But I do think that Wittgenstein's philosophical outlook is
 not as sui generis as is often supposed.   The general view I have been
 attributing to him—that matters of meaning and mentality are not, in 
some sense, ultimately factual ones but are   shown or exhibited by 
human conduct and practice—has an air of mystification about it. Yet I 
think the ocular metaphors of showing and seeing 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 1] 1 	 Ramsey, Philosophical Papers, xvi-xvii. 
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 in terms of which it is couched can be unpacked to some extent by 
comparing this view with a number of current views in philosophy of 
language and mind that may seem more readily intelligible; and I want to
   conclude by touching on three of these—not to suggest that 
Wittgenstein's views coincide with any of them, but in the hope that the
 comparisons will help dispel some of the air of obscurity that may 
still seem to   surround his ideas. 
    1. Perspectivalism   

 An important part of the view I have attributed to Wittgenstein is that
   there are certain kinds of qualities, aspects, or characteristics 
which can   only be shown or exhibited and can only be seen or 
recognized and which   it is a mistake to reify or to treat as genuinely
 factual. These include the   meaning possessed by a sign, the 
truth-conditions possessed by a sentence, the mental state exhibited by a
 facial expression, and the aspect or   organization displayed by a 
drawn figure. The apprehension of qualities   or attributes like these 
typically has a directness about it that makes it   seem akin to 
perception. Nevertheless, according to Wittgenstein, such   
characteristics are not on a par with the genuine properties like shape 
and   color that we perceive in an ordinary sense or with other factual 
properties   of the phenomenon exhibiting the quality or attribute. 
Rather, as discussed in Chapter 3, these kinds of qualities are—in the 
terminology of   the Tractatus that recurs in the Investigations and the Last Writings on   the Philosophy of Psychology—"internal"
 properties, figments of the relation between the person recognizing 
them and the phenomenon displaying them, with no status independent of 
being apprehended. 
 This has an air of
 obfuscation about it, but it seems to me to resemble   the view—which I
 shall call perspectivalism—put forward by Thomas   Nagel, according to 
which we are capable of thinking of or regarding the   world both from 
an "objective" point of view or perspective and from a   "subjective" 
one and which holds that certain important features of our experience 
are apprehensible only from a subjective viewpoint and are missing from 
an account of the world conceived objectively.  2 In particular, the   qualitative character of an experience, or what it feels like to have a partic- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 2] 2 	 Thomas Nagel, Mortal Questions ( Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979), and   Nagel, The View from Nowhere ( New York: Oxford University Press, 1986). 
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 ular experience, is a feature of it that can be apprehended only from 
the   perspective of the person having the experience; but it is not a 
property of   it on a par with, say, its duration and its causal 
properties, which are attributes of the experience conceived 
objectively, without connection to the   viewpoint of the person 
undergoing it. The objective conception of the   world includes the 
objects, attributes, and features it possesses in and of   itself, 
independently of being regarded or apprehended from any vantage   point;
 and it coincides with the scientific conception of the world as it is, 
  independently of how it appears to us. 

 This sort of view might be understood in two ways, and Nagel at times  
 seems to give expression to both. On one version—which seems to me to  
 be the wrong way to understand it—the objective conception of the world
   does not exhaust all the genuine facts about it. The qualitative 
features of   our experience, which can be apprehended only 
subjectively, are genuinely factual properties of our mental states and 
would have to be included in an inventory of the attributes they 
actually possess. This understanding of perspectivalism resembles the 
argument against physicalism   and in favor of property dualism, which 
was put forward by Frank Jackson, according to which the qualitative 
character of, say, the experience   of seeing a tomato is a property of 
it additional to such physical properties   of it as its duration and 
its chemical and electrical characteristics.  3
 A description of the world limited to its physical features would be 
incomplete, for it would fail to include those irreducible mental 
properties that   belong to it as well. 

 But another way of understanding perspectivalism—which seems to   me to
 be the right way and which is the version that strikes me as similar   
to Wittgenstein's view—is to take the objective conception of the world 
to   be factually exhaustive and to deny that those features of 
experience   which are internal to it—or which are manifested only from 
the vantage   point of the person enjoying it—are genuine features of 
the world on a par   with those it possesses whether or not they are 
apprehended. This is to   equate being genuinely real or factual with 
the possession of a nature or   character that is independent of how it 
is apprehended or perceived; and   on this construal, objective reality 
is "incomplete" in the sense that it fails 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 3] 3 	 Frank Jackson, " Epiphenomenal Qualia," Philosophical Quarterly 32 ( 1982): 127-136. 
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                 to include the character internal to the subjective viewpoint, but not in   the sense that it is factually deficient. 

 Invoking a view like Nagel's to illuminate Wittgenstein's claim that   
what human activity and behavior show or exhibit is to be distinguished 
  from the occurrent phenomena that "are 'what happens' " (PI, p.
 211)   may seem like a matter of using the obscure to shed light on the
 obscure.   Nevertheless, I do find loose parallels between 
perspectivalism (on what   I take to be the correct understanding of it)
 and the idea that it is a mistake   to posit properties or states 
corresponding to the significance with which   human conduct can appear 
to be endowed from within a form of life in   which it occurs and which 
seems to vanish when that conduct is considered, as it were, "from 
outside" (Z, 235). 
    2. Interpretationism   

 At the heart of what I have argued is Wittgenstein's view is the idea 
that   semantic properties and mental states are shown or exhibited by 
people's   verbal and nonverbal behavior. Though I have left the ocular 
metaphor   largely unpacked, something of the structure of this sort of 
showing and   seeing has emerged in the course of the discussion in the 
last three chapters. To say that certain phenomena—an arrow, facial 
expressions, human behavior—exhibit or manifest something is to 
characterize how they   are regarded or responded to or the attitude we 
take toward them. Unpacking the metaphors of showing and seeing, then, 
is really a matter of   making clearer the kind of attitude or response 
involved here and its relation to semantic and mentalistic concepts. 

