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Foreword

"The Legacy of Wittgenstein: Deconstruction or Pragmatism', was the title of the
conference in November 1999 at which the essays collected in this volume were
originally presented. The conference was sponsored by the Austrian Cultural
Institute in London and hosted by the Centre for the Study of Democracy at the
University of Westminster.

Our aim as organizers was to bring together a group of distinguished scholars
interested in Wittgenstein to discuss the relevance of his work for contemporary
debates. This was not, however, a traditional philosophy conference. We did not
look for Wittgenstein 'experts' who would engage in very technical and special-
ized discussion. The idea was to have a broader discussion among theorists who
had found the philosophy of Witigenstein of particular significance for their work
in different fields” We therefore invited people from a variety of disciplines:
political theory, aesthetics, comparative literature, as well as philosophers. These
scholars were also chosen to represent both the Anglo-American tradition of
pragmatism and the continental one of deconstruction. The affinities between
those two traditions and Witigenstein’s thought have recently been acknowledged
and it seemed timely to scrutinize them.

What is striking in the current reception of Wittgenstein is how wide-ranging
his influence has become among those who are trying to elaborate an alternative
to the dominant rationalistic framework. Pragmatists and deconstructionists are of
course at the forefront of such a movement and it is no surprise to find that sev-
eral of them have turned to Wittgenstein and have opened up new perspectives on
his work. This joint interest has created a very welcome bridge between post- .
analytic and continental philosophy, which for too long almost completely ig-
nored each other. A promising dialogue is now developing, one to which the
engaging discussions among the participants in this conference can testify. Of
course the question of who are the true heirs of Wittgenstein, the pragmatists or
the ‘deconstructionists, remained open and no final conclusion was drawn. But a
lively and productive debate did take place that will no doubt go on and this is
certainty not the least important part of Wittgenstein's legacy.

This conference would not have been possible without the help of Dr Emil
Brix, director of the Austrian Cultural Institute at the time we presented the pro-
posal, and we would like to thank him espécially for his keen interest in our
project. We are also grateful to his successor Dr Michael Zimmermann and to
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Professor John Keane, director of the Centre for the Study of Democracy, for
their collaboration. Furthermore we would like to thank Daniel Hahn for his
editorial assistance.

. Chantal Mouffe and Ludwig Négl '

Hilary Putnam
Rules, attunement, and “applying words to the world”

The struggle to understand Wittgenstein’s vision of language

Wittgenstein’s writing produces two sorts of controversy: on the one hand, there
are controversies between those who, like myself, think that Wittgenstein was
very likely the greatest philosopher of the century and those who think him the
most overrated philosopher of the century. (Saul Kripke represents an interesting
middle position: Wittgenstein was great but misguided, if his reading is correct)
These are not the controversies 1 wish to discuss today.

The second sort of controversy is a controversy among philosophers of the
first kind. Such controversies are a familiar phenomenon in the history of phi-
losophy. They arise because different “lines of thought” can arguably be sup-
ported by various statements and arguments in the text of a great philosopher. On
the surface, the question as to which of these lines of thought best represents what
the great philosopher meant to teach us may seem to be a purely “textual” one,
but it aimost never is. Since interpreters quite properly apply the Principle of
Charity, each side attributes the line of thought that it finds strongest in its own
right. 1 believe that that is what was going on in a wonderful exchange between
Steven Affeldt and Stephen Mulhall in the pages of The European Journal of
Philosophy.! And it is proper that it should be, for the important question raised
by these papers is whether one or another view of how language and the world
connect is correct, and secondarily whether the preferred view is really Wittgen-
stein’s.

For the most part [ shall focus on Muthall’s paper, because it represents what
he himself-regards as an “orthodox” interpretation of Wittgenstein, and | believe
that seeing what is wrong with the “orthodox™ view as a view can not only
prepare us to entertain the possibility that an interpretation like Stanley Cavell’s?
(which is the interpretation Steven Affeldt defends) does more justice to the
subtlety and eriginality of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy than the “orthodox”
view (which Muthall associates with the names of Baker and Hacker), but can

| Steven G, Affeldt, “The Ground of Mutuality: Criteria, Judgment and Intelligibility
in Stephen Mulhall and Stanley Cavell,” Europeant Journal of Philosophy, vol. 6,
no. 1 (April 1998), pp. 1-31; Stephen Mulhall, “The Givenness of Grammar: A
reply to Steven Affeldt,” same issue, pp. 32-44.

2 Stanley Cavell, The Claim of Reason (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1979).
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also help us to appreciate deep issues about our linguistically-mediated inter-
course with one another and the world which do not even come into sight if one
accepts the “orthodox Wittgensteinian” view as the right view-in philosophy.

I described this exchange as wonderful, and 1 used the laudatory epithet not
just because_the intellectual quality of both papers is so high, but because in
many ways the exchange was a mode! of what a philosophical criticism and a
response to it ought to be, but too rarely is. Both papers are learned, thoughtful,
serious, inspired by a search for truth and not rhetorical advantage.’ Moreover,
both: papers are courteous — Mulhall’s fairness and courtesy towards someone
who is;-after:all, criticizing a book he wrote are exemplary. I hope that | shall
manage:to display the same traits in this response.

_- Although I shall be defending substantially the view that Affeldt defended, |
shall approach the issues in my own way, and, as [ just indicated, I shall focus on
the defensibility of the “orthodox Wittgensteinian™ view as a position in philoso-
phy, rather than on the textual evidence for and against it as a reading of Wittgen-
stein. I have chosen Mulhall’s paper not only because ! was so impressed by its

quality; but because it contains some extremely clear and concise statements of

the claims that debate is ali about. In the next section I shall quote a few of these
statements, -and: in the subsequent sections I shall argue that, taken at face value
anyway, they lead to a disastrous epistemology. :

The “orthodox” view of criteria and rules

The ‘word :that occurs again and again in Mulhall’s account of the “erthodox”™
view-is “rule”, e.g., in “criteria as rules” (33), “uncovering a framework of rules”
(33), “orthodox rule-based accounts of grammar and criteria” (40). Although
Mulhall is the author of a sympathetic (in fact, highly laudatory) account of
Cavell’s Wittgenstein-interpretation, Stanley Cavell: Philosophy's Recounting of
the Ordinary* (henceforth 5C), he does not aCcept Cavell’s criticisms of the idea
that criteria ‘pi’Owuc a “framewoik of rules”, or Cavell’s F&Jectlf)l‘i of the idea
(beloved of “orthodox™ Wittgensteinians) that philosophical nonsense is to be
diagnosed as the result of a misguided attempt to make sense outside of the
framework. In fact, he writes:

3 Thatit is the correct interpretation of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy is argued by
Stanley Cavéil {op. cit) and (on independent grounds) by Charles Travis in The
Uses of Sense (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989).

4 Stephen Mullhall, Stanley Cavell: Philosophy’s Recounting of the Ordinary (Ox-
ford: Oxford University Press, 1984),
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“I was of course aware [when writing the book] of the two texts of
Cavell’s... articulating his hostility to the idea of grammar as a framework of
rules, but I gave little detailed attention to either since neither seemed to me to

- provide any clear and detailed justification for this hostility” (33); and “It became

clear to me that Cavell was deeply suspicious from a very early stage of his work
of any such talk of Wittgensteinian criteria as rules, or of grammatical investiga-
tions as uncovering a framework of rules; but it was not at all clear to me what
the grounds of this suspicion were, and it was equally unclear to me that anything
significant in Cavell’s reading of criteria and grammar was threatened by refor-
mulating it in the Baker & Hacker terminology and turns of phrase with which
my writing has been inflected.” (33)

-Of course, we cannot rule out in advance the possibility that the disagreement
between Cavell, on the one hand, and “Baker & Hacker™, on the other (or even
the disagreement between Affeldt and Muthall) is a purely verbal one; the possi-
bility, that is, that there is an understanding of “rule” on which the claim that
criteria are rules of grammar says nothing that Cavell need disagree with. To
avoid being caught in what might be a purely verbal controversy, 1 shall, there-
fore, avoid taking “are (Wittgensteinian) criteria rules?” to be the question at
issue. Instead 1 want first to look at what Mulhall thinks rules do.

Rules, in Mulhall’s sense, do not tell us how to process “marks or features”
which are themselves not already conceptualized. (Mulhall says that Affeldt mis-
understood him en this point.f) One must already be within the schema to pro-
ceed on the basis of criteria. Mulhall writes as follows:

“So my saying that criteria constitute the marks or features on the basis of
which we judge whether something counts as a chair is not meant to suggest that,
whenever we encounter chairs (whether familiar or exotic), we first recognize the
presence of criteria for something’s being a chair and then go on to call it a
chair.... My claim concerns the order of justification, not that of perception or
judgment: the point is that if my judgment that something is a chair were to be

~ subject to question or contestation, then [ must be able to, and would, justity it by

¥ RGN, SO . SRR L% SUPIPL I B JIRPITI. o papy | PR

ICICTENCE LU LGI lillll IEATITSs O1 g the UUJUDL u.acu a.uu UI. I.II.U v'v'ay':: lll Whluh wis
intended to be or can be employed.” (p. 35; emphasis added)

The idea that criteria figure only in the “order of justification” is not repeated,
however, and is difficult to square with what follows. (It is also difficult to square
with Cavell’s point, with which Mulhall seems to agree with in SC, that the
judgment that something is a chair or an inkwell, etc., is not ordinarily a c/aim,

5  G.P. Baker. And P.M.8. Hacker, Scepticism, Rules and Language (Oxford: Black-
well, 1984). -
6  Cf p. 35 of Mulhall’s paper, “as Affeldt has it in his footnote 317,
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and that in an ordinary “non-claim context”, the question of justification does not
so much as arise.) For example, on the very next page Mulhail writes:

“ Neither is my claim meant to imply — as Affeldt at another point suggests -
t.hat criteria are ‘assertability conditions’ (p. 3). To be sure, someone might gloss
my idea in such-terms, and thereby- invoke a complex machinery of meaning-
theoretic analysis of the kind that informs disputes between Davidsonians and
Dum_mettians;' but any such gloss would be entirely foreign to the spirit of SC as a
whole, and is certainly not built in to the simple idea that criteria are what we go
on when we apply words to the world.” (36, emphasis added)”

Here (and throughout Mulhall’s paper, apart from the one sentence about
criteria and “the order of justification™) it certainly sounds as if all talk about the
world employs criteria, whether a “claim” has been “contested” or not. Indeed, a
few pages further on, Mulhal} himself seems to explicitly contradict his assertion
I_;h_at “My claim concerns the order of justification, not that of perception or
Judgment”.. Thus he writes, responding to Affeldt’s view (which is itself an inter-
-prf:ta'tign — a correct ong, | believe, of Cavell’s) that talk of our criteria only
arises 1n connection with specific philosophical or empirical confusions (that the
Question “what are the criteria for the use of such-and-such-a concept? ” has no
sense apart from a specific philosophical or empirical confusion), that: '

“These statements conjure up a sense of criteria as forged when, and only

- when, we encounter specific confusions or crises in going on with our words - as

if criteria are absent in the absence of such problems, as if our uncontested or
unconfused linguistic judgments are not already shaped or informed by criteria,
as if in such circumstances we have judgments without criteria” (39; emphasis
added) _ ' -

Not only is Mulhall here claiming that we never have “judgments without
criteria” {not even uncontested and unconfused ones), but he is putting forward
what he sees as a serious dilemma for the Cavell-Affeldt view: if Cavell and
{\ffeldt reject the idea that criteria are a “framework of rules” that we “go on” in
Judgment, then musn’t they think of them as created by the philosopher’s investi-
gation? Bui let me quoie the passage in fuil (this wiil be the iast of these quota-
tions from Mulhall’s paper, for it contains a crucial argument — one that it will be
my aim to tebut. 1 shall repeat the previously quoted sentence to remind you of
the context: )

“Th_ese statements [Affeldt’s] conjure up a sense of criteria as forged when,
and only when, we encounter specific confusions or crises in going on with our
words — as if criteria are absent in the absence of such problems, as if our
uncontested or unconfused linguistic judgments are not already shaped or in-

formed by criteria, as if in such circumstances we have Judgments without crite-

ria. This would not only make it hard to comprehend Cavell’s and Wittgenstein’s
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frequent talk of being recalled to or reminded of our criteria by philosophical and
nonphilosophical confusions — talk which seems to imply that while criteria may
be discovered through such confusion, they are not created thereby. 1t would also
leave little room for talk of our everyday judgments as normative, as open to
evaluation as correct or incorrect. For such talk presupposes the existence of
standards of correciness, of norms; it must be possible for us to justify how we
go on’, and as Wittgenstein tells us ‘justification consists in appealing to some-
thing independent of what is being justified’ (PI, 265). It is thar justification that,
on my account, criteria provide; but its very possibility seems theatened by some
of Affeldt’s more unguarded remarks.” (39-40, emphasis added)

Going on without rules

- Evidently, on the “orthodex” (or “Baker & Hacker”) view, going on without

critetia — criteria construed as rules which belong to a framework of rules which
is independent of the particular judgment that those rules “justify” — is making
sounds to which. no “normativity” attaches, in effect, mere babble. Let us see if
this is so.

Probably I do not need to remind this audience that | began my philosophical
career as a philosopher of science, and for the next few minutes | will return to
philosophy of science. From very early on, what impressed me about the great
events in science in the first third of this century was the way in which what once
were taken to be “a priori” truths, perhaps even “conceptual” truths, had to be
given up one after another. In “It Ain’t Necessarily So”, a paper [ published
almost forty years ago® (but one I still agree with), I tried to explain just how
important this fact is for all of epistemology. Imagine, for example, that in, say,
1700 Jones had said, “There is a triangle both of whose base angles are right
angles.” Would these words have been intelligible? At best this would have been
taken to be a riddle. Perhaps Smith would have replied, “Oh, I get it. You mean a
spherical triangle.” But let us imagine that Jonics says, “No, 1 don’t mean a trian-
gle on a sphere. ] mean a triangle on a plane, on the locus of all straight lines that
intersect two given straight lines.” Perhaps Smith tries again to “guess the rid-
dle”. “Are yowperhaps considering a finite line segment as a degenerate case of a

7 Here again, Mulhall assumes that the question of justifing how we go on always
makes sense, whereas the claim that it does not is central to Cavell’s discussion of
skepticism in The Claim of Reason.

8§  “It Ain’t Necessarily So,” Journal of Philosophy, lix, 22 {October 1962); collected
in my Mathematics, Matter and Method (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1975). :
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trFangle, one whose third angle is zero degrees?” But Jones says, “No, I-'mean a
nlang]e all three of whose angles are posiﬁve,! and two of whose,angle,s are right
angles:;” At Fhis point, Smith would doubtless say, “I give up. Whét’sihe fn—
s»;er? " And if Jones could say no more than, “I just mean that there is a triangle
l\;\; c:::utl:;s;::’r;gll)? e:ret:)o':h rig!u an_gles and whose third angle is positive”, then
was dotng o e ;;: ly unintelligible. We .w0uld have had no idea what he
Another exafnple I used in the same paper is the following: it is now conceiv-
ab‘le t‘hat space is finite, Again, if Jones had said this in 1700 Shith might have
said: “Oh, you are going back to the Aristotelian view? You’ believe that if we
c}?uld travel far enough we would encounter a boundary, a sphere that surrounds
the wf;fle cosmos, and that the question “What lies beyond the sphere” makes no
sense? (T*IIote' that, stf'angely enough, by Kant’s day — and perhaps already in
_1700 —_thls view, whtph had been accepted for two millennia, already seemed
;gcznﬁ;}vat:l]le! Vi{hat seems to makes sense can stop making sense.) But if Jones
: ys, “No, there is no boundary._ Space is finite but unbounded,” Smith — that is
O say, our former -selves — would have said “You are talking gibberish.” -Or
E)eri.iaps, more. charitably, Smith might have first asked, “What do You mean b):
‘ﬁn!te,and uanundecl’?”. We suppose Jones gives our present day answer: “B
‘finite’ [ mean just the obvious thing: that there are only ﬁnitely many di;;tinc);

nonoverlapping places the size of, say, this room to get 1o, travel as one may .

(even if one were allowed. to travel instantaneously from any one place to an
other). And by f_unbounded’ I mean that no matter which direction one travels iny
one gever encounters an impassible barrier to continuing to travel in that direc:
tion; Ag_am, if Jones had been unable to say more than this, if he could onl
repeat this explanation without satisfactory elaboration, then he: would have beeﬁ

* utterly unintelligible. We would have had no idea what he was doing with his

words,

Today every educated person knows at least the outlines of what happened to

make these strange assertions intelligible. In the usual quick story, which is in-

deed correct as far as it goes ¢ :
2Ct AS far ag it avcant . i H
goes (except for overlooking Thomas Reid’s remarkable

anticipation of non-Euclidean geometry in 1764)°, at the end of roughly the first

.._quarter of the nineteenth century a German mathematician, Riemann, and a Rus-

itan rr}tEathe‘matiiian, Lobat_:hevski, independently discovered two different sorts of
non-Euclidean™ geometries. Each of them, moreover, at once concluded that a

9 In his faquiry into the Human Mind nci .
: tiry into t on the Principles of Common Sense. Th
of this anticipation is beautifully told in Norman Daniels, Thomas Reid. s ]:qiti?;}"

The Geomet isi :
Procs, w’g;)f’y of Visibles and the Case for Realism (Stanford: Stanford University

s e

non-Euclidean geometry (rather than the traditional Euclidean) might well be the
one to describe physical space — that is, the space in which all physical objects
are located — correctly. The propositions “the sum of the angles in any triangle is
always greater than two right angles” and “space is finite but unbounded”, both
hold true in any “Riemannian” space, any space described by Riemann’s (origi-
nal, ungeneralized'®) non-Euclidean geometry. Indeed, in Riemmanian space, if
one constructs two straight lines both perpendicular to a third straight line and
prolongs them sufficiently they will eventually meet (there are no parallels, in a
Riemannian world, any two straight lines meet) and when they meet they will
form a non-zero angle. Thus the kind of triangle Jones described does indeed
exist if space is Riemannian,

The extent to which a space deviates from the Euclidean is measured by a
quantity called the “curvature” of the space (note that “curved” space does not
literally bend, the intrinsic curvature of a space might be called its “non-
Euclideanness” rather than its “curvature™). The more the sum of the angles of a
triangle of a given size is greater (or smaller) than 1809, the greater the “curva-
ture” of the space. Already in the nineteenth century, models of spaces in which
there is “variable curvature” [i.e., the space approximately obeys Euclidean ge-
ometry more closely in some places than in others] had been constructed, and the
speculation had even been advanced by Clifford that physical space might have
variable curvature.

But, some “Wittgensteinian™ philosophers might suggest, the fact that some
scientists talked this way doesn’t show that they were (fully) making sense.'!
Perhaps these nineteenth century speculations only made the kind of sense that a
science fiction story makes; the kind of sense that we can indeed enjoy, but might
nevertheless find to be incoherent if someone were to “take it seriously”.

In the twentieth century, however, the idea of applying non-Euclidean ge-
ometry to physical space was elaborated into a highly successful physical theory
by Einstein in his General Theory of Relativity. (The main paper'Z was published

in 1916.) And in the subsequent decade, the scientific community came to accept

ihis theory {with minor modifications). While there were “haldouts™ against this

consensus for a number of years (Whitehead went so far as to propose a rival

10 Riemann’s generalized geometry is 2 mathematical formalism for representing
arbitrary geometries, including ones with “variable curvature”, while “Riemannian
geometry” sans phrase usually refers to the geometry of constant curvature in which
there are no parallels (constant positive curvature). .

11 Cf my The Threefold Cord: Mind, Body and World (New York: Columbia Univer-

: sity Press, 1999), pp. 98-100, the section entitled “on lacking full inteliigibility”.

12 Uber die Grundlage der allgemeinen Relativitdtstheorie, in Annalen der Physik,
August 1916, 769-822.
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theory); today the theory is regarded as well confirmed by virtually every com-
.Peten_t astrophysicist. And this theory implies that the two propositions |
unaglnf:d_E Jones uttering in 1700 may be true (whether they are depends upon the

: av?rage'mass-density of the universe, a quantity which has proved difficult to
Fstlmate.) That “Jones’s” propositions may be true, and that they “make sense”
is something that every astrophysicist today believes. : ’

The title of the present section of this paper, I remind you, is “going on with-
out ru_ie's’-’. And it is time to-connect all this to ‘Wittgenstein, f’efhaps the follow-
ing quo.tat.ion.ﬁ-om—StanIey Cavell’s Claim of Reason can serve as a connector:

- ~“This is how, in my illiteracy, I read Thomas Kuhn’s The Structure of Scr.'en-
tific Revolutions: that only a master of the science can accept a re#olutionary
f:ha.mge‘as a natural extension of that science, and that he ‘accepts it, or proposes
_1t,sm order to.maintain touch with the idea of that science, with its in,terna] canons
:lft :oglprehensibility a::d comprehensiveness, as if against the vision that under

red circumstances the norm ion ani ic

Seoma 1 him & b e PO al progre.ss of explanatlon and gxceptlon no longer
e h_l acg:epti.ng_the General Theory of Relativity as “a natural extension” of
Bhy__slcs, phy_smists were treating assertions like “Jones’s” as intelligible \;vasfs o%
gomg on”, ‘indeed as the right, the justified, ways of going on, given the totality
of dlata-cum-theory'to date. Indeed, the possib'ility of this kind of scientific rev-
qlqtmn was already implicit in Einstein’s earlier (1905) Special Theory of Rela--
tmt,y. For accepting the Special Theory involves giving up the idea of an “abso-
]ute? snmul_taneity, as we all know. And what is it to “give up” absolute simul-

taneity? It is precisely to allow that; in certain circumstances, there is literally no
fact of the matter as to whether A happened beforé B or B happened before A or
they happened- simultaneously (and not just because they happened so close
together than our watches are not good enough to distinguish, as might happen
when two horses reach the finish line in a race). Even putting z,tside uncertainties

::s to t}?F greci'si sec]ond when something happened, there are enormously many

‘cases, 1r special: Relativity is correct, when there 'ust.ién’t a fact as ]

happened. first or did they happen Si'ﬁfﬁt’faﬁeousb’.] And Smiti{wouid t;a:reh,rf:
more been able to understand such an assertion — that is, it would not have been

-—an inteltigible assertion, before Einstein told his story and showed how to apply it

~ than we would have been able to understand “space is finite but unbounded”
before Rllemann and Einstein told their stories and showed us how to apply them

I remind you that for Wittgenstein a rule (Regel) is a subspecies of regulari&
Re,geimc‘_issigkeit). Now it is certainly a regalarity, a Regelmdssigkeit in the be-
havior of physicists that, under our twentieth Century conditions (where the rele-

13 The Claim of Reason, p.121. -
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vant “conditions” include both the data that were collected and the space of
available theories to interpret the data), physicists accepted Special and General
Relativity. And it is a regularity that has normative significance; a physicist who
deviates from it is regarded as rational, as at best an unreasonable reactionary.
But is it a rule?

1f Stephen Mulhall is prepared to say that it is, then the disagreement between
him and Steven Affeldt may well be in. large part a verbal one. I myself think
there is a natural understanding of the notion of a “rule” on which it would be
decidedly odd to say that physicists who accepted the Einstein theories and who
persuaded other physicists to accept them were “following a rule”. The word
“rute” suggests something one could state (perhaps after reflection). 1 recall Paul
Ziff protesting'* against the tendency to postulate “rules™ whenever there is a
question of right and wrong. “There are right and wrong ways to use a screw-
driver,” he said, “but there isn’t a rule for using a screwdriver.” But perhaps this
is just a bit of “ordinary langnage philosophy” of the kind we should set aside?

[ am inclined to think we should not set it aside. First of all, what happened in
this case was that scientists — eventually an overwhelming majority, though at
first only a few — discovered that they were in what Cavell calls “attunement”.
Discovering an attunement is phenomenologically quite unlike being reminded of
a rule to be followed. Indeed, Mulhall himself stresses that “rules” in his sense
are independent of what they justify. But if the regularity: “In such conditions
good scientists will eventually prefer the Special and General Theories of Rela-
tivity” is a rule, it is so very particular! We can, of course, give it a pseudo-
generality by saying this is an instance of the rule “choose the simpler theory™, or
something of that kind, but by what prior standard of “simplicity” was it “sim-
pler” to abandon the maxim (which had always been regarded as a priori) that
there is a fact of the matter as to whether events precede one another in time or
are simultaneous (setting aside borderline cases, such as the “close finish™ in a
race)? By what prior standard of “simplicity” was it “simpler” to abandon
Euclidean-geometry? By what prior standard of simplicity was it “simpler” to
think of space as “finiie bui unbounded”?

Indeed, it is not even quite right to speak of a regularity Regelmdssigkeit)
hete, let alone a rule. To be sure, -once large numbers of physicists were won
over, there was a “regularity” in their scientific judgments and practice for phi-
losophers and historians of science to observe. But we now regard the first physi-
cists to accept the theory (that is, to accept it as at least a strong candidate for
acceptance) as rational, indeed as displaying a high order of scientific insight,
and their decisions were not yet even instances of a regularity. In this case mas-

14 In a wonderful seminar o his book Semantic Analysis at Princeton in 1959}
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;t;:s of ?, science “a,ccept[ed] a revolutionary change as a natural extension of that
: p:;?;o; ::g}a;iggi. ]p;jl:gf'ce; but not on the basis Qf anything it seems right to call
I have. chf)sen these cases because they are exemplary for the difference be-

tWee_n C.avglhan and “orthodox” readings of Wittgenstein. Cases like these illus-
5:&;‘ the. tilﬁemncvi l*:nctween “going on” in Wittgenstein's sénse (or “applying

rds to e world”, in Mulhall’s phrase) on the basis of a prior and independent
l'_uIe-,aan going: on without any such basis, but in a way that is fully rational (if
revolutml_lary),‘a way that would not be comprehensible without our — often
unfore.se_eai‘)le = attunement with each other. Note that I do not speak of going on
on the basis of an attunement. For reasons made clear below, I do not think our
attuneme.n.ts are a foundation, or a basis or a justification. They are rather the
precgndrt:ons of intelligibility of our utterances. Recall Pl §242:

So you are saying that human agreement decides what is true and what is
fala:‘e? —ftis wha{ human beings say thot is-true and false; and they agree in
the iangyag’efhey use. That is not agreement iri opinions but in Jorm.of life

-Qne possible reaction, of course (I hope it would not be Mulha! ’s or‘Baker
?nd'Hf;\ckgr’s), would be to say that what we have here is simply a strir;g of cases
in v:r’hxfh the words:(i.e. the phonetic shapes) “triangle”, “right angle”, “straight
line”, “plane™, “finite”, “unbounded” (and perhaps “spﬁce” ?) are con;mitted to

new.and different concepts. When we are told that straight lines can behave in -

these “non-Euclidean™ ways, the old grammar is not being contradicted but sim-
ply- abandoned; in fact, the concept of a straight line has been altered. Perhaps it
has. been; bt'nt' not arbitrarify altered. For to assimilate these cases .to cases in
?vh‘l‘ch thf:re Is a:mere-change of meaning, would be'quite wrong. As | pointed out
‘I‘I‘I It Aim’t Necessarily So”, what one should ask anyone who took fhis line is:
_Pray,. t.hen, which are the straight lines in the ofd sense?” What was literall .
inconceivable in Jones’s and Smith’s day was not only that straight lines, pro )j
erly so-called, should not exhibit “Euclidean” behavior; it was equall inC(;n‘::eiE
able.t}'lat there should be.no straight lines in that sense,,in space. . ’ -
_ Moreover, if we were to insist on regarding scientific revolutions as dis-
guised redefinitions of words, or on saying that whenever we “go on” in a way

~that forces us to modify or abandon previous criteria we are really “changing the

n!eamlll]g of words”, we would, in fact, have gone back to exactly the Camapian
Vteu;dt hat I and others spent our efforts attacking in the 1960s. In that case |
would have to say that, despite Mulhall’s insistance that the “orthodox” view is

y

Attunement and ordinary language

Another possibility is that someone might say that scientific revolutions are a
“special case”, that none of this shows anything much about ordinary language.
Besides misunderstanding Wittgenstein’s notion of ordinary language (in which
“ordinary” contrasts with “philosophical”, not with wseientific”, or “technical”, or
the like), such a reply would simply be dead wrong. This sort of projection of old
concepts into new situations - prajection which reveals attunements that have not
previously been made manifest - is fundamental to al! use of language. Let me
begin with an everyday case: the case of “jokes.

Here is a (presumably true) story | heard last year. There is, | was told a pro-
fessor of philosophy at a Catholic university in the United States who has lost his
faith. In these liberal post-Vatican 11 days, he has, however, kept his position at
that university. This professor was about to give a paper at 2 Catholic philosophy
conference, where all the participants knew of this philosopher’s unbelief. When
he stood up to read his paper he smiled, and said, “I guess 1 am the lion being
thrown to the Christians.”

The amazing thing is that this witticism is instantly intelligible to us (given
the background of course, which includes knowing about gladitorial games in
ancient Rome! — this is an instance of what Cavell calls the systematicity of our
attunements). Yet this particular metaphor had never been employed by anyone
before as far as we know! The regularity that people understand this metaphor
and that they regard it as amusing is extremely strong (1 have tested it on a num-
ber of occasions). And there are appropriate and inappropriate ways 1o under-
stand this joke (which is surely normative). But rules? Come on!

