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e ABSTRACT
- \ . .
. SHOWING AND SAYING- IN THE PHILOSOPHICAL INVFSTIGATIONS

-,

ThlS the51s is a dlSCUSSlOH of the show1ng/say1ng dlStlnCthﬂ

in the flrst part (up to 5220) of Ludw1g'W1ttgen5te1n s Phllosgphlca

'i Investlgatlons It attempts to show what is 1nvb1ved 1n the ph11050ph1ca1

3~pr0cedure of'show1ng by using Wlttgensteln’ ' scuss;qn of rules in the

Ja

o artlculate the notlon of rules

Phllésophlcal Invest1gat10ns as an example

i
' Furthermore, 1t hopes to. establlsh that glven the . .
P
COﬂCBptlon of language that emerges from Wlttgensteln s, dlscu5510n of -
" rules’, showlng stands as.-the . appropriate phllosophlcal procedure to -

-

s F1nally, a- few tentatlve conc1u51ons are drawn concernlng

phllosophlcal practlce ana teachlng

- -

T ﬁ?éhael Mackenzle :‘ | 1 | ‘ " c/:
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INTRODYCTTON
L o ° N -
..sometimes the voice of a philosophical thought
15 so soft that the nojsc of spoken words is enough
to drown jt and prevent it from being heard.
(thtqi 5453) ‘ :

P + s~

The subject -of this thesis *is the saying/showing dlStlﬂCthn -

in- the later'pbllosophy of Wittgenstein, spcéiflcally in the

‘Philosophical Invest1gat1ons -as an aspect of hls phllOSOpthﬂl method.

The way I hope to brlng out thls distinction (betwcen showing and

say1ng) is through a dlscuqs1on of Wittgenstein's (from now on L.W.'s)

resentatlon of "rules' in the Phllosouhlcal Investi atlons (from now
Y ] 8

on P.1.). Therefore the flrst two thirds of this paper will be

devoted to an CXp051t10n of ”rules" it P.I. I would ask the reader to

'keep in m1nd the notlon of N)llosophlcal method even when it is not

clearly related to the text. . ' T

In'making ‘this request>I don't intend to -absolve ﬁ}self of

" clear exposition, rather I speak From the Ebnﬁiction that clarity in

pﬁflosophy‘is an achicvcment rather than a prcrcquisité and can be

self-defeating . if seen as an easy and stra1ghtforward demand The

- //

basis for this conviction is someth:ng I hope to show in the fb110w1ng

,paper (ultlmatcly in chnptcr III) In short I hope that my concltslnns
will in some way v1gg)catc my prescentation.

The first two chapters of this paper are a partial comncntary

on the notion of "following a rule" in the P.I. from S83 to around S201.

This partiality is not only in respect of the number of propositions it

[
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deals with ti.g. by no means all the propositions between 583 and $201)

but also'igs comprchensiveness for the propositions it 'does address. I
. - )

think this"is incvitable in the 1ight76f the density and complexity of

"P.Ix_A11 T have tried to do is take certain strands of the discussion

and. show an interreldtedness of passages that may notBe inmediately

evident.
This may not appear to promise a very fruitful philosdphical

cnterprize, However I think it highlights a problem with some

phllosophlcal 11terdture on P.I., namely a neglect of structure1 or

dcvelopment in P.I. From L.W.'s preface it is clear that whatevei’-—“‘\sg\‘\\\\\
stiucture P.T.'might have it is very different from structuring pf the

Tractatus. But this-is not to say that there are not certain sigﬁificant-

continuities in it,.in fact -, again from . the preface, and the time and

»

" effort InW, épcnt ordering the book - thére quite obviocusly are. It is

' ordered in a totally arbitrary fashion, as for example by K,T. Fann
. . i »

(see Chaptcr IJI) ’

)

Chaptcr III is an attempt to.articulate the notion -of

- philosophical method that has emerged from chapters I and IT and

L}

partlcularly the: shOW1ng/say1ng distinction.

I should say that the dlst551on of rules in this paper is by

_no'means exhaustlve ThC'notlon of rules is developed only in as much

as it is 111um:nnt1ng_fqr them main concern of examining L.W.'s

unfortunaté -then that P.l. is sometimes dealt with as if the remarks were

1”%tructurc” is used throughout this thdsis to 1mp]y noth1ng

‘more than COHtanlthS 1n and’ connections between, the numbered .
-propObltlons of P.1, : s "

-

-

/.47'



philosophical method. Therefore (rather than leaving the di;cussion
of rules hanging in an. obvious way) much that is essential to the
articulation of L.W.'s notion of rules is left wnsaid.
‘ Although references to L.W.'s notion of rules are not
; i mc‘qmmn in secondary sources, the complexity of L.W.'s discussion 'ot: '
| . rules and its comnection with showing (the theme of this thesis) hds
yet to be ‘recégnised. ';/In "On the Notion of aRule" Thomas Olshewskyz
’has asseﬁed the need for this kind of clarification of the notion of

. rules. Similarly although there have been references to showing as an

' B aspect of L.W.'s later philbsophy'notably by Peter Winth in, "The

3 - - Unity of Wittgenstein's Philosophy"jénd tanley Cavell in The Claim to -

Rationalitx,4-.no exposition'of showing in the later Wittgenstein has

yet been undertaken.

-

®See Bibliography. - | .

3In Studies in the Philosopity of Wittgenstein, cd., Peter

S Winch.
: : . -.J'-,L, -

4Sec Bibliography.
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What do I call 'the rule by which he proceeds'?
The hypothesis that satisfactorily describes his use,
- of words, which we observe; or the rule hc looks up
- . when he uses signs; or the onc which he gives us in
~ reply if we ask him what his rule is? But what if
observation does not enable us to sce any clear rule,
and the question brjngs npone to light? For he did
indeed give me a definition when T asked what he
understood by 'N', but he was prepared to withdraw
and alter,it. ' (P 1. 582)

a : s
jAlthouLh this is the first tlme in the-P.I. thét the question
of what it is .to follow a fule has been exp11c1t1y ralscd the above
paragraph very c]carly refers to prccccding'discussions in the B;l;
‘ " For exﬂmfié, the nétién of "looking up" a rule is presented
as carly as Sl7and again at S§53. An "hypothesis that satisfactorily

describes his use of words" (initially) is that a mental sample is

"berne in mind“ (sece S51 and then S56).. At 5§79 wo have an example of

"'what he glves us in rcply if we ask him what his rule is" - he does”

give a definition for "N*, but is prepared to withdraw and alter 1t
Mso in‘this'patagraph L.W. is not only refgrring to the
hypotheses thaﬁ were offered to explain "the rule by which he proceeds”,
But»al%d tb the kind of criticisms offered of these hypothcscs In
SS1 we are asked "to focus on the ddta115 of what gocs on" to look |
"from close ‘to'" and at SSG for examplc, "observation does not enahlc
us to sec any-clear rule” (S82). 'Q; ’

At this point the following observatipn can be made (relevant

both philosophically and to the structure of the P.1.): L.W. is

S



offering in S82 a general characterization of what appeared prima facie.

as scparate philosophical manocuvres (c.g., offering definitions for "N,

' describing the use of the word red in terms of tablcs) These are now

-~

scen as attempts to provide "the rule by wh1ch.he procccdb" " In terms
of the structurc of the P.I., L.W. is draw1ng together at $82 s thfoﬁgﬂ
this charactcrlzatlon of rules, what have* prcv1ously been dealt w1th -as
_scparatc though 1ntertw1n1ng con51derat10ns of our use of language, and
our understandlng of mcanlng. It is through this general ghhrdcterization
that L.W. is now able to offer a gcnéfal cfitiQuc of - the viéQ.thdt’rules
facilitate a philosophiéal uﬁderstandiﬁg of languagélithus confering a ~'
unity to the préceeding discussion and érifiﬁisms ..: ‘ ‘>_

The crlthue that he offcrs here (583 + S84) is by means of

two conncctcd arguments,

(1) .Drawing on.the prcviousl? constructed analogy between

’

language and gamcs (see S7 on) L.W. presents an example of a situation

| where people - can be seen to be playing a game that is not boundcd by

- rules. Thus by this analogy, there would seem to be dlscourse

(language games} which is 51rn11arly unbounded by rules. (S83)

(2). The argument that prov1d1ng a rule raises the possibility
of a further rule to decide the application of that ‘rule and so on...
an infinite regress. (S84). i

Although argument (2) is not or1g1na1 (it was used by Kant ) what

may emerge as original is the scopc that this argument has as a philosophical

»

' critique of Pure Reason, p. 177-178.
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N .
criticismﬁf flere we may reflect a moment on the significhncclof L.W.'s
general characterization of "rules"”, as it is exactly this cﬂhraptcrization 7.
which makes the provioﬁsly ééparatc-discussioné, such as the postulating »

. . \ ,
of tables or the-definition of "N", wulncrable to the critique of "a.