 I see strong affinities between the idea that semantic and mentalistic 
  properties are exhibited by human behavior and the sorts of 
"interpretationist" accounts of meaning and mentality offered by such 
philosophers   as Donald Davidson and Daniel Dennett.  4 All the versions of this ap- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 4] 4 	 These accounts are contained in (among other places) Donald Davidson, Inquiries into   Truth and Interpretation ( New York: Oxford University Press, 1984); Ernest Le Pore, ed.,   Truth and Interpretation: Perspectives on the Philosophy of Donald Davidson ( Oxford:   Blackwell, 1986); Donald Davidson, " Knowing One's Own Mind," Proceedings and Addresses of the American Philosophical Association 60 ( 1987): 441-458, and Davidson, " The   Second Person," Midwest Studies in Philosophy 17 ( 1992): 255-267; and Daniel Dennett,   Content and Consciousness ( London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1969), Dennett, Brainstorms ( Cambridge: Bradford, 1978), Dennett, The Intentional Stance ( Cambridge: MIT 
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 proach that I know of are sketchy and schematic to varying degrees, 
differing widely in their details; yet the basic idea seems clear 
enough. We   find it natural to describe and make sense of the verbal 
and nonverbal behavior of others (and they find it natural to make sense
 of ours) by adopting a certain "stance" or attitude toward them and by 
attributing various   semantic properties and mental states to them and 
to their utterances. We   assign these properties and states—a term's 
reference, a statement's   truth-conditions, a person's beliefs—subject 
to certain constraints that   can be formulated without circularity or 
without presupposing any particular such assignment. The 
truth-conditions that their utterances possess,   as well as their 
beliefs and other mental states, are those that are correctly   or 
reasonably attributed to them in this way. Thus descriptions of   
people's mental states and of language's semantic properties are not 
made   true by, or answerable to, antecedent semantic and psychological 
facts;   for there are no facts of this sort independent of such a 
description or attribution. Instead, what people mean and think is a 
matter of the meanings   and thoughts that are properly ascribed to them
 or of how they are reasonably interpreted; and these ascriptions or 
interpretations are determined   in turn by how we find it natural or 
inevitable to regard them or by the attitude we find ourselves taking 
toward one another.  5
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: ]  	 Press, 1987), Dennett, " Real Patterns," Journal of Philosophy 89 ( 1991): 27-51; and Dennett, Consciousness Explained ( Boston: Little, Brown, 1991).  In Dennett's case, the resemblance to Wittgenstein is hardly coincidental. As he writes in   Consciousness Explained,
 463: "My debt to Wittgenstein is large and longstanding. When I   was 
an undergraduate, he was my hero, so I went to Oxford, where he seemed 
to be everybody's hero. When I saw how most of my fellow graduate 
students were (by my lights) missing the point, I gave up trying to "be"
 a Wittgensteinian, and just took what I thought I had   learned from 
the Investigations and tried to put it to work." (463). 

 The fact that Wittgenstein denies that understanding an expression or 
meaning it in a certain way is a matter of "interpreting" it does not 
automatically tell against the comparison of   his views with 
interpretationism, because he stipulates "that we ought to restrict the 
term   'interpretation' to the substitution of one expression ... for 
another" (PI, 201). Although   (as I note below) Davidson may 
seem somewhat inconsistent on this point, interpreting others cannot be 
simply (on pain of regress) a matter of substituting my expressions for 
theirs,   since for me to mean and think things is for me to be subject 
to interpretation. Still, some   important differences exist between 
Wittgenstein and Davidson in this area, which I shall   touch on 
shortly. 


	 [bookmark: 5] 5 	 It is a matter of debate as to how well these attributions are determined. W. V. 0. Quine,   Word and Object
 ( Cambridge: MIT Press, 1960), adopts a version of this approach but 
argues for a considerable degree of indeterminacy in the attribution of 
semantic properties. 
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 Dennett even describes this attitude or response in ocular terms, as 
one   of discerning "real patterns" in people's behavior, patterns that 
we are   able to characterize by attributing to them beliefs and other 
intentional   states. This is similar to my suggestion in Chapter 3 as 
to how we might   understand Hilary Putnam's claim that there are ideas 
about meaning and   belief that support our linguistic practices: 
describing other people as   sharing beliefs and meanings with us is a 
way—and perhaps the only   way—of characterizing our attitude toward 
them or our response to how   they act. And it can also be seen as an 
elaboration of Wittgenstein's cryptic remark that our attitude toward 
others "is an attitude towards a soul"   (PI, p.  178 
 ). Yet however natural it may be to regard people in this way or   to 
discern this or that pattern in their behavior, it is still a contingent
 matter that we do—the neutral facts about human behavior do not 
logically   compel a particular interpretation of it or compel the 
stance or attitude we   find ourselves taking toward it. 

 Davidson's version of interpretationism dispenses with the ocular 
metaphor entirely. To regard others in the requisite way is to adopt a 
"principle   of charity" that requires us to assign meanings to their 
words and truth‐   conditions to their sentences in ways that imply a 
substantial degree of   agreement in judgments and beliefs between them 
and ourselves. The exact content of this principle is left somewhat 
vague.  6 And, indeed, an important 
difference between Wittgenstein and Davidson has to do with the   nature
 and extent of the "agreement" between ourselves and others that is   
presupposed in attributing meanings to their words and ours. But it is  
 clear enough that the presupposition of substantial agreement in 
judgments and beliefs is constitutive of meaning and mentality: their behavior is not evidence
 that their judgements and beliefs agree with ours;   rather, it is only
 by assuming that they do so agree that we can attribute   judgments and
 beliefs to them at all. And this constitutive relation is a reciprocal 
one, for on a consistent reading of Davidson, for me to have   thoughts 
and beliefs and to mean things by my words, they have to be as- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: ]  	
 Davidson seems sympathetic to this but is less explicit. I express 
scepticism about a substantial degree of indeterminacy in " The 
Stability of Reference over Time," Nous 9 ( 1975):   375-406, and " And They Ain't Outside the Head Either," Synthese 90 ( 1992): 27-53. 