I once was talking to Adolf Gruenbaum about his well-known attacks on psy-
choanalyis, and | said, “1 grant you that Freud was mistaken in thinking that
psychoanalysis is a science. But does that show that it is all just suggestion, or
hypnosis, or something like that, as you maintain? Look, is philesophy a sci-
_ence?” Gruenbaum Jooked a little crestfallen (to my surprise — this was not at all
the reaction | expected), and finally answered slowly, “Yes, it is a shame that we
have not yet succeeded in writing down the canons of rationality.”

I confess that the idea that we distinguish appropriate from inappropriate
metaphors, interpretations of jokes, and the like on the basis of ru/es seems to me
much the same fantasy as Gruenbaum’s fantasy of a set of “canons of rationality”
waiting for us to write them down.

Yet another possibility is that someone will say that jokes and metaphors foo

" are a “special case”. (But was not the argument that nommativity presupposes the

possibility of justification which in turn presupposes the existence of rules “inde-
pendent” of what is to be justified a perfectly general argument?) However, as
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glhi?trl;sls’:‘rfa\:ls has brilliantly argue.d over many years'?, if anything is central to
o En inee[l]?es vision of language it is that the meaning of our words does not
sy, it o ]pl‘?:CISC trut};—evalueble content they have in particular contexts, If |
that’: el thepz:uoeI 01: green,heven if you.kr_mw what apple [ am talking about, and
would be " green that | am asc_nblng, you need also to understand what it
et at apple to be green in this context (e.g., am | saying that you

y ?Eeat th‘e apple because it is “stil} green”, i.e. not ripe? Or that the peel is
ﬁ: tf:;ﬁ ' tha.ltt it bek.mgs to a“kind whose_ peel is normally green? ~ Each of these
o uni:ienr;]t]azd(:‘i dlﬁ"eren't unde{rstandlngs" .in different contexts, and each of
Ourabilig ﬂgs permits of different Posmb]e_ further interpretations, ete.!5.)
e m Y conto tep msta_ntaneousl‘y arrive at the proper understanding of what
ot of nr {ex | is, a.gam, a man_lfestatlon of our attunement with one another,
oo w.un ess. |‘t !)e rules in Chomsky’s peculiar sense, a sense that is

y_ not Wittgenstein’s, and one that I believe to be ultimately incoherent!?).

e

Do our attunements have normative ,signgﬁcance?r

We : : i i |
howh:: ;:)re:rcli,? qugted Mulht:n arguing that “it must be possible for us to justify
- and saying that Wittgenstein tells us “justificati nsists i
- d sa , Justification. consists in
2;;Ii)$lmgthtp something mdepend‘ent of what is being justified’ (P1, 265. I am not"
¢ cakl.ng“ at our attt{n‘ements with one another, the attunements we manifest in
h[;w ‘::g S;n Pot;:h famlhar_ and novel ways, are a Justification for what we say or
pow ¥ 1;. e very idea qf a general problem here, a general question as to
thom) ri: }:) ﬂ: e thmtg:3 w;: say is justified (or.as to how we are Justified in saying
s wihether we be chatting at the dinner table, arou; '
' et _ ! , arguing about the next elec-
S:::\,lizgws;r;g a cthent, performing an experiment, reproving someone for their
- 5¢ems to me one that Wittgenstein would certaj j
Just 35 56 e e certainly reject as senseless.
y make sense (when they do) in particul
ings ’ ; ar contexts, so the
fil:’lill:imfi)lr-l_]ilﬁfl{icz‘ltloﬂ, when it makes sense (and very often it does not arise
I Would not make sense if someone were to say “justify that b]aim”) is met in,

15  Charles Travie ) .

%_Cf};"les Travis, “Annals of Analysis,” Mind, vol. 100.398 (April 1991), pp. 237-

Phil’aso r:gmancs . Teavis® chapter in C. Wright and R. Hale, Compam‘:m t-o the
16 Seo-r phy of Language (Oxford: Blackwell, 1998), and The Uses of Sense

i to";‘;l:t g;)é: cllscgr:n ttl.'le S;‘;]rcc;ding note. See also the works listed in {hc appen-

| B antic Slack: What is Said and More,” in § H

dations of Speech-Act Th O | d More,” in S. Tsohatzis, Foun-

Routledge, I8 994). ¢t heery: Philosophical and Linguistic Perspectives (London:
17 See my criticism of Chomsky’s i :

h y’s idea of a “se tic ¢ R
sal Grammar™) in The Threefold Cord, pp. ]21;1_&;1;;6 component” of "G™ (“Univer-
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particular ways, depending on the particular claim that is called into question.
Our attunements enable us to understand “what is going on”; they are not facts
that we appeal to in going on.
Missing this is, I think, responsible for much of the oscillation between apri-
orist and extreme relativist positions in philosophy. In ethics, for example, stu-
dents often ask “By what criteria can one tell when an ethical claim is justified?”,
and are startled when | reply, “By just the considerations that we advance in a
good ethical argument™. It is as if, over and above the things we say when we
argue for or against an ethical judgement, there had to be a more fundamental
consideration, a philosophical consideration, which we ordinarily neglect to give,
but which has to be given lest our ordinary arguments lack...what? A founda-
tion? [But Witigenstein beautifully quips (On Certainty, 248), “I have amived at
the rock bottom of my convictions. And one might almost say that these founda-
tion walls are carried by the whole house.”] Similariy, in the philosophy of
mathematics, the different positions often seem to be secking so many different
foundations for mathematical judgements, for reasons that particular mathemati-
cal judgements are true that the mathematician neglects to give, but which have
to be given lest mathematics lack... foundation. As the aphorism 1 just quoted
illustrates, Wittgenstein is no foundationalist. Affeldt is right that we do not need
a “framework of rules” to serve as a foundation for the ways we go on. (But I am
troubled by his concluding remark (23) that “If there is a ground of intelligibility,
then | am that ground. But picturing ground as given, 1 may not be.” Perhaps
Cavell too sounds at times as if he were saying that we, or each of us individu-
ally, were a “ground”; but the metaphor is too easily taken as accepting (and
providing an answer) to the question “What is the foundation?”,

The significance for philosophy

If the view I have been defending is right, then we cannot be convicted of speak-
ing nonsense just by showing ihai we have used a word in a case where the “crite-
ria” of its ordinary use are not fulfilled. Here is a nice example from The Claim
of Reason (181): :

““We leamn the use of ‘feed the Kiity’, ‘feed the lion’, ‘feed the swan’, and one
day one of us says, ‘feed the machine’, or ‘feed his pride’, or ‘feed wire’, and we
understand, we are not troubled. Of course we could, in most of these cases, use a
different word, not attempt to project, or transfer, ‘feed’ from- contexts like “feed
the monkey® into contexts like *feed the machine’. But what should be gained if

we did? And what should be lost?
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- “What are our choices? We could use & more general verb like ‘put’, and say
metely, ‘Put the money i the meter’, ‘Put new matetial into the machine’, ‘Put
film into the camera’, etc. But first, that merely deprives us of a way of speaking
which can discriminate differences which, in some instances, will be of impor-
tance; e.g., it does not discriminate between putting a flow of material-into a
machine:and puliting a part made of some new material into the construction of
the machine, And it would begin to deprive us of the concept we have of the
emotions. Is the idea of feeding pride or hope or anxiety, any more metaphorical,
any less-essential to the concept of an emotion, than the idea that pride and hope,
etc., grow and moreover grow in certain circumstances? Knowing what sorts of
circumstances these are and what the consequences and marks of overfeeding are,
is part of knowing what pride is. And what other way is there of knowing? Exper-

iment? But those are the very concepts an experiment would be constructed from. .

“Secondly, to use a more general verb does not reduce the range of transfer or
projection but increases it. For in order that ‘put’ be a relevant candidate for this
function, it must be the same verb we use in contexts like ‘Put the cup on the
saucef’, “Put your hands over your head’, ‘Put out the cat’, ‘Put on your best
armor’,.‘Put on your best manner’, ‘Put out the cat and then. put out the light™ I
have rectified two typos. The passage continues and all of it should be read over
more than once.]. I
"~ What one can add, however, is that if someone uses a word in a case where

" the criteria for its previously familiar uses are not fulfilled, then if we do not

automaticatly project the new use (as: Cavell imagines us naturally understanding
“feed. the machine” without.any explicit explanation), we need to be told a
“story” about how the word is to be understood. I have claimed that Lobachevski,
Riemann, and Einstein told a story that enabled us to understarnd how and why
they said things about straight lines that defied the accepted criteria, that enabled
us to se¢ what they were saying as “a natural extension” of the geometrical con-
cepts, in Cavell’s phrase. What kind of story will enable us to see a use of a word
or concept as a “natural extension” and in what circumstances is something for
which there are no general rules. '

It may seem as. if this interpretation deprives Wittgensteinian grammatical
investigation of all its philosophical power, of its critical bite. If I cannot show
the skeptic is talking nonsense by suggesting that our words may not apply to the
world although the criteria for applying them are manifestly fulfilled, or that
concepts like “dream” or “illusion” may apply even though the criteria for ap-
plying them aren’t fulfilled, if | cannot show the traditional philosopher that (s)he
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¢” (a locution Wittgenstein never uses, by the way 4 N

“violates rules of language” | e T
t good is Wittgenstein's philosophy? T
the!'lT'l‘:’:Zniwer, [ suggest, is that the philosopl;er 5 .clalm to'b.e justzj"iea; ;ncznn (i
the words in question outside or apart from their (Wittgensteinian) :n e;'losﬂ not
bee rejected @ priori. In each case, one has to listen to thfs e;t(t)rydt e pstlthat [;n r
it is incoherent. (I have tried to 4o Ju :
11s, and show why and how it is inconel > e
t‘:\/ittgensteinian spirit in some recent writing on skept|c1§m‘,‘ an.d onn;l::i ;?.anism”
hy of mind.'%) What is true, perhaps, is that, once we S-tl.'lp Witt_ge S,
pf}’trhe appearance of being a machine for refuting traditional philosophy, e
ﬁmy turn out to be much more continuous with philosophy as Socrates pra

it than it is customary 1o think.

far as he can determine, Wittgcniten:h:p;[?‘l:spi(:
violating rules of language only in “Some Rfmarks ;n L:r%clsctlnp(i,r(igical B O P e
ce of writing he explicitly later disowned! “Some en‘il/ ke o Lo oK it was To-
ublished in the Aristotelian Society Supplementary Vo 9): it was 1
o d in I. M. Copi and R. W. Beard's (eds.) anthology Essays on bg stein s
[}rmtc s L ndon: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1966). Elizabeth Anscombc a ed 2
iy 0in “'Wittgenstcin disowned the following es_say...l have.-consen dto
the the}'et sat)_w thg essay because 1 suppose that it will certainly be r'cprmted 15'?1r1n o
the reP;'?f g-nat is to happen there had better bea statcfncnt. indicating }mwslm :that
mz’;nn be set upon it as information about W's idt.:as_.‘ Juliet Floyd tc|l1 AJIT:] e
the cutrent most accessible place to ﬁ.nd the essay is in K. Klagge and A.

(eds.) Philosophical Occasion;c[(‘lctzdtlsgre)

itati levant cotrespon . o
19 ‘(:Zl‘f"attf; iéﬁ;tichm" in M. Starnm (ed.)-PhiIosopk{e_tn .E‘;}':I‘:
art: Klett-Cotta, 1998), and “Strawson and Skepticism i ke o)

%rmwson (LaSalle, IL: Open Court/The Library of Living PhtloSophers,

18 Jim Conant has told me that, as
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Linda M. G. Zerilli
Wittgenstein

Between pragmatism and deconstruction

In his enjoyable little book on Wittgenstein, O.K_ Bouwsma recounts a conversa-
tion he had with the philosopher during his 1949 visit to the United States. On
one of their many walks together, writes Bouwsma in his rather compressed style,

he [Wittgenstein] asked me: Had I ever read any Kicrkegaard? [ had. He had read
some. Kiergkegaard is very serious. But he could not read him much. He got hints. He did
not want another man’s thought-all chewed. A word or two was sometimes enough. But
Kierkegaard struck him almost like a snob, too high, for him, not touching the details of
common life. ... On the way home he asked me whether I had ever read the letter of
Frangois Fénelon to the French Academy, against purist rules. Admit other words, if only
they are sweet. Sweet! How is sweetness judged? Later he spoke of a friend of his who

- was an Esperanto enthusiast. He couldn’t stand it. A language without any feeling, with-

out richness. Strange, he said. Like a man’s being offended, repetled by another man’s
spittle. ... This is a fine illustration of the richness of his [Wittgenstein’s] mind. For all
this came about through what? Through seeing a sign advertising “cheeseburgers.”™ That
offended him! He loathed it. That was no way to derive words. And what happens? Feé-

nelon.!

Bouwsma has a point. The exchange he describes is classic Wittgenstein — but
not only because it shows the undeniable richness of the philosopher’s mind. The
exchange is classic because, among other things, it combines statements that, far
from cohering into an argument to which every rational member of the commu-
nity would have to agree, lead in contradictory directions and sustain debate:
Wittgenstein disdains the project to purify language and he judges “cheeseburg-
ers” to be a vile word. Whai interesis me here is the way in which Wittgenstein
sustains dialogue. 1 shall argue that his practice of thinking exemplifies a2 con-
ception both of plurality, which is not reducible to the (deconstructive) notion of
undecidability, and of judgment, which is not reducibie to the (pragmatist) under-
standing of “form of life.” What links Wittgenstein’s distinctive conception of
plurality to that of judgment and makes his work unassimilable to both decon-
struction and pragmatism is his novel and, I think, easily misunderstood concep-

1 0. K. Bouwsma, Wittgenstein, Conversations 1949-1931, ed. J.L.. Craft and Ronald
E. Hustwit (Indianapotlis: Hackett, 1936), 46-47. ]

25



;:arlg;i ttl; t;rdmary: tl}e commo. My ciaim will be that both deconstructivist and
anﬁbming_mp;i)trol_al;atlons of Wlttge:n?tem misread this notion of the common,
anion h . e:t. er tqo n3uch' sohdlt;?' or too little stability, and consequently
nissing w at is distinctive in his ongoing interrogation of the philosopher th
sits in each and every one of us. opner et
gua;ll%’»?fmme t(: I?egm my argument with a few remarks on Esperanto, the lan-
sy particgue]g:.em lffmgd ?lfelc,a,ss ar}d sterile, lacking the mark of another per-
o ° ity, his “spittle,” as it were. Esperanto is an artificial universal
N gllljagi 0 ct:_l}l&derable success, which was devised in the late nineteenth cen-
mzﬁliyn h l::]arandudwlﬂf %han.lenhof, a Lithuanizlm Jew who grew up in Bialystok, a
e multiethnic area of the Russian Empire, which is now in Poland.

ishing under the pseudonym Dr. Esperanto, Zamenhof explains that what

motivated him to develop a universal language was the desire to overcome the

]l::eg:slztlsc; b_alirler Vto' mutual understal:ld'ing that, in his view, was the source of the
Gose s :Il?isc}?nﬂm amorgg the n.atwe. speakers of Russian, Polish, Yiddish, and
oo omy i I_ezsrrg‘:htown._ 'I:he diversity of language,” writes. Dr. Esperanto, “is
e Con,ﬂ oratle ¢ rrliam cause, that separates the human family and divides it
o brdthérgg fnrgulﬁz.m:vvl?; :r?:gt:fz u;:r astaq idtla]alist; I was taught that all men
3 vhile, in- street, in the square, everythi
:1? Sr:ade r’r[{;e] ‘feel that men did not exist, only Russigns, Poles,r}g};:nga:;, ej‘::g
ane s on. This was always a great torment to my infant mind ... [and] I kept
1;5 n!:g]ielf: th.at when I was grown up, I would certainly destroy this evil."2
g i?-. dz ;ge:;,tl:[l:l:l rl::::)gr:;ilatig:'l of aIIl mankind, identifies the plurality of
S, | ! : ges themselves, as the source of most if not all
s_omal misunderstanding and political conflict. Since each natural ,
;;is Z!:{e :nar# of a particular form of life, no one language can serve iﬂil;aﬁzh?;fe
amongpﬂ;ssn:g 1Whit '11-18 ce.llls the universal truth of “brothethood and justice
anpese Ogths zcsl. h:t is why Za'menho’r.” not only rejects reviving Latin, the
an e of the € ucat:l: crlasses, -but also simplifying French and English. Only
el g'c age that caq.easﬂy be learned by the masses and that does not
privite 2 4 y na tonal or ethnic group can realize the “sacred, grand, and impor-
tant idea™ of universal brotherhood that animates Zamenhof’s project.’

? bk samobet e ers o, Bt L, Lt
. ;(;r:;f;:;rh g?li?z';ms:t?fpuder?ﬂy_’géﬁi’f’yﬁﬂfﬁj ljégjvgt.m and K. John-
versal brotherhood. In a2 fa?nznlfis ?::t?rlfg ?\flfggg‘;\r/lam}? was intended to Srewe a uni-
ﬂ:'é' Erc;;st:gn (:t?;n:ﬁ) ?ai}c;rgge rraliabbi Hillel, a ccgntgni]io?ﬁi‘yhff‘}'é?ﬁiﬂ]ﬁiitf ]a:'r]wc;lllieecs'
giogs, without creating ar:ygrfew%ng:rgljl(;tl::gl?o]gnmbal:ta:c:h\sg)tgoaln [t)]?g f]lgzdal}grr;rlt;
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“[T]o imagine a language means to imagine a form of life”, writes Witlgen-
stein.! Attempting to fuse a form of life with the structure of a language leads
Zamenhof not only to insist on Esperanto’s neutrality and universality, but also to
resist its pure instrumentalization: “no one has the right to insist that we se¢ Espe-
ranto only as a practical affair,” he declares.® Indeed, a purely instrumental lan-
guage would never get off the ground: no one would speak it. Lacking the life
born of the particular — or, to stay with Wittgenstein’s characterization, spittle —
such a language would be doomed from the start.

As it turns out, those who did come to speak Esperanto, as Pierre Janton
explains, not only satisfied their “practical need to communicate, but also became
aware of their own uniqueness and advantage compared with their fellows who
do not speak Esperanto. This awareness led to the development of what might be
described as a specifically Esperantist consciousness, and it is common to hear
people refer to Esperanto as “their” language.”s Esperantists meet and talk with
other Esperantists, marry Esperantists, and have Esperanto chiidren. This is only
a slight exaggeration. Based on the ideal of humanism, the society of Esperantists

is in principle open to anyone who wishes to learn and communicate in Espe-
ranto. But we begin to suspect that what differentiates this neutral and artificial
universal language from the plurality of partial and natural national languages is
rather less clear, and that the linguistic vehicle for eradicating the difference
between those who share the Esperantist form of life and those who don’t, be-
tween “us” and “them,” is rather less effective than its creator Zamenhof sup-
posed.
Esperanto, then, presents us with a paradox. On the one hand, it is based on
the idea that the universal truth of man’s humanity is hidden by the particularity

people to throw out their traditional religions. My plan involves creating the kind of
religious union that would gather together all existing religions in peace and into
peace — in much the same way as a kingdom might gather together various separate
principalities, obliging none to surrender its own separate traditions.” Indeed “Hil-
lelism,” as Zamenhof wrote in an anonymous 1906 article, “Beliefs of Hillelism,”
«is a doctrine that, without separating a person from his native country, or language,
ot religion, gives him the possibility of avoiding all untruths and antagonisms in the
principles of his natural religion and of communicating with people of all languages
- and religions on a basis that is neutrally human, on principles of common brother-
hood, equality and justice.” See Janton, 30-31. What is striking about Hillelism, 1
argue below, is its attempt to articulate, in Wittgenstein's formulation, what stands
fast for us.
4  Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosaphische Untersuchungen/Philosophical Investigations,
German-English edition, trans. G. E. M. Anscombe (London: Blackwell, 1977), par.

© 19, Hereafter cited in thetextas P. L.
5  Zamenhof quoted in Janton, Esperanio, 35.
6 Ibid,18.°
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glf;h(::hféiz!:l]d}a::g;age and mus.t be articulated in an artificial, unjversal one; on
i to g pan ; s ows_m-pra..ctlce that to speak this artificial, universal language
e o one’s particularity, On t}le_one hand, Esperanto holds that what will
P thewel:- rell'r.love the constraints and. distortions to communication that
hama o & Z[;m ura nI:tnyf natufal languages_ is Fhe universal fact that we are ajl
g human o e 3 fs doctrine, ca]l‘ed Hillelism, begins with the assertion: “I
e b articulatg, t:n or me there exist only purely human ideas.” On the other
_ apan,as_a toul b: ;‘s general fa_ct as part of a specific doctrine is to set oneself
oper ber of a community (_Esperantlsts) that recognizes this same. fact.
b e”nov\lf) consider that the articulation of such a general fact — “I am a human
tai:g —f el.ongs to the“category of propositions that Wittgenstein, in On Cer-
1y, refers to as what “stands fast” for us, we can begin to appreciate the com-

plexity of every claim to the common — and that includes Esperantist-like clajms -

made in the name of a universal commanity of human beings,’ :

rece’[;:; :L:)efsttv:,)ir:t of c;)l‘n_r:zumty has been a:c the center of many debates in the
T oW O;g’?s €in’s work, at Ie?st since the publication of Stanley Cav-
L Cla " Reason and Saul.Krlpkg’s Witigenstein on Rules and Private
gzage. lth(?ugh l'sha]l not review these debates here, they form the -back-
groun t.o my: discussion of Wittgenstein’s legacy for both deconstruction and

prag_m.attsm. ‘lndeed I would suggest that community is the question raised eith
explicitly or implicitly in the related secondary literature on Wittgenstein. | be, :nr
::]y ﬂis;s:gsrlwth l:Esperanto belcause it l.inks community to language and is ;;remiied
o the oo tm;étslor_l that all kinds of difference are Just linguistic differences. More
bl im,ﬁﬁ [f:;lanto ;educes strong‘— perha_ps inf:ommensurable — differences
work of Jiopen Ha;e and groups to falled_ commimication. Not unlike the early
o crencion ey e Tmas, Za_menhqf aspires to undistorted communication and
cal Jutameen: ,and mon .cntefia, which would promote inclusion, facilitate criti-
ria assu,me thp:rt?’:n rationai agneemerj;. _Whatever their differences, both
pamers asst -1at the removal of systematic constraints and distortions to

com um{Eatlo‘n vyxll result in the emergence of the common interest, The questio
vreourse 1s whether such communication is in fact possible or desir.able K "
On the face of it, Wittgenstein’s disdain for Esperanto can be read e;s extend-

~ing his criticism of 3 Tong history of philosophical attempts to construct an ideal

la;nrﬁ:atge. Zamenhof’s image of language as neutral and complete, a citadel of
::1 ¢t reason an.d reasonableness, is at odds with Wittgenstein’s image of it as
messy and evolving, as “an ancient city: a maze of little streets and squares, of

7 A similar attempt to articulate th i
! € obvious can be found in Z i
language brthurc entitled “Hillelism”, which was published ?rrl'1 e\;]f::sifv I?:ngit?l-
under the Latin pseudonym Homo Sum (1 am a human), See Ibid., 31. '
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old and new houses, and of houses with additions from various periods; and this
surrounded by a multitude of new boroughs with straight regular streets and
houses™ (P. [ 18).

We might read Wittgenstein’s disdain in yet another register, namely as a
judgment about the failure to make judgments, a failure that Zamenhof's ideal
language seems both to. encourage and permit. Wittgenstein is repelled by the
idea that a “truly” common language, encoding a “truly” universal agreement in
judgments, would allow us to subsume particulars under universals and thereby
eliminate the problem of the particular for reaching judgments with universal
validity. That is why Wittgenstein is led, 1 think, from the American word
“cheeseburgers,” to Kierkegaard’s disdain for the common, to the French Acade-

" my’s purist rules, to the Esperantist’s offense at another man’s spittle. Whereas

the word “cheeseburgers™ offends Ludwig Wittgenstein — that is, it provokes his
Jjudgment, a judgment based on particulars and situated in the common, a judg-
ment which can appeal to, but not compel, his interlocutor’s (Bouwsma'’s) assent
— both the purist rules of the French Academy and the universal pretensions of
Esperantc would compel our agreement by establishing rules that eradicate the
particularity of every judgment and every judging subject. Wittgenstein pushes us
to ask what we are doing when we insist on stabilizing our criteria in order to
judge. He suggests not only that such a project is finally impossible — ideal lan-
guages fail — but also that, from an ethical (and I would add political) point of
view, it is not desirable. 1t amounts to a failure to judge.

The reduction of critical judgment to ideal communication is part of a more
general problem of thinking about ethical and political questions as if they were
reducible to the question of communication and intersubjective agreement. This
way of thinking leads some interpreters of Wittgenstein to imagine criteria that
would provide not only the conditions of {shared) speech, with which to debate
what counts as community, but alse the limits of (shared) speech, with which to
delimit what could possibly count. It is what leads some readers to understand the
phrase “form of life” or “agreement in judgments” as a conversation stopper.
Indeed speakers of a truly common language couid in principie be muie. What
could they possibly say to each other that would not already be contained in their
criteria? The notion that undistorted communication will yield or rather reveal a

_ coghitively based agreement with the force of truth is part of the rationalist at-

tempt to reduce if not eliminate what Hannah Arendt, citing Lessing, once called
the “incessant discourse™ born of human plurality.

The tendency to interpret political and ethical questions of community as if
they were questions of (better or worse) communication is not limited to ration-
alists. Readers looking to align Wittgenstein with either pragmatism or decon-
struction often assume that his account of how language works is also an account
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Ei‘;(;\;ct]::g:;:g?llt:nworksz. if Iang.uage is (relatively) stable, community is (rela-
T Wit en;tei , guage is (relatively) upstable, cpmmunity is (relatively) open.
st rgativ ”n s iccotlnt (,)’f Iar‘lguagte is oftf:n discussed in terms of whether it
ity e :thmf- radical.” It is as if political and ethical questions of com-
o cQu]dgbe an: stru;u;)re of the' sign. More specifically, it is as if these ques-
conds s D¢ kwerte A y showing that cqmmunication either generally suc-
genstein-,hol%j - zfz:helt'fs-w o share a f‘onn of life, as pragmatist readings of Witt-
e T u;m t a ,;t gene_arally fails, as decon§MCtivc readings hold. 1 would
process oy tom 0 a few examp]es of such readings of Wittgenstein and, in the
o mtﬂ-:é Yo cover a conception of tho:a common in his work that is not reduci-
‘ otions of successful or failed communication,

Deconstruction

gle; _285 mtelm?“l']mth Jz'amf.:s Conan_t, Stanley Cavell observed that “Wittgen-
- ...fpo entially Derr:u.ia's ... Major opposition, or alternative, and exactly

se of the strong affinities between them.”® [ think this is right. Let me also
sij_/l- that 1 do not tal-fe Cavell to be calling for a competition between the two
[[1) el l‘I(AJi::]ophers and their adhef'ents, as if one should choose either Wittgenstein or
Fische:‘ al;lll;f?;tugately that 1s precisely what writers like Charles Alteiri, Michael
T scéptic a“z “?‘ntor, among others, seem to think when they diagnose Derrida
i retic and 1ttgepstem as the a.rftldote. To read Wittgenstein against Der-
fo skeptionm a}; :E to misread, ﬁmt, Wlttgenstlein as offering a definitive rebuttal
el Wh_chsfl:cond, Derrida as:.rcaught_ in “a crippling version of linguistic
mmane w(;,-ld, ”19 1 dea\:es the sPeak|ng subj-ect without any relationship to the
wingenstein’s.]e on t-ﬁnd this a productwe‘way to approach the question of
did oS | galcy ;15 it bears on deconstr'uctlon. And I don’t think that Cavel|
(ho Coher - only because hf’ _argued against the reception of Wittgenstein as

nitive answer to skepticism; but also because he recognized that the
problem of skepticism goes way beyond its negative thesis abou‘; kanIédée;}

_the extetnal worid.

issuA:s;hE:v: P]onowsk.a Ziar.ek h.as argued in The Rhetoric of Failure, the centﬁl
at deconstruction raises in its critique of classical epistemology, of refer-

8 i:r.m;{si iggn;lcr:::, [ntcrvieuf with Stanley Cav;l],“ The Senses of Stanfey Cavell
1989) 2132, 67 g gnd Michael Payne (Lewisberg: Bucknell University Press:
9 IE;;ZVE’L?I%?IW;I;;L OZ(;:ii:lk, The Rhetoric of ngl‘ure: Deconstruction of Skepticism,
Heronion of Mode te::g éﬁzh]it;ra;{: State University of New York Press, 1996), 75,
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ence and correspondence, is not skepticism about the world but the problem of
alterity. Derrida himself says as much in an interview when he remarks: “I never
cease to be surprised by critics who see my work as a declaration that there is
nothing beyond language, that we are imprisoned in language; it is, in fact saying
the opposite. The critique of logocentrism is above all else the search for the
<other’ and the ‘other of language’.”1® It is on just this point that I am sympa-
thetic to the interpretative project of Ziarek, as well as of Henry Staten, both of
whom have tried to map lines of affiliation between Wittgenstein and Derrida.'!
If we think about these lines in terms of the question of alterity, we can app-
reciate their readings as useful correctives to communitarian appropriations of

 Wittgenstein, which seem to find reassurance for “what we do” in his writings, at

the cost of eliminating the probing, critical quality of his prose, and its continual
attempt to imagine, and let oneself be questioned by, the other, including the
other in oneself.