=

rule determining Ihc-npplicatibh of a rule." -~ '? ' :, p

Two questions should be considered at this point. ;he first
. , .

. » . '
R ' ) ‘ & I . : '
' . ) - i . .
a

(1) what is the scope of L.W.'s consideration of rules here?

That is.,, for what areas ofllénguagc of Rman interaction would L.W.

~

consider the discussion of rules (01ther crltlcally or othcrw1se) Co

R

rqlcvant. This question ariscs from the fact that Jn P.I., LW, wa$

addr@ssing certain philosophical attempts that involved categorizing or

N

claséifying language (for example the distinction between Names and -

* Elementary Propositions inm-the Tractafus)z. Was he therefore cdnsidering‘

[y

the notion of "Following'a“ruie”gin relation to onc or a limited number - T

“of linguistic categories or areas, or the whole of our use of language?

The significance of this question is heightened in the light Pf dis-
agreement concerning tﬁe role of ”rﬁles" in L.W,'s later'philosophy.
On one hand we have Peter Winch plac1ng a-large and gencral cmpha51s ...' . {
on the notion of rules in the dlscu551on of human language and 1ntcraction

(see The Idea of-a Social Science) and his éxplicit derivation of this

cmphﬁsis from L.W. {Winch has becn criticised for this extensive use of
IS . S

the notion of rules by G..Von‘Wright in Ixplanation and Understanding,
p. 79). On the other hand we have James Bogen's statcment that for L.W.

"rules only occur when required to corréct irrdgularities -which-are not

precluded by the existing (non-rule-governed) pfactices to which they ‘ IR

2Scc for example P.1., S26-49. . . A ..




" A Wittgenstein Workbook by C. Cdopc,'P. Geach, T. Potts and R. White thg' ' g

- Dummet and G., Frege) . -

~ "Logik der Abbildung™ (See ‘Appendix-A). In the Tractatus thqéc
r : ’

»

are added", in.his book Wittgenstein's Philosophy of Language. Also in

only secondary sources that are listed under "following a rule’ are.
o I . ' . -

specificdlly concerned with the philosophy of mathematics (by M.

-
I R
. Thls questlon will be con51dercd here (it will be raised agaln

-

in Chapter II-and III) in temms of rules as a *negative critique"; i.e.,

for the areas or aspects of language which L.W. would seem to ¢ nsider : ﬁ

By

the offering of rules an illegitimate or mistaken procedurd,

One way of approaching this question is by examining.

aspects of the Tractatus's view of language are characterize

[

, e )
In the Tractatus thére is a distinction between Names and

criticised in P.I. as attempts to provide rules. i

i
Propositions. Names have meaning (their meaning is an Object, Tractatus
3.203) and Propositions have sense. Names have. a meaning because they !

?

name an Object, Propositions have sense because they conform to the

categories of mcaning and sense cover every possible aspect of use of

' languagc, l.e., “if all the Names in a propOSJtion name Ochcts and the s

@rop051t10n conforms to the "Loglk der Abb11dung” then it is sen51blc
dlscourse,_lf not-it is nensense.

At S81 in P. P.I., L.W. is clea}ly referring to the notion of

“Loglk der Ahhlldung” in the lrnctatus in terms of the “calculus

accordlng to definite rules. (Sce for example, Traciatus 3. 334.and

3.343). e A

The notion of a Name in the Tractatus is attacked quite

clearly and thqroughly in-the P.I. for example at $27 and  S46 when

con51der1ng "names 6f objects' and "simples'. . llere L.W.-is arguing

-
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against the idea that there is an aspect-of languagc that functions by

‘belng attached (in some way) to an obJect Wthh is its mcanlng What

is significant for our prcsent dlscu5510n is that L.W. is characterlzlng
N,

" this partlcular philosophical manocuvre as the attempt to prov1de a

L

‘Tule - see for example his discussion of "the name 'N''"', in S§79 and-

the reference to it in S82.
From this we can infer that the "nepative crit;gyc” of Tules

is relevant to the pttempt to. prov1de rules for.every aspect of language

—

dealt witﬁf:n the Tractatus through‘thc conceptions of meaning (Names)

and sense (Propositions), i.e., every aspect of jour discourse.3 The

. ) ..
second question which follows from this is:

(2) How are we to understand this notion of providing.rules,

i.e., what kind of phllosophlcal manceuvre counts or falls under this

charactcrlzatlon? On one hand, the notion of trying to provide the .

" rule by which he proceeds appears as an extremely forceful general

déSctiption of the various philosophical manocuvres that L.W. has
desttibed and ctiticiscd. Whether it is a description, an object

{''"the broom in the cornef”, seé SGO),‘a rcfbrcnt,‘a'tablelidr a ¥
mental sample, in all these cases wc‘arc bcing. given "théirulc by which

he proceeds'. In all these cases we arc being offered somcthing to

1

') - -
3Ol)viously humau:dﬁscoursc was a much broader more varied”
thing for the later Wittgenstein than the carlier. The main point I wish
to establish here is that the notion of rules goes Inr beyond |

. considerations for the philosophy of mathemidtics (sce Chapter 11 ‘)

especially footnote-7) and that discussions of rules in _philosophy of
mathematics and philosophy in gencral arc not scparate issucs

(again sce Chapter II}. 1t is my conviction the notion of rules arrived

at by L.W. by S201 has implicatidns for the whole of human activity.

lowever this is not something T have argucd for stringently as 1t 15

not essential to the m11n thgge of this paper.



" impulse to provide rules, and then rules for application of rules

which a word smust in someway be attached or conform in ordér‘to have
any meaning - ;t is the rUlé that binds any meaning(ul usc of the ybrd.
qucver does L.VW. do anythlng more than provide a'very 3 propos
general -description of these various phllaﬁophlcal manocuvrcs’
. I thmk he does. In 882,‘ immediately after stating the
critique of rules in terms of a,rule to determine the application of a .
rule (see above, p. § (2)5,L.W{ introduces the notion of '"'doubt',
the kind of ﬂoubt thaf leads us to want to. provide rules - the kind of
doubt that is (hopefully) rémoved by introducing or p051t1ng a rulc ‘

This is the bcglnnlng of a strand of discussion in P.I. concerning thc

arising from a certain kind of doubt . {sce for example 586). "It

may easily look as if every doubt merely rcvealed an existing gap in
the fbundatlcns so that sccure understnndlng is only p0591blc if we
first doubt,cverythlng that, can be doubted, and then remove all. these
doubts, " (p.I., 587).
Here L.W. is beginning a discussion of a certain kindAof
philosophical temptation manifested in this doubt. ‘This tqmptation | ?i

involves thé sear&h fbr exactness (see S88), and led L.W. (in the : {
. ' ‘ ‘ i

Tractatus) to consider logic as the basis of language ~ as the embodiment

of rules that dictated our use of words (scc'589). It is the temptation
to search for (among other things) the esscnce of language (sce $92
and 897} as L.W. -himself did in the Tractatus.