	 [bookmark: 6] 6 	 I suggest some ways of fleshing it out in "And They Ain't Outside the Head Either." 
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                 cribable to me by others in accordance with the presupposition of   agreement.  7
 It is easy to hear an echo in this of Wittgenstein's claim in the Investigations
 that "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" (242). This sort of agreement is not, as he remarks, 
simply a matter of "agreement in opinions" but involves as well   the 
kind of complex equilibrium of responses and responses to responses   
which I tried to describe in Chapter 6, and which Wittgenstein calls an 
  "agreement in ... form of life" (PI, 241). Davidson's characterization
   of the kind of agreement presupposed tends to render it more verbal 
and   theoretical and often seems to amount to mere "agreement in 
opinions."   Yet in more recent reflections on Wittgenstein and Kripke, 
he offers an   argument for the inherently social character of language 
which he takes   to be different from ( Kripke's reading of ) 
Wittgenstein's but which actually strikes me as rather close to it.  8
 The central claim of Davidson's argument is that for a person to be 
talking or thinking about anything in particular (tables, say, as 
opposed to patterns of retinal stimulation), the   individual has to be 
responding naturally to aspects of the environment   which others find 
it natural to regard him or her as responding to and   which they 
respond to (and are regarded as responding to) naturally as   well. 

 Other similarities exist between Wittgenstein's views and Davidson's.  
 I have not said much about Wittgenstein's treatment of first-person 
avowals of mental states, for it seems to me somewhat problematic; but 
he is   commonly taken to hold that the alleged incorrigibility of our 
knowledge   of mental states is to be explained by the fact that our 
linguistic practice 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 7] 7 	
 Davidson does not seem entirely consistent on this point—his talk about
 "idiolects" in " A   Nice Derangement of Epitaphs," in Le Pore, Truth and Interpretation,
 433-446, might be   taken to suggest that an individual's words have 
meanings independent of how they are interpreted by others. I do not 
think that this reading is correct, but the matter is not as clear as it
   might be. 
	 [bookmark: 8] 8 	 Davidson, "The Second Person." Davidson seems to me to misread Kripke in the same way   that Noam Chomsky does in Knowledge of Language: Its Nature, Origin, and Use
 ( Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986), by attributing to him 
the claim that a speaker can   interpret another as using a term with 
the same meaning as he does only if he agrees completely with the 
other's applications of the term. 
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                 does not permit challenges to first-person avowals of thought or feeling.  9
   Davidson puts forward just this sort of view in "Knowing One's Own   
Mind," by way of arguing that the infallibility of our claims about our 
own   thoughts is not threatened by "externalist" views that take the 
contents of   our thoughts to be partly determined by features of our 
environment of   which we may be unaware. 

 There is also an affinity between the view I attributed to Wittgenstein
   to the effect that there are no such things as mental states (recall,
 for instance, Zettel, 487: " 'Joy' designates nothing at all") 
and the interpretationist idea that people's mental states (or at least 
their intentional states)   are not facts about them independent of how 
they are described or interpreted. Davidson tries to preserve a causal 
role for mental processes and   states with the theory he calls 
"anomalous monism,"  10 which holds that  
 while mental states cannot be identified with any physical states, each
   event or instance of being in a mental state is identical with an 
instance of   some physical state or other. But the notion of token 
identity that this   view invokes seems to me deeply suspect; and 
deprived of this notion,   what remains of the theory is the claim that 
mental processes and states   are not identifiable with any physical or 
factual phenomena. 
 There are 
important differences between Wittgenstein's views and Davidson's 
version of interpretation, however. In some formulations,  11 Davidson portrays interpreting others as a matter of formulating and testing   an empirical theory
 of what they mean by their utterances; and the principle of charity is 
treated merely as way of getting the testing off the ground.   But 
empirical theories are usually thought of as answerable to some 
antecedent subject matter rather than as constitutive of it; and to 
construe the   process of interpretation as the formulation and 
confirmation of such a   theory simply distorts its true nature. 
Moreover, since Davidson believes   in the compositionality of natural 
languages, he holds that the form such   a theory has to take is that of
 a recursive, Tarski-style definition of truth.   Needless to say, 
nothing like this is to be found in Wittgenstein. 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 10] 10 	 Davidson, " Mental Events," in Experience and Theory, ed. Lawrence Foster and J. W.   Swanson ( Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 1970), 79-101. 
	 [bookmark: 11] 11 	 For instance, in " Radical Interpretation," in Le Pore, Truth and Interpretation. 
	 [bookmark: 9] 9 	 See, for example, PI, 244-247. 
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 Described in these ways, interpretation can seem like a rather 
disinterested and theoretical affair. It is as though we observe 
speakers from the   outside and go about the business of constructing an
 axiomatized theory—that is, a set of sentences—that, together with 
certain assumptions   about a match in truth-values between their 
utterances and our own,   yields predictions about their linguistic 
behavior, which, if borne out,   confirm the theory. If we are 
successful, the theory we arrive at amounts   to a representation of the
 knowledge they have of their own language and   is to be thought of as 
something they implicitly believe. For Wittgenstein,   our recognition 
of meaning in the use of language by others is a much   more robust and 
direct affair. Our "agreement" with them is not simply   over the 
truth-values of certain sentences; rather, we have to share with   them a
 whole range of patterns of verbal and nonverbal activity—or   forms of 
life—that include agreements not just in opinion but also in   what 
individual words stand for, in what features of the world are salient,  
 in what can be taken for granted and what is puzzling, and in how 
investigation and inquiry is to be conducted. And from within these 
shared   forms of life, our recognition and understanding of their words
 is not in   the end a matter of deliberation and theory construction—it
 ultimately   rests on shared attitudes and responses that are not 
themselves the product of ratiocination. 