The central problem 1 wish to address in the deconstructive approach to
Wittgenstein, then, is the question of alterity and its relationship to community
and the common. The point that recurs in discussions that relate Wittgenstein to
Derrida is that both writers undercut the classical notion of communication,

* according to which meaning, conceived as a “ynitary, ideal object,” has its origin,

or source, in the subject, and the successful transport of meaning from one con-
sciousness to another is secured by the symmetrical relationship of speakers in a
dialogue.!2 As Ziarek sees the problem: “If the paradigm of intersubjectivity and
community is limited to mutual reciprocity and understanding between subjects,
then this paradigm, and the ideal of communication underlying it, is incapable of
articulating and sustaining the relation to alterity as an irreducible dimension of
being in common” (Ziarek 95).

Inasmuch as Wittgenstein questions the possibility of a private language and
the ideality of words, says Ziarek, his texts evince elements of Derrida’s attack on
logocentrism. Mote specifically, Ziarek sees what Cavell calls Witigenstein’s
account of the projection of a word as consistent with Derrida’s account of itera-
tion, that is, the sign’s repeatability. This projection, she writes, introduces, “on
one hand, the impossibility of totalizing meaning and, on the other, the perpetual
threat of deviation — of stepping outside the bounds of linguistic nomms” (Ziarek
35). As Staten puts the same point: “{I]n “Signature, Event, Context” Derrida

10 . Jacques Derrida, “Neconstruction and the Other,” Interview with Richard Kearney,
in Dialogues with Contemporary Continental Thinkers, ed. Richard Kearney (Man-
chester: Manchester UP), 123-124.

11 Henry Staten, Witigenstein and Derrida {Lincoln: University Of Nebraska Press,
1984).

12 Ibid, 139.
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argues [against John Austin] that the possibility of infelicity, since it is always
_posmble, ought to be treated as an essential predicate or la;v of the nature yf
spfaegh acts. We could call this an instance of the “general” law of accidents tl(:
principle that something can always go wrong with the normal course of th,i :
bec_;ause of the illimitability of its relations with its ‘outside’.” Likewise Witt :ﬁf
Stelrl wants us to think of the operation of rule “in terms of something thgt i
subject to contingency, to which accidents may happen.” 13 g
w'BOth ;1a:-ek apd.Sl:aten,. then, find affinities between (what they read as)
. 1tsgenstem $ notion of deviance as an intrinsic part of rule-following and Der-
;}C}lft-s‘:‘ general.lzat.lon of tI‘!e po§sibi1ity of accidents or failure of communication.
- is g‘enerallzatlon of fall}lre In communication,” writes Ziarek, “undercuts both
1a§g::;l:r;5 c;)fasa c:mrn.ogc;lzo:d comm_unity without difference and the idea of
oy e e ‘onnsuc 4 community.” lt‘ undercuts the notion of intersubjec-
deviaiio A assically unde_rstood. According to Ziarek; the perpetual threat of
ev “r.' which is as essential to language as the conditions of its stability” and
which “links any linguistic exchange to an encounter with the other.” also gen
ates a fear of deviation, which generates in turn “the appeal to co;nmunit)g/ a: ";

~ wayto fix the boundaries of these linguistic norms” (Ziarek 98, 199, 36). Ziarek

ﬁnds this feal" and this appeal in the work of Stanley Cavell, whose own “rec
E3t|(_m F)f the ireducible alterity of the other,” she argues, is ;acriﬁced, ﬁnéllyotg(;
" : ;:sitz?ce on the agreement in judgments or mutual attunement among spe,ak-
diﬁermcc-]sfumve comrpumty, an attunemgnt that is deaf to the -other, deaf to
facttth ;i:::c;ﬂ:: is/\:r;ral qucfst,lons arise. T_he first question is whether we can in
ez |d gens:?m S argurper:t in terms of the possibility of deviance
o1 o eg and as akin to Derrida’s generalization of faiture in communi-
Ziarek-’s e ct:]?n fq‘lilestu?‘n concerns the ethical and political claim that, in
Ziare \ ; this failure unde_rcuts both the notion of a homogenized com-
urgty :wnt!wut c!lfference and the idea of language based on such community.”!6
ive r:g::nmg wnh‘ the ﬁrst. questiqn, my sense is that reading for the deconstruc-
; ent in Wittgenstein, as Ziarek and Staten both do, transforms deviation

}2 Wittggnsrein and Derrida, 16, 18,
> ;or SZlarek s cn:que of Ca.vc][ see The Rhetoric of Failure, ch. 2.
Iits ot;‘a'teg ]|:_nu.ts it: [l]q ‘_Slgnature, Event, Context’ Derrida argues that the possibi-
ca{: orTa:v 1((;;3‘,‘ smcte it |sfa[ways possible, ought to be treated as an essential predi
€ nature of speech acts. We could call this an instan ¢ .
¢ h pec ce of the -
:aolmllz:vcgz rz«;c:i‘etr;'t:s, th; principle that something can always go wrong witﬁc?ﬁc
i ings because of the illimitability of i i ith its ‘outsi
de’.” {Staten, Witigenstein and Derrida 16). ¥ ol s relations with ]ts' Pt
16 The Rhetoric of Failure, 98.
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into an intrinsic condition or principle of rule-following and, then, tends to over-
state the threat that is posed by the lack of fixity in our concepts. Perhaps [ am
missing something here, but [ do not detect this atmosphere of threat when | read
Wittgenstein. I do not detect it despite the fact that he gives numerous examples
of failed instructions, machines that break down, conversations that go awry;
despite the fact that these examples attest to the general indeterminacy of rule-
following, our inability to fix meaning to specific contexts or to determine the
totality of possible contexts for the use of a word; and despite the fact that, in
contrast to his communitarian interpreters, Wittgenstein does not invoke “what
we do” as the conversation stopper, the definitive answer to the skeptic or the

“outsider. To conclude that these examples attest to failure or deviance as intrinsic

to rule-following seems to assume, paradoxical though it may sound, that there is
a rule that one could in principle properly follow in the first place. And [ think
the point of Wittgenstein’s many examples of how things go otherwise was meant
to show not the permanent threat of deviance from the rule but the problem with
thinking about rules in terms of either obedience or deviance. What characterizes
rule-foliowing, according to Wittgenstein, is not the threat of deviance or of
generalized failure. It is rather the plurality of practices in a plurality of contexts
that we might count as following a rule. Whereas this notion of plurality suggests
the multiple ways that one might follow a rule, the notion of deviance suggests
one way. Indeed to think of a rule as something we either obey or fail to obey
misunderstands Wittgenstein’s notion of rule-following: namely, the idea that a
wide variety of people in a wide array of circumstances will vary from each other
in their practice of following a rule — and yet in each of these cases we may say
that they followed the rule.! :

1 agree with Henry Staten when he criticizes the reception of the [nvestiga-
tions as an account of language as a rule-governed activity. On the contrary, says
Staten, “the concept of ‘following a rule,” far from being an answer t0 the ques-
tion of how we know how to use a word, is the central problem of the Investiga-
tions.”™8 But the question remains as to whether the more Derridean language of
deviance, failure, or accidents is the most productive way of appreciating the
problem of rule-following as Wittgenstein defined it.

My sense is that the aforementioned way of describing the deconsiructive
moment in Wittgenstein is often accompanied by the implicit assumption that if
meaning is not unitary, it is terribly ambiguous. Allow me to elaborate by turning,

17 By the plurality of ways to follow a rule I do not mean rule skepticism, as it has been
discussed by Saul Kripke. One does not have to agree with Kripke that every prac-
tice can be made to count as following a rule in ordet to argue that what does count
— that is, what we say counts—is multiple and context dependent.

18 Witigenstein and Derrida, 79, i
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. gr;gdt:)c e;:;atr]e]lgr[':lptll'.i 67 f?‘f the Philosophical Investigations, where Wittgenstein
rodu otion o ‘fanfnly resembia!nces” as an alternative to the ideality of
n pf, and second, to Ziarek’s reading of the same passage. Wittgenstein
writes: Why-do we call something a ‘number’? Well, perhaps bec;luse it has a -
| dll‘;Ct - relatwns‘h_ip Witl:l several things that have hitherto been called number;
7 aftm ;h:isa :;n l;e Zald to give it an indirect relationship to other things we call'thf;
e il (;n f?b weA e::itend our concept of number as in spinning a thread we
o ore o re. I;‘ the stl_'ength of the thread does not reside in the fact that
P rethr‘uns through its whole length, but in the overlapping of many
- m:n_cu}ategth is passage, Zlare-k concludes_: “when overlapping similarities do
everyday b e unity of meaning, "on.e -thmg in common’, then concepts of
e g::g?b?eem t? lase their |dt_:nl:ty and precision. ‘Uncircumscribed,’
unbounded, and .ur,l:eg, the concepts and words of ordinary language are
ked by ambiguity.” “Incomplete and ambiguous,” meaning is open to “the
perpetual threat. of deviation™ (Ziarek 35, 36).7 That is the (Derridean) }
leameq from Wittgenstein, she conciudes. : ) fosson
Wit;rgl:ssiz;c:rgetauon does not seem ri@t to me. For one thing, it ascribes to
N ehen e‘%cl:sntlon amculatc:d by his metaphysical interlocutor, who won-
IWit-tgenstein tz \ urre.d concept is a concept at all.”?® Whereas Ziarek reads
our ontein ¢ e ds;a)_rmg tl}gt our ord_m.al.y language is indeterminate and thus
ordinany cﬁnceoi: elrl clarity and precision, [ read him to be saying that our
A ins];gh?re c Ie:ar enough, precise enough, despite being indeterminate.
dont ot insig) l,l as undcr’stapd it, is at the heart of Wittgenstein’s critical
oot of rul ollowing. Isn’t it our sense that there must be something in
o o our c;ox:ceg;i are to be qlear enough, precise enough, that leads us, as
entanglod i th(; , 10 ) am of an ideal, common language? Don’t we become
AN ofs:;mt? ream wrfen we read that indeterminacy in terms of a per-
edvetion e 0 evlan.cff or failure of communication? Isn’t that what Ziarek’s
~ suggesgs'?'n genste;p ] accm_mt to the worries of his metaphysical interlocu-
o ? matt_ers 1ttl,3, l think, whether one celebrates that threat, as Ziarek
-does, or condemns it, as this interlocutor does. Both are caught in the sam
ceptlrl:n of language, and thus in an inescapable conflict. e
wl ;'Oi:«.:t\zg:ist f;.]r:wm:xrked'by ambiguity tell§ me little. At most it is a philosophi-
e: o language works — or fails to. The important question would
: ed by ambiguity for whom and under what conditions? Isn't this the

;g Thg Rhetoric of Faifure, 35, 36.
Philosophical Investigations, par. 71. The words “blurred”, “uncircumscribed,” and

“indistinct” are used by Witt in’s imagi
; genstein’s imaginary metaphysical interlo j
to the idea that & word could lack a common core. See l]gly, par. 71. cutor o object

34

contextual question that Wittgenstein pushes us to ask? “Blurred, incomplete,
ambiguous™? Doesn’t this generalized characterization of our use of concepts as
intrinsically disunified repeat the error of an ideal language — only in reverse?
Doesn’t it amount to the substitution of one notion of commonality for another?
When in paragraph 66 of the Investigations Wittgenstein writes, “Don’t say:
“There must be something in common, ... but fook and see whether there is any-
thing common,” does that mean: Say they have nothing in common? I think not,
for that would amount to saying precisely what Wittgenstein rules out: “there
must be something in common” — what they have in common is their lack of
commonality. Indeed the next few lines from paragraph 67 (which Ziarek does
riot cite) suggest this very problem: “But if someone wished to say: “There is
something common to all these constructions — namely the disjuncture of all their
common properties’ — 1 should reply: Now you are only playing with words.”
1£1 find little evidence in Wittgenstein to suggest that the lack of fixity in our
concepts amount to a permanent threat o our life with language and with each
other: if | cannot quite conclude that the generalized failure of communication or
threat of deviation opens the space for the appreciation of alierity, it is not
‘because 1 understand his teaching to be that infelicities in communication are
mere accidents of no consequence, as Jobn Austin held. Nor do | think that the
actions that ground our language games make them impermeable to the other’s
questions, as the “form-of-life theorists” would have it. That too would be to
make a general claim. There are conditions under which 1 may experience this
lack of fixity as a threat -- say, when 1 am doing a certain form of philosophy, or
when 1 am-trying to rally my fellow citizens to common cause, and so on — but
that is a contextual matter, quite different from saying that the threat of deviance
inheres in our ordinary language. Indeed deviance only makes sense as a threat if
you are already caught up in the picture of language as unitary, determined by
rules. Whether you celebrate that threat as the “condition of possibility for a
different structure of communication, text, signification” (Ziarek 100), like
Ziarek, or deplore it as the cause of social and political conflict, like Zamenhof,
you remain captive to a metaphysical picture. Wittgenstein does not deny the
appeal of that picture — which is why he does not try to silence the metaphysician
— but his way of working through it is different. Simply put - and I’1l expand on
this point a bit later — it is to emphasize the plurality of our lives with language
rather than the accidents, deviance, or failure that inheres in the practice of fol-
lowing a rule. .

To reduce plurality to deviance is to miss the ethical import of Wittgenstein’s
writings. There are times when | may discover that what 1 took to be the most
common concept is not used by another person in the same way. And, as Cavell
reminds us, “one of Wittgenstein’s questions is: What would it be like to find this
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-out?’2! The point here is that whether 1 do in fact find out that you and 1 do not

use a word in the same way, not to mention what [ then do with that discovery, is

amatter not of the generalized failure of communication or the intrinsic deviance

of rule-following but of a certain attitude that I take with respect to you, This, it

seems 10 me, is how Wittgenstein helps us to think the question of other-regard or
- what Cavell calls acknowledgement and Ziarek calls alterity. co-

-1 mentioned earlier thatthe -deconstructive reading, first, overemphasizes the
threat that the lack of fixity in our concepts poses to meaning and, then, criticizes
the appeal to community -as a way to fix the boundaries of linguistic norms. If
Cavell does not appeal to community to control meaning, as Ziarek accuses, it is
‘because he, like Wittgenstein, is trying to diagnose, not affirm or deny, our sense
of threat in the absence of such control, be it communal or metaphysical. That is-
why Cavell, like Wittgenstein, sees the temptation to refute our criteria — skepti-
cism — not as the cause of this sense of threat but as its symptom. Cavell, like
Wittgenstein, recognizes that meaning works well enough without such control
and, where it doesn’t — that is, where we no longer agree in our judgments — the
problem is not one that can be resolved by compelling that agreement. Rather, the
situation calls for imagination and a new judgment, for now we are faced with the

'other. With this in mind, let me turn to how pragmatist readings of Wittgenstein
account for this situation.

. Pragmatism

“What would it be like to find out that another person does not use the most
common concept in the same way that 1 do?” This question, which runs through
all of Wittgenstein’s writings, is what certain -pragmatist and quasi-pragmatist
appropriations of his work tend to suppress. According to Richard Rorty, for
example, when Wittgenstein writes, “Whai has io be accepied, the given, is — 50
one could say — forms of life” (P. I 226), he teaches that “ethnocentricism,”

synonymous with ‘human finitude’,”®? Liberal projects that seek to justify our

21 Stanley Cavell, “The Availability of Wittgenstein’s Later Philosophy,” Must We
Mean What We Say (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1976), 67.

Richard Rorty, Objectivity, Relativism, and Truth, Philosophical Papers, vol. 1
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991), 15. Rorty distinguishes between
two uses of the term “ethnocentrism.” In response to the hostility that his use of the
terms aroused in leftists, he seeks to clarify that ethnocentrism is an epistemological
position, not simply a political statement of loyalty to bourgeois democracy. Most of
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moral standards to people who do not share our for.n;] f’f Iifgb?;y:u :(;rl:g,azgi

' i ’s justificati nevi .

d from the start. The liberal’s justifications will 1 ly run oL t

S:;:]:?ng bedrock, he will be forced to conclude with Wittgenstein: “This is whal

" (P L217). _ "

lw_d,oT lf: proble!)n according to Rorty, is that liberals who do not :u:ceplt. ;h::a ;:::s_
éapable fact of epistemological ethnocentrism — he calls them “wet libe

"will agonize over making moral and political judgments across cultural divides

p . nd
and be haunted by guilt. Acting “as if gwmgfgrog:nds fll‘:ﬁr;.?: afi(:)r[rllﬁntooin ger_
i i i blem of endless ju

sometime,” as Wittgenstein puts the pro ‘ . O outd

1 « i " ist in the metaphysical dream of a reas :
tainty, 2 “wet liberals™ persist In rea of 2 reason T s

| does not share our form of life beca on st
persuade the other who , _ e e .

2 thus free from cultural p
fies a neutral set of standards and is thus ety
Marshalling Wittgenstein's critique of objectivity, Rorty would free \:rz';i:; e
from their false problem, reminding them that all accounts are per‘spb val and
that different positions are incommensurable.”> Once we have 4:1152t us ol
selves of the absurd idea that there is a true acc‘ount tl_)eyor;fl pers;:.;:z a;v:r,cm o

ivi to pose the same kind ot probiem. from the
gues, perspectivism ceases i o | problems
justifyi £ life, we can get on wi e p
hopeless task of justifying our way Ot flle, . *
o?‘::ommunity that confront those who do not use‘phll_osophy to bypass alilnc;;r:: :
tingencies of the specific case at hand. The question 13 whether one can
i ition i i tein.
rt for this position in the work of Wittgens! N ' _

ﬁndl::fnl?l?es me that to derive epistemological ethnocentricism from Wltt;ghc?l;steu;
is to treat his stance towards the philosoqhical tradition as, amc;r:;:,r1 ott}}lx;r fa; %rs(;m
form of Vergangenheitsbewdltigung. Hilary Putnam has argu o
trying to silence his metaphysical interlocitor, Wittgenstein engag

Rorty’s discussions of ethnocentrism stem from the mid eighties, although he conti-
fine his position in these terms. ) . o .
23 r\lhl;:: It;;)grfil; ‘tamld }:he following three positions sxmulta{\eoql:lsly. th]:y m:sctlct;pm: otm?
«gictination between rational judgment and culturah blas;‘ lt;cy ! :::th ax?d e
Lt | " H 1 i daale and ta human .

i t to liberal Enlightenment moral idcals and o ReWET 5T - %y
Eig&ﬂ“‘that most of the globe’s inhabitants simply do not .behech me:t]:,?m:l ii(}lz?; aln
ty.” Richard Rorty, “On Ethnocentrism: A Reply to Clifford Ge

terly Review 25, 523-34, 531. Weish
24 g:g:vig -}\;iittgenstein, On Certainty, ed. G. E. M. Anscombe and Gf{H\;rV;)STZ) {gJ a;,
trans. Denis Paul and G. E. M. Anscombe {New York: Harper & Row, »
_Cited hereafter in the text as O. C. . ) . ) ]
25 . :?]o?-ty :levelops this epistcmological_cnt;lqule in i\iutlt(;ﬁ?; ;'ii ;:12 L?g;:;:r:‘sova }I‘\;gh
ture, where he invites us 10 agree with the later Wi S e (p. 7).
hould have to ¢limb out of our minds to answer s -
g?:cfe ?\rue abandon the ofd distinction “bet'fvccgﬂt':nnta}nzn;ettr:;h; cr)l’t; m a;t:lg rtaelrirtly
truths of fact.” and with it the Kantian distinction BEEREs -
Er(::ia gntingent custom, we will see that the problem of refativism dissolves.
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rory s (ot nd in Wittgenstein a more or less unitary conception of our agree-
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epi-ster,nologic : plt‘;lnmple, t?lg striving for agreement with oneself, which defines
ethnocentricism and distinguishes him fr i i
exemplified by Rortys approptit ! im from Wittgenstein. - As
_ propriation of Wittgenstein, this principle i i
B et oy oy pr 7 , this principle is realized at
re, g arrived at the obvious, there i i is i
peaos . ‘ s is nothing left to say. This is
_ myats pacéz. iIr?:.‘,tal::hmdg t.hat place of our agreement in judgments, the p!a)f(:e where
my P Comdd:n:{ i,th |s[,n ;r:: lgoﬂg’—s ;::count of epistemological ethnocentrism
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mpossible bt smecesar. y community. Justification is not only
To . s .
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e ot d‘gany interlocutors that populate Wittgenstein’s pages shows some-
doubfs ue asl el;er:it. Here we find not only the metaphysician but the man who
a body (0.C. 257); someone who claims that the earth did not exist

26 Hilary Putnam, Real’ f .
'y sm -
vard University Press, !0;‘::’:.1?1‘;-{ uman Face, ed. James Conant {Cambridge: Har-

27  1Ibid,, 102. e -

28  “Sin it | 10 di
28 ce | am one, it is better for me to disagree with the whole world than to be in

disa, i ” i
Bemg;z:m;:;\z:l; r;_'lyrself.. Quoted in Hannah Arendt, “The Crisis in Culture,” in
quin, 1993), 230 “FrI:) urte;.‘_E!ght Exer,'frses in Political Thought (New York: i’en-
B, up,o 2 bc;in om this sentence, Arendt writes, “both Occidental ethics, with
with its emphasis u%)c]:l Tﬁ?azm ‘:;t:o?'lr::z;;i(c)y ; C(iﬂscl:(ie?lce, e e e, ’logic,
0. is upon 10 ion, took their startin, int.” Ibi
" th:ot:l;si::g:ftggc [:;:Cf%lﬁ can flmde the individuat from the commﬁnpi?;'?zs lltb :i(:d
in the case oF Seer! ns;, o ; t§enes of analogy arguments that constitute ethical dis~
T e st ition, arguments that both Arendt and Wittgenstein in
BN o'neself‘y Tﬁn'tmzed, are crucially bound up with the principle of agree-
T e self. Their respective accounts of judgment were likewise attempts t
at principle and to thereby open a different space of other-regard PR
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150 years ago (O.C. 185); the pupil who insists that he is following the rule “add
two” when he counts 1000, 1004, 1008 (P. I. 185); someone who claims to have
been on the moon (O.C. 238), and so on. It is true that Wittgenstein takes some
of these characters for “dim wits,” and he does not know how to convince them
otherwise, and he resigns himself to putting up with them (O.C. 238). But that
does not mean that the conversation is over, or that it should have never even

. started, which is what Rorty’s ascriptioen of epistemological ethnocentricism to

Wittgenstein suggests. To assume that 2 conversation stops when we can no
longer justify our practices to another human being is to assume that human
dialogue reduces to the practice of justification, and that the sole aim of dialogue,
like that of justification, is to convince the other and thus achieve intersubjective
agreement, which is to say agreement with oneself.

“Recognizing that there are certain places where one’s spade is turned; recog-
nizing, with Wittgenstein, that there are places where our explanations run out,
isn’t saying that any particular place is permanently fated to be one of these
places, or that a particular belief is forever immune from criticism.™®® To appre-
ciate Hilary Putnam’s point here and set it in contrast to Rorty’s reading of
Wittgenstein 1 want to tum t0 paragraph 84 of the Philosophical Investigations.
«What does a [language-] game look like that is everywhere bounded by rules?
Whose rules never let a doubt creep in, but stop up all the cracks, where it might?
— Can’t we imagine a rule determining the application of a rule [die die An-
wendung der Regel regelt], and a doubt which it removes [Und einen Zweifel,
den jene Regel behebt] — and so on? But that is not to say that we are in doubt
because it is possible for us to imagine a doubt. 1 can easily imagine someone
always doubting before he opened his front door whether an abyss did not yawn
behind it, and making sure about it before he went through the door (and he
might on some occasion prove to be right) — but that does not make me doubt in

- the same case” (P.1. 84; my emphasis). From Rorty’s perspective, this passage
would merely confirm that I am not moved by doubts at bedrock: another pet-
son’s doubts are not my doubls, and | need not appeal to a metaphysical concep-
tion of a rule to say as much. From the perspective 1 am trying to argue here,
however, the passage suggests not only that | do not doubt just because I can
imagine someone else’s doubt, as Rorty would have it, but that 1 can imagine
someone else’s doubt, despite the fact that | myself do not share it. :

Just because someone else’s doubt is not my doubt does not mean that the ca-
pacity and willingness t0 imagine it is of no ethical consequence. For one thing,
Wittgenstein explicitly leaves open here, as he does throughou{ his writings, the
possibility that the doubter “might on some occasion turmn out to be right.” He

29 Hilary Putnam, T#e Mary Faces of Realism (LaSalle, lIL: Open Court, 1987), 85.
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30 “The Crisis in Culture,” 220.
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to those who are outside the judging community or, for that matter, to those who
are inside, is compel their agreement. And that is why for Arendt, in contrast to
Rorty, we do not escape the ongeing exchange of opinions or Lessing’s “inces-

sant talk.”
One does not have to make Wittgenstein into a theorist of political judgment

to see that his work, far from finding a permanent resting place in our form of

_ life, sought out continual encounters with others, The purpose of these encounters

was not to demand justification or compel agreement; it was simply to hear the

other’s point of view. It amounts to “incessant talk.” Blinded by a metaphysical

notion of objectivity as the only kind there is, Rorty cannot begin to see that

Wittgenstein’s achievement was to articulate not a mute ethnocentrism but what,

following Arendt, we could call a talkative Homeric impartiality. This Homeric
impartiality, she writes, “came into the world when Homer decided to sing the
deeds of the Trojans no less than those of the Acheans, and to praise the glory of
Hector no less than the greamness of Achilles. ... [It] is still the highest type of
objectivity we know. Not only does it leave behind the common interest in one’s
own side and one’s own people which, up to our own days, characterizes almost
all national historiography [e.g., Rorty’s Achieving Our Country], but it also
discards the alternative of victory or defeat, which modems have felt expresses
the ‘objective judgment of history itself, and does not permit it to interfere with
what is judged to be worthy of immortalizing praise.”!

Inasmuch as Wittgenstein, in contrast to Rorty, does not settle for substituting
the false comfort of a particular point of view for the metaphysician’s false
comfort of an objective one, his legacy, | would conclude, can be understood in
terms, not of epistemological ethnocentrism, but of Homeric impartiality. The
plurality that characterizes his thought is not merely a device to achieve under-
standing and consensus; it is not driven by a desire to convince the other, includ-

_ ing the other in the self, but simply to hear his views. “1 write one sentence and

then I write another, just the opposite. And which shall stand?,” he told Bou-
wsma.32 Wittgenstein’s legacy suggests that any decision about which perspective
shall stand will not be based on annihilating the other point of view. We can hear
competing perspectives, and we can still make choices. Our lives with others do
not have to amount to a zero-sum game; our choices do not have to reduce the
other te unintelligibility. We can live by values other than the principle of agree-
ment with oneself,

Thanks to Binnie Honig, Gregor Gniidig, and George Shulman for their help with
this essay.

31 Hannah Arendt, “The Concept of History,” in Between Past and Future, 51
32  Conversations, 73. :
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Henry Staten

Wittgenstein’s deconstructive legacy

The topic of our debate at this conference, if it is to be managed at all, invites
desperately oversimplified definitions of each of its three terms. Which Wittgen-
stein is to be evoked? Which pragmatism? Which deconstruction?

Moreover, in the question, “Is Wittgenstein a pragmatist or deconstruction-
ist?”, where is philosophy located? My original, unreflecting take on this ques-

" tion presumed that the issue, “pragmatism or deconstruction?” was a form of the

issue, “philosophy or deconstruction?”; pragmatism being one of the accredited
(if perhaps, not greatly accredited) ways in which philosophy can be taught and

. written about in philosophy departments, at least in American universities. But in

Richard Rorty’s influential hard line on pragmatism, philosophy — in its hoariest
sense at least, as metaphysies or pure speculation, the concern with essences and
universals and transcendentals — philosophy in this sense turns out to be on the
side of deconstruction. Whereas most philosophers dismiss deconstruction as not
philosophy, Rorty dismisses it as just more philosophy.

But it is easy enough to reconfigure our terms so that philosophy turns out
after all to be on the side of pragmatism. Rorty’s brand of pragmatism runs
counter to the main stream of Anglo-American philosophy as what can roughly
be called pragmatist or pragmatic reason, as represented for example by Hitary
Putnam, If they criticize philosophy in its traditional or pre-pragmatist form, neo-
pragmatists like Putnam do 50 in a way that promises to be a better way of obey-
ing the fundamental imperative of philosophy — the imperative of reason. Not
pure reason, or even pure practical reason, but just plain old reason, which, we
now realize, is pragmatic in character. Whatever it might have meant in the hands
of the philosophers who originally developed what is cailed pragmatism (and it
seems to have meant substantially different things to each of them), there is today
a broad current of neo-pragmatist philosophizing that draws its inspiration not
only from James and Dewey but from Aristotle; Wittgenstein, Habermas, and
Cavell, among others; there are also feminist forms of neo-pragmatism, exempli-
fied for example by Seyla Benhabib, that supplement more traditional pragmatist
considerations with the ethics of “care.” Putham, Habermas, Benhabib, and oth-
ers seem to me to share a fundamental commitment to what | am calling “prag-
matic reason™ as what is always already there for human beings, given in our
language, our practices, our sociality in general. We couldn’t reason if we
weren’t already reasoning creatures, and we are already reasoning creatures
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bec.:ause our forms of life shape us that way. Human beings within a socius neces-
sarily _act, as Aristotle says, in accord with the Logos, kata logon, or at any rate
not without the Logos, me aneu logou (Nichomachean Ethics 1, vii). That inter-
eStlflg phrase, “not without the logos,” indicates to my eye the space of what I am
f:allmg “pragmatic reason™: the space in which the logos unobtrusively or implic-
itly, offstage or from behind the curtains, continues to function as guardrail of
sociality. ' '
My own position with respect to the discourse of pragmatic reason is not sim-

ple. My mentor in philosophy, Oets Bouwsma, was perhaps unequaled among

Wittgenstein’s followers: for the purity of his devotion to the task of bringing
w01.fds back- from their metaphysical use to the everyday language game that is
their .“c.arigina] home” (Pf 116).! Under Bouwsma’s tutelage, 1 spent several years
mastering this art (this was some time before | had even heard of deconstruction)
f-.md | can attest to the extraordinary feeling of lucidity, amounting to a sort of,'
mte_]lectua! liberation, that such mastery brings; there really is something to this
b}{SlneSS-of “bringing words home.” And as long as one remains resolutely within
this new language game invented by Witigenstein, which, nota bene, is not itself
an “everyday” language game but one specific to philosophers, everything works
fine. But, as any reading of Bouwsma’s work will-quickly show, there is no way
to get from this practice, when it is really faithful to the everyday, to any of the
philosophically-significant generalizations that Putnam and others want to make.2
There is a double bind built into this method of “bringing words home”: if you
.really'bring them home, what you achieve is philosophical silence, So, unlike
Bouwsma, the pragmatic Wittgensteinians must merely feint at this, bringing
words only partway home or keeping them there only bri¢fly, so they can send
them forth again in philosophical claims and refutations, for instance against
deconstruction. . : :

I believe, however, that, as opposed to Bouwsma, Wittgenstein himself did
no_.t stop with the return home; and, as opposed to his contemporary exponents
neither did he sally forth once again in support of pragmatic reason, Rather, tht;
celebrated retum home makes possible a new beginning for philosophy that is too

radical to be grasped within the enclosure of pragmatic reason.