L.W. then is offering us a further understanding of what is
involved in the attempt fo provide rules - it is the munifcstﬁtion ol

a philosophical temptation.
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To sum up then: L.W. has offered a general characterization

of various philosophical manceuvres as attempts to provide or discover

-"the rule by which he proceeds™. It is this general characterization -~
.. . 7 . .

that facilitates his general cfitique‘of these plYilosophical
manoeuvres in terms of 'the rule détermiﬁing thé‘ybplication of a'
rule... and so on." ‘fhe notion of "attempts to érovidc rules"
applies as a gener l-characterization nbt_only because of its
descriptive power - the way in which it does sc;m to accuratcly‘
aescribé various philosophical discussions - but it also points to
an underlying unity in terms of a specific'philosophical femptation.
' The question I would now like to raisc is whether this

stands as an adcquate critique of those philosophical manocuvres

characterized as attempts to articulate, "the rule by which he proceeds".
r

Certainly I think it can be séen to be a very thorough critique,
not only giving a cogent criticism of a philosophical position, but
also offering some kind of understanding bf the impulse that lecads
to that position - the philosophical temptation behind it.

\ However as it stands tliis is merely a 'ncgative critique".
It sees no positive philosophical contribution in the position
criticised, -except, perhaps, in as much as it hclpé us gain access to

a philosophical temptation. It cculd well be considered that this is

the extent of L.W.'s critique and indeced according to many intcrpretations

of L.W.'s philosophy his task of "djssplution”‘of a philosophical

: .
problem is complete. This kind of interpretation (as implicitly

N - . 1
-
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‘adopted by Nonnay'[alcohn in "Knowledge of Other Minds"4, and John Cook
in '"Wittgenstein .on Pri‘v.acy"5 is criticised by Stanley Cavell in his
6

article "Knoio.'ing and Acknowledging'.” Cavell argues that skeptical viéws,

doubts similar to the kind that we have been con51der1ng here as

. philosophical temptat‘ans contain within them the possibility of

51gnlf1cant philosophical insight. Therefore to dismiss them or offer a
purely "negatlve Cr1t1que" of(them, as Cavell argues Malcolm, Cook and
the mamsteam of Ordinary L E:ge Philosophy does, is a mistake,- and a
mistake that L.W. is not cuzgt.-le of. - In fact Cavell Invokes this as one
of the major dlstmctions Jbetween Ordinary Language Philosophy and L.W.'s
procedures. " ' SR .
Although at this point in the P.I., L.W. has criticised the

attempt to accomt for our use of language in terms of rules he

_ himself has offered nopalternatlve phllOSOphlcal understandmg of use.

Yet we find that he acknowledges the same kmds of consideration of
1anguage that 18ad others (and Iumself in the Tractatus) to

postulate rules. At S207 he gives the example of people whor appear to
speak and act much the same as we do (even to. the point where if one is
gagged there seems to be a conseq_ueht lack '-of commmication). Yet

(he says) if we can find no regular connection between the sounds they

4In Nlttgenstem The Philosophical Investigations, Ed. George
Pitcher, pp. 371-383. '

In Ibid., pp. 286-323.

61n Must we Mean what we Say, essays by Stanley Cavell I
Don't intend to reproduce Cavell's criticism but to show that in fact
LiW.'s~critique does not stop here -Tl e., with a merely negative
critique, see Chapter III. . '

L
.

. 7" , * %
- v - . , e —
Y . - . . ’
s . . . -
.
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make and the actions théy peffbrm, if we can finq-no regularity, - -
then we canngt call this language; Having acknowledged this rogularity .
it would//;;Z: that’L:W., if he has criticiscd.a‘parpicﬁlar attempt -
to account for it (in terms of rulés), is riow obliged to offer an . :‘

alternative account himself or state why he is not so obligcd.' It

would seem then that the ncgative critique, as it standﬁ; is insuffiéicnt.
I think L.W. would regard the'discussion of rulésrso far as “incomplcte,
and this can be seen inhﬁﬁe discussion that L.W. olfcrs following onv‘
from the sections so far considered. This discussién‘is exanined in

the next chapter: b L - .

In Zettel 5460, L.W. writes, "In a certain senfe one cannot

2

take too nuch care in handling philesophical mistdkcs,,thcy contain sc

much truth". The next step then is to sce what truth might be found

in the philosophical mistake outlined in this chapter,
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QUPTER 11

]

-

K In 1 I. the next detailed discussion of rulcs per sc begins
at 5198 ~ That discussion w111rbe the main focus of this chaptcr
However before procccdlng with that it should be noted that the notion

of "rulcs” occurs at various places, after thc section discussed. in

.. the prcv1ous chapter and bcforc 5198, in conncctlon w1th the teaching -

L

’

of mathcmq;lcal series. At 5143 thcrc is ‘an CdeplC where "A gives dan
qrdef B has to write down a series of signs according to a cértain
formatign'rule”, and the,diséuésion then proceeds cxplipit}y in this
vein to 5156 wﬁgxg_L.W. takes uh the notibn of "rcading”.l The
discussion then reoccurs at S179 (with Téference to 5151) and
con%inucs. 7 -

" In these sections L.W. considers many diffbrenﬁ aspects of:
teaching or comﬁunigating mathematical scries, with various
perspcctives and emphases. However for the purposes of this paper
- I would 11kc to isolate a few general themes of these scctions.

‘ . 0bv1ously, here L.W. is concerncd to examine the nature of

teachlng 2 mathematical series by consideration of what is involved

B in ”gettlng him to understand” (S143); "the pupll% LdpuClty to léarn”

v

(5144), to ”undcrstand thc rule of a serics" (5147), ”undcrbtandlng

1
"Reading" here is very much connected with the theme of
Yrules", but its consideration is not necessary lor the purposes

"of this paper.
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the pr1nc1plc of the scrles" (S]Sl) etc. In this respccﬁ.oﬂc thing . s :
that he is conaerned to show is what thlS undcrstandlng is not i.e.,
various things which we are tempted to take as his undcrstandlng of
) . :

the series. for examp;e, "The foymula...}occurs to me" (SlS4j of,
..ooan expericnce I kAoﬁ empirically to lead to the continuation of the.
seriqﬁ" (S179) such #s the sensation "that's easy!" {S151). None of |
these constitute the understanding of a.series, whicﬂ is'not tq, ‘say
they may not be thlngs which a pupil might state or cxperlence whcn he
learns a serles. The fact that they oftcn do (scc SlSl) empts us
to consider them as candidates for "the understandlng of a scries'.

Froﬁ.this discussion emerges the distinction between a rule | \
" and 'the manifestation or expre551on of the pupil's undcrstandlng (or . ﬁ
+ misunderstanding, as the case may be) of 1t - his 1nterprc ation of . , f
the teaching. Whatcvcr the’ studcnt might cxpress, dn cxpcrlcncc of’
Ygrasping in a flash" or a formula, it still cannot be the " rule 1tscl£
because he still could haveii:ﬁrong.' Even in.a case which appears - R 1;
very clear cut, where he continues the series, ”o,'h, 2n, 3n, ett;”
r(where n = 2) up to 1000 (see S185) it still may cmerge that he has
it wrong because after 1000 he doos’not continue thht series correctly:
Thus whatever the student may do, say or cxpress it.cannot he the rule
- itself, it can omly be his-interprétation of the rule as it may
ultimately conflict with the rule. -

~ Furthermore the same distincti&1 applics to whatever may
be used 'in the t ﬁgjing of a rulc. Thosc expressions whichrnppcar to
- !

be maniqutatiggian the student's understandiné of a rule ‘may equally

well be used in the teaching of a rule: exercises can be examples,

interpretations can be explanations. In fact we can-imagine a situation

¢
r
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where a teacher is teaching a mathematical series or technique

perfektly well, but latct/ye find that he misapplics it himéclf, i.e.,

in somc way he has misunderstood it (we can even imagine that one of

his students’ docs not make the samc'mistakc).; : X
We have then, emerging from-L.W.'s ‘discussion of teaching and |

understanding the rule of a series,a distinction petwcen'thq rule itself

. r Ll " ’ .
and whatever the expression or interpretation of the rule might be in