 This conception of agreement bears on a kind of objection sometimes   
made to such views as those of Davidson and Dennett. If a language's 
semantic properties depend on how it is interpreted and if this 
interpretation has to be an explicit one, then there appears to be a 
fatal regress or circularity, because the interpretation would have to 
be given in a language   whose semantic properties themselves depend on a
 further interpretation, and so on. In a similar vein, Putnam has 
objected to Dennett's idea   that people's intentional states are 
constituted by our taking a certain   stance toward them, on the grounds
 that the notion of "stance" here is itself an intentional one, 
involving intentional states.  12

 Wittgenstein's picture of language as made up of a variety of 
autonomous language-games is in part intended to dispel the idea that 
the vari- 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 12] 12 	 Hilary Putnam, The Many Faces of Realism ( LaSalle, Ill.: Open Court, 1985), 15-16. 
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 ous parts of language came to be incorporated in it by virtue of having
   been explicitly defined and introduced, and to replace it with the 
idea that   they instead arise in connection with a range of independent
 activities and   practices, which only later come to be seen as parts 
of a common language—for instance, as expressions of a certain sort 
(names, say), of   whose meaning we may then inquire (by asking what 
they stand for). As   we saw in the last chapter in connection with 
truth, Wittgenstein's view is   that terms and sentences must have 
established uses prior to their receiving anything like explicit 
definitions or interpretations. When he says that   "only someone who 
already knows how to do something with it can significantly ask a name" 
(PI,  31 
 ), one thing he means is that the application   of semantic terms such 
as 'names', 'stands for', and 'refers to' is conceptually subsequent to 
the use of the terms to which they are applied and does   not establish 
that use. Moreover, defining and interpreting is itself an activity, and
 when it takes place, it takes place in a piecemeal fashion, term   by 
term as the need arises. This does not imply that what we come to 
characterize as a name standing for a certain object was not really a 
name or   did not actually have that reference prior to its being so 
characterized and   interpreted. Interpretation is thus both 
retrospective and retroactive.   This would be objectionable if semantic
 properties had to play a causal‐   explanatory role in establishing a 
term's use; but on Wittgenstein's view   they do not play such a role. 

 The fact that linguistic activity arises and evolves piecemeal and that
   interpretations can be incomplete, retrospective, and retroactive 
means   that an interpretationist view need not involve any fatal 
regress or circularity, since the activity of interpretation does not 
require the use of a language that has itself received a complete and 
fully explicit interpretation.   Some philosophers whose outlook is, 
broadly speaking, interpretationist   would reject this conception of 
interpretation. In his 1935 paper "Truth   by Convention," Quine writes:
 
  It may be held that we 
can adopt conventions through behavior, without   first announcing them 
in words ... that explicit exposition of conventions   is merely one of 
many important uses of a completed language. So conceived, the 
conventions no longer involve us in vicious regress.... It   must be 
conceded that this account accords well with what we actually   
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 do.... On the other hand it is not clear wherein an adoption of the 
conventions, antecedently to their formulation, consists.... In dropping
 the attributes of deliberateness and explicitness from the notion of 
linguistic convention we risk depriving the latter of any explanatory 
force and reducing   it to an idle label.  13
 

 He is speaking here of conventions, but it is clear from the context 
that for   Quine a genuine interpretation of a speaker's words would 
have to be   given in a "completed" language. On Wittgenstein's view, 
conventions   and interpretations do not play the kind of explanatory 
role in relation to   use that Quine suggests that regarding them as 
merely implicit or expressed in our behavior would bar them from 
playing. Wittgenstein's   view is that the kind of "agreement" 
underlying conventions, rules, and   interpretations finds its 
expression in behavior, where it "is not   agreement in opinion but in 
forms of life" (PI, 241). This also supplies   the response to Putnam's 
complaint against Dennett that the notion of the   "stance" that is 
supposed to constitute intentional states is itself an intentional one. 
As I suggested in the last chapter, the agreement in forms of   life 
that Wittgenstein speaks of is a complex equilibrium between responses 
and attitudes toward others' behavior and others' responses and   
attitudes toward those responses and attitudes, or between the 
assessments and judgments people are prepared to make of their own and 
others' use of language and the assessments and judgments they are 
prepared   to make of others' assessments of that use. Just as what a 
state of seeing an   aspect is is shown or constituted by how we regard 
and assess people as   seeing aspects (PI, p. 212), so the kind of 
attitude or stance we take toward others qualifies as an intentional one
 by virtue of its role in the complicated but stable economy of 
behavior, responses to behavior, responses to responses, and so on that 
Wittgenstein described as an   agreement in forms of life.  14
 This Wittgensteinian version of interpretationism is more vague and 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 13] 13 	 W. V. 0. Quine, " Truth by Convention," in The Ways of Paradox and Other Essays
 ( New   York: Random House, 1966), 98-99. Though this is not the place 
to pursue it, I believe that   Quine's views about the indeterminacy of 
translation and ontological relativity derive in   large part from his 
eschewal of implicit agreement and interpretation. 
	 [bookmark: 14] 14 	 I say a bit more about the charge of regress or circularity in "And They Ain't Outside the   Head Either." 
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 less developed than anything Davidson offers, but perhaps more 
plausible on that account. Yet in some of his more recent writings, 
Davidson   seems to move away from his earlier treatments of 
interpretation and understanding and closer to something like 
Wittgenstein's more vague outlook. Thus in "A Nice Derangement of 
Epitaphs" he seems to reject much   of his earlier formulation: "The 
problem we have been grappling with depends on the assumption that 
communication by speech requires that   speaker and interpreter have 
learned or somehow acquired a common   method or theory of 
interpretation—as being able to operate on the basis   of shared 
conventions, rules, or regularities. The problem arose when we   
realized that no method or theory fills this bill."  15