Nevertheless, up to a point the /nvestigations and the later work in general do
powerfully corroborate the pragmatist bottom-line claim: that our practices form
the unsurpassable and indeed unspeakable ground that cannot be grounded and

1 L(lj{ctlyvig Wittgenstein, Phifosephical Investigations. Trans. G. E. M. Anscombe, 3"
edition. '

2 ?36650. K. Bouwsma, Philosophical Essays. Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press,
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which we must take for granted in order to proceed with the business of life. In
this essay | will try to show the limits of this claim and the way in which Wittgen-
stein’s later work can be read as going beyond them.

i

It is of the very essence of pragmatic reason to recognize that things, real things,
the business of life, do not correspond to the demands of pure reason, because
heterogeneity, discontinuity, conflict, and the possibility of change are built into
the course of everyday pragmata. In a famous remark, Wittgenstein says that

““when 1 obey a rule, I do not-choose. | obey the rule blindly” (P! 219). This
-remark and others like it have led some commentators to think that Witigen-

stein’s forms of life are static and self-enclosed, essentially immune to criticism
and change. But this is a very limited reading of Wittgenstein, as Alan Janik has
shown.? Following up some hints dropped by William E. Connolly, Janik has
argued that the possibility of political conflict is, on Wittgenstein’s account,
intrinsic to our langtiage games because of the “family resemblance” character of
concepts. Since any given use of a concept depends on the context within which
it is applied, and since concepts must be “supple,” capable of being applied in
different contexts, there is always a tension or potential for conflicting interpre-
tation of any given concept, arising from the difference between the varying
contexts of its application. Hence, whereas Connolly had argued that political
concepts are “essentially contestable,” Janik concludes that the political is built
into the nature of our language games from the outset — that it is because of the
“political” nature of language games in general that politics in the narrow sense is
possible and indeed inevitable. Not only political concepts but concepts in gen-
eral are “essentially contestable,” and they could not function as concepts if they

- were not.

Wittgenstein tells us-that things are in order as they are, without need of
philosophical rectification. They are not in order in the sensc that everything all
the time functions without conflict or disagreement but in the sense that they have
the kind of order appropriate to the sorts of phenomena that these are, which
involves “essential contestability.” As, for instance, in a courtroom everything is
in order when the defense lawyer attacks a witness’s testimony and makes him
break down in tears, or in a boxing ring one man beats another into a bloody

pulp. This is normal: in the context. | want to say that such practices as the court-

3 Alan Janik, Style, Politics, and the Future of Philosophy. Dordrecht: Kluwer Aca-
demic Publishers.
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room andthe ring emblematize the essential contestation at the heart of culture;
hence their endless- fascination as spectacles. Connolly and Janik show ho»\:
deeply this contestation is woven into the fabric of social practices and the lan-
guage in which these practices are conducted. Essentially contested concepts
embody an endless disquietude, a social or political disquietude to which -phi-
Iosgp.hy-as-pure-reason cannot-put an end because this disquietude is “in order”
'?.Sllt is. The disquietude of philosophy, which Wittgenstein sought to put to rest
is its dismay at the disorder of this order—of-things-as-the'y-are — to what philoso-’

phy perceives as their disorder. To put the disquietude of philosophy to rest

would Pe tg ]eam to rest in the disquietude that philosophy yeamns to put to rest,
b}lt \_,v.hlch in fact it can never do. The pragmatic Wittgensteinian can rest in the
disquietude of things as they are, because he recognizes another kind of order,

not an ideal order but a real, essentially contested order, in which we manage

more or less successfully to live together, speak, understand each other — not
ideally, but, pragmatically speaking, well enough.

7 I think Janik has made an important.contribution to the debate over the politi-
cal hear.ing of Wittgenstein’s philosophy; the notion of essential contestabili.ty
Qeﬁnes in a very-lucid and concise way a crucial aspect of instability in language
games that has been insufficiently foregrounded by others of Wittgenstein’s
interpreters. But Janik’s contribution is especially important in the context of the
pre_:Sent distcus_sitm, because it comes so close to a deconstructive reading of
Wlt?;genstem —and yet does not cross the line. Only a hair divides Janik’s prag-
matic-Wittgensteinian account of the social world from that presented by decon-
struction. We go 5o far toward thematizing the dimension of disagreement and
anﬂict that is constitutive of the social world — and not one hair further. On this
side of the line, agreement is still possible, agreement is the point; even if only
the agreement to disagree. On the other side of this line there is — what? Chaos
fmd anarchy? Nonsense? Mere play? Given that disagreement and conflict are
internal to the constitution of the social, isn’t it our job as reasonable beings, if
not to do away with disagreement, at least to bring out the aspects of this dis:)r-
derly order that are most hopeful for harmonious co-existence? Why lay so much
stress, as the deconstructionists do, on the explosive potential, the intractability of
p?radox, the ultimate inscrutability of all attempts at rational adjudication of
fllﬂ‘erences? Granted, philosophers’ earlier attempts to articulate the mode of
mfiwelling of reason in society were premature; the project of reason as European
th.mkefs conceived it in the period of their darkest ethnocentrism and phallocen-
trism ignored the diversity and heterogeneity of the social world, But we’ve
learned a lot since then, and all we can do is keep leamning more and readjusting
our concepts to deal with the complexity of the problem. Whereas deconstruction
seems 10 say that the whole project of reason, no matter how complex or prag-
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matic, is flawed, doomed to failure by some contradiction intrinsic to human life,
to reason, to language itself — an “agony of language,” Derrida calls it.?

The pragmatist and the deconstructionist agree that the classical foundation-
alist project has irremediably foundered, but they take opposite paths from this
conclusion. The pragmatist says, reason cannot found itself, so reflexivity must
stop short of the project of foundation and rest content with language games and
forms of life (while keeping in mind, as Janik reasonably reminds us, that these
are shot through with essential contestability). Reason can dig down so far, and
no farther; at a certain point, Wittgenstein says in one of his most powerful apho-
risms, *1 have reached bedrock, and my spade is turned” (£ 217). But the decon-
structionist says, reason cannot found itself, hence reason, and with reason our
language games and fornis of life, fall into a bottomless abyss of reflexivity.
Reflexive critique does not come to an end with the “linguistic turn;” in decons-
truction it acquires a perplexing new form, the reflexion or folding back of lan-
guage onto itself. Reflexivity becomes “textual.”

i)

The philosopher qua philosopher knows nothing or nearly nothing of textuality in
the sense to which 1 am referring, and which, while it is not a strictly literary
notion, has a great deal to do with the sort of text we call literary and with a
certain way, to which Derrida has contributed a great deal, of reading this sort of
text. | do not blame the philosopher for knowing little or nothing of this notion of
textuality; it isn’t, or at least has not heretofore been, the philosopher’s business.
But philosophers are by and large — in my experience, almost universally — un-
willing to grant that there is anything to know here that they do not know, at least

. anything that they are debarred from knowing by lacking the training appropriate

to this knowledge. If Hilary Putnam were to say, you can’t understand important
areas of what analytic philosophers do if you don’t know how to do mathematical
logic, 1 would take his word for it and acknowledge a certain important area in
which 1 am incompetent to judge. But because philosophers read novels and
poems, they have of late acquired a certain vanity of knowing better how to read
novels and poems than do those whose profession, vocation, and devotion it is to
develop the technical discipline of such reading; and this vanity of the philoso-
pher is in large part derived from the fact that literary critics have gone off

chasing after deconstruction, which the philosopher, without having to do any

4 Jacques Derrida, “Signature, Ev.ent, Context,” in Margins of Philosophy. Trans,
Alan Bass. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1982, p. 324
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serious study of the matter, intuitively knows to be a foolish error. This is a pow-
erﬁ.ﬂ intuition, and :we all know how much stock analytic philosophers place in
their intuitions (which are their pipeline to the common sense of ungroundable
pragmatic reason); so 1 don’t expect to command immediate credence for the
cl'flim,that there is‘a significant methodology associated with the notion of “textu-
ality,” and thus a highly sophisticated expertise, comparable to that required to
become a professor of mathematical logic, which is-required before one can
competently Jjudge of it. I do not expect this claim even to be taken seriously by
anyone who identifies-him or herself univocally with the discipline of philosophy.
P_uather,‘l make this claim in order to evoke a political fact, concerning the rela-
tions or non-relations between the discursive communities .of philosophy and
deconstruction.} In the Anglo-American world it is primarily in literature depart-
ments that deconstruction has been received; and this fact by itself seems enough
to discredit Derrida’s claim to have anything to say to the philosopher. Yet the
philosopher reserves the right to say something about Derrida and aiso about
those in literature departments who have been influenced by him. There is a
p.rofou_nd question here concerning the nature and limits of discursive communi-
ties within the academic profession, the question, indeed, the paradox of the self-
validating character of these communities, each validating itself against the other
with no court of last resort that could adjudicate the matter.

Can we adequately understand this situation in terms of the notion of essential
contestability? No, because this notion presupposes and in return helps secure the
authority of pragmatic reason as the not-without-which that from the periphery of
our vision continues to mark the boundary or horizon of conflict; and it is the
-rfature and authority of reason itself that are in dispute. We are at- the boundary
line or point of radical discontinuity between two perhaps incommensurable
-la.nguage games, and not two language games among others but two that are
divided from each other precisely over the question of how the relations among
language games are most fundamentally to be understood. '

The presumed contestation that is the subject of this conference, pragmatism
or deconstruction, occurs within the context of a standoff between two discourse
communities which are for the most part talking past each other, and thus this

~conference itself exemplifies a disquietude of language games that cannot be

contained by the line, be it thin as a hair, that holds essential contestability short
of deconstruction — a disquietude involving a rupture or discontinuity of which
the philosopher would rather not speak but which is, so to speak, of the essence
for deconstruction. | call what | am doing in this reflexive move, by which | call
into evidence the present context as a reflection en abime of the question being
contested — 1 call this a textual operation, and everything else that | will say will
follow the contours of such an operation. And I ask you to notice that far from
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there being any “loss of the world,” as Putnam has claimed,’ in the textual action
of deconstruction, it is precisely the present reality in its fullest concreteness that
1 am invoking, the reality of this group of people here, you and 1, who are not
merely discussing but also manifesting, exemplifying, or performing the conflict
that we are discussing, Nothing, of course, could be more pragmatist than thus to
evoke the social reality that is the matrix of our inquiry or debate; but whereas
the pragmatist confidently presumes the telos of reason in light of which all con-
flicts are in principle, in the final instance, only an as yet inadequate implementa-
tion of the rule of reason — for example in the form of the rules of discourse
ethics — for deconstruction, by contrast, what social reality reveals is an illimit-
able crosscutting and abyssal embedding of contexts, not no world but an excess

- of world beyond what the benevolence of the pragmatist lawgiver can contain, in

fact or in principle. _

The reflexive operation of deconstruction, when it is performed responsibly
and not merely as a demonstration of a critical pyrotechnics — which 1 freely
admit has happened all too often, but not, despite what philosophical rumor and
superficial reading might suggest, from the pen or mouth of Jacques Derrida —
when it is performed responsibly, 1 say, this reflexive operation reveals that both
language games and the language in which we speak of language games have a
more complex topography or topology than that supposed by orthodox Wittgen-
stein commentary. Along one major axis of the discourse of pragmatic Wittgen-
steinianism, the metaphor, implicit or explicit, of the boundedness or self-
enclosure of the language game dominates the way in which language games are
conceptualized. This way of thinking about language games is very strongly
manifested, for example, by Paul Johnston in his fine book Wittgenstein and
Moral Philosophy.® Johnston speaks of moral language as constituted by lan-
guage games that are internally coherent and hermetically sealed off from one
another, such that no radical critique of the terms of any of these games can be
mounted, either from inside or outside. Janik, by contrast, suggests a sort of
openendedness or unboundedness to language games, which are, as he stresses,
constituted as families of overlapping uses. Yei, despite ihe fundamental differ-
ence in these two ways of reading Wittgenstein, Janik’s more expansive position
shows its relation to Johnston's when Janik in his own way evokes the imperme-
ability to radical reflexion of language games. | am completely in sympathy with
Janik’s basic point, that we cannot make fully explicit what it is that we know
when we know how to follow a rule; the demand for a full theoretical account of

5. Hilary Putnam, Pragmatism: An Open Question. Oxford: Blackwell, 1992. Quoted
phrase from p. 20. '
6 Paul Johnston, Wittgenstein and Moral Philosophy. London: Routledge, 1989.
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imqwledge.;is as alien to deconstruction as it is to pragmatism. But Janik, unlike
the deconstructionist; stresses “how constraints are built into those rules,” pro-
ducing a “regularity in our behavior which limits the ways in which we can ex-
pect to alter our-practices” (107). “Grasping, let alone altering, the rules we fol-
low is radically. limited by our very rule following activity” (108). We are, in
other words, always already inside the language game, and whether we conceive
_ the nature of language games narrowly with Johnston or broadly. with Janik, as
- discretely bounded or as continuously shading off into other language games, a
crucial bounding - function is played by the notion that we cannot get outside. in
sich a way-as to achieve a reflexive penetration of the game that goes beyond a
certain unascertainable point. Not very long after we start digging we will hit the
?edrock that-provides: the language game with a certain minima! boundary of
orm, :
Hence, even-though for the theorist of pragmatic reason the bounding func-
tion is in one sense unformulatable, in another sense it is quite clear and explicit.
What cannot be formulated is the guiding, regularizing form of the how-to-go-on-
ln«the—same-way that would dictate in any specific case the leap from A to B. Yet
it-is not only possible but necessary to formulate the most general consiraints to
_ which .any possible empirical instance of a rule must in the final instance con-

form; the boundaries against.which it must ultimately bump. These most general
qonstraints would be the rules of what { am calling pragmatic reason, unground-
able immanent ground of the sense of any possible language game. Pragmatic
‘reason is the solidity of the bedrock, the universal form of the bounding function
that one would transgress only on pain: of disqualifying oneself from speaking.
Anyone who transgresses the boundary will be guilty of contradicting herself,
trapped, for example, in what Habermas has taught us to call a “performative
contradiction.” Inevitably, this ultimate boundary of.pragmatic reason turns out
to be the classical boundary that has always grounded the logos in its strictest
explicit formalization as logic: the law of identity or non-contradiction, now in a
new pragmatist or “transcendental-pragmatic” incamation. (T he orthodox Witi-
gensteinian” will be on her guard against Habermas® attempt to formalize the
unformalizable; and will reject my too-close assimilation of her stance to his.
Habermas as daring to state what the Wittgensteinian must dissimulate on princi-
ple: this is an “aspect” that only “dawns” from a deconstructive perspective. And
the Wittgensteinian intuitively rejects this perspective.)
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One need not obey the rules of this game or that game; there might always be
some other game one is playing. The outside of any given language game might
well be the inside of some other language game. But whatever language game
one plays, in order for it to be a language game at all it must be subject in the
final instance to the rule of pragmatic reason. The outside of the great language
game constituted by all the little language games would be unreason and perhaps
violence. But what if a language game had no inside or outside?

This business of the inside and the outside is a very powerful metaphorics,
one that implicitly predetermines the philosophical inquiry into the meaning of
Wittgenstein’s late work. The inside-outside binary is also, I will just tentatively
remind you, the metaphor or structure that Derrida has identified as the matrix of
all metaphysical oppositions. But it is not my purpose here to argue that meta-
physics is lurking behind the pragmatic concept of the language game. Rather, |
want to inquire further into the concept of a language game as an artifact of the
text called the Philoscphical Investigations, where, as we shali see, this concept
is already twisted into a shape that undoes the distinction between inside and

- outside that it simultaneously. sets in play. This happens by means of a textual

operation, the textual operation: the concept of a game is repeated en abime, but
with a twist, in the notion of what Wittgenstein calls “the language-game with the
word ‘game.”” (P 71)

Before 1 delve into this intriguing move, this evident wordplay with which
Wittgenstein sets his game in motion, “das Sprachspiel mit dem Wort ‘Spiel,””
with the second “Spiel” in quotes, 1 note that Wittgenstein reserves the right to
use the term “language-game” not only for the simplest subsets of natural lan-
guage, such as the game with the four words “slab,” “beam,” “block,” and “pil-
lar,” but also for what he calls “the whole,” “das Ganze,” “consisting of language

" and the actions into which <language> is woven” (P! 7). Does Wittgenstein mean

by “das Ganze” merely a delimitable individual language game plus the actions
associated with it, or does he mean the whole human ihing, language plus action?
Probably the former, 1 think; but it doesn’t matter, because since all language
games would in this usage include the actions with which they are intertwined,
hence also the objects associated with those actions, the whole human thing is
entrained in Wittgenstein’s generalization of the notion of a language game as
das Ganze, and the totality of actions and things called “world” would no longer
be conceivable as the “outside” of the totality of language games. There is in this
sense no outside-the-language-game, and Wittgenstein is in perfect accord with
Derrida’s remark that philosophers have resolutely refused to understand, that
“there is no outside-the-text.” But all this is by the way; the question of inside
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and outside with which I am primarily concerned 'in the following remarks is not
that of the boundary between language and world but of that between one lan-
guage-game and-another, : : :

Tl}e-‘concept of & game in the Investigations plays from the outset a double
l.'ole: it is-on the one-hand one concept among others, like “reading” or “think-
mg,”-ong !_ivord among others naming a set of uses of a word whose grammar
Wittgenstein elucidates;. but unlike any of these other concepts “game” will leap
from the level of what is being elucidated to the meta-tanguage in terms of which
the. elucidation is: done. I"speak here of Wittgenstein’s “méta-language” as'a
deliberate provocation, to underline the oddity of the fold in language by which
the concept of a game grants. us an overview of the functioning of language in
general. “Game™ becomes, in the metaphor or catachresis of a “language-game,”
the concept that names the most general character of the operation of all the othér
concepts. ‘ : : -

,Thg concept “game” is, however, exploited in quite distinct ways at these two
levels. ‘At the first level, Wittgenstein points to actual games as instances of a
muftip{icig) of practices calted by the same name not because of anything they all
sha_ire In common but because they are related to each other in the fashion
-.Wlttge_nstei_n in his metalanguage dubs family resemblance. When the concept
game jumps to the metalanguage, as the concept “language-game,” it incorpo-
ra?efs the concept of family resemblance which had been elucidated by the multi-
plicity of actual and possible games, but which now falls into the background.
What the metalinguistic concept of the language game foregrounds from the
f:xamp]e of actual ‘games is their character as orderly, rule-guided activities: the
image of the chess game which is so salient early in the Investigations pla,ys a
crucial role in this foregrounding. The multiplicity of games, their radical differ-

ence from each other, is partially effaced by this highlighting in the notion of the

Iangtllag.e game of the fact of internal coherence in any given member of that
mu.ltlphcity, any single game or kind of game. The sense of multiplicity is not
v:entlrely effaced, because insofar as the notion of the language game takes up into
itself the notion of family resemblances, it stil] signals the i|:-‘ela'=ti0n,t0 eacl;roﬁ;;-
of different games, the fact that games are very different and yet they are all
called games. Yet when Wittgenstein says, “this is how we play the game. | mean
the la::n_guage game with the word ‘game,” ” he mixes together these two ways of
explf)ljnng the analogy of games in a way that is quite tangled and which he never
explicitly untangles. The - fact that each game has its rules and we do what they
tr:*Il- |:|s gives a sense of boundedness to this tacit knowledge, the sense that we are
“ “inside” the language-game; vet, since the language-game with the word game
addresses the relation-to-each-other-of-different-gamés, in shifting from one use
of a word to another it is actually as though we were shifting from one game to
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another, and therefore, if it’s a matter of rules, ffom one set of rules to another. If
we fail to keep distinct the two levels at which the concept of a game is invoked,
we assimilate too closely the first, internal coherence analogy to the second, the
relation-in-radical-difference analogy, and this assimilation makes the game of
changing games (the language game with the word game) seem like a less myste-
rious business than it is. That is, it makes it sound too much like just another
game, an instance of following-a-rule within a given, bounded game, rather than
the previously unheard-of game of changing games and therefore changing not
only a rule but the whole set of rules that within any given game provides the
context for the understanding of any given rule. Even under this understanding
there remains the sense of mystery evoked by Janik, that knowing any individual
game is itself a mysterious business because we can’t beyond a certain point
articulate what we know. But in passing from “game” to “language game” the
mystery of what we know in knowing how to play is exponentially heightened,
becomes abyssal. If one use of a word is related to another by a family resem-
blance, and if a family resemblance is to be understood as the sort of refation that
holds between different, and potentially radically different, games, games that
might have nothing in common (save the fact that they are all called games), then

* the language game with a word, any word, (and here I remind you that for Witt-

genstein the use or uses of one word shade off, overlap, or intersect with the uses
of indefinitely many other words) is the game of changing games, and the “rule”
for the use of a word would be the rule for changing the rules of its use. Hence
what would have to be in question if there was going in any meaningful sense to
be a rule for the use of'a word would have to be a meta-rule or super-rule. But it
is of the essence of Wittgenstein’s teaching that there can be no such super-rule.
That, and not because there’s some “experience” to which we no longer have
access, is why the use of a concept can only be illustrated by examples.

The: notion of “the rule for the use of a word™ has been picked up from Witt-

" genstein for the purposes of pragmatic reason in a way that does not clearly

distinguish the two levels of the game analogy and thus gives a false pacifying

~ impression of a. continuity or coherence of pragmatic reason derived from the

image of an individual game internally organized by its possibly unspeakable set
of rules. This impression of internal coherence or organization, of structure of a
sort, is what provides the limit to the notion of essential contestability that allows
essential contestability to remain this side of deconstruction. If to use a word is
not to dwell within a language game but to be constantly in transit between lan-
guage games, how can we even impute enough stability to language games for
them to be nameable as the termini of the transit? Into how many segments, how
many uses or games, can we subdivide the thread of “the use of a word” before
‘we succumb to a version of Zeno’s paradox and fall into the abyss of infinite
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sul?diwision? There is no formulatable rule that can tell us when to stop, only the
voice of_ pragmatic reason waming that “your spade is turned.” The super-rule of
pragmatic reason is the guardrail of our passage from game to game, and if we
want to know how we know that this.way is how it’s done, this way and not some
fnh.er. way which strikes us as quite deviant but which some deviant person is
m51§t_mg on(and don’t forget how essential it is to Wittgenstein’s method to keep
positing such deviant people and their weird interpretations), pragmatic reason
says “don’t ask:” This is precisely where our spade is supposed to be tumed,
where the boundary of reflexion is reached and we are held within this boundary.

A - ) Vv

To be held within this boundary is to remain within sociality, to remain a creature
that i; both politikon and logos ekhon. Wittgenstein cannot appeal to anything so
definite as a polis for the containing context of his multiplicity of language
games; he_introduces-instead the far more fluid notion of “forms of life.” The
n.otion.-.of. language games interfocks with and is secured by that of “forms of
life,” _which quietly slips the most fundamental philosophical notion, that-of form,
back into'the picture. This is of course “form” not in a metaphysical but a prag-
matic sense; and yet from 2 deconstructive standpoint one begins to wonder: can
the co’nc?pt of form-ever be evoked, in however muted or covert a fashion, with-
out-providing the philosopher with an opening by which:to salvage the remnants
of metaphysical form? The notion of forms of life is fluid, but it cannot be limit-
lessly fluid. Philosophy, no matter how pragmatic or pragmatist, demands a limit,
And the limit of fluidity of forms of life will be simultaneously the limit of fluid-
ity of language games. - :

Afnalytic philosophers have at their disposal twe knockdown objections to
Derridean deconstruction, and it might be felt that 1 am at this point up against
one of them, the obijection that deconstruction is hung up on the criterion of
absolut.eness or preciseness in the definition of concepts. Analytic philosophers

.,?mqw, m no smail part as a consequence of reading Wittgenstein, that there are
mexz?ct or “fuzzy” concepts. In asking for the limit of fluidity am I not repeating
Derrida’s mistake of-demanding that an inexact concept be made precise? The
other knockdown objection is that Derrida claims there is no such thing as correct
understanding yet asks us to correctly understand this claim; a very elementary

“performative contradiction” on his part-if he had ever said anything so simplis- .

tic, which of course he has not. Derrida has, however, indeed said that a concept
must-be precise or it is not a concept. .
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Three interfocking methodological reflections precede my attempt to anSwer
this question. .

1.1 don’t believe there is any general conceptual question concerning “fuzzy”
and “precise,” or for that matter concerning any other philosophical or philo-
sophically-appropriated concept; only definite questions arising in a specific
context of debate. The neo-pragmatist Wittgensteinian claims that in a given
context a concept might remain permanently fuzzy without bothering anyone, or
indeed without anyone’s even thinking that there is anything fuzzy about it, as
long as it is doing the job for which it is intended. But in such a case, what sense
does it make for the philosopher to characterize such a concept as fuzzy? Only as
transplanted into a philosophical debate would it occur to anyone to characterize
it as such. One could as easily say that it is precise, inasmuch as it is adequate to
the need in context — which, as we have also learned from Wittgenstein, is all that
the concept of precision ever means, there being no such thing as absolute, con-
textless precision. What | read in Wittgenstein is thus not that there exist fuzzy
concepts, but rather that “fuzzy” and “precise” are entirely context-dependent
concepts and that there is no point in applying an acontextual standard of preci-
sion to something that works fine in its context. Yet there is nothing sacred about
“stand roughly there;” this instruction might, as Wittgenstein suggests, “work
perfectly” (PI 88) yet it also might not. I might ask, “roughly where, exactiy?”; or
1 might stand within what 1 take to be the indicated space and you might get
annoyed and say, “no, no, 1 meant over there.” In these cases, it would make
sense, within the context, to say that the original instruction had been vague or
fuzzy“ ‘Inexact’ is really a reproach, and ‘exact’ is praise” (ibid.). But then its
vagueness provides no support for the philosopher’s contention that inexact
concepts can be just fine, since the point of calling a concept inexact is to indi-
cate its inadequacy within the context. When Wittgenstein says, early in this
remark, that we could call “stand roughly there” inexact he does not mean that it

" would make any sense to do so within the context of use; he is talking to his

philosophical interlocutor “outside the language-game.” In order to validate

“fuzzy concepts,” philosophers introduce an extra-contextual measure of inexaci-

ness into the debate — precisely the sort of measure they claim to be denouncing.
(This sort of thing happens all the time in contemporary philosophy that appeals
to the authority of Wittgenstein — the faiture of vigilance concerning the sea-
change that occurs to ordinary language when it is appropriated to make a philo-
sophical point) '

Thus the question of precision as between Derrida and analytic philosophy is
a philosophical question that cannot be settied on general considerations con-
cerning how language works as long as one is not engaged in philosophical ar-
gumentation; rather, we must understand what is philosophically at stake for both
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sides and what consequences follow from going one way or the other in this
debate.

© 2.1t is sometimes said that Wittgenstein underwent a Kehre between the early
and_!the late. work, with perhaps a transitional period in between; others assert
against this:view ‘that there is a fundamental unity between early and late. As
against both-of these views, I want to suggest that there is no unity in the later
work iself, or even in the Investigations. By this | don’t mean that Wittgenstein
keeps changing his mind or that he contradicts himself. Rather, [ mean that he
neverrarrives at any comprehensive final position but keeps probing at the same
!"undamentaquucstions and bringing out new aspects of them. On this reading, the
invocation of language games and forms of life in the early sections of the /nves-
tigations does not provide an immovable foundation for everything else; it makes
possible his entry into the type of investigation characteristic of his later period
but it-leaves all sorts of loose ends hanging, loose ends that are not mere detail's,
({alling fot mopping-up work but rather the horizon towards which further inves-
tigation- should: orient itself. Thus when Wittgenstein says, for ekample, that we
hit bedrock when we run out of reasons, he is not necessarily hitting bedrock in
his overall process of inquiry. This moment could be Just as tentative as any
other, not an ultimate observation about the limit of all our inquiring but a remark
_about one aspect of the phenomenology of the search for reasons. It happens,
501:netimes,~-that we have this experience. But other times it doesn’t happen; the
point at whic_h bedrock is struck is evidently different for different peopie, or for
the same -person at different times. There- are even people for whom bedrock is
-neve_r‘struck (I believe Wittgenstein himself was such a person — but his per-
plexities were not those of others). Wittgenstein is in part trying to goad such
people to change their sense of what the search for reasons is — his language is
-Playing a hortatory or normative role in an attempt to end their endless perplex-
ity. But (and here I recur to my first methodological reflection) this exhertation
must bc? understoed in the context of the philosophical ambience within which it
was written. Wittgenstein saw philosophy being done in certain ways in his time
and place, ways to which he objected; and he was trying to counter those ways.