Y

' that process,
Whgt kind of philosophical scope might. there be to the notion
-of a rule as discussed so far in fhis'Chapter? The notion\?frfollowing
a rulé, particulaflﬁ in referencé“to'thc passages just considercd, is
" often Testricted to cqnsiderétiohs in the philosqphy of mathematics:

An example of this would be Michael Dummett's articlc;”Wittgcnstein's

Philosophy of Mathématics"3;' also note that in A Wittgenstein

2Nittgcn’stcin's argument at this point (S186 - 187) is
more-conplex than T am implying here. FEssentially it is against the
idea that the teacher's expression oF the rule is the rule itself
becausc the teadher meant it as the rule. ~To reproduce this in full
would involve, I think, a long digression. ‘Thus, I would ask the
reader to be aware of S186 and-S5187. 1 have also presented a very

bricf argument mjsedf to maintain the distinction between the rule
and its cypresSion M\ the case of the teacher. This argioment
reflects~an cxperienc®of mine where Mhigh school - my physics .

teacher, having taught the. class Newton's 2nd Jaw of motion, didn't
rcalize that for a pyoblem concerning the dropping of a chan
vertically on to a horizontal surface the calculation invelved the
differentiation of the mass (m) in. the formula I = ma - something a
few of his students did realize. '

: 3Pn Wittpenstein: * ‘The Philosophical Investipntions, cd.
Ceorge Pitcher, p. 420-4747,

vy
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J:Workbook4 in the section "TFollowing a Rule' the only sécondary sources
given‘(apart from a-passage'in Kant) are Dumictt's article and a
sectlon of Frcge s writings on phllosophy of mathcmatics.

N Howcver, I think this is an arbltrary restriction. The
passages just considered have a d1rec£ re}evancc to the consideration
of following a rule discussed in Chapter I of this paper, involving
a much broader area of language than mathematics.. Thus whatcépr notion
of rules cmerges from this discﬁssion is equally relevant to namos like
"Moses', ''red'", "'dark', ''sweet", e£c.

That the passagc§ from S143 on are a dircct continuation of
the preceeding discussion of rules can be scen from (1) the-use of

the word 'rule' in both seﬁtions,s (2) the 6Ccurrcnce of the same N
me taphors/examples in both sections e.g., ”poinﬁing“ and ”sign'poéts“
(587, 5185, S198), (3) the various rcmarks that L.ﬁﬁnmnkcé indicating
that his examination of teaching in nnthcmatics holds‘mgch in comwon S
with other kinds of 1earn1ng/undcrstand1ng Jor cxwﬁple at the | ‘
bottom of pP. 53 of P. :, ”Don t I also imagine m)sc]f to lmdcrstlnd a -

. word (as I may imagine I understand a klnd of calculation)”, or at: °
5208, L.W. iﬁ-the prdcess of discussing "rules" refers to teaching of
coiors, lcﬁgths and shapes. Again at 5238 and $239 cedors arc conéidcred‘.

following and included in a series of rcmarks about rulcs and the kind
l\—r; ! .

4Scc Bih]ibgrnphy.

Slhiq is something that, T think, should he taken very
scriously given Lhe great pains that L.W. took over composing his
remarks
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oé'p}oblcms faiscd by mathcmatical examples. 'Thus cven fhgugh the
examples from‘Sl43'qn are mathematical, 'in {hc context of the notion
of "rules” this discussion maintains thg‘sqﬁc lingﬂisticfscopc
(i.c., has implications for tﬂc same arcas ol lhngﬁagc)'as ohtlincd‘
in Chapter I (sce p. 6 on). = . )

_ 1t is, I think, easy td:éce wh} L.W. chose mathématical
examples herc. Note first‘thnt the discﬁssiqn—from 8143 pnwufds is
a consistently developing discussion, thus oncq»L.N.'had opted for a
mathematical cxamplé he was more or less bound to-suétu{n it.
Secondly in terms of somcone coﬁing to wnderstand how to follow a
rulé, mathematical cxambles are mﬁch morc‘familiur and accessible than
say the teaching of co%ors,br'lcnﬁthgaor naies . And, ‘some -fine
distinctions can be drawn when diséussing mathematical series thaf would'
be harder to present with colors, say (i.c.; @his.shndc ds fcd but
this shade is maroon, and this is aubergine). .Also in-hagjng the
distinction that 1 have claimed L.W: was trying to make at this point
(bctﬁeen the rule itself and its expr;ssioﬁ or' interpretation, sce
P- 22-23).the mathcmgéical series example is perhaps particularly
adaﬁtable, and allows for clearer ﬂistincfibn;, ¥s at S185 where the

: . i
student can be shown to have misunderstood the scries cven though he

6This is perhaps because the teaching of naming and  colors .
occurs much carlier in human development and therciore the subject
is lesg articulate about the process.  Similar mistakes to those
expericnced in teaching mathematical series do occur thouph.

One cxample from my owneexpericnce was a 2% vear old boy who on
“arriving in Day-Care was told thht his teacher's name was Carmen.

From this he concluded that all his tecachers' name (including mine)
were Canmen. This continued for sonc time.

-
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T dfscourSC'(sce'Chdptqr I, p. 8

*

Buas able to proceed to 1000. 7

v Thus these mathematical examples as a continutation of the
- discussion-on rules have inplications for every aspect of our
. . - . ’ ~ - -

j;u“1his brings us to a strange imbassc.
.in the -light of thé:diséussion so far in this Chapter and in Chapter I
what could, L.thge ;éférring»tq when he talks aﬁbu£ rules? lle has
thoroughly criticiéed the nétion of rules.as a philosophically uscful
one (except inasmuch;as'it helbg us recogﬁizc‘ahtcmptation - sce

Chapter 1) but.thcn{gmbarks bn a fqrthér cxplicit discussion of-rulcs

—

at 5198,

But how can a rule show me what' T have to do
at this point? Whatever I do is, on some
interpretation, in accord with the rule.'
= That is not what we ought to say; but rather: "
any interpretation still hangs in the air
along with what it interprets, and cannot ,
give it any support. (P.I., S198)
3 . :
"Any .interprectation hangs in the air" - i.e., whatever the
. N ' ‘
student expresses, etc., as his/her understanding of the role is not
conclusive (is not the rule): "along with what it'intcrprcts” - i.e.,
whatever is offered by the teacher in attempting to teach the rule,

7In,his article Dummett comments on the "thin mnd wiconvincing'

nature ("-amazing for him-" of I..W.'s example). It is not absolutely
clear to mc from his article what examples he is considering - it

scems likely to be the ones from S143 to S190. Bogen (sce Ribliography)
remarks on '"Wittgenstcin's failure to produce convincing cxamples.,"

(p. 190) However piven the interpretation offered here 1 think those
-examples (particularly the one at ST85) arve adequate ond appropriate.

' Domett wishes to separate considerations of rules from
"general theory of meaning' ‘and specific relevance to mathematics.

{p. 428) I think the interpretation given here would indicate that

there is another kind of approach. That is, not to consjder these
cxamples as relevant to the philosophy of mathematics if :n exclusive
fashion, but rather as relevant in as much as L.W.'s 1scussion here
applics to all arcas of humn discourse. This does Aot dilute their
relevance for mythematics, rather it would point t the necessity of
understanding Wittgenstein's philosophy of mathemdtics in the context

of his philesophy as a whole.

-

-
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-.g., examples formilas, etc., ) ' : k

« .

be determined by a rule, because cvery course of
action cari be made out to accord with the TFule. '
The answer was:, if everything can be made out to

. accord with the rule, then it can also he made
out to conflict with it, And so there would he ~
neither accord nor conflict here. .