 In any event, the point of comparing Wittgenstein's views with ones   
like Davidson's and Dennett's has not been to suggest that they coincide
   in any degree of detail, or even that the details of the latter views
 are entirely clear. It has simply been to remove some of the air of 
mystery   around his talk about showing and seeing by suggesting that it
 can be put   in ways that, whatever their ultimate merits, have at 
least the virtue of familiarity. 
    3. Realism   
 I want to end by discussing a general line of argument that a number of   philosophers—most notably Michael Dummett  16
 —have sought to extract from the principle that a sentence's meaning is
 manifested by its use.   The argument is directed against the classical
 realist idea that sentences   typically have truth-conditions that are 
capable of transcending whatever   evidence we may have for them, 
conditions that either obtain or fail to obtain independent of our 
ability to determine whether they do. The main   premise of the argument
 is the basic principle I have been concerned with   in this book: that 
language's semantic properties (or a grasp of those properties), 
including its sentences' truth-conditions, are shown or displayed 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 15] 15 	 Davidson, " A Nice Derangement of Epitaphs," in Le Pore, Truth and Interpretation,   446. 
	 [bookmark: 16] 16 	 The general argument occurs throughout Dummett's voluminous writings, including the   essays collected in Truth and Other Enigmas ( Cambridge: Harvard University Press,   1978), and Elements of Intuitionism ( Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1977). 
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 by the practice that constitutes its correct use. The argument goes on 
to   identify knowing how to use a sentence correctly with the ability 
to assert   it in the circumstances that license its assertion—in other 
words, with a   knowledge of its assertibility-conditions. And it 
concludes that the truth‐   conditions (or a grasp of the 
truth-conditions) of sentences that might be   true even though no 
recognizable conditions licensed their assertion   could not be manifested by their use, contrary to the basic Wittgensteinian principle. 

 This is the barest sketch of Dummett's argument, a full statement of   
which would be quite elaborate. He does not ascribe this argument to   
Wittgenstein himself for a number of reasons—the main one being that a  
 full statement of it appeals to a "molecular" conception of language,  
 which allows that the meaning of an individual statement can be grasped
   without a knowledge of the entire language, a conception that is at 
odds   with the "holistic" conception of language he attributes to 
Wittgenstein.  17   He presents it instead
 as an elaboration of the principle that meaning is   shown by use, when
 that principle is combined with a number of other   plausible 
assumptions. But whatever its relation to Wittgenstein, the argument is 
certainly interesting in its own right. 

 Yet it seems to me to rest on a construal of the idea that meaning is  
 shown or manifested by use, a construal that is quite different from 
the   one I have tried to develop. One of my aims in this book has been 
to address the argument against classical realism ascribed to 
Wittgenstein by   Kripke. Dummett's argument is a somewhat different 
(though related)   one; but I believe that the reading of Wittgenstein I
 have put forward   here furnishes a reply to it as well. There are a 
number of ways in which   Dummett's version of the basic principle 
diverges from Wittgenstein's.   For one thing, it seems unduly 
restrictive simply to equate the use of a   sentence with its assertoric
 use or to equate knowing how to use it with a   knowledge of the 
circumstances that verify it or license its assertion.   Wittgenstein 
remarks that "asking whether and how a proposition can be   verified is 
only a particular way of asking 'How d'you mean?' " (PI, 353);   and a 
mastery of its use in a broader sense would include knowing the 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 17] 17 	 See, for instance, Dummett, " The Justification of Deduction," in Truth and Other Enigmas, 300-304. 
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                 kinds of comparisons and pictures that are used to teach and explain it,  18   the questions it is appropriate to raise about it, and the kinds of considerations which do not confirm it or license its assertion or which leave it unsettled. 

 But the main difference is that on my reading of the principle that 
meaning is exhibited by use, a language's semantic properties do 
transcend the   straightforwardly factual aspects of its use, and a 
sentence's truth‐   conditions, which are manifested by its correct use,
 typically transcend   the conditions that govern or license that use. A
 speaker's understanding   of a sentence's meaning or grasp of its 
truth-conditions is indeed manifested by mastery of his or her use—even,
 let us grant for the sake of argument—by his or her knowledge of its 
assertibility-conditions alone. It   does not follow from this that 
truth-conditions are reducible to   assertibility-conditions or that an 
acceptable account of the semantic   properties of a language must 
replace the former with the latter. Dummett concedes that there has to 
be "some gap between truth and its recognition,"  19
 or between a sentence's truth-conditions and its assertibility‐   
conditions. But he seeks to minimize the gap by equating it with the 
difference between the circumstances that "make it possible for us to recognize   it as true" and the circumstances that actually do so.  20 But on this construal, what one manifests by one's actual
 use of a sentence is one's grasp   of the conditions that would in 
principle license its assertion. This distinction is similar to the 
familiar one in linguistics between a speaker's actual 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 18] 18 	
 For instance, in RFM, V, 36, he connects the notion of an infinite line
 to the idea "which   we learn even as children that a straight line has
 no end," remarks that "I do not know that   this idea has ever given 
anyone any difficulty," and goes on to speak disparagingly of finitism. 
	 [bookmark: 19] 19 	 Dummett, " The Justification of Deduction," in Truth and Other Enigmas, 314. 
	 [bookmark: 20] 20 	
 Ibid.; emphasis added. It is worth mentioning that once modal notions 
are invoked to link   semantic properties to linguistic abilities and 
capacities—for instance, by tying truth‐   conditions to capacities it 
is "possible," in some sense, for us to exercise or by construing   
truth as assertibility in the "ideal limit"—the constraints on such 
properties become so obscure and indeterminate that the task of 
distinguishing the properly linked antirealist semantic notions from 
their realist counterparts becomes almost hopeless. A very effective 
presentation of this criticism is made by Alexander George in " How Not 
to Refute Realism,"   Journal of Philosophy90 ( 1993): 53-72. See also my " Realism and the Scope of Knowledge," Pacific Philosophical Quarterly 64 ( 1983): 281-296, and " Putnam's Argument   against Realism," Philosophical Review 88 ( 1979): 92-99. 
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                 performance and her or his competence in the use of language that the   (often flawed) performance manifests. 