. _We cannot assume without looking deeply into the matter that there is some

general, acontextual force to Wittgenstein’s strictures that can be transferred
whglesale into the context of the present debate. Thus, it might-be that while the
notion of forms of life played an important corrective function to the tendencies
of: philosophy as it was done in the first half of the last century, this notion itself
might need to be corrected today because it has been pressed into the service of
tendencies akin to those it was originally designed to counter. :

3. Wittgenstein chose the specific set of confusions that he addressed because

he was c_ombatting a certain urge to do philosophy that he perceived in the phi- -
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losophers of his time. Analytic philosophers today naively assume that because
they have studied “Wittgenstein” — the received, institutionally sanitized Witt-
genstein of contemporary analytic philosophy — they stand on the other side of
Wittgenstein’s critique, that they are not subject to the confusions he clarified and
are therefore free of the misguided urge or urges that Wittgenstein sought to
exorcise. This assumption is most often expressed in the form of disdain for
“metaphysics.” But metaphysics has a way of worming its way back into the
philosopher’s discourse while her back is turned, perhaps never more than when
the philosopher is certain that, having attained to a properly pragmatic or prag-
matist standpoint, she is beyond metaphysics, that she knows just what it is and
can cite the appropriate passage of Wittgenstein to disarm it. Thanks to Derrida’s
further elaboration of Heidegger’s reading of the history of philosophy, we now

-possess a beautifully articulated analysis of the urge from which Wittgenstein

tried to free himself and others — the urge we can now call nostalgia for presence.
It is easy enough to recognize Plato’s [deas as an expression of this nostalgia, but
what Wittgenstein saw that made his thought so radical and so inimical to the
conventional practices of philosophy, then as now, was that there were endlessly
subtle ways in which the same finction that in its most extreme form manifested

- itself as the eternality and unchangeability of the Ideas could operate, as he says,

“everywhere in our lives,” in conceptual operations apparently quite alien to
Platonism, for instance in the intrusion of the word “must” in certain contexts.

We say: “If you really follow the rule in multiplying, it must come out the same.”

. Now, when this is only the slightly hysterical style of university talk, we have no need to

be particularly interested. It is however the expression of an attitude towards the tech-
nique of multiplying, which comes out everywhere in our lives. The emphasis of the
‘must’ corresponds only to the inexorability of this attitude, not merely towards the tech-
nique of calculating, but also towards innumerable related practices. (Zertel 299)7

Wittgenstein had an almaost infailible nose for the “nostalgia for presence”,
and so didn’t need the concept; but such noses are extremely rare. | need the
concept, and I think others do too.

Vi

I am now ready to adduce a passage written by Wittgenstein himself as the best
rejoinder to the claim that notions of fuzziness, vagueness, and the like render

7 ..Ludwig Witigenstein, Zettel. Ed. G. E. M. Anscombe and G. H. von Wright. Trans.
Arnscombe. Berkeley: University of California Press, 1970,
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pragma_tic-coqc?pts immune to deconstructive challenge. I quote once again from
Zettel, rec?gnleng that the status of these notes is unclear, since Wittgenstein did
not authorize their publication. Here is the note:

Consider . . the following proposition: “The rules of a game may well allow a certain
Eree,dom, b_gt ail the same they must be quite definite rules.”™ That is as if one were to say:
Ygu may indeed leave a person enclosed by four walls a certain liberty of movement, but
the walls must be perfectly rigid” — and that is not true. “Well, the walls may be clastic all
right, but'in that case they have a- perfectly determinate degree of elasticity” — but what

does this say?-It seems to say that it must be possible to state the elasticity, but that again-

is:not 1r1ff:. “The: wall always has some determinate degree of elasticity — whether [ know
1t.0F not”: that is really the avowal of adherence o a form of expression. The one that
makes use of the form of an ideal of accuracy. (441)

* The question at the outset concerns the freedom or play alldwad. by “the rules '

of a game,” hence, by implication, also the rules of language games. On my
rqa?dlng, this remark brings out the radicality of Wittgenstein’s analysis of lan-
ggage_:games_;_by rejecting “pragmatist” approximations to his view of rule-
fell_o_wing that remain anchored to presence; the stages of Wittgenstein’s exposi-
tion in this remark constitute an allegory of the philosopher’s retreat from explicit
met;physics to covert metaphysics by progressive obfuscation of the limir- or
._boundaryﬁnict_ion (major neo-pragmatist form of presence) that the retreat is
intended to preserve, | |
In tl.le first proposition, the philosopher has already begun the retreat from
‘_‘,Platomst’_’ rigidity toward “pragmatist” flexibility: “the rules ... may well atlow
a certain freedom.” But the rules themselves are intrinsically rigid; they must be
“quite fleﬁnite.” The rules allow a space of play, but there is no play, no Spiel-
raum, in the rules themselves. Wittgenstein denies this, and the interlocutor’s
next |ifl€ of defense is the claim that although there might be indefiniteness in the
t'l:l]es, it must be a bounded or definite degree of indefiniteness. Now, it is not
ciear whiat this kind of boundedness would be; but what is clear is that it would
be 'such that one would be able to specify or declare it (angeben); and Wittgen-
“stein denies that this is necessary either. At this point Wittgenstein could still just
be plumping for an irreducible vagueness. The rules are indefinite or vague, and
we can’t transform this vagueness into a precise statement of what the limits of
the vagueness are. But now we come to the deepest and most difficult moment,
The interlocutor grants that this explicitness may not be in the cards, Neverthe-
I_gss, the vagueness or flexibility of the rules must nevertheless be determinate —
“whether we know it or not.” '
.The difference between the pragmatist and the deconstructionist readings of
Wittgenstein hinges on the interpretation of this final moment. The remark is
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easily recuperated by the pragmatist as continuous with the first two moments as
part of the “vague concept” notion. Wittgenstein is simply saying that it’s silly to
insist vagueness itself must be a quality with sharp boundaries. Vague is vague;
end of story, But who is this person to whom Wittgenstein is replying and what is
this person after? She has renounced knowledge; what she wants is merely the
reassurance in principlie that there must be boundary, in the form of an unknow-
able, indeterminably elastic deterntinacy. What philosopher would be satisfied
with that? Only the pragmatist: the philosopher who believes that there is no
definite boundary but.remains confident that nevertheless we will soon hit bed-
rock. One can have one’s determinacy and eat it, too. There is a form to a “form
of life,” and this form cannot be definitely defined, it is irreducibly vague, but
this very vagueness makes it the dwelling-place of the super-rule of pragmatic
reason which ensures that this form and rhat form remain distinct, that they do
not collapse into a continuous flux.

Of course no one can do anything with a genuinely continuous flux. The
question is how much recognition one is going to accord to flux and what conse-
quences this recognition is going to have for the shape of the resulting discourse.

- Is the problematic of language and sociality going to be driven by the sense that

the limit of fluidity is continually being washed away, and that we must be con-
tinually responsive to this continual erosion or fraying, attempting to grasp its
regularities or laws (however paradoxical, however alien to what pragmatic rea-
son would wish these laws to be — for example, in the form of what Derrida has
called “the condition of possibility and impossibility”) or is it going to dwell in
the enclosure of flexible walls that are by their nature guaranteed to be me aneu
logou, which 1 translate freely as “good enough for pragmatic purposes?”

The integrity of the inside of a language game could only be a function of a
sociopolitical boundary. Where there is a bounded comumunity that excludes

- outsiders, there is a language game with an inside. Only within the shelter of a

sociopolitical boundary (real or imagined) can we do blindly, without choosing,
whai a rule tells us. What the philosopher is asserting with her assertions of the
primacy of pragmatic reason is her sense of belonging to a community that vali-
dates the moves to which her “intuitions” guide her; and the person who does not
share these intuitions does not befong to the same community. A “form of life” is
either this, or it is an impossibly fluid limit-concept necessary to getting Wittgen-
stein’s project off the ground but that becomes problematic in the extreme once
that project is fully launchied — part, to use Wittgenstein’s familiar analogy, of the
ladder that needs to be kicked away at a certain point. '

In the absence of such a socio-ethico-political boundary the illusion of the
(indeterminate, unspeakable, dissimulated) super-rule disappears, and the
language game has no boundary and therefore no inside. In the space of indeter-
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minate and indeterminable sociality that we, as participants in an. international
f:onfcrence crossing disciplinary boundaries, here inhabit, and which is increas-
1flgly the space inhabited by large numbers of people across the globe (a condi-
tion that will inevitably transform philosophy, despite the contemporary holding
actions of pragmatic reason), the language game, as the game of changing games,
at every moment “others” or “outs” itself, and this continual outing or othering.of
what we can scarcely still call the language game is the object of the endless
reflexivity of deconstruction. We can’t get outside the language game, or-outside
the text, but we can’t get inside it-either; we can only, as Derrida says, re-mark it,
repeat it in a different register, and in this way produce a deconstructive or
(which comes to the same thing) self-deconstructing “textual” reflexion, as Witt-
genstein does when he re-marks “game” as “language game.” A procedure this
radical is necessary to disrupt the cultural narcissism of pragmatic reason, with its
re_assurin‘g belief in the possibility of return to the interior of the intuition-sharing
community.

- Here is the deconstructive question once more, in its sharpest form: Where is
the ordinary language-game, the everyday form of life, within which the concept
of ‘a-“languag’e—game” is at home? This is the founding, authorizing concept of
W1ttgenstein? s own “language-game,” but it cannot itself be restored to the
interior .of a pre-existing language-game and thus cannot be authorized by the
protocol of authorization that it sets up. It is, however, logicaily impermissible to
reject the concept of a language-game as “outside the language-game,” because
such a judgment would base itself on the authority of the concept it rejected. To
the deconstructive eye the textual shape of the concept is aporetic and abyssal:
neither grounded nor ungrounded; a productive re-marking of language that has,
like all other such re-markings, its uses and its limits. For the pragmatist Wittgen-
steinian who dwells within the “language-game” language-game, the concept
seems to be auto-authorized, as though the very heart of sense could be heard to
pul_se within it, and hence its (indefinite, unstateable) limiting power were unlim-
ited — so that the last word againsi deconsiruction would always be that it moves
outside the language game — that it is really just another form of “words gone
’:f.stray‘; and"therefore “the other side of the same philosophical coin as plato-
nism.™

8 I cite a very up-to-date version (most indebted to “the influence of Stanley Cavell,
Co_ra Diamond and John McDowell” [p. 112]} of the pacifying account of Wittgen-
stein, Martin Stone’s “Wittgenstein on Deconstruction” (London: Routledge, 2000),
p. 108. Stone’s account of Derrida is the most nuanced and sensitive that | have seen
from an analytic philosopher and his essay on the whole is a significant. step toward

a real debate with deconstruction. Yet his final verdict is the orthodox one: Wittgen-

steiri does not practice deconstruction because his final aim is to return us to the
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And now it seems to me that | have caught the ear of pragmatic reason, and that |
hear it saying to me in a calm but slightly annoyed tone, “It is not we who
exclude you, my friend, but you who exclude yourself, We include everyone in
the language game of democratic pragmatic reason, not only nominally but as
fully participating, equal members. All you-have to do is stand roughly there, in
the space that is me aneu logou, recognizing that the rules of this space, the bed-
rock rules, are as we say they are. Yet if you have any criticism of our formula-
tion of them we will listen to you because that’s how this game works; with the
proviso that your criticism itself must follow the rules that are as we say they are,
because at the bedrock level the tules are rock-solid, and even if we have trouble
formulating them we know that you cannot speak without obeying them on pain
of contradicting yourseif, of denying the condition of possibility of your right and
ability to participate in the discussion. We exclude only the excluders, and, pro-
visionally, those who have not yet fully acquired the capabilities necessary to
become fuii and equal participants in the discussion; these we place under tute-
lage until such time’as they have learned the unspeakable and indeterminately
elastic rules and are thus ready to assume their rightful place in the conversation
of reason. No need for fear here; no one is giving orders; we are merely remind-

" ing you to exercise your own autonomy by listening to the voice of sweet reason,

of the ‘must’-that-does-not-coerce.”

And yet what | hear when | hear this sweetly reasoned discourse is not the
voice of sweet reason but that of the philosopher playing the role of benevolent
administrator — the role of one who knows the best way things should be organ-
ized and whose job it is to implement this state of organization or at least per-
suade others to implement it, for my own good and that of everybody else. And 1
respond to this benevolent administrator the same way | have always responded
to all other benevolent administrators: [ see them as having designs on me,

“agreecable, everyday use” of words {108). Inevitably, this conclusion, which is en-
dorsed in words taken from the Tractatus as “the only strictly correct one (109),” is
conceived on the basis of the inside/outside split: according to Stone, the decon-
-structivist’s intention is “to speak outside of ‘language games’ * {108), and the cor-
rect rectification of this move is to replace her words within the boundaries beyond
which they have strayed. Undoubtedly Wittgenstein along one entire axis of his
thought asserts precisely this simple dickotomy, so agrecable to pragmatic reason, of
full and émpty tanguage, of the imside and outside.of the language game; this axis of
his thought, in my view, manifests the fact that Wittgenstein was still fully enclosed
by the cultural ambit of Europe. The question is whether this assertion is his last
word. [ believe Derrida’s position as a partial outsider to Europe is irreducible as a
factor in his difference from Wittgenstein and analytic philosophy in general.
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fiesigns I mean to resist. The more skillfully the benevolent philosophical admin-
-istrator argues that there is no escaping the rules of pragmatic reason, the more
coerced I feel-and the more Suspicious and resistant I become. What is pragmatic
reason to-do with me? I refuse to be placed under tutelage; indeed, | seem to
know well enough: how the language game of pragmatic reason works and yet
strangely, unreasonably, perversely, like the tortoise in Lewis Carroll’s fable of
Achilles and the tortoise, I refuse to go along. : Lo
<. Yet in this refusal 1 also refuse to grant that I am taking the side of unreason,
nensense, mere play, or nonseriousness. For 1 am not saying no to pragmatic
re.ason itseif-there is.no pragmatic reason ifself. It’s the philosopher’s rhetorical
trick to- pretend that when we say no to his account, his. verbal formulation, of
reason, sociality, or democracy, what we are denying i reason itself, sociality
itself, democracy itself" A picture holds him captive, and he cannot see why any
reasonable being would not be in thrall to the same picture, because the voice of
pragmatic reason seems to repeat it to him inexorably. But for me there is too
rfluch that this picture excludes: for instance, the “language game” of deconstruc-
taq_n. And in.excloding. this {anguage -game, pragmatic reason excludes, in
Wittgenstein’s name, Wittgenstein’s most consequential legacy, the one most
-pregnant with future. . : : o ! '
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Allan Janik

Wittgenstein’s critical hermeneutics: from physics to aesthetics

1. “The common behavior of mankind is the system of reference by means of which we
interpret an unknown language.” PU, 1 206.

« _the meaning of a word is its use in the language™ PU, 1 43.
11, “All that philosophy can do is to destroy idols.” Big Typescript (=MS 213), 413.
11L. “Our clear and simple language games are not preparatory studies for a future regu-
larization of language — as it were first approximations, ignoring friction and air-
resistance, The language-games are rather set up as objects of comparison which are
meant 1o throw light on the facts of our language by way not only of similarities, but also
of dissimilarities. PU, I, 130. '

Although there are certainly pragmatist and deconstructive moments in Wittgen-
stein’s mature philosophy, as the first three texts cited clearly indicate, that phi-
losophy is neither pragmatist nor deconstructive, but a peculiar sort of entirely

- unorthodox hermeneutics as the third implies. With that in mind we should re-
‘mind ourselves 1) of the points of contact between Wittgenstein and these ap-

proaches to philosophy, 2) of the differences between them and 3) explore his
concept of philosophy with a view to laying bare what we have termed his “criti-
cal hermeneutics”.

It is fréquently overiooked that we find pragmatist moments already in the
Tractatus. The pragmatic aspect of what it means for pseudo-propositions to
“show” that they are tautologies or contradictions, namely, the fact that one can
do anything one likes with a tautology and absolutely nothing with a contradic-
tion, has frequently been overlooked.! Try as hard as you will, in framing a the-

- ory you cannot do anything with a contradiction but you can do anything you like

with a tautology. Truth tables do not merely establish that fact but make it abso-
lutely ciear why this should be the case.

A second case in point concerns Wittgenstein's rejection of the idea of a
meta-language in the Tractatus. This follows from the fact that we construct
propositions and a fortiori the worid.2 What seems to be a hierarchy of languages
in fact is not. Actually, the meta-language in the alleged hierarchy is a construct
of a construct — a picture of a picture, rather than an analysis of pictorial structure
— and as such more distorting than revealing of the nature of proposition and

1 Wittgenstein Tractatus, 4461T.
2 fhid., 5.556
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language because it further obscures the fact that we picture facts for ourselves.?
The perspective is clearly pragmatist.

In the Investigations the pragmatic moment seems to jump out at us as soon
as we encounter the notion that “meaning is use”. And, indeed, there is scarcely a
more cel_.mtral notion in Wittgenstein’s thinking than the idea that it is first in un-

. derstar_:dmg_how we are to use a picture (sign, symbol, sentence or text) that we
kn.ow what it means. However, the notion of a pragmatic contradiction such as a
private language — or private money — is no less central. To suggest that either is
possible is simply to fail to understand the relevant concept. Moreover, there is
much to be said for the thesis that the limits of language in the Tractatus involve
such a pragmatic contradiction: it is not that you cannot believe that you have put
absolute value into words, but that you cannot succeed in doing so.

'H'owe_ver, unlike pragmatists from Peirce to Rorty, Wittgenstéin was not in

the least interested in developing an “edifying” philosophy. In his philosophizing
hE was neither interested in constructing a better society nor was he concerned
Wlth disclosing the meaning of life. Although he was personally profoundly influ-
enced by Christianity, he was in no sense a secularized post-Christian philoso-
pher like the classical pragmatists. ' '
7 With r_'espe_ct to deconstruction, one can find any number of deconstructive
moments in Wittgenstein's philosophizing as well. Thus in his early period the
truth tabl.e ,techniqpe provided him with a crystal-clear decision procedure for
c!ema_rcatmg the propositions of logic from empirical propositions. At the same
time it s.howed that, if all propositions were truth functions that no propositions
h-afi a_prwi!eged status. Thus there was no justification for terming certam 'prbpo-
sitions “axioms™ in logic because all of the propositions of logic had the same
status. On the basis of an alternative mode of representing propositions, the only
strict way, “from within™* as he put it, he was thus able to “deconstruct”,a project
that had occupied Russell and Frege intensely for some time."

e 3 L1 oy LA o at . [ =
Later in the Phifosopnical investigations the task of disabuging philosonhers’
B— it ros=t s

- of their “one-sided diet” of metaphysical and epistemological examples would be

vastly more complicated. It offered no chance of producing the sort of tour de
Jorce that the invention of the truth table did in the Tractatus. Instead, his efforts
had_.to resemble a set of therapeutic techniques, which could be altemnatively
applied until he found one that succeeded in dispelling the original problem.
Further ex'amples of his deconstructive tendencies include his steadfast rejection
of theory in philosophy, his view that logical form/depth grammar can only be
shown and not said, his idea that the goal of philosophy is to destroy idols, which

3 Wittgenstein, Tractatus, 2.1.

Wittgenstein to Ficker, p. 35,

are in fact but houses of cards, and the notion that what was most important in the
Tractatus was what he had nof written.5

Yet, for all that, he was not a deconstructionist. He may have said in the spirit
of deconstructionism that all that philosophy could do was destroy idols but he
immediately added, “and that means not making any new ones — say out of ‘the
absence of idols™.¢ Unlike deconstructionists, Wittgenstein most definitely
believed that there is such a thing as meaning. Although he shared their antipathy
to the idea that meaning is based upon cognitive structures, be they logical, as
Russell believed, neurological, as Chomsky believed or sociological, as Whorf
and Sapir believed, he steadfastly eschewed the idea that “anything goes™ as far
as meaning is concerned. Wittgenstein was not a nominalist; meaning is by no
means arbitrary for him. For Wittgenstein there is meaning but it is not univocal
in nature. In Wittgenstein’s view we are not confronted with a choice between a
fixed notion of meaning and pure ambiguity. There is a place for both fixity of
meaning and ambiguity in a conception of knowledge and mind rooted in the
sorts of metaphorical thought processes that belong to the natural history of an
animal that speaks. There is, indeed, in Wiitgenstein’s mature view a logic of
language but it is a metaphorical rather than a subsumptive logic.”

So, from the start we do well to question the very title of our symposium. It
seems to suggest, like many efforts to treat the theme “Wittgenstein and...” that
we finally know what Wittgenstein was really up to. In fact this is just another
chapter in a book that might be called “How To Do Things With Wittgenstein”.
From the point that it finally became clear that Wittgenstein was not a “logical
positivist” people have had the equally problematic idea that he was, neverthe-
less, really trying to do something other than he actually did and failing in his
efforts either to become Carnap® or to become Heidegger. For these people Witt-
genstein is a sort of Douanier Rousseau of philosophy: a brilliant primitive, only
-able to express himself idiosyncratically, a victim of his own talent as it were.
This view is simply false. .

Loc. cit.

MS 213 fThe Big Typescript], 413.

This point has largely gone unobserved in the literature. [t is too complex to discuss

heré. | am grateful to Kjell 5. Johannessen for discussions on this topic.

8  This title was originally that of a paper given by Kevin Muiligan in connection with
the London discussion of J.C. Nyiri’s thesis that Wittgenstein was a conservative

- ideologue in the fall of 1981.

9 Alois Pichler informs me that, if Wittgenstein ever aspired to do what Camnap did he

gave up on-the idea in 1936 when it became clear to him that he could only express

his thoughts in aphoristic form.

Y. T
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N.everthe]ess, many of his own statements superficially support: that view.
Copmder the following from the Preface to the Philosophical Investigations:

. .“Aﬁer several unsuccessful attempts to weld my results together into such a whole, |
tealized that 1 would never succeed.., 1 should tike to produce a good book. This has not

come about, but the time is past in which | could improve i, 10

) Sta;;ipents such as this are easily compounded from Wittgenstein's notebooks
and V.C'Orrespondence. In fact, Wittgenstein complains in a Socratic vein of his
mablln?z to express himself as he would. Those lamerits are hardly strange in a
perfectionist, whose philosophical conversation partners for the most part spoke a
language that was not his mother tongue'!, However, he insists at the same time
that‘this inability to express himself as he. would is connected with the very nature
of his philosophical investigation'2. In fact, we have paid too little attention to the
peculiarities of his philosophical endeavor. ‘ :

) Hlshwgy of _wri_ting had to be odd indeed if Wittgenstein would probe what
R.G. Collingwood terms the “absolute presuppositions” ini everyday life, i.e.,

what is so self-evident as to be beyond question, Such questions into what every-

one takes for granted must seem absurd, hilarious or uncanny but in no sense
‘normal”.® So, given his philosophical task, the oddness of his way of writing
and Wittggnstgin‘s’r difficulties of expression are hardly as §trange as they might
seem frg_m‘ ;he. outside. Their strangeness is all part of the task of showing us
e_}fpect:s of Iar_lguagé and experience that are so close to us that we cannot perceive
th!qm. In fact, now that his whole corpus is accessible," it is clear that his .phi-
losophy looks more or less as it would have, had he been able to express himself
adequately in his own eyes.

The central idea in Wittgensteins later philosophy is a notion that has been

all. too little understood. 1t is the idea that in the last analysis the logic of human
?hmkmg canm?t be described.!s This is for three reasons. First, rule-following
involves learning to use examples and they can aiways be employed it new and

:? %;:dufr.ig Wittgenstein, Philosophische Untersuchungen, Vorwort,
e fact that Wittgenstein wrote almost nothing in English is evi i
point was imaportan o e g nglish is_evidence that this
12 Seen?2. .
13 On Collingwood and Wittgenstein see m ] ;
st y Kunskapsbegreppet | praktisk filosofi
[The. Concept of Knowledge in Practical Philosophy] trans. Birgit Haggkvi'sf;
(Stockh?lm: Symposium, 1996), 96-100. :

14 The phllosoph}cal Nachlah i_s available at the Wittgenstein Archives. in Bergen
- Norway and will soon be available from Oxford University Press as a CD rom, his
let‘ters at the Brenner Archives in Innsbruck. ’

15 Wittgenstein, UG, 501,
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innovative ways. Radical innovation, completely unexpected conceptual change,
does occur. Second, there is always the possibility that there are exceptions that
are compatible with our rules. As a resuit we are often uncertain whether we are
confronted with a case that corresponds to the rule or forms an exception. Ir this
sense everything is compatible with the rule. Third, the very multiplicity of our
ways of interweaving words and actions into “language games” defies systemati-

- zation. Yet, even if rule-following cannot be reduced to a system, it is for all that

comprehensible. We must simply learn to look at what we do: “don’t think,
look!”.}¢ Thus in order to help us to get a glimpse of our "language games* or
practices the philosophers must gesture at something that cannot be described in
ordinary prose. Indeed, there is a reciprocal relationship between word and
gesture in Wittgenstein’s thinking, “...we really shall be explaining words by a
gesture, and a gesture by words™.'” Wittgenstein’s peculiar version of hermeneu-
tics thus follows from the notion that meaning is use but that use cannot be
described; it must be shown on the basis of examples, However, the examples
appealed to here are paradigmatic actions to be gestured at not propositions as
Socrates erroncously thought.

No small part of our problem with understanding Wittgenstein has arisen pre-
cisely because he departs so radically from traditional philosophy both with
respect to the substance and the form of his philosophizing in all its phases.
Moreover, since we have had only the foggiest idea of how he got to that view, of
who his philosophical precursors really are, it has been extremely difficult for
many philosophers with a solid, but conventional, education to make anything but
incompetence or obscurantism out of his seemingly oracular pronouncements. -
Thus arises the temptation to search for a “key” to understanding him.

If there is such an historical key to understanding what Wittgenstein really
wanted to do in his philosophizing in all its phases and why his writings are in

- principle complete in their curiously fragmentaty character, it is to be found in

the philosophical Introduction to Heinrich Hertz’s Principles of Mechanics.'®
The odd thing s that Wiitgenstein, a Berlin-trained engineer with a solid
grounding in theoretical physics, always said this. He hardly ever spoke of any-
one else in connection with the guestion of what philosophy is all about.!?

16 Wittgenstein, PU 1, 66.

17 Wittgenstein, Zettel, 227.

18 Heinrich Hertz, Die Prinzipien der Mechanik in neuem Zusammenhange dargestelit
{Leipzig: J.A. Barth; 1894), 1-49,

19 “[Tlhroughout his life, Wittgenstein regarded Hertz’s solution to the problem fof
force in Newtonian physics] as a perfect model of how philosophical confusion
should be dispelled”, Ray Monk, Ludwig Wittgenstein: The Duty of Genius (Lon-
don: Jonathan Cape, 1990), 446.
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Moreover, we find intertextual evidence of Hertz’s influence in the crucial dis-
cussion of the- nature of philosophy in the Investigations (I, 89-133).2° So it
should not be surprising that we should have to look to Hertz to find the most
rudimentary level of Wittgenstein’s philosophizing, his distinction between say-
ing and showing, which runs throughout his philosophizing, and determines his
- peculiar way of understanding “clarity”. The problem here is that Hertz has been
conflated with the more orthodox positivist, Mach, in the literature on Wittgen-
stein and generally. o _ : '
Apart from being a brilliant experimentalist and a boid theoretician, Hertz
was-a extra-ordinarily innovative philosopher of science, whose contributions to
that subject are only beginning to be recognized for what they are.2! Like all of
his contemporaries, he had his qualms about the metaphysical components in
Newtonian physics.. Like Emst Mach, for example, he objected to the Newtonian
employment of the notion of “force” in the exposition of mechanics. For Mach,
who was the precursor of the Vienina Circle in this respect, words such as “force”,
which do not refer to anything directly perceptible (but to an equation expressing
a relationship between mass and acceleration), should be banned from scientific
discourse. Indeed, the sort of almost fanatical anti-metaphysical, “scientific”
philosophiy that Mach inspired tended to preoccupy itself all too much with the
policing of intellectual life and posing a demand for the reform of language,
Hertz’s response was considerably less repressive and considerably more
creative. He reasoned that if problems like that of force arose from the way we
Jormulated our concepts, a re-formulation of those concepts, 1) equally rigorous
with respect to. formal relations and 2) equally rich with respect to empirical
content, ought to be able to eliminate them. Thus Hertz’s response to the classical
metaphysical objections that his contemporaries raised to Newton was not to
develop a philosophical theory about the sort of language that was acceptable for
the development of an acceptable theory but to restate the principles of mechan-
ics in such a way that Newton’s problems wouid not arise in ihe first place

piade. This

__tesponse ‘was based upon a sénsitivity to the role of rhetoric in the development

of scientific theory: theories must be not only empiricatly rich and logically co-
herent; they must also be appropriately presented. However, what is appropriate
for professional colleagues is hardly appropriate for, say, beginning students

20 Wittgenstein PU, 1, 133; cf, Hertz, Prinzipien, 9 and PU, |, 132; ¢f. Hertz Prinzip-

ten, 14, The English translation obscures the point.
21 On Hertz see my “How Did Hertz Influence Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Develop-
. - ment?”, Grazer Philosaphische Studien, Vol. 49 (1994/95), 19-47, which treats the
themes discussed here in depth. Cf. Davis Baird, R.I.G. Hughes and Alfred Nord-
mann {eds.), Heinrich Hertz: Classical Physicist, Modern Phitosopher (“Boston
Studies in Philosophy of Science™ 198; Dordrecht: Kluwer; 1998).