It can be seen that there is a miswunderstandi g
here from the mere fact that in the course of our
argument we give onc interpretation after another;
as if eath one contented us at lcast for a mofent
wtil we thought of yet another standing behind it,
What this shows 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.

lienge there is an inclination of say: cvery ' '
action according to the rule is an interpretation. -

But we ought to restrict the term "interpretation' , 4
to the substitution of.one expression of the rule :
for another. (p.I.; S201) ° "

In the course of being taught a specific rule (e.g., a.
mathematical-series) a student may fcspond in a variety of ways which
he sees as ''going on'', as in 5ccord (noﬁc,df which mdy be whaf the
teacher intended): 'no course of action_cgpld bc'dctcrmincd by the
rule, becausc évery course of action can be made out to accord with
the rule." [llowever QUring the preceeding discussion various. things,
were tried, e.g., a fomula, "grasping in a lash', ﬁs that which cnsured
the student was following the rule - .somchow they enshrined the rule
(in the coursc of our argument we give one thipg‘nrtcr another. ..},
Each of thesc were found wanting, as cach could involve a course of
action that could be made out as in accord or conflicting with the
rule regardless (it "still hangs in the air'}. '
Yet this docs net require that we abandon fhc concept of a .

: *

rule - rather it re-inforces it ("What this shows is that there is a -

way of grasping a rule..."). If we are in a.pposition te describe an



interpretation, or respond to a teaching as "obeying the rule" .or

. confused with its expression or interpretation. A rule cannot be

-

L}
-

"going against- it" clearly we are appcaling to sonnthlngrwhicﬁ‘cml
only bé¢ the rule. '

In the last paragraph of S201 there are distinctions between
v .- .

""interpretation”, "expression of a rule" and (implicitly) the rule

itself.

)

»

\ ’ l: id . . 1. - . .
What L.W. has beén Struggling against in his discussion of

*

rules up to this point is the temptation to encapsulate "the rule by

which he procecds' into some kind of experience, expression or formula

4

- something that can be stated or said.. The rule.itsgif is not to be

. | . *a - N PN
. captured in something that can be stated. The‘Eﬁﬁt that a student Tan

state a ?ofmula,'say the next section of the scries, or refer-to an -

S g

experience does not mean he has grasped the rulc.
If we return to the "negative critique' of rules in Chapter T

of this paper it is quite clear that it is dircctcd at what, in the

~light of the above, would be considered the ‘interpretation or cxpr05510n

1<
of a rule - “the hypoth051s thdtlyatlsfactorlly dCSClleb hlq use of

words!' - "the rule which he looks up "' - "what he gives in reply when

.we ask what the rule is". All these are  attempts to cncapsulate the

rule in some kind of formula or cxpression.  ‘The no;ion implicd_by thé
ward "rule" then has been transformed as L.W.'s discussion has™
developed from S84 on. Tt is how something distinct from any <formulation,

ﬂlls can be seen too ‘From his specific use of the word sign-post
for examplc contrast "a rule stands there like a sign- post" (%ﬁS) and,

"what has the ¢ §prc551on of a rule - say a qlgn post..." {S5198),

- . 1

*my emphasis. ' -~ -
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i.e., a sipn-post is no longer & candidate for a rule, but for the

expression of a rule.

} V
s

Howevér, it is iﬁpﬁrtant to note here that uithéﬁgh the notion
of '"rule” may have changed, the linguistic scape‘of the discussion of
rules has ndt éhanged in thi; development. 1hﬁt is, whatever aspects
_of‘language were déalt with in tﬁe ’hegéfive critiaque" or rules remain
those which are addressed By the ﬁobsitive critique", i.e., by the

notion of "rules" penerated here that L.W. sees_as helpful or

illuminating: ¢§herefore the "positive critique' applies to every

11

aspect of our discourse (see p. 6 on, and p. 32).

Two questions now present themselves. ‘The first is, how does

" the noticn of ruleslemerging from the "positive critique' escape the

g . .
criticisms directed at the conception of rules dealt with in Chapter I

(sce p.5 )? The sccond is how might we sce this notion of rules as

‘providing an insightful and illﬁminating philosophical view of Fman

~ . . a
discourse and activity? In order. to answer these questions some
articulation of L.W.'s notion of rules is required at this point.
At S83 we have a description of icoplc playing a game that

is not according to any rules thatlﬁt‘migﬁ formulate (in the way that

we might formulate the rules of basketball say). However on cxamination

it can be scen that there are boundaries to this game. For cxampie

>

the people playing do-not kick cach other, they don't try to hurt cach

3

other.  If someone didwe could sce the others responding by telling

- * . ) _ - .
him to stop it or saying 'that™s riot how to pluy”.‘!ln the (rather.

-

comon) casc of a child who has not playcd o[tEﬁ'with other children

-

- and becomes overly aggressive in a rough-and-tumble type game we might

say he/she hadn't learn to play yet, or to the chiid '"You're not

»
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playing properly.” The child huas not yet learnt the rules. Or we
could imagine this being a group play-therapy session and when a child
acted aggressively the therapist stopped the game and the group talked.
about it. This might appear at firstilike tﬁ; other game but obvicusly

“the rules by which they proceed" are somewhat different. In the case

where a chilg became bewildered when the game stopped éﬁd kept trying to

start again we could have a situdtion similar to that odtlined in
5185, i.e., the person seemed to have understood but at;a certain
point it is clear he did not. It seemed as if the child had grasped

"the rules by which you proceed' in play-therapy,but it'cnmrgcd he had

~mot. We could also imagine a game where one person became aggressive

and others responded till the game degenerated into a vicious
competition. In this case we be inclined to séy the rules had changed.

This is to touch on just one aspect of the game (the rules

‘concerncd with respectlng other pcoplc perhaps). Innumerable others

could be considered, such as not holding on to the hall all the tiﬁc,
not kicking it away a$ far as you can, not trying to puncture it, and
SO on.

| ) lhere are then, some very esscnt1al regularities to this game
that can in no way be completely formulated. Nor do pCOplc lcarn to
play like this by being "told how" {nccessarily) - we could say it is

part of their socialization. The child who had not played belore with

- other childrcn, no matter how much we explained the nature of thc prame

to him, and no matter how much he thsclf was ablec to say what hc
should do ‘might still be wnable to respond correctly - te "[it in".

What tempts us;perhaps to say (and correctly, givon the sense
of rules in Chapter I) that this is npt a rule following activity is

the free flowing spontancous naturc of this game, as contrasted with

~L
LN
-
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basketball. We are unable to draw up a list of basketball~type rules. |
Yet this is exactly one, aépect of "thesrules by whichwe proceed" in this
game, and 4f a pérson does not grasp that and act accordingly then he
does not grasp how to play. Thus, though thc pamec is wnbounded

given the flrst notlon of rules, 1t would scem to be a rule followin : §
activity in the second scnse of rulcs E\

™

If we consider another aspect of human activity; the use of the
word red we can see that similar considerations apply. In trying to
teach a child "red"” (a rather unfamiliar situdtion) there is no way in

which we could formulate "how to use ‘the word red! _encapsulating not
y I \ B

'onl)? all the various shddes of cclor it can be correctly used to describe - k

but also circmnstanﬁes under which we wouldn't use it. For example
(and again there are analogies with $185) we might find a child who
seemed to be able to recognise and describe Ted perfectly well, but
went on to sa& that the noise of buses is red, meeting people in the
street is red; being hu'ngi‘y is fed staying up late is red. Under
these c1rcumstances I think we'd say that the child hand't grasped
how we use red ("the rule by which we proceed™).

Notice, however, that if someone who used the word red muc.h
the same as usual in all other respects, insisted on describing ce:itain
musical sounds as red (“trumpets are red, cellos are blué") it wouldh

be hard to legislate whether he had grasped '"red"” or not. ‘this is a
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similar situation to our ball gaic, where onc person alwayg hﬁngs on to
the ball a little 'too iong, or always throws It to the same person (he's
not “playing quite right'). ‘This Biings out another aspect pf rules -
it is not nccessarily absolﬁtely cledr whether a person is following the
ruié correctly or not. This is where something sounds "funny" or
ﬁqﬁccr".' The teridency to think that alrulc’mqst draw.hard and fast
dichotomies is derive -ffom the conception bf fules‘outlinod in Chapter I-

P

where there is always a table or formula to appeal to, to resolve things =

'once_andvfoq'all. In fact it can be intermal to a rule that in its

use there are specific areas of possible use that arc not sharply

. defined, and ‘this can b (for philbsophy) a significant‘aspéct of a rule.
. Ly * .