 But on my interpretation of the principle that meaning is shown by use,
   to display a mastery of a sentence's use, or a grasp of its 
assertibility‐   conditions, is to manifest a mastery of its 
(evidence-transcendent) truth‐   conditions.  21
 In the last section, I noted an affinity between, on the one   hand, 
Wittgenstein's idea that the way verbal and nonverbal behavior   shows 
or exhibits meaning and mentality is largely a matter of how it is 
responded to and, on the other, interpretationist views that treat 
mental   states and semantic properties as constituted by their 
attribution to human   beings and their utterances, an attribution that 
is the expression of a certain kind of stance or attitude we find it 
natural to take toward one another.   In limiting what competent verbal 
behavior manifests to a grasp of idealized assertibility-conditions, 
Dummett in effect ignores the element of our   response or attitude to 
that behavior. On a view like Davidson's—perhaps   developed somewhat 
differently than he himself does—our attitude or response to other 
speakers is one that leads us to interpret their utterances by   
assigning to them truth-conditions that fit the classical realist mold; 
and   this is what it means to say that their use of language exhibits 
or displays a   grasp of those truth-conditions.  22
 Of course, as I noted in the last section,   there are important 
differences between Wittgenstein's views and Davidson's. Yet the 
affinity between them seems sufficiently strong to sustain the   general
 point: if we understand the manifestation of semantic properties by   
linguistic practice to be largely a matter of how that practice is 
responded   to or regarded, we shall not be tempted to see in the 
principle that meaning 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 21] 21 	
 In "Realism and the Scope of Knowledge," I argued that a speaker's 
grasp of a sentence's   truth-conditions is manifested by his or her 
grasp of its assertibility-conditions, because the   latter are derived 
from the former. But as should be clear from the discussion in Chapter 6
   of Wittgenstein's view about the relation between use and the concept
 of truth, this view is   not one I would want to associate with him; 
and I am no longer entirely comfortable with   it myself. 
	 [bookmark: 22] 22 	 Dummett seems to recognize something like this sort of reply to his argument against realism (or platonism, in this case) in Elements of Intuitionism,
 377-378, a reply that he says   emphasizes "the theoretical character 
of a theory of meaning." However, he takes it to involve a repudiation 
of the principle that meaning is manifested by use, whereas I see it as 
an   elaboration of that principle. It is difficult to assess his view 
of it, for although he regards it   as the most sophisticated of the 
replies he considers, for various reasons he declines to explore it in 
any detail. 
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 is shown or exhibited by use the germ of an argument against classical 
realism or to find such an argument implicit in Wittgenstein's thought. 

 But in denying that a general argument against realism can be extracted
   from his writings, I do not mean to attribute to Wittgenstein a 
general argument for or a global commitment to realism in Dummett's 
sense. Indeed, Wittgenstein's view of semantic and mentalistic 
statements, on my   account, is at odds with the sort of realism that 
would take them to answer   to facts that are independent of our 
attitudes and responses; and the same   could be said of areas of 
discourse I have not considered in any detail, including those of 
mathematics, religion, and ethics. There have been recent attempts by a 
number of philosophers to formulate more nuanced positions alternative 
to the stark dichotomy of realism and antirealism, and   I think it 
would be helpful in closing to try to locate Wittgenstein's views   on 
the landscape of some of those discussions. 