68

without being any the less “scientific” for all that — an_d vice versa._Tl-lms %Ofllllzlg_
the question “appropriate for whom?” introduces eo ipso 2 rhetorical tfm pol
mately aesthetic dimension to the evaluation o‘f theo.retlcal represel,\ta ions s
classical rationalism and empiricism systematically ignores. Hertz ? part:(;t "

way of clarifying the “language” of classical mechanics involved re-formulating

i iomatic system. .

mecll)‘:!;;:cﬁ:;nfmﬂzaﬁo?as it was, the Vienna Circle could se? nothing ott;z:
than the formal ingenuity and rigor that was c!emanded by Hertz’s prot%:-at;ee )
representing mechanics. So Carnap and Co. failed to see the forest for the .

" when they considered Hertz’s contribution to physics exclusively as a contrib-

ution to axiomatics. Unlike Wittgenstein, they di<.:l nf)t see the actual phllososz;
cal point of the exercise, which in fact was only mdl_rectly related to thg i;:c e
or failure of Hertz’s axiomatization project; for Wilhelm Ost\:vald ?nh e_mi_
called Energeticists had already produced one sych r_e-f?l'mulanon 0 ;te pl:um-
ples of mechanics, one that Hertz approved (_)f in prl_nmplf:, but foun (}:10;5 oure
bersome in practice, to fit the bill as far as radical clarlﬁca_tlon goes. Emphasi 1}‘%
the axiomatic character of Heriz's alternative to Ttlewtoman mechanics, l.e.iﬂo.:
substantive character of his presentation of phy_mcal theory, obscures f: pd 1e o
sophical point, namely, that it is possible to claflfy what has been con t;:same
tirely immanently, i.e., on the basis of an alternative way of ‘representmg same
object. In this way physical theory takes care of |t§elf without reco,url-s;c:kl e
epistemology such as Mach’s — or any other. In fgct 1t‘ h_as been Hert?.ls oh n *
and cleverness as a physicist that has obscured his brilliance as a philosopher
; ; 22

SCIG;\‘E: uf::;tﬂ :ﬁ:? );:iertz's peculiar hermeneutical approach to the d.issolunon oft:
metaphysical problems in natural science has been ne':glected by pgllosf?p(li)e{jig-
science goes a long way to explaining why many phllosopherf. to a)fr ;;1 o
genstein so strange. Be that as it may, it is precisely that technfque of a :m e
representation that the mature Wittgenstein recomrnends and in fact del 1Ivers. :
Thus what began as a brilliant strategy foi tac‘.c.hn.g metaphysical p.ro.b errtls ;ln
mechanics in Hertz was developed by W-ittgenst.em into an equa'llyzlznll}ant_ e?f:
nique for dealing with both the problems of logic and those of life.** It is signifi

i i i hiloséphcrs seems to have

Apart from Wittgenstein Ernst Cassirer alone among p °

2 apppreciated chi Cf Emst Cassirer, The Pm)blle(;'; (;}; fnowledge, trans. W. Wo
w Haven: Yale University Press, 1950), 3-114. . )

23 %1‘{(') T\g:jr concept is wrong. — However, 1 cannot illuminate the m?i‘ttoer by r{iagi.:tg;g

‘ ai i attention away from cel -
against your words, but only by trying to turn your e O et 463,

ions, illustrations, images, and towards th&? use of the words”, . ttel,
24 %r;s:Vin:ehstein Geheime Tagebiicher, ed. Wilhelm Baum (Vienna: Turia & Kant,
1992), 6-7.V1L.16.
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-cant that Witigenstein frequently uses the same expression to describe what is
needed in both situations: “das erldsende Wort” — nor is it accidental that it oc-
curs in an early version of the Philosophical Investigations in connection with the
nature of philosophy: “the philosopher endeavors to find the saving word, that is
that word that allows us finally to grasp what has been until now a continually
intractable burden to our consciousness”.25 This “erltsende Wort” turns out, not
unsurprisingly for a Hertzian, to be “a composition of the right examples”.26
.[n' the Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein insists that it is “deep dis-
quictudes™, deep as the forms of our language, that move us to philosophize. The
“depth” of the problem hangs closely together with the fact that human beings
“cannot leam language without it being drilled into them to the point that it be-
comes second nature. Thus successful routinization of complex behavior patterns
makes - it extraordinarily difficult to get an overview of how language, and

a fortiori human thinking, works, The problem is, indeed, so deep that the very

Pos'i'ng bf it tempts us to misunderstand the workings of language by looking for
. lts defining characteristics, whereas what ‘we really should be doing, once we
have taken a look at what we do in a particular situation, is réarranging what we

in practice know about how we do things with words such that those problems

_dissolve.?” This rearrangement is an activity as demanding as it is creative. It is
one that Wittgenstein clearly considers akin to that of writing fiction.?® 1t in-
volves: : '

l)_fmding and inventing intermediate cases to wean us away from our previ-
ous “one-sided diet” of examples,?? -

2) experimenting with various ways of formulating expressions to see how
seemingly minute differences in language can lead to significant differences of
meaning,*0 -
which,

3) show us how much of our expectations in philosophy are connected with a
superficial aesthetic sensibility, which confuses clarity with a property of propo-

25 Wittgenstein, PU: Friihversion 1937-1938, eds. G.H. von Wright & H. Nyman;
Helsinki: privately printed, 1979), L, 106. ’

26 Wittgenstein, MS 147, 19 (1.02.1934)

27  Wingenstein, GT, 26.X1.14; cf, PU, I, 133.

28  Wittgenstein, Fermischte Bemerkungen, 58.

29 Wittgenstein, PU, L, 593.

30 See Alois Pichler’s penetrating “Wittgenstein’s spitere Manuskripte: ¢inige Bemer-
;gngen zit Stil und Schreiben”, Mitteilungen aus dem Brenner Archiv 12 (1993), &-
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sitions rather than an understanding of the “absolute presuppositions” of think-
ing! :
and thus why

4) the “dissolution” of those problems must take place slowly, i.e., because
the therapy must be complete and the urge to produce a philosophical theory
must disappear completely.32

This is the “complete clarity” that philosophy strives for in Wittgenstein’s
view. : .

In all phases of his philosophizing Wittgenstein was convinced that philo-
sophical problems arise because we misunderstand the logic of our language. In
his later philosophy this is a matter of failing to grasp that language is not a uni-
fied phenomenon but a variety of interweavings of words and actions. We are
dazzled by the word and seek a single object that corresponds to it, when in fact
there are many kinds of, say, “games” that cannot be reduced to one definition.
Furthermore, we use words that resemble each other closely to do the most dif-
ferent things: '

It is like looking into the cabin of a locomotive, We se¢ handles all looking more or
less alike. (Naturally, since they are ail supposed 1o be handled.) But one is the handle of
a crank which can be moved continuously (it regulates the opening of a valve); another is
the handle of a switch, which has only two effective positions, it is either off or on; 2 third

- is the handle of a brake-lever, the harder one pulls on it, the harder it brakes; a fourth, the

handle of 2 pump: it has an effect only so long as it is moved to and fro». 33

Thus the task of philosophy was always an “analytic” one in the sense that the
philosopher has to break down the intractably complex set of interrelated phe-
nomena that constitute language into their constituents, i.c., “language games”,
with a view to showing that there are in fact a multiplicity of ways that words,
signs, sentences, symbols and texts fit into the human form of life:

“Misunderstandings conceming the use of words, caused, among other things, by
certain analogies between the forms of expression in different regions of languags. —
Some of them can be temoved by substituting one form of expression with one another;
this process may be called an ‘analysis’ of our forms of expression, for the process is
sometimes like one of taking a thing apart”. 3

31  Wittgenstein, PU, I, 217. On clarity and “absolute presuppositions™ see my Style,
Politics and the Future of Philosophy (“Boston Studies in Philosophy of Science”
. 114; Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1989), xiii ef passim.
32 Witgenstein, Zettel, 382. a
33 Wittgenstein, PU, I, 12,
34 Wittgenstein, PU, 1, 90.
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- -Only when this sort of analysis is complete does philosophy cease to call it-
self into question. Such an Hertzian hermeneutic version of analytic philosophy
has very little to do with the sort of philosophizing normally associated with the
term and. exemplified by such figures as Russell, Carnap, Ayer.and Quine. At
best it is.a sort-of distant cousin, :

' ‘T_he t?if'ferenccs between the Hertzian-Wittgensteinian concept and the posi-
tivist notton of clarity should serve as a solid point of departure in developing an
acc:ount_ of his peculiar concept of hermeneutics with its roots in Hertz. Wittgen-
stein considered that philosophy, unlike science, did not solve problems, rather it
“dissolved” them. Getting clear about a philosophical matter for him was a
question of coming to understand paradoxically 1) why we have the sense that a
philosophical question has been “forced upon us” and 2} how practice shows us
wh?r that should not be so. Clarity for him has nothing whatsoever to do with the
!og;cal -analysis of the propositions which express our claims to knowledge but is
a mattgr of getting an overview (eine ubersichtliche Darstellung)®® of the field in
which a problem arises such that the problem disappears. '

Thus what starts with Hertz as a campaign to eliminate metaphysical prob- 7

lems in mechanics on the basis of an alternative representation of the subject
physics becomes in Wittgenstein ultimately a kind of sensitivity training with
Tespect to the differences that linguistic and behavioral nuances make with re-
spect to meaning. Little wonder that the most insightful commentators on Witt-
genstein have come to recognize the centrality of an aesthetic moment in his
philosophizing. Philosophers have long noted that there are strong implications
for aesthetics in Wittgenstein’s mature philosophy. His emphasis upon the inde-
terminacy of aesthetic concepts, the logica! plurality of critical discourses and the

contextual character of knowledge are three examples of notions that have been

profitably incorporated into contemporary discussions in aesthetics.3 What has
been }ess often noticed is that aesthetic understanding is in fact Wittgenstein’s
paradigm for philasophy.?” This corresponds both to Wittgenstein's explicit
asser-tions such as the idea that the 7ractarus was at once strictly literary and at
--the same time_philosophical and the philosophy could only be written as fiction.
Thus_ in the Preface to the Jnvestigations he compares himself to a draughtsman
drawing a landscape from various points of view, which are to be compared to
one another, It runs through his efforts to introduce new ways of seeing things
‘like, say, intentions differently from our routinized, conventional way of per-

35 Wittgenstein, PU, 1, 122, .

36 Cf. Richard Shusterman, “Wittgenstein and Critical Reasoning”, Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research, Vol. 46, (1986), 93-99.

37 Cf Cyril Barrett’s contribution to the symposium “Witttgenstein and the Problems
of Objectivity in Aesthetics”. The British Journal of Aesthetics, Vol. 7 (1967).
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ceiving them. This often involves guiding us with a view to bringing us to a more
appropriate response 1o, say, our ascriptions of color. His technique is almost
entirely Hertzian inasmuch as he introduces new points of comparison to induce a
sense of wonder at the everyday. Moreover, to induce wonder in minds that had
long lost the ability to see things anew, he had to find new ways to confront us
with the everyday.

All of that is in the end little more than leading us to a new aesthetic appre-
ciation. Little wonder, then, that the Hertzian Wittgenstein could have considered
Kent’s assertion from Shakespeare’s King Lear, “I'll teach you differences” an
apt motto for his major work. The critical moment in Wittgenstein’s later thought
is precisely the point at which the act of continually seeking differences relativ-

Uzes what the external forins of language themselves tempt us to absolutize lan-

guage in the form of, say, a philesophical theory of meaning. This moment in
Wittgenstein’s philosophizing can be constructively compared with the practice
of skepticism as understood by, say, Sextus Empiricus.’® Moreover, the continu-
ous search for new points of comparison deals with a problem endemic to Pop-
per’s “critical rationalism”, which leaves the rational person in a schizophrenic
state of tension between avidly producing conjectures only to refute them
vigorously, inasmuch as the act of comparing does not require that we be of two
minds in the same matter. The act of mulling over differences relativizes what

' philosophical theory has absolutized in confusing surface grammar with depth

grammar. Problems get “dissolved” as we come fo realize the essentially meta-
phorical and therefore pluralistic character of meaning. “Dissolving” problems
has frequently been perceived as nothing less than perverse by traditional phi-
losophers committed to an ‘heroic’ view of philosophy’s role in propagating
Enlightennient. Yet, this is a mistake. Society’s would-be “‘enlighteners” have all
too often forgotten Diderot’s ironical wamning in Rameau’s Nephew that we
ignore the /imits that nature itself places upon Enlightenment at our peril.*®

As far as Wittgenstein goes, we also forget that there is a certain kind of hu-
man wisdom here that has ofien been intuited but seidom articuiated. Paul En-
gelmann has termed it “creative separation” between what can be said and what
can only be shown, i.e., between thought and action. Wittgenstein finds philoso-
phy- completely unrelated to efforts to change the world or — and this is often
overlooked: — to resist such efforts. He might well have said with Freud, whose
disciple he claimed to be, that the ego is master in its own house in a very

38 See Julia Annas and Jonathan Barnes, The Modes of Skepticism: Ancient Texts and
Modern Interpretations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1985).

39 Cf My “Rameau’s Nephew: Dialogue as Gesamtkunstwerk for Enlightenment”, in
Skill, Technology and Education: On Practical Philosophy, ed. B. Géranzon (Lon-
don: Springer, 1995), 57-74,
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restricted sense. To many, if not most philosophers, this is simply unthinkable.
.Yet, for Witigenstein the idea that philosophy is completebz different from eth-
ics/politics. is absolutely central to philesophy. It is a corollary of a thought that
runs throughout all of Wittgenstein’s thinking that human beings must take care
of themselves just as in his earliest notes “logic must take care of itself”, whereas
!ater “Iangu_age must take care of itself” and finally “practice must take care of
ltsel_f‘i ‘Philosophy, i.e. ideas, cannot help us if we.are not ready to change .our-
selve§. -We can only accomplish this with the greatest of difficulty. There are no
theories “or formulas that make.the world better.  Only human action -can
e.iccompllsh that. Anyone who promises a theoretical solution to human problems
in fact only: compounds the problem by seducing us into thinking that there can

be a solution® without effort. The skeptical tone of Wittgenstein’s assertion that -

the '«real're\(olutibnary would be the one that would revolutionize himself*? shouid
not obscu.:_'g from .us the fact that Wittgenstein also recognized a deep-seated
tendgngy in 'us to want to change the world radically. For him it is something that
\fermust'(xmibat if we are to do philosephy. This is not to be reactionary but
su.nply to. leave things as they .are — which is in fact the exact equivalent of
Nietzsche’s notion of Eternal Recurrence and the early Heidegger’s notion of

_truth-as the “letting—be of what is”. Leaving things as they are, too, is more diffi-
cult than.we are inclined to think.

40 Wittgenstein, VB, 92..Cf. Herbert Josephs, Le neveu-zfe.Rameau: Diderot’s Dialo-
gue of Language and Gesture (n.p.: Ohio University Press, 1969).
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Stephen Mulhall

Deconstruction and the ordinary

Why has Jacques Derrida never, in the course of his long, prolific and wide-

2 ranging intellectual career, engaged in a detailed reading of Wittgenstein's Philo-

sophical Investigations? Even if we acknowledge that that not even a writer of
Derrida’s legendary productivity can hope to address every text in the history of

‘philosophy in which he might have an interest, my question remains pressing,

because the highly distinctive prose of the fnvestigations appears to pose in an

“unusually powerful way at once an invitation and a challenge to what one might
* call deconstructive reading. 1 would hardly be inviting controversy to describe

Wittgenstein's writing in this book as ‘patient, open, aporetical, in constant trans-
formation, often more fruitful in the acknowiedgement of its impasses than its
positions'; but in so describing it, I would be reciting words Derrida himself uses
to characterize those aspects of the work of J.L.Austin which attracted him suf-

" ficiently to devote an essay to certain parts of it.! Hence, one way of thinking of

my question is as an invitation to imagine 2 deconstructive reading of the /nvesti-
gations as a way of continuing the exploration of what is often called ordinary
language philosophy that Derrida began in the three essays collected in Limited
Inc. .

Of course, Derrida himself might initially be inclined to find this way of
casting my invitation the very reverse of appealing; the Afterword to Limited Inc
makes it abundantly clear just how disturbing he found the polemical tone, and
the attendant lapses of scholarly integrity, of the exchanges with Searle that fol-
lowed upon the publication of 'Signature Event Context’ (just as the absence from

" the volume of Searle's reply to that essay makes it clear that he feels no less dis-

turbed, and no doubt for what he takes to be similar reasons). Indeed, any phi-
losopher with an interest in either or both of these traditions (whose failure to
encounter one another in these exchanges is perhaps the only point upon which
its principal participants agree) is likely to find the idea of revisiting this particu-
lar debate profoundly disheartening.

What we need to recall is that it is both possible and necessary to distinguish

between Derrida's interest in Austin's work and his interest in Searle's, and to

1 'Signature Event Context, in Limited Inc, (NorthWestern University Press: Evanston
1L, 1988), p 14; all references to the three essays contained in this collection — he-
reafter L - will be keyed to its pagination. .
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acknowledge not only that the species of ordinary language philosophy repre-
sented by Austin can be inherited in ways other than that of Searle, but also that
there is another species of ordinary language philosophy than that represented by
Austin, and hence another way of attempting to make the idea of the ordinary
(with respect to language and to life) philosophically fruitful. Stanley Cavell's
recent essay 'Counter-Philosophy and the Pawn of Voice®, represents the former
possibility;. it describes itself as pretending that Derrida's controversy with Searle
did not happen, as speaking to Derrida’s words on Austin as if for the first-time -
thereby -enacting a speech-act of the very kind under discussion in Austin and
Derrida in order to free both from a certain kind of misappropriation, and to free
himself to respond to Derrida's words in ways that he ought to find rather more

" congenial, even if no less resistant. Wittgenstein's Philosophical Investigations

represents the latter possibility. In this essay, | shall attempt to show that, and
how, realizing either possibility might make the encounter between deconstruc-
tion and philosophicai appropriations of the idea of ordinary language less heated
and more illuminating, -

1) Austin's contexts

Cavell's- attempt to respond in Austin's name to Derrida's critique is protracted,
complex and multiply qualified; here, 1 can only draw out some of its more cen-
tral claims and questions. One might think of them as implying that Derrida has
in various ways failed to attend to Austin's contexts:

Take, for example, Derrida's most fundamental, would-be complimentary,
comument on the general form of Austin's theory of speech-acts; he tells us that
'Austin was obliged to free the analysis of the performative from the authority of
the truth value... and to substitute for it at times the value of force, of difference
of force (illocutionary or perlocutionary force)... which is nothing iess ihan
Nietzschean' (LI, 13). For Cavell, this shows that Derrida is insufficiently sensi-
tive to the fact that Austin's account of performatives aims to counter a defining
assumption of the then-dominant analytical school of logical positivism - the
assumption that al! utterances other than those in the business of describing states
of affairs (for example, judgements of aesthetics, of ethics and of religion) were
held to have merely emotive meaning, and hence to lack any cognitive or rational

relation to reality. Austin's account of performatives controverts that assumption -

by representing those utterances as retaining a certain kind of adequation to

2 In A Pitch of Philosophy (Harvard University Press: Cambridge, Mass., 1994) -

hercafter CPV,
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realitj.{ or to factual conditions despite not being characterizable as descriptions
of reality, and hence as true or false.

What Austin "substitutes” for the logically defined concept of tru'fh is not force but
“felicity”. Statements, if adequate to reality, are true, if not, false. (This defines the con-

cept of a statement.} Performatives, if adequate to reality, are felicitous, if not, then, in
specific ways, infelicitous. (CPV, 81) .

The concept of "force’ does come up in Austin's work, but in a very differ_ent
context - although one still implicitly keyed to the broader context o.f Iogl_cal
positivism. For he distinguishes between utterances that do somethmg, in saying
something and those that do something by saying something (that is, bt_)tween
illocutionary and perlocutionary utterances); and this distinction between k}m_is of
force allows him to locate a type of utterance that answers to logical positms‘m's
idea of emotive meaning - perlocutionary speech-acts such as persuadmg,,
annoying, thrilling, bullying, frightening, wounding - but to reveal thereby -tizelr
difference from the illocutionary utterances to which the logical positivists
wished undiscriminatiﬁgly to apply that idea. It follows that, by misplacing Aus-
tin's concept of force, Derrida’s would-be compliment eclipses.any a(.ieqUate
concep-tion of the way in which Austin's theory of speech-acts registers hlS.SBI'ISC
of the limited truth and the general falsity of logical positivism's conception of
what one might call the non-constative. .

By substituting the idea of felicity for that of truth, one might thmlf t_h:at Aus-
tin necessarily makes central to his account of speech-acts the pos§|blllty that
utterances might in various ways be infelicitous - suffering inadequation to real-
ity. Derrida's critique of Austin suggests, on the contrary, that his general theory
fails to appreciate the necessity of that possibility, fails to interrogate exposure to
infelicity as an essential predicate or law of human utterances (L1, p 1.5). His
basis for this claim lies in the significance he atiributes to two occasions on
which Austin‘app.ea_rs to exclude, reject or defer any such interrogation. The first
concerns the kinds of infelicity or unhappiness to which speech-acis are viilner
able in the way that all actions are vulnerable:

Féatures of this sort would normally come under the heading of "_ex_tt.:m:ating circum-
stances" or of "factors reducing or abrogating the agent's responsibility”, and so on.
(HDTW3, 21) :

3 J.L.Austin, How to Do Things With Words (Oxford University Press: Oxford, 1962)
- hereafter HDTW.
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The second concemns the kind of ill to which performatives are vulnerable in
* the way that all utterances are vulnerable:

I mean, for example, the following: a performative utterance will, for example, be in g
peculiar way-hollow or void-if said by an actor on the stage, or if introduced in a poem, or
spoken in seliloguy... -'a sea-change in special circumstances. Language in such circum-
stances is in special ways - intelligibly - used not seriously, but in many ways parasitic
upon its normal use - ways which fall under the doctrine of the etiolations’ of language.
All this we are excluding from consideration. Our performative utterances, felicitous or
nol, are to be understood as issuwed in ordinary circumstances, (HDTW, 22}

Derrida excludes (more precisely, 'leaves aside’) the first of these exclusions -
perhaps because he thinks of them as two cases of the same general gesture; but
he quotes enough of that first deferral to show how implausible it is to claim that
Austin passes over the significance of this kind of infelicity. For Austin there
asserts that 'features of this [first] sort can and.do constantly obtrude into any
case we are discussing' (HDTW, 21); and what he there refers to as 'extenuating
circumstances' he famously subjects to a thorough and painstaking analysis else-
where; in a paper entitled 'A Plea for Excuses'. Cavell's purpose in pointing this
out is not to accuse Derrida of poor scholarship; it is to suggest that Austin's

- lectures on speech-acts have a broader context in his (short) lifetime's work, that
deferring the performance of a theoretical task to another {con)text is not
equivalent to excluding or rejecting it, and - most importantly - to remind us that
in that .other context Austin makes it clear that 'excuses are as essentially impli-
cated in {his] view of human actions as slips and over-determinations are in
Freud's' (CPV, 87). More specifically, for Cavell, this is where a truly
Nietzschean turn is really evident in Austin's work:

What does it betoken about human actions that the reticulated constellation of predi-
cates of excuse is made for them...? It betokens, we might say, the all but unending vul-
nerability of human action, its openness to the independence of the world and the preoc-
cupation of the mind. I would like to say that the theme of excuses tums philosophy's
attention patiently and thoroughly to something philospphy would love to ignore - the fact

—that human-life-is constrained to-the life of the human body, to what Emerson calls the

giant [ always take with me. The law of the body is the law. (CPV, 87)

Austin's second exclusion is a different matter. Cavell emphasizes that it too
implicitly refers the reader to another of Austin's texts, a paper entitled 'Pretend-
ing, in which he begins the theoretical work of distinguishing pretending from
(and thus linking it with) feigning or posing as, affecting or shamming, imitating,
rehearsing and acting. Cavell does not, however, take this reminder of the
broader context of Austin's second exclusion simply or directly to controvert
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Derrida's claim that Austin] insists on the fact that this possibility [that .utter-
ances may be 'quoted’] remains abnormal, parasitic, that it constitutes a kind .of
extension or agonized succumbing of language that we should strenuously :hs-
tance ourselves from and ignore. And the concept of the "ordinary“,_thus of ‘or-
dinary language", to which he has recourse is clearly markgd by t.hlS exclus!on"
(L1, 16). For the highly provisional and undeveloped work laid out in '?retendmg
neither underwrites nor overwrites-the concluding gesture of Austin's second
exclusion to which Derrida adverts, with its unavoidable implication :chat .what
one might call literary iterations of language are necessarily to be distinguished
from ‘ordinary circumstances'. _

Nevertheless, Cavell dissents from Derrida's diagnosis of the root cause of
this exclusion, and from his sense of the depth to which any Austinian concept of
the ordinary must be marked by it. Derrida lays out his diagnosis as follows:

If one maintains that... ordinary language... excludes a general citationality or iter-
ability, does that not mean that the 'ordinariness’ in question - the mtng anc'l the notion -
shelter a lure, the teleological lure of consciousness...? Above all, this essential absence of
intending the actuality of the utterance, this structural unconscious,... prohibits any satu-

ration of the context. ln order for a context to be exhaustively determinable, in the sense

required by Austin, conscious intention would at the very least have to be tgtally present
and immediately transparent to itself and to others, since it is a determining centre of
context. (LI, 18)

What lures Derrida into thinking that Austin seeks exhaustively determi_nable
contexts, each centring around a totalty self-present and self-transparent !nten-
tion? He claims earlier in his essay that Austin includes consciousness or mten-
fioh as one element (and not just one amongst others) in determining the context
of a speech-act (L1, 14); and some of Derrida's most sophisticated cf)mmentatfn:s
foliow him in this. Henry Staten?, for example, refers in more detail to Austin's

 early identification.of three types of necessary condition for the happy execution

of a speech-act: the first two types specify that the relevant procedural form must

nacifiag

’ H i fads o thied o
exist, and that it must be correctly and compietely executed; ihe third specifies

that we must be sincere where sincerity is called for (have the thoughts, f,aelings
and intentions for which the procedure is designed) and fulfil the commitments
‘we take on in our subsequent conduct. Staten notes that the third type of condi-
tion has a peculiar status:

) Ausﬁn labels them with Greek letterls)... to indicate that they are of a diﬂ‘fcrc'nt type
than the first two, and says that they involve the 'implementing’ or ‘consummating of the
act. The status of [these] conditions... seems to me peculiar; the act has in fact been com-

4 - In Witigenstein and Derrida, (Blackwell: Oxford, 1985) - hercafter WD.
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pleted, but not "consummated'. Yet, however peculiar their status, Austin does not con-
sider them marginal or accessory conditions; on the contrary... When conditions A and B
are-satisfied, we have only the dead shell of a ritual; [type 3] conditions are its energeia or
entelecheia (as we should translate into formal Aristotelian terms Austin's ‘consumma-
tion’). (WD, 115) ‘ S

In subjecting Austin's admittedly peculiar choice of jmagery to the further
Stress of translation into Aristotelian terminology, Staten does not exactly heed
Austin's ‘quickly delivered wamning that they 'will not beéar very much stressing'
(HDTW, 16-17). And he passes over (as does Derrida) Austin's initia! or primary
explanation of the difference (what he calls 'the first big distinction”) between the
first two and'the third types of condition.

If we offerid any. against any of the former rules (A's or B's) - that is, if we, say, uiter
the formula incorrectly, or if, say, we are not in a position to do the act... then the act in
question... is not. successfully performed at all, does not come off; -is- not achieved.
Whereas in the two [type 3] cases the act is achicved, although to achieve it in such cir-

16) .
As Cavell emphasizes, this seems the very reverse of making the category of
intention or’ consciousness the organizing centre of the analysis of performatives.
The distinction as Austin marks it is rather intended to register the fact that (at
least in certain major categories of performative) intention is inessential in de-
terming whether a performative is in effect. .

Setting aside Derrida's diagnosis of Austin's second exclusion, what are we to
say about his sense of the depth to which Austinian accounts of speech-acts are
and must be marked by that rejection? Here, Cavell is rather inclined to think of
the paper on 'Pretending' to which Austin is implicitly referring as at least repre-
senting the standing possibility that an Austinian approach to language might
very naturally explore such literary iterations as part of its broader investigation
-into what it is to say, or not quite to say, something. If such an analysis can be
__done for ‘pretending’, why not for the concepts from which Austin there distin-
guishes it, and to which he links it? Hence for Cavell, Derrida goes awry here in
assuming too quickly that this second exclusion is a necessary law of Austinian
ordinary language philosophy as such - in, as it were, conflating Austin and his
method. The key question is thus not whether Austin's understanding of this
feature of language has gone awry, but why - given that it need not have done so -
it nevertheless does. .