(In a discussion of "ruled' in Zettel, L.W. states "In philosophy it is

significant that such-and-such a sentence makes no sense; but also that

" it sounds funny" $328).8

Thus the first ﬁrgument 1cvcllcd-against‘thc“first notion of
rules (sec p. 5 ) through the analog& drawn between games and language,
would secm to have:nﬁ apﬁildat;on in the case- of our second notion of
"rules' (Tposftivc critique'). Onvthe confrary, T think it can be scén
from the brief discussién so far that the sccond sense of rulcs provides
an iﬁsightful dnd illwninat'}rig way of looking at language (and 51150,

incidently, games) . o

‘81his might lead to the potion that a philosophical investigation
that draws on the idea that human discoursce is rule-like (as I have
argued L.W. does) is nccessarily slack or vague, but this is not the |
case. Rather it 1s necessary to probe our use-of words (and particularly
a phi]oigphcr‘s usc of words) to be absolutely clear about what kind of

.expressions are '"funny' such as "I know I am in pain" (sce also S.
P }

Cavell in "Knowing and Acknowledging').
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(low am I able to obcy & rule?" N
. -if this is not a question about causcs, then
it is about the justification for ny fbllow1ng
the rule in the way I do. ,
1£ T have exhausted the justifications I have . . L.
rcached bedrock, and my spade is turncd.  Then
I am inclined to say, 'This is simply what I do,
(p.I., S217)

/

e b ——

”Slmply what 1 do", is an apt‘dcscription for our use -of the word rcd;
or counting, or' playing the rough- and-tumble game. The activity is dene
unreflectively, without pause, yet it was something I had to learn and
méy.have mhde mistakes with while learning. Contrast my usc of the - ‘

word '"time' with my use of the words '"fois" and "tcmps'’, thn,speaking"

French I st111 have to reflect on ”£01s” and "temps''. I have. to think -

I have not yet grasped the rule. :
llerc we have funéqmcntal contrast between the notion o% rule ;
criticised in Chapter I and the cne that has cmerged in this Chapter.
~ The "'rule' in Chapter 1 could be followed by rcfering‘fo something - a
table, a definition, or whatévef. But with the nqﬁiql of—;;I;_EEEE;Etcd
by the "positive critique" there is no reflection or thinking - "And
to think one is obeying a rule is not to bbcy a rule" (5202). Grasping
a rule requires that I just dJo so react.
This can be further brought out by the distinction bctﬁccn
being causally determined and beiﬁg logically dc&ermincd.
In S217 "Mlow am I able to obcy a rulc7” wias not a qucst:on
sbout causes. 1 it were then we coutd take.a specific dLLlVLLy
'(cowiting say) and sce how someone learnt it, and for cach activity the
causal determination is different. This is how we teach cownting,

which is similar in somc respects to teaching such and

such series, but completely different from how we 1carﬁ.colors, or to
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follow sign-posts.
...let me ask this: what has the cxpression of
a rule - say a sign-post - got to do with my actions?
Whiat sort of comnection is there here? Well, perhaps

this one: I have been trained to react to this
sipn in a particular way and now T do so rcact to It.

But that is only to give a causal conncction;

to tell how it has come about that we now go by

the sipn-post; not what going by the sign rcally

consists in. (P.I., S198) .

The nature of a causal detemmination then is clear, yet this
does not deal with the original question; 'what has the expression of a
. r
rule - say a sign-post - got to do with my actions?" For thi§ question

o

is about rules in general, or rules per se¢, rather than a specific
‘rule. L.W. con}inues: "On -the contrary: [ have further indicated that
a person goes by a sign-posf cnly in so far as there exists a regular
use of sign-posts, a custom.”

liere in refering to "a regular usc, a custom”, L.W. is no
longer talking about something that is specific to any particular case

| .
of following a rule, e.g., training to follow sign-posts. lHe is
\\iﬁtSSEEQ, beyond specific causal determinaticn, the possibility-of a

more general characteristic of rule- following, i.c., "a regular usc, a
custom" something that could be involved in any number of cases of
rule following. Thus he precipitates the question - aside from the

. specific (cﬂuagl_getcrmination aspect) of rule following - can anything

of a more general naturc be. said about following a rule?9

'%lcrc we arc on the verge of, perhaps, the central aspect of
"following a rule”, but in the context of this paper 1'm afraid I must
abdicate from this discussion (see Introduction}.
i
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* The notion of causal determination returns again at $220.

, At 5217 the question of "How am I able to obey?" (a rule) was-ﬂgg about

.

causes - and the answer was "This is simply what T do". “The same kind
of notion is evoked at $219 where L.W, sayé when 1 oﬁcy a rule, I do
not choose. I obey the rule blindly." ‘The unrdklcctive stress of
"simply what [ do" is emphasized even more hcrg.' lle continues:
Buf what was the purposc.of that syﬁﬁo]icnl
proposition? It was suppdsed to bring into )
prominence a difference between being causally ‘ !
" determined and being logically determined,

(B.I., S220) )

"Obey a ru]é blindly" is not an aspect of its causal
determination. As we have seen a causal determination of dbcying a
rule - fellowing a sign—postrsay - would amount to 'being trained to
react to this sign in a particular way", something specific to an
activity we might characterize as {following a rule - this kind ol
training for sign-posts, and this kind of training for countihg.

The appeal to "logical determination” would scem to concern itself
with somcthinghabou; rules per sc - somcthing that is comﬁon to all
cases of followﬁng rules (one might almost say a formal Ffeature of
rules).  Furthermore "obeying the rule blindly' would be something
that L.W. would seem to consider necessarily the case for {ollowing
a rule. ' I can only reiterate, then, that for the conéﬁption of rules,
L.W. is trying to articulqtp “following a rule" involves, necessarily,

~ 10
an unreflective attitude - it is something we "simply® do.

! 1Ol'his, [ think, cstablishes. that their wireflective nature is
a necessary condition of rules, which is sufficient for the. following
argument.  llowever there may be many things | do-unreficctively which
are not cascs of "[ollowing a rule". But this raises the whole question

. as to the nature of rules which is beyond the scope of this thesis

(See Introduction). . '
- . ‘
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Given this conception of rules then the argument of fered by
L.W. at S84 for "rules" in terms of the neced fer a rule for the

application of a rule (see p. 5(2) ) can find no srip. The question

. of applying a rule (in this second conception of rules) does not arise.

There is no room for applicatiéns, if I found myself applying a rule
(as in a rule for using "fois'" correctly) then I would not be following
a tule in the sense of rule that has emerged in this Chapter. Yet
-

this sense of rule would scem to provide an insightful and llluminating
way of regarding certain human activities - such as our use of "red"
(see p. 23). Both the spbntancous way in which I usc the word and
the fact that its use is wnarbitrary and has a definite regularity, scem
to be captured very succihctly by our second conception of rule..

At the end of the last Chapter it was noted that it was
L.W.'s remark on the necessary regularity of language (scc p. 12 and
S207} that obliged him.to offer some kind of ac&ouut of this regularity.
It ?héu1d be clear from this Chapter that L.W. chosc to articulate the
naturc of this regularitf in terms of the concept of "rule rather than .
"regularity'. I }hink his reasons for this arc clear. The word "'rule"
secms to capturcfthc open ‘ended nature of our use of words in a way
that “rcgularity” cannot. A '"regularity of language" indicates
something about our use of words post factum; a "rule of language'
implies something which hinds-pasﬁ usage to futurc usige - something
that will be continuing (as my use of the word ™ will).

After his remark on the distinction between causal
determination and logical,dete}mination, L.W. writes:’

My symbolical expression was really » mythological
description of the use of a rule. (P.I., S221)



i

This is a very curious cxpression and I take it to refler

‘obliquely to the distinction I want to make in the next Chapter - the

distinction between showing and saying. L.W. is perhaps chiding
himself for attempting to say, that-‘} which by its very nature can only

be shown.
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.