 What Simon Blackburn calls "quasi-realism" about an area of discourse 
seeks to combine the antirealist idea that its statements are 
nonrepresentational or nonfactual with such realist ideas as they are 
subject to   the law of bivalence, and that their truth is independent 
of our judgment   or acceptance.  23 The 
role of such statements, he suggests, is typically to   express or 
project an attitude toward their subject matter—human actions, say, in 
the case of ethical statements. Crispin Wright takes quasi‐   realism to
 be a species of a general approach to various areas of discourse   he 
calls "irrealism," which rejects a fact-stating account of the 
statements   in question as "mythological" and proposes an alternative 
account of their   role and yet allows them to function assertorically 
by applying to them a   "thin" (that is, deflationary) conception of 
truth.  24 Finally, what Arthur   Fine 
calls the "natural ontological attitude" toward a scientific theory or  
 an area of discourse holds that truth for it is to be understood in a 
standard   referential (Tarskian) fashion, with our actual belief in or 
commitment to   the entities the theory talks about dependent on local 
evidential considerations specific to the theory in question.  25
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 23] 23 	 See Simon Blackburn, Essays in Quasi-Realism ( New York: Oxford University Press,   1993). 
	 [bookmark: 24] 24 	 See, in particular, Crispin Wright, " Realism, Antirealism, Irrealism, Quasi-Realism,"   Midwest Studies in Philosophy12 ( 1988): 25-49. 
	 [bookmark: 25] 25 	 See Arthur Fine, The Shaky Game ( Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1986). 
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 I think that there are points of contact between Wittgenstein's views  
 and all these hybrid approaches to realism and truth. As Blackburn   
notes,  26 Wittgenstein's insistence on 
the independence of mathematical   truth from human knowledge (PI, p. 
226), combined with his rejection of   mathematical facts and his 
suggestion that a function of mathematical   statements is to express 
norms governing human activities, has all the hall‐   marks of what he 
(Blackburn) means by quasi-realism. And much the   same could be said 
about the broader irrealist tendencies, in Wright's   sense, of 
Wittgenstein's view of semantic (and mentalistic) statements   (given 
his rejection of suitable facts for them to answer to as "occult" and   
the dependence on response of the concepts they involve), as well as of 
his   suggestion that first-person psychological statements be construed
 as   avowals. Yet as I argued in the last chapter, there seems to be 
little evidence that Wittgenstein's considered attitude toward truth is 
the thin or   deflationary one characteristic of irrealism. Perhaps the 
broader affinity is   with Fine's natural ontological attitude: while 
Wittgenstein offers no developed referential or Tarskian semantics, his 
attitude toward the kinds of   language he does not find particularly 
problematic is by and large referential, as when he contrasts the 
unproblematic physical processes—movements of bodies, electricity, and 
so on—that constitute the subject matter   of physics with the 
problematic "processes in the psychical sphere" that   might mistakenly 
be thought to constitute the subject matter of psychology (PI, 571). Yet
 those areas of discourse that he does regard as suspect or   factually 
defective are not so rendered as a result of some systematic argument 
against realism that imposes evidential constraints on the concept of   
truth. Rather, as in his investigation into the sorts of facts that 
might be   thought to answer to claims about what someone meant or 
understood, it   is because a survey of the available candidates for the
 facts or entities in   question finds them wanting and the postulation 
of further facts or entities   beyond these seems simply incredible. But
 this is the result of a local investigation into a particular kind of 
discourse, rather than a consequence of a   general argument concerning 
realism or any of its siblings or cousins. 
 ____________________   	 [bookmark: 26] 26 	 Blackburn, Essays in Quasi-Realism, 175. 
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	 	 Mellor, D. H.,  137  n,  165  
	 	 Mental states,  3,  76,  87,  90  -  92,  94  ‐    121,  125,  130  -  131,  133  n,  159  -  160,    166  -  167,  169,  171  -  172,  179  
	 	 Mill, John Stuart,  62  -  63  
	 	 Miller, Richard,  120  n 
	 	 Modal realism,  24  n,  25  n 
	 	 Monk, Ray,  65  n,  89  n,  137  n 
	 	 Moore, G. E.,  32  -  33,  47,  96,  118  ‐    119,  121. See also Moore's paradox 
	 	 Moore's paradox,  16  -  17,  124,  144  ‐    151  
	 	 Morgan, M. J.,  85  
	 	 Mounce, H. 0.,  44  n 

	 	 Nagel, Thomas,  4,  166  -  168  
	 	 Names,  7,  20  -  24,  31  -  32,  34,  38,   
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                 	 	 Names (cont.)    41  -  44,  51,  54,  56  -  57,  62,  64  n,  66,    127,  174  
	 	 Natural ontological attitude,  180  -  181  
	 	 Necessity,  95,  97,  98  n,  102  -  104,  105,    108  -  109  
	 	 Noncontingency of representability,    2,  20,  30,  45  
	 	 Notebooks, 1914-1916,  5  n,  19,  22  n,    27  -  29,  44  

	 	 Objects,  20  -  30,  37  -  40,  43,  45,  56  -  57,    64  n,  72,  77,  80,  127,  129  ; simplicity   of,  30  -  34,  41, 
	 	 On Certainty, I,  45  n,  96,  107,  117  ‐    121  

	 	 Perspectivalism,  166  -  168  
	 	 Phenomena,  54  -  55,  62,  63,  71,  73,  88,    92  -  93,  113  -  114,  168. See also   Appearances 
	 	 Philosophical Grammar,  44  n,  45,  73,    74,  128  -  129,  135,  143  
	 	 Philosophical Investigations, I,  4,  6  ‐    9,  12  -  15,  20  -  21,  22  n,  33  n,  39  -  40,    45,  49,  51  -  56,  58,  60  -  67,  69,  71,    73  -  90,  92  -  94,  96,  98,  100,  102,    105  n,  110  -  116,  122  -  123,  125  -  127,    129  -  130,  134  -  135,  139,  140  n,  141  ‐    145,  147,  148  n,  151  -  155,  157  -  160,    166,  169  n,  170,  175,  177,  181  
	 	 Pictorial form,  7,  20  -  24,  25  n,  37,  40,    43,  45,  57,  64  n,  72,  73  n,  129  -  130  ;   ineffability of,  34  -  37  ; vacuity of,    40  -  42  
	 	 Picture,  73  -  75,  77,  80  -  83,  89  -  91,    112  -  113,  115,  118,  125,  128  -  131,    143,  178. See also Picture, philosophical 
	 	 Picture, philosophical,  51,  59,  79,  135  
	 	 Picture theory of elementary propositions,  2  -  3,  19,  20,  22,  27,  39  -  40,    43  -  45,  64  n,  72,  73  n,  129,  131  
	 	 Pitcher, George,  6  n 
	 	 Possible worlds,  25  n,  105,  116  n 
	 	 Private language argument,  3,  8,  10,    15  -  17,  66,  68  n,  122,  123  n. See also   'E'-game; Solitary speaker, argument against a 
	 	 Proof, mathematical,  75,  89  -  92,  131  
	 	 Properties,  27  -  28,  32  -  33,  56. See also   Internal properties; Material properties 
	 	 Proposition,  19,  20  -  22,  24,  29  -  31,    35  -  42,  45,  51  -  52,  57,  62,  72,  77,    80,  83,  89  -  90,  92,  124,  129  -  130,    135  -  136,  138,  143,  161  
	 	 Propositional sign,  19,  22,  24,  34,  42  ‐    43,  80,  86  
	 	 Putnam, Hilary,  65,  69  -  71,  139  n,    163,  170,  173,  175  

	 	 Quasi-realism,  180  -  181  
	 	 Quine, W. V. 0.,  61,  67,  169  n,  174  ‐    175  