Cavell's answer importantly turns on his view of the significance of the fea-
ture of language that Austin's second gesture excludes. For the fact that human

utterances can suffer iteration or imitation betokens their essential vulnerability to
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cumstances, as when we are, say, insincere, is an abuse of the procedure. (HDTW, pp 15--

insincerity, and so reminds us that we may never know whether they have so
succumbed - thus pointing us in the direction of scepticism; and Cavell has ar-
gued extensively elsewhere that Austin's treatment of scepticisrn is ﬁlnd?q\entally
inadequate - that he is unwiliing or unable to regard philosophical s?eptlclsm asa
serious intellectual stance (perhaps because, so often in modern philosophy aﬂe_r
Kant, it is not serious). Without broaching the details of that material here., it
means for Cavell that Austin will have been prone to take such familiar phile-
sophical cautions as 'But how do you know you weren't hallucinatil?g, or that the
person wasn't feigning or acting?, perhaps issued in response to his ov«:'n‘a'naly-
ses, not as the expression of a serious human anxiety about the accessibility of
reality or the genuineness of action, but as flippant attempts to w-ard off the truly
serious implications and commitments of ordinary speech and action. .

Austin adverts to, and diagnoses, such unserious understandings of sen'ous
speech at the outset of his book, towards the end of the first !ecture; it prowde?s
what one might think of as the immediate context within which he lays out his
general theory with its exclusionary gestures.

Surely the words [of performatives] must be spoken 'scrifau_sly' aqd so as to be taken
'seriously'? This is, though vague, true enough in general - it is an jmportant common-
place in discussing the import of any utterance whatseever. I must not be :}okmg,_ for
example, nor writing a poem. But we are apt to have a fe_cl'mg that their being serious
consists in their being uttered as (merely) the outward and visible sign, for convenience or
other record or for information, of an inward and spiritual act: from whlch it is but a s?)ort
step to go on 1o believe... that for many purposes the outward utterance is a description,
true or false, of the occurence of the inward performance. (HDTW, 9)

Austin takes delight in showing the moral as well as the intellectual cost of
this unserious interpretation of seriousness; for he presents it as .preparm.g. the
ground for an attempt to downgrade public deeds in favour of prwaterspmtual
‘motions, which can then provide 'the bigamist with an excuse for his "1 do", and
the welsher with a defence for his "l bet”. Accuracy and morality alike are on the

' side of the plain saying that our word is our bond (HDTW, 10}.

- However, in so doing, Austin is led to cite Hippolytus' famous declara‘tion
'My tongue-swore to, but my heart did not’ as an examplé of such immmm_'ahty'-
thereby forgetting that Hippolytus does not use his words to excuse breakmg his
word, but is rather incapable of so doing, and thereby brings doom to himsélf and
those he loves most. 'So that, in drawing, on the basis of the Hippolytus, tk}e
moral that. our word is our bond, Austin rather fails to appreciate the case in
which that-motto is more a curse than a sensible maxim' (CPV, 101}. It then
becomes a question of much moment, and of no little difficulty, for Cavell to

" determine the causes and the consequences of this failure.
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.. Has .not. Cavell's recontextualisation of Austin, then, simply returmed us to
Derrida's: original criticism, revealing once again Austin's insensibility to lan-
guage imits literary-iterations? The difference is that, where Derrida implies that
any- Austinian-conception of ordinary language will be marked by its exclusion of
Titerary ‘iteration as abnormal or parasitic, Cavell distinguishes between Austinian
-conceptions: of ordinary language and Austin’s own, and (within the Jatter) be-
tween deafness to the literary as such, an overly-general resistance to certain
localised citations of literariness and the repression of a specific feature of a
specific literary text. Which approach suggests the closer attentiveness to Austin's
text? Towards-the end of his remarks on Austin's exclusions, Derrida asserts that
'fa} reading of the connotations, this time, of Austin's text, would confirm the

reading of the descriptions; I have just indicated its principle' (L1, 18). Cavell's

work on' its connotations. suggests rather that the principle Derrida imputes to
Austin'srtext i a product of his inattentiveness to its contexts.

2) Philosophy's rigour

‘We can l_)egin' to turn our attention from Austinian to Wittgensteinian inflections
of the concept of the ordinary by picking out one final strand of Cavell's response
to Derrida on Austin. It concerns Derrida's general characterization of the iden-
tity of any signifying form: .

Why is this identity paradoxically the division or dissociation of itself, which will
make of this phonic sign a grapheme? Because this unity of the signifying form only
constitutes itself by virtue of its iterability. (LI, 10}

. What puzzles Cavell is the way the first of these sentences takes the not-
unfamiliar paradox of identity (that two things can be the same thing), in its ap-
plication to language, as a question of animism and pathos (of something's being

--dissociated from _itself). Cavell would himself be inclined to express the idea in

Derrida's second sentence as follows: 'If the signifying form weren't recognized to
recur, it wouldn't be a signifying form. It follows that "before” the recurrence (in
writing the occurence (in sound, in the mouth), whatever particular it was, was
not a signifying form. Where is the paradox?’ (CPV, 71). Everything turns here
on the quotation marks Cavell finds himself placing around ‘before’ - signifying
his suspicion of the (chrono)logical turn implicit in Derrida's animism. Recur-
tence or iterability cannot amount to a signifying form's self-division or self-
dissociation, as if introduced into something undivided or integral - what one
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might call the signifying form in its original purity; for if that 'something' was not
always already iterable in the relevant way, it would not be a signifying form.

One might say that Derrida's idea of self-dissociation makes sense only inso-
far as we think of recurrence or iterability as something belated or secondary, as
if signifying forms (say, universals) are what material marks or sounds (say,
particulars) become - as if all that (really or originally) exists are particular,
perhaps material, things. Only then can iterability appear as a paradoxical fis-
sioning of unity into multiplicity, rather than as internal to the kind of unity or
identity a signifying form necessarily possesses. As Cavell puts it:

" Derrida's sense of the ‘paradoxicality’ in this 'unity' {of the signifying form] seems to
insist on the pathos of the philosophical view of language that he combats... [Hlow oth-
erwise does the sense of paradox arise?- as if the orthodox thought of a ‘signifying form’
is, again, what Locke expresses by assuming that 'all things that exist are particulars’.
{CPV, 72-3)

We might think of this as one example of a more general Austinian and Witt-
gensteinian suspicion ‘of Derrida's relation to the philosophical traditions he
engages with - an expression of the sense that his sense of the paradoxicality of
his own discoveries is essentially parasitic upon the discoveries announced or
assumed in the philosophical texts he undertakes to read with and against the
grain. This is, of course, a hugely delicate matter, not easily handled in a small
compass, and one to which Derrida's most acute commentators are not insensi-
tive. Turning once again to Henry Staten, we find an explicit acknowledgement
of deconstruction's ineliminable indebtedness to the traditions it interrogates.
Discussing Derrida's general deployment of the notion of a constitutive outside
(exemplified in his suggestion that iterability, excluded by Austin as an accident
exterior to felicitous speech acts, is in fact an interior and positive condition of
their possibility), Staten in effect poses Cavell's query:

The question still remains as to whether such a paradoxical-sounding formylation as
this makes sense, or whether the sense that it makes is worth making in such a peculiar
fashion. Can it not be stated in more commonsense and less jarring terms? | believe it
cannot. To do so would be to lose the connection with the philosophical tradition and
with what has been positively established by that tradition. Derrida does not want to deny
the self-identity of concepts or of entjties-as-given-to-knowledge; he only denies what we
could call the impermeability of the as-such, the transcendentality or logical superhard-
ness of the barrier that marks off the conceptual purity of X from everything that is not-X.
It is not.that identity is drowned in otherness, but that it is necessarily open to it, con-
taminated by it. Yet the necessity or essential character of this contarnination cannot be
named unless we first grasp the concept of essence or form as purity, as pure positive self-
identity. Otherwise there is nothing to contaminate, or the force of the contamination is
not felt. Furthermore, the claims of positive self-identity are undeniable. The Now cannot
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bei_reducq’d: 10 _thc-npt-now. Its essential-linkage with the not-now compromises the purity
of !ts positive |d§nt_|;y-without destroying it. (WD, 18-19}

«, In.the context of a.debate in which deconstructive readings of Austin and
Searle-make much of their talk of parasitism, anomaly. and impurity, it is striking
- 10 see hiow far the movement of this deconstructive reading is governed by ideas
of:xontamination and impurity. Perhaps its author would say that deconstruction
shows these ideas to be inseparable from the philosophical tradition's positivély
established .conception of conceptual self-identity, and hence as no more to be
denied than that conception itself. But can one deny, as Staten claims that we
must: (following: Derrida). deny, the impermeability, transcendentality and super-
_?:gfdyesis‘o_f a:concept's identity: with itself, and still think of that self-identity as
G?pgqi.ii:ihated_'qr rendered impure by that from which it is -non-transcenldentallyr
dlStlﬁgFlfﬁhed? Staten tells us that we cannot even name this contamination "unless
we first grasp the concept of essence or form as purity, as pure pesitive self-
cqpt‘sb9undanesamount to a subversion of the ideal of a purely positive self-
: _gdeq_tl_.ty._,._'\afi:(,l;l:o'uig which there is nothing to contaminate {or the force of the cdn-
tamination is not felt)? When Staten. asserts that 'the claims of poSﬁive self-
identity are undeniable', does he.mean to distinguish the claim of positive seif-
identity from that of pure positive. self-identity {perhaps accbfding to whether or
not the: claim implies, a transcendental or superhard barrier between X and not-

identity’; but.does not the deconstrutive denial of the superhardness of a con- -

%), or is he '_cgti,ﬂa_t'in"g ,the_m?_Wh_ich idea of self-identity ‘has been positively

established by {the philosophical] tradition’ (and has it been {merely] positively
q,stab{lishgd,ﬁptpurely positively established)? To move withont warning or ap;
pa,t'_g.:q; consistency between talk of purely positive concepts and of (merely)
positive ones __eﬁ’acgs in advance any possibility of distinguishing between what
Austin and Wittgenstein would call ordinary or everyciay (say, non-
 transcendental or permeable) concepts and their philosophical appropriations or
sublimations, ‘ T

.ln,.,an important sense, however,. Staten's remarks about. rejecting superhard
conceptual boundaries without rejecting conceptual boundaries as such are more
responsive to the real complexity of this philosophical moment than are some of
_t_h_e remarks to which Derrida finds himself driven in the aftermath of his debate
with: Searle, when - in the Afterword to.Limited Inc - he feplies to a number of
questions posed by his translator. To.the first such question, which asks whetheﬁ
concepts like intention are made to seem vulnerable by being identified with
mf;t_aphysjcﬁl"ciaims that they need not entail, Derrida offers the following re-
sponge:. | ' o ' o '
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Every concept that lays claim to any rigour whatsoever implies the alternative of ‘all
or nothing'. Even if in 'reality’ or in 'experience’ everyone believes he knows that there is
never ‘2l or nothing', a concept determines itself only according to 'all or nothing'. Even
the concept of ‘difference of degree’, the concept of relativity, is, qua concept, determined
according to the logic of all or nothing, of yes or no: differences of degree or nondiffer-
ence of degree. It is impossible or illegitimate to form a philosophical concept outside this
logic of all or nothing. But one can... think or deconstruct the concept of concept other-
wise, think a differance which would be'neither of nature nor of degree, and of which |
say... that they are not entirely words or concepts. But it is true, when a concept is to be
treated as a concept [ believe that one has to accept the logic of all or nothing. (L1, 116-7)

Although in the middle of this passage Derrida suddenly restricts his claim
about the subjection of concepts to an "all or nothing' logic 1o the concepts of
philosophy, the context provided by the rest of the passage - with its talk of 'every
concept that lays claim to any rigour whatsoever', and of 'concepts treated as
concepts'- determines that his claim about philosophical concepts {like his earlier
claim about concepts as employed in [ordinary?] reality or [everyday?} experi-
ence) is a specific application of what he takes to be a more general principle or
law, One might say: the passage as a whole propounds as a principle or law that
the only. alternative to conceptual rigour understood as ‘all or nothing' is not, say,

- a desublimated or detranscendentalized notion of rigour, but no rigour whatso-

ever.

Derrida's annunciation of this law contextualizes, and gives a very particular
inflection to, one of his most outraged complaints (1ater in the same essay) about
Searle. Citing Searle's claim that Derrida assumes (like a good logical positivist)
'that unless a distinction can be made rigorous and precise, it isn't really a dis-
tinction at all', Derrida describes it as 'the most stupefying, the most unbelievable’
of all Searle's shocking accusations.

How can one make the demand for 'rigorous and precise’ distinction the property of
any one schoo! of thought or of any one philosophical style? What philosopher ever since
there were philosophers, what logician ever since there were logicians, what theoretician
ever renounced this axiom: in the order of concepts..., when a distinction cannot be rigor-
©ous or precise, it is not a distinction at all. (L1, 123)

If the sole alternative Searle could envisage to rigerous and precise distine-
tions were vague and imprecise ones, then Derrida's outrage might be well-
directed. But we know from the previous passage that, on Derrida's own account,
-distinctions can be rigorous and precise only if they obey the logic of ‘all or
nothing”; and it is at least plausible to think that Searle, as familiar with Wittgen-
stein's 'school of thought' as he is with Austin's, is here claiming that Derrida is
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prone to overlook the possibility that conceptual rigour can be attained and
maintained outside the sway of this logic. '

" " Here is a sequence of passages from Wittgenstein® that might have helped
Derrida to contextualize Searle's claim otherwise: -

- .Frege compares a concept to an area and says that an area with vague boundaries can-

. not be called an area at all. This presumably means that we cannot do anything with it.-

But is it senseless to say: 'Stand roughly there'? . :

+ 1 say 'There is a chair. What if | go up to it, meaning to fetch it, and it suddenly dis-
appears from sight?- 'So it wasn't a chair, but some kind of illusion'.- But in a few mo-
ments we see it again and are able to touch it and so on.- 'So the chair was there after all
and its disappearance was some kind of illision.’- But suppose that after a time it disap-
pears again - or seems to disappear. What are we to say now? Have you rules ready for
such cases - rules saying whether one may use the word 'chair’ {o include this kind of
thing?:But do we miss them when we use the word 'chair'; and are we to say that we do
not. really attach any meaning to this word, because we are niot equipped with rules for
every possible application of it? )

..[And] what does a game look like that is everywhere bounded by rules? Whose

rules never let a"doubt creep in, but stop up all the cracks where it might?- Can't we -
imagine a rule determining the application of a rule, and a doubt which it removes - and

so on? ' : . _
But isn't ['Stand roughly here'] inexact?- Yes; why shouldn't we call it "inexact'? Only

“let us understand what 'inexact' means. For it does not mean 'unusable'. And let us con-

sider what we call an ‘exact’ explanation in contrast with this one. Perhaps something like
drawing a chalk line round an area? Here it ‘strikes us at once that the line has breadth. So
a colour-edge would be more exact. But has this exactness still got a function here; isn't
the engine idling? and. remember too that we have not vet defined what is to count as
overslepping this exact boundary; how, with what instruments, it is to be established...
‘Inexact’ is really a reproach, and 'exact’ is praisc. And that is to say that what is inex-

act attains its goal less perfectly than what is more exact. Thus the point here is what we

call 'the goal'. Am [ inexact when 1 do not give our distance from the sun to the nearest
foot, or tell a joiner the width of a table to the nearest thousandth of an inch?

No single ideal of exactness has been laid down; we do not know what we should be
supposed to imagine under this head - unless you yourself lay down what is to be so
called. But you will find it difficult to hit upon such a convention; ai ieast any ihat satis-

fies you, {P1, 71, 80, &4, 88)

If what is said here captures the logic of ‘exactmess’, it will also characterize
that of precision and of rigour; but the exactness, precision and rigour of that
logic is very much not 'all or nothing'. (Is Wittgenstein's chair without doubt a
chair, or nothing like a chair? Is the degree of its difference, or nondifference,
ftom ordinary chairs determinately calibrated in advance? Does his capacity to

5  Philosophical Investigations, trans. G.E.M. Anscombe (Blackwell: Oxford, 1953) -
hereafter PL.
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imagine such differences render our ordinary talk of chairs imprecise?) The
Fregean (and Derridean?) idea of conceptual determinacy misrepresents the
ordinary or everyday rigor and precision of concepts, proposing an ideal or law
which is at once inaccurate (in repressing or annihilating the plurality of stan-
dards of conceptual precision and rigour), idie (being unnecessary for such con-
cepts to fulfil their various purposes), pernicious (in its denial of the world's
unruliness and of the unforeseeability of a word’s possible futures within it) and
incoherent (imagining it possible to mean something by the phrase "all possible
contexts of a word's application'). To take this stretch of Wittgenstein's thought
seriously would mean acknowledging that to attribute the logic of ‘all or nothing'
to all concepts qua concepts is not to characterize their essence but to sublime it.

3) Wittgenstein's child
The attractiveness of Wittgenstein as a further or alternative. participant in the

discussion begun by Derrida'’s and Cavell's essays on Austin and Searle can be
made more salient in a number of ways - even if we restrict ourselves to the

‘perhaps over-familiar words of the opening section of the Investigations. To

begin with, it is worth remarking that the first words of that section, and hence of
the book, are a citation of another's words - another in whom Derrida has shown

" an interest elsewhereS; and that citational gesture embodies a certain ambiguity.

On the one hand, detached from their textual and cultural context, Augustine's
words can appear utterly unremarkable to readers accustomed to contextualize
Wittgenstein's text as inheriting the philosophical tradition of Frege and Russetl,
and hence can make Wittgenstein's citation of them appear utterly remarkable.
Why, one might say, choose to cite a handful of sentences relating Augustine's

brief and apparently casual reminiscences of an early stage of his initiation into

language, rather than sentences from other authors (perhaps even other sentences
from the tame author) whose interest in language is more self-evidently philo-
sophical or philosophically relevant? So taken, Wittgenstein's gesture questions
this sense of self-evidence, implying that, if these words of Augustine requ_;'re a
philosophical response from him, then we cannot say in advance that any uses of
words --and Hence any aspects of human culture and experience - are beyond ¢his
conception of) philosophy's interest.

On the other hand, the very act of citing a passage from another’s text neces-
sarily points one's reader towards the uncited remainder of that text; encountering

6  In'Circumfession’, in: G.Bennington and J.Derrida, Jacques Derrida (University of
Chicago Press: Chicago, 1993). :
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those words in their new context thereby invites us to reconsider the relation
between them and their old context. So taken, Wittgenstein's gesture might be
taken to ask whether the first nine books of the Confessions (from the first of
which the cited  sentences come) can rightly be assumed to form a self-evidently
non-philosophical prologue to its concluding four seif-evidently philosophical
books, or ‘whether such a dichotomous characterisation- would misrepresent the

* structure of their original context, which might rather be taken (for example) as
1mp|ymg that Augustine's culminating metaphysical questions are invited or even
miade unavoidable by his autobiographical exercises. Their citation might then
imply .that Wittgenstein similarly envisages the autobiographical as tending to-
wards the philosophical, that he has an interest in (at least one version of) the
idea that the autobiographical is a means of access to, even a medium of, the
philosophical. Derrida's remarks about the quasi-structure of iterability that un-
derlies what he calls the possibility and impossibility of citation would suggest
that we'need not and should not choose between thése possibilities. Need we, or
should -we,: choose. to think that it was beyond Wittgenstein to have wished to
make use of this effect of iterability? B

Re-reading Derrida's reply to Searle's reply to "Signature Event Context’ in .

- this context, 1- was particularly struck by Searle's choice (and Derrida's re-

‘examination) of the example of a shopping list (Limited Inc, pp 49-50). For of

course, Wittgenstein's first response to the picture of language that he claims to

read in the words of Augustine that he cites is to tell a tale mvolvmg a shopping
list. -

* Now think of the following use of language: | send someone shopping. | give him a

slip marked ‘five red apples', He takes the slip to the shopkeeper, who opens the drawer

marked 'apples’; then he looks up the word 'red' in a table and finds a colour sample oppo-

site it; then he says the series of cardinal numbers - | assume that he knows them by heart

- up to'the word 'five’ and for each number he takes an apple of the same c¢olour as the

sample out of the drawer. - It is in these and other ways that one operates with words. (Pl,
_section 1} . :

I believe that it continues to be taken as seif-evident that Witigenstein means
this tale to be an unquestionable invocation of our ordinary life with words, to be
placed in opposition to Augustine's unquestionable misrepresentation of that life -
that this shopping trip is an unremarkable and exemplary instance of what his
philosophizing thinks .of as ordinary language. It must not be denied that his

counter-tale makes evident differences in the ways colour words, number words-

and nouns can be employed which are repressed in Augustine's tale, But it cannot
simply be maintained that Wittgenstein's counter-tale is a paradigm of ordinari-

ness in any simple sense. For when did any of us last observe anyone attempt to
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buy apples by mutely presenting a shopping list to the shopkeeper? When did we
last go shopping in a store where the shopkeeper keeps his fruit in drawers,
employs a sample chart when selecting amongst them by colour, and counts
aloud as he deposits each apple in his customer's bag? For Wittgenstein to pres-
ent such a surreal episode as an unremarkable example of the way we operate
with words is surely to place any simple concept of everyday human transactions

under intolerable strain. But if nothing could be more extraordinary than this

scene of supposedly ordinary. life, what might Wittgenstein's idea of the ordinary
actuaily amount to?

My suggestion is that the extraordinariness of this scene of shopping is in fact
designed to register that Wittgenstein conceives of the ordinary not as immune to,
and hence as available as a simple counterweight to, philosophical appropriations
and sublimations, but as inherently vulnerable to them. For when his interlocutor
resists his brusque assertion that the shopkeeper understands the words he oper-
ates with, the cast of her questions ("how does he know where and how he is to
look up the word 'red” and what he is to do with the word ‘five'?") implies that
only answers invoking inner, mental operations corresponding to his behaviour
could confer understanding and hence significance upon it. But such mental
operations are typically imagined as internalized versions of the kind of processes
of comparison and correlation that the shopkeeper goes through publically in
Wittgenstein's counter-tale; and this has a double implication.

First, it ifmplies that the interlocutor's doubts about the shopkeeper's under-
standing are groundless (for if internal versions of those operations would re-
move her doubts, why should the publicness or externaiity of the operations he
actually performs raise any such doubts in the first place - unless they are moti-
vated by attributing magical powers to the sheer fact of interiority?). Second, if
the shopkeeper's surreal, oddly mechanical way with words amounts to an exter-
nalized representation of the way Wittgenstein's interlocutor imagines the inner
life of all ordinary language-users, it thereby shows us how surreal and oddly
mechanica! cur picture of the inner life of human bemgs actually is, and thus
reveals itself as not so much a depiction of how Wittgenstein imagines ordinary
life, but as a realization of what he takes to be one of our fantasies of it. And if
the drawers and tables of his grocer's shop reflect the architecture and furnishings
of the mental theatre we attribute to ourselves, and the robotic, chanting shop-
keeper is the homunculus who occupies its stage, then if we, as readers, happily
accept Wittgenstein's apparent invitation to regard this tale as an episode from
ordinary life and proceed to berate his interlocutor for failing to do likewise, we
are at once participating in the very confusions that we are so quick to condemn
in others, and revealing the ways in which the realm of the ordinary (on Wittgen-
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stein's conception of it) can prove vulnerable to philosophical depredations as
well as providing a means of overcoming them.

-+ - So much for the shopkeeper; what, however, of the shopper? | have suggested
that we-do not typically think of shopping-lists as made for use as an alternative
to-speech; we rather think of them as more commonly employed in conjunction
with further words, for example as an aide-memoire for conversational exchanges

. with shopkeepers. Are. there, nevertheless, ways of imagining Wittgenstein's

scene as ordinary or everyday? One way would be to imagine the. shopper (and
the eid.er who sent him) as mute, without the ability to speak. Since there is no
necessity to think of their muteness as a loss (no need to imagine that they once

possessed the capacity to speak and then were deprived of it), why should their

way of using the shopping list be thought of as anything other than ordinary for
them? Afier all, such perhaps untypical ways of operating with words can achieve
their goal (the shopper will get the apples for his elder), and their success de-
pends upon exploiting perfectly ordinary aspects of the powers of words; ordi-
nary words, we might say, just are so made as to be usable in such ways. Certain
paths of thought open up here, perhaps to be followed out elsewhere. :
Here, [ want to open up another path, another way. of imagining an ordinary

-or everyday context for Wittgenstein's scene. For if we recall that his tale is

meant to. counter Augustine's tale of childhood, it might strike us that Wittgen-
stein’s words describe a child sent on an errand. (Indeed, thinking again about the
fairy-tale quality of the shopkeeper's arrangements and actions, quite as if he is
inhabiting a child's fantasy of a grocer's shop, we might further ask: is the child's
parent actually sending him to the focal store, or rather participating in-a game
the child is playing with a friend, one playing at being the customer and the other

the shopkeeper? Yet further paths of thought open up here, which | cannot now

follow out) In effect, then, where Augustine’s elders display little interest in
teaching him how to speak (his tale rather suggesting that he was left to work the
matter out for himself), Wittgenstein's child has elders who are fully engaged in
the task of initiating him into language, and do so by encouraging the child to

--play a part in their life with words,

Is such a child 'really’ or ‘properly’ buying groceries, or is he 'really’ ‘only'
playing at doing so?Is playing at something a matter of pretending to do it, or of
making believe that one is doing it (a matter of deception, or of suspending dis-
belief)? Is playing at shopping not really shopping (perhaps even 'in a peculiar

way hollow or void..., language... used not seriously, ...parasitic... [an] etiolation"

{I.rlDTW, p 22])? Clearly, understanding Wittgenstein's child means taking a very
dlffef'ent path across the field of concepts with which the debates between Austin,
Derrida, Searle and Cavell have concerned themselves. Suppose, provisionally to
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re-open these exchanges, we hypothesize’ that the child's willingness to play
expresses his knowledge that he will be an adult and his desire to be an adult, that
it signifies his wanting to do the things we do together with his knowledge that he
can't as yet quite do them. Then we might say that playing at shopping is a
serious business both for the child and for its elders; and we might further say
that, according to Witigenstein's counter-tale, inheriting language is a matter of
inheriting a willingness to play with words, of acknowledging words as them-
selves playful.

The scope and ramifications of this idea of play towards and in language are
in question throughout the remainder of the Investigations. Even staying within
the first section, however, we can say that its future elaborations are inflected by
its encoding of Wittgenstein's apparent response to Augustine’s portrait of the
reiation between language and desire. Augustine's child plainly acquires the
impression that language as such is an instrument for the communication and
satisfaction of desire; he depicts the world of his elders as pervaded with desire -
as a realm in which human beings struggle to seek and have what they want, and
to reject or avoid what they do not want, Witigensiein's counter-tale does not
exactly contest this: his chiid is, after all, acting as a messenger for one elder's
linguistic expression of desire to another, and will presumably act as a messenger
for the other's attempt to satisfy it - and one of our earliest stories (a story from
the book with which Augustine ends the Confessions by occupying himself} links
apples with desire. On the other hand, what one might call the sheer ordinariness
of the adult exchange this child facilitates, its quotidian sense that the elder's
investment in his desire for an apple allows for the possibility of the shopkeeper’s
inability to satisfy it, seems to lack the background (perhaps metaphysical, per-
haps spiritual) of a world of unceasing, desirous struggle conjured up so effec-
tively by Augustine - a world of original sinfulness delivered over to its own

.reproduction, as children imbibe their elders' enacted conception of words as

instruments of self-satisfaction.

It is as if Wittgenstein wishes to drive a wedge between the idea of a connec-
tton between language and desire, and Augustine's idea of that connection. Since
Wittgenstein's tale variously implies that the inheritance of language is emblem-
atic of human maturation, that this inheritance depends upon the child's willing-
ness to desireé it and to use it to give expression to its own desires, and that play is
its primary mode of acquisition, one might say that, for him, to acquire language
is to patticipate in the play of human desire. But by dissociating himself from
Augustine's visions of language users as submitting to the need to submit the

7 Adapting related thoughts of Cavell's — cf. The Claim of Reason {Oxford University
: Press: Oxford, 1979), p 176. ‘
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. world to their will, he also implies that human desire is distinguishable from, say

need or fixation - that the play .of words ' inabili
accept the world's‘indepen%er):ce from o;a:ria;i!ow * t(:’ soe beyond a“' ebitiy o
‘ Take the evident but unacknowledged surreality of the shopkeeper as de-
SIgned; to reveal our capacity to take what is utterly extraordinary as ordinary, and
thg Fvnderft but unacknowledged familiarity of the shopper as designed to réveal
our:capacity to take what is ordinary as utterly extraordinary. Is this an ordinary
an everyday or familiar, notion of the ordinary? Is it Austin's? It does not seen;
th?t 'Ol'l‘e cg?-mmply say of it, as-Derrida says of Austin's, that it has 'metaphyéical
origins' (Limited Inc, p-1R) - at least, not without acknowledging Wittgenstein's

;wn '1?1:|pl'icit'acknowledgement that metaphysics originates in opposition to; and - ] :
ence is allways- eflr-eady capable of marking, the ordinary. How, then, might one .- 3 3
proceed with a deconstructive reading of a text which persists in' seeing instruc- 2

tion for philosophy in the conce i spite :
n for p pt of the ordinary despite or beyon
acknoWledgement of its treacherousness? | P peyond such an

A ool b e e

James Conant

A prolegomenon to the reading of later Wittgenstein

I might say: if the place I want to get to could only be reached by way of a ladder, I
would give up trying to get there. For the place | really have to get to is a place  must
already be at now.

Wittgenstein'
... Now that my ladder’s gone, -
1 must lie down where all the ladders start,
In the foul rag-and-bone shop of the heart.
o : W. B. Yeats?

My aim in this paper will be to highlight some continuities in Wittgenstein’s
philosophy that | believe have not been sufficiently appreciated. My aim in doing
so is not to suggest that there are no significant differences between the philoso-
phies of the early and the later Wittgenstein, but only that we will not be in a
position to appreciate what Is genuinely new and original in Wittgenstein's later
philosophy until we are firstina better position to appreciate what is not.