[t was found in Chaptcr'II that the notion of rules that L.W.
involkes as illwninating our use of language involves the idea that these,
rules cahnot'bc stated. The temptation that he was struggling against
was that a'rulc'could be formulated in'an.cxprcssion, i.c., could be
stated 6r said, In contrast to this a notion of rules ¢merged which
rendered the stating(saying of the rule per se impossible (sce p.20) -
as anything said would be mercly an cxprcssioﬁ of the rule.

Yet clearly rules are taught, as it was through various
examples involving tcaching thdt the second‘ho;ion of rule was introduced

(sec S143 on). So rules arc comaunicated in the interaction of the

" teaching process, and are also (if we accept that our discourse is a

rule-like activity) manifested in our speech and interaction. ‘Ihe rule
. T, ) .

then is shown in these  things.
Given that in any specific case a rule can only be shown,

how could we expect any general formulation of the notion of "following

a rule''?
‘I cannot describe how (in general) to employ
rules, cxcept by teaching you, by training you
to employ rules. (Zettel, S318) '
In specific cases of following a rule there is o training - a showing that

is appropriatc to counting or sign-posts [or example.  In tcncﬁing the
activity - in our showing - the only resource we have to draw on is
the activity itself - "this'is how we count’; and possibly contrast it
with other similar rule-following activitics -"this is how we add and

subtract™. What other resources could we hive [or showing the naturc
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of rule-following in general? All we have is the discussion of
specific rule-fellowing activities. Yet clcarly the activity of
showing in thé casc of a specific rule follewing activity (i.c.,
training) is very different ‘from a case of showing the general naturc of
rulc-following, i.e., showing in a philosophical sense. In the former
casc the activity derives its sense from the ignorance of the trainée,
it is a process of teaching; in the latter we are familiar with the
activities being discussed and, onc can a5sLmn,.c0mpctcnt in them,
Rather in the latter case showing derives its sense from the attempt to

address a philoscphical temptation. | ' ;

-
;

The statement that in following a Tule "I no longer.have any

choice' (S219)}, is a description that “only made sense if it was to be

_understood symbolically" (S219) i.c., it is a "mythological description"

(SZZi). L.W. is trying to-say somcthing that can only be shown - in
our use of the word red, in counting, in following sign-posts, in
our rough-and-tumble game. The general naturé of rules (soﬁcthing I have
called nature of rules per se), cannot be dcscrihcd,it-can-oniy be 7
shown., Here then L.W. is "hitting his hcad against'fﬁc limits of
language ' (8119}, but obvicusly he understands this in a way he thinks i ’
other philosophers do not. .
The distinction between showing and saying is clearly in
cvidence in the Tractatus (sce for cxample 5.62 and 6.30) and there
D .
it is very much connceted with "rules'. What cimnot he said but only
shown is the loygic of our Tangunge —71$gik der Abbildung - and its
limits. (sce Appendix A) |

Jowever we would search P.i. in vain for an explicit

~ formulation of the showing/saying distinction. And this is for the

obvious paradoxical reason - the showing/saying distinction is
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something that can only be shown. ‘That is,‘in establishing that

something Ean only be shown it wéuld be obviouslylydntradictory to §§Z
what it was that could onl} be shown. ‘The distinction between snying.
and showing then is itself somcthing that can only be shown.
Furthennore, the showing/saying distinction here is founded on the
conception of rules that L.W. has generated (sce Chapter I1). It is
\

because languggc is a rule-following activity that we can oniy show
its workings as a rule-following activity; it is its nature as
rule—following activity that demands 6ur process of clucidation be one of
showing - because rules can only be shown. In his discussion of rules
then L.W. has not only clucidated an illmnindting and insightful
conception of rules; he has corroborated hié ncthdd of elucidation - tﬁe
process of showing. : | :

I would now like to a;knowlcdgc the indulgence of éhose
rcaders who suspended Jjudgement on_the rathér opaque remarks made - in
the Introduction to this paper. I can now ask you to re¢flect whether the
bald statement of the conclusions I have arrived at here would'huvc been
at all illuminating imless preceeded by the procoss1 - the development
of the notion of "rules" - that brought them about. It is only the
process of developing this notion of rules that makes it possible to
answer the question "What is it that showing might amount to?" ‘The
answer to that is, that this pahcr (I hope) has been {among other things)
an attempt to clucidate mn example of showing in the P.I. .

. To review briefly: various philosophical mistakes -were

l”lhc scarch says more than the discovery,..."
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.considered and then givén a gencral characterization in temms of "rules"
(Chapter I). ‘Then . (Chapter II) various cxamples of teawhing scries
were considered and through them the distinction between a rule and its
expression or interpretation was made. 1h§;égh this second notion of
rules we arrived at a philosophical understanding of use of limguug.c -
’we arc able to accowit for the regularity of language. [lurthermore Qe
can see what kind of enterprise is undertaken in the philo%gphical |
investigation of languégé, an enterprise of showing.

Paradoxically this procedurce gains its scnsc from addressing:
a philosoﬁhical temptation and its manifestation in vafious philosophical
-manoeuvrcs. The insights provided by the process outlined in Chapters I
and Il (the articulation of the notion of showing, for cxample) would

not have been achicved if these phiIOSOthéal manocuvres had merely been
dealt with as mistakes- to be cérrcctcd. Ratficr than dealing with them
as errors to bc peointed out and then discarded in the philoscphical
process L.W. tried to understand why somcone m}ght he 1led to consider
such a view - the tcmptaﬁion behind the mistake. More will be said
about this notion of temptation bélow. Again - "'Onc can never tike
toe much care in handling philosophical mistakes as they contain so much
truth" (see n. 12).

| The interpretation of L.W.'s viewy of philosophy prescnted here
can be contrasted to both the implicit and explicit conception of his

/ﬂz K.T. ann.z

philosophy found in Wittgeistein's Conception ol Philosophy

21hc reason I have chesen Fann's discussion here is because it
is close cnough, while differing from my own accownt (of Wittgenstein's
conception of philosophy), to bring out various fine points (Lonccrnlng
"temptation” and ”confcss:on“) by contrast. °
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In the'last chapter of his book Fann states:
The Investigations is completcly tmsysfcuntic in
both its Form and its content.’Unlike most carlier
or later philosophical writings in the Western
tradition, it consists of loosely connected reharks. . .
- (p. 105) B i
Fann gbe; on to say that L.N. is involved in "conlession
and persuasioh“, and develops an analogy between L.W. and Zen - that
they are both directed towards "enlightcnment'. le also invokes
the well known analogies of L.W.'s philosophy with thcr&py, and the
dissolution of philosophical p?oblcms with "eure". -We ar¢ also rominded
of the very personal expression of L.W.'s later philosophy and the
personal difficulties he experienced. .
N Clearly the intcfpfj;ation in Chapter 1 and 11 of this paper
is very much at odds with Fann's claim to the arbitrary loosely

connected: nature of P.I. Fann is.in a sense right, there is no

" ordering in;xhc P.1. derived from‘the wmaterial alone - no grdering of

T .

concepts Or{dcveloPmc theories. ‘Ihis is a truism of Wittgenstein
; .
. }‘ r N —

scholarship: .
| - : : ‘ 3
But this does .not exhaust the possibilities of structure,

T hope to have shown that there is a structurc (at least as [ar as the

b

discussion of rules is concerned) derived from the need to recognisc
and acknowledge temptations, a need that (For L.W.) necessarily precedes

"dissolution". This is a process ‘that is completely pre-cmpted by the

"1

dismissal of mistakes as irrclevant to the philosophic -process; it .
involves the rccognition of what kind of prohlem somcone. is strupgling

with and its possible relation to other problgms (i.e., the "search for

' T

~

3Scc Footnote 1, Chapter i.