	 	 Ramsey, F. P.,  3,  124,  135  -  139,  165  
	 	 Realism,  4,  55,  120  n,  123  -  124,  131  ‐    135,  139,  176  -  181. See also Antirealism; Irrealism; Modal realism;   Natural ontological attitude; Quasi‐   realism 
	 	 Reference,  5,  56,  58,  62,  95,  97,  99,    109,  169,  174  ; semantic, Io6,  107  n,    180  -  181  ; speaker's,  106,  107  n. See   also Definition: reference-fixing 
	 	 Relations,  27  -  28,  32  -  33,  57. See also   
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                 	 	 Relations (cont.)   External relations; Internal relations 
	 	 Remarks on the Foundations of Mathematics, I,  9,  79,  89  -  92,  135,  178  n 
	 	 Rescher, Nicholas,  137  n 
	 	 Response,  3,  51,  57  -  58,  65,  67,  69  ‐    71,  77,  79,  92  -  93,  112  -  114,  130,    142,  159  -  160,  168,  170  -  171,  173,    175,  179  -  180. See also Attitude;   Stance 
	 	 Ricketts, Thomas,  35  n,  37  n 
	 	 Rorty, Richard, 590,  69  n 
	 	 Rule, rule-following,  7  -  8,  13  -  14,  44,    53  -  54,  75,  77,  79,  122  -  123,  139   144  
	 	 Russell, Bertrand,  5,  23,  28  -  29,  32   33,  36  n,  62,  96,  107  n,  164  -  165  

	 	 Saying,  19,  24,  27  -  28,  37  -  38,  40,  44   45,  52,  72,  74,  100,  125,  129  -  130,    136  -  137,  161  
	 	 Sceptical paradox,  5,  9  -  15,  61,  131,    159  
	 	 Scepticism,  6,  8,  12  -  13,  29,  97, io8n,    118  -  119,  121  
	 	 Searle, John,  146  n 
	 	 Seeing,  3,  45,  52,  72  -  93,  110  -III,    114  -  115,  124,  127,  137,  160  -  161,    165  -  166,  168,  176. See also   Aspect-seeing; Exhibiting; Manifesting; Showing 
	 	 Sense,  18,  24,  31,  42  -  43,  44  n,  72,  89   90,  101  n,  119  
	 	 Shoemaker, Sydney,  103  
	 	 Showing,  1,  3,  14,  19,  24,  27,  37  -  38,    40  -  41,  43,  52  n,  57,  67,  69,  71,  72   93,  96,  110,  113  -  114,  124  -  126,    128,  130,  134,  136,  138,  143,  159   161,  165  -  166,  168,  176  -  177,  179   180. See also Exhibiting; Manifesting; Seeing 
	 	 Sign,  31  -  32,  34,  42  -  43,  44  n,  78,  93.   See also Propositional sign 
	 	 Sluga, Hans,  35  n 
	 	 Solitary speaker, argument against a,    10,  15,  17  -  18,  123  -  124,  126,  139   144,  150  n,  151. See also 'E'-game;   Private language argument 
	 	 Stance,  4,  169,  173,  175,  179. See also   Attitude; Response 
	 	 State of affairs,  2,  19,  23  -  26,  30  -  31,    37  -  38,  42,  62,  72,  83,  128  -  130  
	 	 Stern, David,  5  n,  7,  13,  14  n,  35  n,  60,    61  n 
	 	 Strawson, P. F.,  67  n 
	 	 Stroud, Barry,  153  
	 	 Swanson, J. W.,  172  n 
	 	 Symbol,  34,  42  -  43  
	 	 Symptoms,  90,  116  

	 	 Tarski, Alfred,  136  n,  172,  180  -  181  
	 	 Theories, philosophical,  5,  6,  49,  59   64,  67  
	 	 Thomson, Judith,  123  n,  153,  162  n 
	 	 Tolstoy, Leo,  47  -  49  ; Hadji Murad,    48  -  49,  64  
	 	 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, I-  8,    9  -  10,  13,  18  -  19,  20  -  46,  49,  51,    56  -  57,  62,  72  -  73,  77,  80  -  84,  86,    96,  105,  107,  122  -  125,  128  -  131,    135,  161,  166  
	 	 Truth,  3  -  5,  17  -  18,  24,  39,  49  -  50,  51,    58,  66,  96,  102  -  109,  118  -  119,  123,    125  -  126,  131  -  139,  142  -  143,  158   163,  169,  178,  180  -  181  ; coherence   theory of,  138  ; correspondence   theory of,  135  -  139  ; deflationary   
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                 	 	 Truth (cont.)   theory of,  136,  180  -  181  ; redundancy theory of,  135  -  139  
	 	 Truth-conditions, I,  3,  5,  10,  12,  15,    18  -  19,  24,  43,  58,  61,  72,  90,  123   125,  132,  136,  139,  142  -  144,  147   150,  161,  169,  176  -  179  

	 	 Understanding,  8, II,  52  -  54,  62  -  63,    73,  93,  125,  127  -  128,  130,  136,    160  -  161,  173,  176  

	 	 Use, I,  3,  5,  10,  15,  19,  38,  49  -  53,  56   57,  60,  64  n,  69  -  79,  73,  77  -  79,  84,    87,  90  -  91,  93,  122,  124,  126  -  131,    134,  136,  143  -  144,  146  -  148,  150,    159  -  161,  163,  173  -  180  ; in the Notebooks and the Tractatus,  19,  42  -  44,    84  

	 	 Verificationism,  8,  152  -  153  

	 	 Weingartner. P.,  154  n 
	 	 Wilson, George,  131  -  133  
	 	 Wittgenstein's Lectures on Philosophical Psychology,  94,  102,  105  n,  109  ‐    110,  115,  130,  134  
	 	 Wright, Crispin,  14,  15  n,  50,  68  n,    108  n,  180  -  181  

	 	 Zettel,  51  -  52,  89, III-  112,  115  -  116,    126  -  127,  131,  168,  172  
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