Ve

.



rules", see p. - 9 on), and the acknowledgement ol the tCmﬁtations
behind thc attempt to pr%v1de rules. Here we hit on a Iundamcntal
aspect of_L.W.’s philosophy. As agalnst fcfutlng mlstakcs L.W.

attempts to understand temptations - ''what leads us to', ''the picture

Y

- that held us capmive'. - , N

Fann's invokation of the notion of tcmptatlon Tn P

(after Cavell) coupled with hls nefercnccs to L W.'s personal efforts

seems to me to obscure this essential point. The notions of

temptation and confession are not necessarily concerned with some -

pefsonal {one almost might say exispentidl)'angst in doing philosophy.

That may well have been the case:For L.W., but what is important here is”

that ''temptation' points to.an aﬁfbmpt to understand what could

supcrficially be‘déscribcd as blunders and mistakes in a deeper way.

' ° N g - ) 9 - ' . . - . '
"Confession' here is not the outpouring of onc individual to another.

Tt involves a relationship between two subjects by which onc

-

cknowlcdges the same 1mpulsc in oncsclf as one finds in othcrs .the
impulse, say, to postulate a calculus of rulcb for languagc ﬂ1c 1.

is a confession only in as much as it is the confession of a man who :
looks to bimself in order to wnderstand othcrs, "what can lead us (and

did ledd me) to think that..”(S81). (I think this onc rcason why L.W.

- thought the publishing OE-P.I. in conjunction with Tractatus so 2

-

propoa ) Here the notlon of therapy in its Ilcudlan sense (one in
P

which . L W. undepstoed it) is appropriate. ‘The analyst can only

‘ -7
success fully anuly;d the analysand in as much as he too has been
énalysed‘(trajning analysis) and so has becen forced to recognize-the

same kind of r051stanccs and unconscious desires in himselfl as cmcrgc

in the analysqnd s analysis. And this is not mcrcly a LCbthC it is
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3

-

the way of excavating the truth contained in a philosaphical mistake -

the way in which, in this case, the distinction Dbetween showing and

and saying was arrived at.
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CONCLUSION

Much has been written récently on the similarities and

connections that exist between the Tractatus and P.I. (sec for example,

"The Unity of thc'Philosophy of Wittgenstein', P. Winch or "Use and

Référence", H. Isiguro, both in Studies in the Philosophy of Wittpenstein,

ed. P. Winch). ‘While acknowledging this aspect of L.W.'s philosophy
there is still,cven to the casual reader, an enormous difference in

style betWeqn‘tﬁg:text of the Tractatus and the text of the P.I.
—_— . —

. This can be accounted for,_I'think, at lédst to some degree by the very

different notions of philosophical method that-exist between the carly-
and the late Wittgenstein.

In the Tractatus there is an exposition of a philosophical

.

view 6f.1anguage in the process of which other, conflicting, views are
criticised and refuted (see, for example, 5.452, 5.25Z, 4.442). Also
consider:

The correct method in philosophy would really be
thc following: to say riothing except what can be
said, i.c., propositions of natural scicnce -'i.c.,
something that has nothing to do with philosophy -
and then, whenever somcone clse wanted to say
somcthing metaphysical, to demonstrate to him
that he |had failed to give a meaning to certain
signs in his propositions. (Tractatus, 6.53)

I‘ - - - -
The contrast here, between the notion of philosophical method
presented in Chapter I1I and this is absolute. ‘the concepts of
temptation and confession have no rocm here whatsoever, philosophy

-

is merely the objective assessments of statements and the demonstration

o



of their wrongness.

There .is always the temptation, especiatly in teaching, to

. deal with another's bewilderment - their inability to extricate

4 P
themselves from "a picture of language" say - by giving them the
refutation of that position, and if they still arc bewildered

repeating it, and going on. How often do we hear in teaching either

exp11c1tly or 1mp11c1t1y,”but its so simple, why don't you undcrstand'?”.

(The inability to undcrstand whether it be Socrates of the Sophists,
or Moore of the Idealists, has- often been an essential aspect of the
hlstory of phllosophy ) . —

This paper thcn is prescntcd as a plea for a particular way

of doing plulosophy
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e
APPENDIX A ™7 1~ 1. A

S ) .
oy

The picture theory of‘meaniﬂg waétﬁut fdrward by Wittgénstdin.

in the Tractatus . to deal w1th the problem of thc conpoction between.-

-~

language and rca11ty Opc ‘way in whlch thls problcm ariscs for

example LB in the notion of fa151ty ThlS could briefly be expressed N

T

thus if we say that prop051t10ns have mcanlng because they dcscrlbe

reality, because they (in some scnse) corrpspond to reality - thcn false

.

statemcntsadescribg‘nothing in reality. How_can thcy mean anythlng, or

T

how can there be false proposifions at-all?
The German word in the fractﬂtus translatcd c1thcr as

"depicting" or ”p1ctur1ngf=Lé'T"Abblldung”

* The word ”Abbildung" was-uscd in Gcrman Natﬁematical TYiterature

[8

(whlch Wlttgcnst01n'was famlllar w1th) to indicate a rc]atlon between

ot 2 tWo mathematlcal systcms c. gs , Euclidean and nonﬁEuclldean geometrles

»

two \arlable dlgcbra and two COOleﬂdte gcomctry. M algcbr11c formula
."and thc curve. that is mﬁppcd would be the "Blld" of. cach other. 'That all

algebralc formula could be mapped on the co-ordinates would mean that’

“one sYstem was the "BlldV“of the other

.- e formula My=x+1"
oo it the "Bi1d" of the
' Cartesian - coardinate
mapping.
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method of tapping formula, this can be scen just from the formula itsclf.
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L)

The method by which we map the formula on the coordinate

- would amount to the "Logik der Abbildung" of the Tractatus, It can be

scen that the formula yz ='x t+ 1 is not mapped on the Eoordinétc diagram,
In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein says that "Re;illity. is compared

with propdsitions" (4.05). This is to sce if they are truec or falsfc.‘

By our analogy yz = X + 1 would not be true, it is not mapped. :
But we can certainly sce that there exists the possibility of

mapping yz = x + 1 on the coordinates. And, if onc .has grasped the

Further, that something is a sensible (two variable) Jalgcbraic formula
(mlike y + = 0 x 14 3 say) ishintegral with the possibility of bci’ng
mapped. This is essential to the idea of the one system being the "Bild"
of the other, it constitutes the "fnncr similarity" (4.0141).

Using this analagously, the fact that a propositi.on follows the
"Logik der Abbildung" can be seen from the proposition itsqlf - that it
makes sense. - That it makes s’ensq: amounts to the same thing as the
possibility of it picturing something, a fact. -

Extending the analogy further.

Any mapping of a formula passes through a scrics of points

‘on the coordinates. These points arc analogous to the Gbjects of

the Tractatus the points make up the whole coordinate arca just as
Gbjects are the substance of the world (2.021). Any pjoi'nt in 2
formula canbe designated by (Ax, By) where A and B are”any real mumbers
(within tlic limits of the coordinate) - this ils the Name which names the

Object. The Names are strung together by the propesition* just as

*This must be an elementdry proposition,sce below. T

-\
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(Alx,.glx) . (Azx, Bzx) are stnmg together by the formula,

So for any formula even if its mapping is not sketched on
the coordinates the points it links must exist on the coordinate arca.
A proposition is false when it links up ic Names in a congatcnation not
reflected by the concatenation of Objects (named by the Names) in
the wofid:.

lIt should be said that the proposition Jiscussed so far must
be truth-functionally'sinplel(that is to say eicmcntarf) propositions.

This ‘can be seen from 4.0312 'My fundamental idea is that the 'logical

‘constants' are not rcprescntatives'. ‘That is, they picture nothing.

In an elementary propositiqn Names are linked together 'like links in
a.chain”, and the proposition gets its scnse fromkthis concitenation
og Names. But there is no particle -in the proposition which does not
represent smncthing in reality, all the Names name an Object.
Eleméntary propositions are trﬁth functionally combinced, using "lopical
constants’, to make up complex propositions. But it is the clcmenfary

propositions which stand in the direct picturing relation to rcality.

/