Most commentators approach Wittgenstein’s early work with deeply rooted
assumptions about the sorts of doctrines that are to be found in it: The guiding
exegetical presupposition on the part of most commentators is that the central
views of Wittgenstein’s Tractatus are precisely the ones which Wittgenstein is
most concemned to criticize in Philosophical Investigations.> Commentators,
accordingly, approach the early work determined to find the relevant (especially,

_mentalistic) doctrines espoused somewhere within its pages, for the shape of their

narrative of Wittgenstein’s overall intellectual development requires that such
views be there somewhere.? (It is noteworthy in this regard that most of the

L An oen in

commentators who furnish such readings of Wittgenstein’s eatly work oo s¢

1 Culture and Value (Oxford: Blackwell, 1980), p.7.

% The Circus Animals’ Desertion, in The Collected Works of W. B. Yeats, edited by

Richard J. Finneran (New York: MacMillan, 1983); pp. 347-8. | am indebted to T.

P. Uschanov for this epigraph. -

3 7" A number of people have pointed out that this exegetical procedure has led to cata-
strophic misreadings of the Tractatus. On this topic, see, for example, Warren
Goldfarb’s <1 Want You to Bring Me a Slab”, (Synthese 56, 1983); especially
pp.265, 281 n2; and H. O. Mounce’s “Phitosophy, Solipsism and Thought™ (The
Philosophical Quarterly, Vol, 47, No. 186, January, 1997), especially pp. 4-3.

4  See note 46 for a brief discussion of an instance of this phenomenon.
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the early chapters of book-length narratives that aspire to explain Wittgenstein’s
later criticisms of philosophy by furnishing illustrations of its targets purportedly
drawn from the early work.} This has led to the attribution of a great many views
to the Tractatus which come in for criticism not only within the pages of the
Tractatus itself, but which are subject to vehement and devastating criticism
already in the writings of Frege. The irony of this situation is further intensified,
if one comes to appreciate that these same pages from Frege’s writings constitute
a decisive (perhaps the single most important) influence on the early Wittgen-
stein, just because of the exceptional degree to which early Wittgenstein appreci-
ated the devastating character of these criticisms; and these same pages of Frege
also form perhaps the single most important target of the Tractatus, just because

Wittgenstein thought that even “the great works of Frege” failed to think these

criticisms all the way through — failed (to borrow a phrase of Wittgenstein’s) “to
carry [them] out strictly”.> Moreover, the views in question (so often attributed to
early Wittgenstein and so severely criticized by Frege) are ones which — even if
they are not held by either Frege or early Wittgenstein — very widely held by a
great many other philosophers, thus leaving it something of a mystery why Witt-
genstein would wish. the notoriously difficult pages of his Tractatus (a'bock
- about which he himself declared: “Nobody will understand it; although 1 believe

it's all as clear as crystal”®) to be bound together in a single volume with the
pages of Philosophical Investigations, and why he would say — as he does in the
Preface to Philosophical Investigations — that “the latter could be seen in the
right light only against the background of my old way of thinking.” Why “only
against the background of my old way of thinking”, if the doctrines buried in the
difficult pages of the Tractatus represent confusions easily found in the less
difficult writings of a great many other philosophers?

This strategy of approaching Witigenstein’s early work with a set of assump-
tions about what must be in that work has led to drastic underestimations not only
of the philosophical aspirations of that work, but equally of those of his later
work. For in underestimating the philosophical achievement of the early work
__one underestimates the depth at which the investigations in the later work are
 prosecuted. If much of what is credited as the achievement of Wittgenstein’s later
work is anticipated, if not already transcended, in Wittgenstein’s early work, and

3 Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, §5.64. All subsequent unspecified references (o a
section number are fo the Tractatus. Quotations from the Tractatus will be drawn
from either the Pears and McGuinness translation (Routledge: London, 1981) or the
Ogden translation (alsa Routledge: London, 1981), or some emendation or combi-
nation thereof.

6 Letter to Russell, 13.3.19; Letters to Russell, Keynes and Moore (Oxford: Blackwell,
1974), p. 68.
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if it is, nonetheless, true that his later work marks a significant break from his
early work, then it still remains for us to inquire: Wherein does that break con-
sist?’

The presence of the “only” in Wittgenstein’s remark in the Preface to Philo-
sophical Investigations — about how the new way of thinking is to “be seen in the
right light only against the background of my old way of thinking” — suggests

that, if we want to see his new way of thinking in the right light, we need first to

seée it against the background of features of his “old way of thinking” that he
takes to be peculiar to that way of thinking. Which features of his old way of
thinking are at issue here? And how do they serve to form the background against
which his new way of thinking can be seen in the right light? Are they features of
his old way of thinking that he takes to be mistaken in a respect peculiar to that
way of thinking? Or are they ones that he takes to be essentially correct in a
respect peculiar to that way of thinking? Is what is at issue here that which he is
concerned to inherit or that which he is concerned to repudlate in his old way of
thinking? -

Both. We can only see ‘what Wittgenstein is most concerned to repudiate in
his old way of thlnkmg and, thereby, what is most original in, and thus peculiar
to, that way of thinking — against the background of that which he is most con-

" cemed to inherit in his earlier way of thinking. Having failed to identify the latter,

we are in no position to identify the former. The aim of this paper is to attempt to
bring into focus an aspect of his old way of thinking which is peculiar to, and
which he is concerned to inherit from, that way of thinking. 1t forms a part of that
background which, if only we could get it into view, Wittgenstein thought might
enable us to see his new way of thinking in the right light, thus enabling us to see
what in his old way of thinking he seeks to overcome and thus what in his “new”
way of thinking is, indeed, new.
The famous penultimate section of the Tractarus runs as follows:

My propositions serve as elucidations in the followmg way: anyonc who understands
me eventually recogmzes them as nomsensical, when he has used them — as steps — to
climb out through thém, on thcm, over them. (He must, so to speak, throw away the
ladder after he has climbed up it.)

7 1do not think that any of the secondary literature on ngenstem currently avallable
contains a satisfactory answer to this question.
8  Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, §6.54.
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- Wittgenstein: says of Carnap that he failed to understand this passage and
therefore failed to understand “the fundamental conception of the whole book”.?
What did Camap fail to understand, and how did that failure lead him to misun-
derstand the fundamental conception of the whole book? We are told in §6.54
that the author’s propositions serve as elucidations by our — that is, the readers —

- coming to recognize them as nonsensical. But how can the recognition that a
proposition is nonsense ever elucidate — ever shed light on — anything? Evidently
we need a better understanding of how this work thinks about nonsense. !9 This is
what the Tractatus has to say about: what is distinctive about its own conception
of nonsense:

Frege says Every legmmately constructed proposition must ‘have a sense; and | say:
‘Every possible’ proposmon is legitimately constructed, and if it has no sense this can only
bc because we have gwen no meaning to some of its constituent parts (§5.4733)

ngensteln here conirasts a formulation of Frege's't with one of his own. At

first blush, it is hard to see how they differ. The critical difference between

Frege § formulation and the one which the Tractatus endorses s that the former

~implicitly dlstmgulshes between those propositions that are legitimately con-

structed and those that are not, while the latter rejécts the idea that there is such a

thing as a logically illegitimately constructed proposmon "Every possible propo-
smon is Iegmmately constructed.”

9 "I cannot imagine that Carnap should have so completely and utterly misunderstood
the last sentences of the book — and therefore the fundamental conception of the
whole book” (Wittgenstein, Letter to Moritz Schlick, August §, 1932, quoted in
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Sein Leben in Bildern und Texten, ed. M. Nedo & M. Ran-
“chetti (Frankfurt am Main: Suhrkamp, 1983); p. 255). For further discussion of this
rcmark, see iy "On Putting Two and Two Together: Kierkegaard, Wittgenstein and
‘the’ Point of View for Their Work as Authors” (in The Grammar of Religious Belief,
edited by D.Z. Phillips; St. Martins Press: NY, 1995).

10 Ogden mistranslates unsinnig in §6.54 as "senseless”, and indeed throughout con-
flates the distinction between unsinnig and sinnlos. (When 1 refer in this paper to
Wittgenstein on nonsense, my topic throughout will be — unless otherwise stated —
what is treated in the Tracratus undér the rubric of Unsinn.) If the propositions of
the work were only sinrfos, then they would have the same logical status as the pro-
positions of logic (rather than having the same logncal status as the pseudo—
propositions” of the philosophers).

11 For Frege's own formulation, see The Basic Laws of Arithmetic, translated by Mont-
gomery Furth (University of California Press: Berkeley, 1967), §32.
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I have argued elsewhere!? that Wittgenstein saw a tension in Frege's thought
between two different conceptions of nonsense, which I call the substantial con-
ception and the austere conception respectively. The substantial conception
distinguishes between two different kinds of nonsense: mere nonsense and sub-
stantial nonsense. Mere nonsense is simply unintelligible — it expresses no
thought. Substantial nonsense is composed of intelligible ingredients combined in
an illegitimate way — it expresses a logically incoherent thought, According to the
substantial conception, these two kinds of nonsense are logically distinct: the
former is mere gibberish, whereas the latter involves (what commentators on the
Tractatus are fond of calling) a "violation of logical syntax".'> The austere con-
ception, on the other hand, holds that mere nonsense is, from a logical point of
view, the only kind of nensense there is. Along with these two different concep-
tions of nonsense go two different conceptions of elucidation: according to the
substantial conception, the task of elucidation is to “show” something which
cannot be said; according to the austere conception, it is to show that we are
prone to an illusion of meaning something when we mean nothing. The Tractatus
is standardly read as.championing the substantial conception. This is to mistake

-the bait for the hook — to mistake the target of the work for its doctrine. On the

reading of the Tractatus 1 have defended elsewhere'4, the Tractatus is to be seen
as resolving the tension in Frege's thought between these two conceptions of

. nonsense in favor of the austere view.!%

Almost all commentators on the Tractatus, either 1mp11c1t1y or explicitly,
attribute to that work a commitment to the substantial conception. In seeking to
emphasize their differences from one another, proponents of different interpreta-
tions of the Tractatus will tend to articulate the details of the substantial concep-
tion in apparently distinct ways. 1t may therefore help to distinguish between two

(apparently distinct) variants of the substantial conception. I shall term these the

12 See my “The Method.of the Tractatus™ (in From Frege to Witigenstein: Perspecti-
ves on Early Analytic Philosophy, edited by Erich H. Reck; Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 2001 [henceforth TM1) from which parts of this paper are drawn,

13 In the eritry entitied “Nonsense” in A Wittgenstein Dictionary {Blackwell: Oxford,

- 1996; pp. 259-260), Hans-Johann Glock is helpfully explicit in attributing the sub-
stantial conception of nonsense to the Tractatus.

14 For a fuller discussion, sec TM.

15 The claim that the Tractatus is 1o be seen as resolving a tension in Frege's thought
{between these two different conceptions of nonsense) raises interpretative questions
about how Frege is to be read that cannot be explored here. I mean here to take sides
on these questions only in so far as it bears on claims about Wlttgenstcm and how he
read Frege, .
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p_ositfa.»ist variagnt and the ineffubility. variant.’® According to the former vatiant,
_ -v!olahons of logical syntax are a kind of /inguistic phenomenon: identifying a
violation of logical syntax is a matter of isolating a certain kind of (logically ill-
formed) linguistic string. According to the latter variant, a violation of logical
.syntax is. a kind ‘of phenomenon which can transpire only in-the medium of
thought and necessarily eludes the medium of language. Though proponents of
the ineffability variant hold that language is powerless to express such thoughts,
they nonetheless deem language an indispensable tool for “convéying" them.
-.They -hold that language can “hint" at what it cannot say.!” The positivist and
ineffability: variants of the substantial conception therefore appear to differ over
where. the violation transpires when a transgression of logic occurs — and hence
apparently over what the transgression itself really consists in, These two variants

of the substantial conception lean towards opposite metaphysical doctrines. The - ]

former fits comfortably with the doctrine that the limits of thought cannot outrun
the limits of language. The latter presupposes the doctrine that thought not only
can but-(as putatively evidenced by our capacity to frame in thought such trans-
gressions of logical syntax) demonstrably does outrun these limits.

. Most commentators on the Tractatus do not explicitly distinguish between
Fhese two variants of the substantial conception. Proponents ‘of the ineffability
interpretation, however, do seek to distinguish, in some way or other, between
what counts for the Tractatus as misleading nonsense and what counts as iffumi-
nating nonsense'®. The tendency among commentators who do so distinguish is
to characterize misleading nonsense in terms which accord more comfortably
with the positivist variant of the substantial conception'®- and to characterize

16 I distinguish between these two_variants because proponents of the substantial :

conception tend to present themselves as prima facie distinct. As we shall see,
!aowcver, these variants cannot in the end be clearly distinguished from one another
in the manner that [ am here pretending that they can be. ' ’

17 Some commentators, in their expositions of Tractarian doctrines, simply waver
between the positivist and the ineffability variants of the substantial conception of
nonsense. :

~18  And, surely, it is right to think a viable reading of §6.54 requires such a distinction.
The question is: how is it to be drawn? '

19 1 am allowing myself to gloss over certain complexities here. It would be more
accurate to say: They waver between characterizing misleading nonsense in terms
vyhnch accord more comfortably with the positivist variant of the substantial concep-
tion and characterizing it in terms which accord more comfortably with the austere
cc_mccptjon. Such wavering is, as we shall see, an inescapable feature of the positi-
vist variant. In some cases, however, the waver has an additional source in a com-
menmtor'; wanting, on the one hand, to be able to maintain that misleading nonsense
and ifluminating nonsense are logically distinct kinds of nonsense; yet not wanting,
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illuminating nonsense in terms which presuppose the ineffability variant.2® Thus
misteading nonsense is characterized as a strictly linguistic affair, while illumi-
nating nonsense is characterized as a vehicle for grasping that which cannot be
said. Here is Peter Hacker's description of how illuminating nonsense is supposed

to ifluminate:

[WTithin the range of philosophical ... nonsense we can distinguish ... between ... il-
luminating nonsense and misleading nonsense. Illuminating nonsense will guide the
attentive reader to apprehend what is shown by other propositions which do not purport
to be philosophical; moreover it will intimate, to those who grasp what is meant, its own
illegitimacy...

[Tlhe Tractatus does indeed consist largely of pseudo-propositions. Of course, what

"Wittgenstein meant by these remarks is, in his view, quite correct, only it cannot be said.

Apparently what someone means o1 intends bzy a remark can be grasped even though the
sentence uttered is strictly speaking nonsense."

Hacker here attributes to the Tractatus the idea that there is a kind of thought
(a kind of "grasping” or "apprehending” what is “meant"” or "intended") which
outrims the limits of language.2? This reading of the Traciatus invokes the idea of
a kind of substantial nonsense — a violation of logical syntax — to solve the prob-
lem of how a piece of nonsense can so much as “intend” something (which it fails
to say but which the reader is nonetheless “meant” to “grasp”). According to the
ineffability variant of the substantial conception, these violations arise through

~ attempts to express fundamental features of the logical structure of language in

language.?> These attempts, as Peter Hacker puts it, "unavoidably

on the other hand, to have all cases of “iluminating nonsense” turn out (along with
misleading nonsense) to be (only apparently ifluminating) cases of mere nonsense,

20 That their account of Unsinn should be thus distributed over these two variants is, as
we shall see, unsurprising. It is not uncommon, hewever, for commentators to hover
between the variants even within their characterizations of misleading and illumina-
ting nonsense respectively.

21 My emphases; Insight and [llusion (Revised Edition, Oxford University Press,
1986), pp. 18 - 19, 26. )

22 This will not deter Hacker and many other commentators from saying that they agree
that, for the Tractatus, "the limits of language are the limits of thought”. They may
attempt to remove the apparent contradiction by explaining that what is thus meant
or infended by nonsense is not, strictly speaking, a "thought” — and thus is not,
strictly speaking, "meant” or "intended” cither. On the use, on the part of commen-
tators, of such devices for begging the question, see my "The Search for Logically
Alien Thought" (Philosophical Topics, Vol. 20, No. 1) op. cit., pp. 154-5.

23 Thus Hacker: "Categorical necessities are reflected in the formation-rules of tan-
guage. Any attempt to express them involves ... the violation of rules of logical syn-

tax" (op. cit, p. 106).
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violate the bounds of sense, misuse language, and produce nonsense."?* The rules
ofilogic-render the "it" (which such nonsense is attempting to express) unsayable.
The logical structure of language keéps us from being able to say "it". When we
try, we:come .out with bits of nonsense. But these bits of nonsense are, nonethe-
less, useful; they can convey the unsayable thing our words were after but could
not reach.

- So much, for the moment, for the ineffability variant. Let us now brleﬂy con-
sider the other variant of the substantial conception. One commentator who. at-
tributes to Frege a version of the positivist variant is Michael Dummett. There is
never any reference in Dummett's exposition of Frege to thoughts which can only
be gestured at or to that which Frege's elucidations might be attempting — but
failing — to express.2* Yet, in other respects, Dummett's account of substantial
fionsense in Frege parallels the account offered by most commentators on the
Tractatus of what "a violation of logical syntax" consists in. Here is Dummeit on
Frege_'s_.thcory of how such violations arise:

{14} is a theory of what expressions can_be accepted as signifi cant only certain func-
tions — those of the appropriate type — can "occur significantly” as arguments of other

" functions; expressions which violate the theory of types are simply meaningless...

" We, therefore, have to have some cenception of logical valency, of different catego-
ries of expression, governed by rules determining that expressions of certain categories
will é‘it together to form a sentence, while expressions of certain other categories will
not

Dummett employs here the chemical metaphor of valency: just as certain ele-
ments can be combined so as to form a compound while others cannot be so
combined, so items of certain logical categories can be combined so as to form a
proposition and others cannot be so combined. Underlying this conception of
logical valency is the idea that we get a very special kind of nonsense when we
abortively attempt to combine incompatible logical items - that is, when we

24 1bid, po 21
25 Dummett himself never, in his discussion on Frege on nonsense, makes an explicit
connection between the conception of nonsense he ascribes to Frege and the doc-
trine that there are things which ¢an be “shown™ but not said. But, Dummett's re-
- marks elsewhere (in particular, his responses to related aspects of Geach's work on
Frege, his-vehement attribution to Frege of the thesis of the priority of thought over
- language, and his occasional asides about the "self-refuting" character of “the Trac-
tarian doctrine” that there are inexpressibie thoughts) leave little doubt that he
would not favor the attribution of an ineffability variant of the substantial concepti-
on to Frege.
26 Frege: Philosophy of Language [henceforth FPL], 2nd edition (Duckworth Lon-
don, 1983); pp. 50, 62.
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attempt to combine logical items from logical categories which do not fit to-
gether. Dummett is certainly right that Frege often speaks in ways which encour-
age the atiribution to him of the view that there are instances of this sort of non-
sense. The following three passages fumnish some examples of Frege's willingness
to talk in these ways:

For not alj the parts of a thought can be complete; at least one must be ‘unsaturated’,
or predicative; otherwise they would not hold together. For example, the sense of the
phrase 'the number 2' does not hold together with that of the expression ‘the concept
prime number' without a link... [T!hcy hold aloof from one another .._; however we put
them together, we get no sentence.

Take the proposition "Two is a prime number'.... {Tihe two parts of the proposition are

... essentially different; and it {s important to reahzc that this difference cuts very deep and

must not be blurred. The first constituent 'two', is a proper name of a certain number; it
designates an object, a whole that no longer requires completion. The predicative con-
stituent 'is a prime number’, on the other hand, does require completion and does not de-
signate an object..... An object, e.g. the number 2, cannot logically adhere 10 another
object, e.g. Julius Caesar, without some means of connection. This, in turn, cannot be an
object but rather must be unsaturated. A logical connection into a whoie can come about

.only through this, that an unsamrated part is saturated or completed by one or more

parts.... Now it follows from the fundamental difference of objects from concepts that an
obfect can never occur predicatively or unsaturatedly; and that logically, o concept can
never stand in for an object. One could express it metaphorically like this: There are

_ different logical places; in some only objects can stand and not concepts, in others only

concepts and not objects. 28

We can analyze the proposition '3 is a prime number’ into '3’ and 'is a prime number'.
These parts are essentially different: the former complete in itself, the latter in need of
completion. Likewise, we can analyze the proposition '4 is a square number’ into '4' and 'is
a square number’. Now it makes sense to fit together the complete part of the first propo-
sition with that part of the second- proposition which is in need of completion (that the
proposition is false is a different matter); but it makes no sense to fit together the two

- complete parts; they will not hold together; and it makes just as little sense to put 'is a

square number' in the place of ‘3" in the first propcositiorl.29

In passages of Frege's such as these there is the idea of a kind of nonsense that
arises from an impermissible combination of logical categories — a kind of non-
sense which results because "it makes no sense to fit together” the parts which we
are attemptirig to combine.

"27 My emphases; Frege, Collected Papers (Blackwell: Oxford, 1984 [henceforth CP]),

p- 193,

28 My emphases; CP, pp. 281-282.

29 My emphases; Frege, Philosophical and Mathematical Correspondence (Blackwcll
Oxford, 1980 [henceforth Corr]), pp. 141-2.
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"~ -Frege in these passages seeks to draw attention to examples of this kind of
nonsense " in order to- elucidate  the -distinction between object- and concept-
expressions. Such an elucidation can only be conducted in ordinary language. In
aspropér Begriffsschrift such illegitimate combinations can not be constructed.
Here is Duminett's account of the kind of nonsense which ordinary language
permits but a proper Begriffsschrift excludes:

. [Plrecisely because natural language violates the principle that each expression in-
complete in sense must carry with it its argument-place(s), it does become possible within
natural language to forrn meaningless but grammatically correct sentences which violate
the distinctions of type and in the symbolic language could not be constructed at all. For
instance; the sentence ‘Chairman Mao is rare’, while perfectly grammatical, is meaningless
because ‘rare’; though in appearance just like a first-level predicative adjective, has the
sense of a: second-level predicate. The diagnosis and explanation .of such failures of sig-
nificance in natural language can casily be.accomplished by reference to the impossibility
of‘constructing a corresponding sentence in the symbolic language. >

Let us consider Dummett's example here.?! "Chairman Mao is rare”, Dummett
says, is meaningless because 'rare' (“though in appearance just like a first-level
_predicative adjective™) here actually expresses a second- level function (a func-
tion which takes first-level functions as its arguments). Sentences which involve
“such failuses of significance” can be constructed in natura! language, thus
sometirnes leading us to mistake sense for nonsense: We are able to see clearly
and to explain precisely how a sentence such as the one which figures in Dum-
mett’s. example involves the particular sort of “failure of significance” it does by
reflecting on “the impossibility of constructing” such a sentence (i.e., one which

involves the “corresponding” failure of significance) in a proper Begriffsschrift. .

Dummett's picture of why this sentence is nonsense can be illustrated through the
following diagram:

(a) Chairman Mao ate oniy boiled rice (b} An honest politician is rare
3 N 4
—_ (c) Chairman Mao is rare <—

The proposal is to combine the underlined porﬁons of prbpositions {2) and (b)
50 as to form a third proposition which, if there could be such a proposition,

30 FPL,p. 5L

31 The ensuing discussion of this example is indebted to Chapter 2 of Diamond's The
Realistic Spirit.

102

would be expressed by (c).3? We attempt to combine the 'Chai'rman Mag' of (a)
[the ‘Chairman Mao' that denotes that individual] and the '___ is rare' (‘Jf (b) fthe
! is rare' that denotes that second-level function] and we thus arrive at ().
»;E—ch,- according to Dummett's Frege, is a concrete instance of a special type of
meaningless sentence — one which involves a violation of logical category: we
have tried to put a propet name into an argument place into which only a first-
level function fits. Moreover, what we have here is (alleged to be) a case of fi:lly
determinate nonsense: (i) it is logically distinct from other fully determinate
cases of substantial nonsense; (ii) each of the “parts” of this proposition has a
Sfully determinate sense; and (iii) though the sense of the resulting whole is
flawed, it is a flawed in a determinately specifiable respect — it involves a deter-
minate kind of “failure of significance™ (whereas other cases of substantial non-
sense each involve some other equally determinate “violation” of logical princi-
ples). That we have here to do with a logically determinate example of nonsense
can be seen from the fact that other natural languages, unlike a proper Begriff-
sschrift, permit the construction of substantially nonsensical sentepces which
“correspond” (in the sort of flawed sense they each possess) to this one. The
determinately specifiable respect in which Dummett’s case of substantial non-
sense possesses a flawed sense is the following: it represents “an attempt’j to put
that proper name into that argument place for a first-level function. But it won't

. fit ~ (in Frege's words) "the parts cannot logically adhere”, "it makes no sense to

fit them together”, "they will not hold together"” — thus we get nonsense; bl-.it not
mere nonsense, but a special variety of nonsense which arises from attempting t.o
do.something logically impossible. Wittgenstein's critique of Frege turns on his
critique of this idea — an idea which is common to both the positivist and ineffa-
bility variants of the substantial conception: the idea that we can 30 muc_:h as try
to put 2 logical item into an argument place in which it doesn't fit — the idea that

- we can have a proposition that has a fully determinate kind of sense but the kind

of sense that it has is nonsense.

" Is it possible to identify an expression as being of a particular logi‘?al cattegory
if it oceurs in the wrong place? It is here, in its response to this question, thai ihe
Tractatus sees a tension in Frege's view. A number of Frege's doctrines and a
great deal of his own methodological practice suggest that the answer to this
question should be: No! It is reflection on these aspects of Frege's thought and
practice that leads Wittgenstein to embrace the austere conception of nonsense.

32  This way of describing the proposal involves a fudge. It isn’t c_pgite correct to say .that
the proposal is to combine the underlined portions of propositions (a) and (b) since
the undertined portion of (b) lacks an argument-place.
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_ Frt.:ge warns in "On Concept and Object” (and elsewhere) that the same word
in ordinary language can be used in some contexts as a proper name and in others
asa concept- word. Frege's favorite example of such a word is ‘moon’. ¥ It can
also happen in ordinary language that an object-expression which has never been

previously used to express a concept can suddenly be used, for the first time, asa

concept-expression; and that we .can understand what is meant by such an un-
precedented usage.* Frege offers as an example of this sort of creative use of
language the lovely sentence "Trieste is no Vienna™:

We must not et ourselves be deceived because language often uses the same word
now "as a proper name, now as a concept word; in our example ["There is only one Vi-
:.'::'!na 1, th.e nul_'ncral. u_ldncates that we have the latter; "Vienna' is here a concept-word, like
mietropolis’. Using it in this sense, we may say: *Trieste is no Vienna" 33 '

In this example, Frege says, we encounter a word which usually functions as a
proper m}m'f_: playing the role of a concept-expression. Frege's reading of this
sentence is arrived at through reflection upon what possible use this combination
of words might have; that is, by asking himself: in what context would one utter
such words and what thought would one then be expréssing? If we reflect on

N when we would utter such a senténce and what we might mean by it, Frege sug-
gests, we will see that 'Vienna' here could mean something like 'metropolis’ {or
perha!:vs even beautiful or majestic metropolis) — and thus that the sign 'Vienna'
used in this way should be expressed in a proper logical symbolism by a com-
plete_ly different kind of symbol than that which we would use to express the
occuirence of the word 'Vienna' in the sentence "Vienna is the capital of Austria”,
Notice that Frege does not'conclude that what we have here in his lovely sentence
about Trieste is a piece of nonsense - one which results from trying to put a
proper name where a concept-expression should go. He concludes instead that
what appears in the guise of a concept-expression hete is a concept-expression —

"33 As, for example, il:l §_51 of The Foundations of Arithmetic (Blackwell: Oxford, 1959
= [henceforth FA}): 'With a concept the question is always whether anything, and if so
what, falls under it. With a proper name such questions make no sense. We should
nMoct);: deceived lt:ay th::1 fact ;hat language makes use of proper names, for instance
, s concept words, and vice versa; this d istincti

e e (A r e versa; |§ oes not affect the distinction between

34 A famous example of a proper name suddenly bei ion i
) r y being used as a concept expression is
Lioyd Bentson (m"thc 1988 vice-presidential debate) saying to Dan Quayle: "You're
Egd;z;ck Kemtn?gy. .Belntson's point was not that two individuals (Quayle and Ken-

arc not identical, but rather that there is a concept {of, say, exemplary states-

manship) which Quayle does not fall under. ¢ P ?

35 CP,p. 189
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and then makes a suggestion about what the sentence as a whole might mean (and
hence about which concept might be meant). Thus Frege's methodology here is to
begin with our understanding of the proposition as a whole and to use that as a
basis for segmenting it into its logically discrete components.*®

This raises a question about how Frege’s context principle — “never ask for
the meaning of a word in isolation, but only in the context of a proposition™ — is
to be interpreted. Here is how Dummett explains the principle:

[The assignment of a sense o a word, whether a name or an expression of any other
logical type, only has significance in relation to the subsequent occurrence of the word in
sentences.... [A] sentence is determined as true under certain conditions, which conditions
are derivable from the way in which the sentence is constructed out of its constituent
words: and the senses of the words relate solely to this determination of the truth-
conditions of the sentences in which the words may occur.*8

This is fine, as far as it goes. But what Dummett says here is consistent with a
weaker and a stronger interpretation of the context principle. Dummett himself
goes on to expound the principle in such a way as to atiribute to Frege (what we
shall see to be) the weaker version of the principle. For Dummett, Frege’s princi-
ple forms part of “a general and systematic account” of the part played by each
sub-sentential expression in determining the truth-conditions of each meaningful

~ sentence in which it may appear.® The meaning of an expression specified by

such “a general and systematic account” is the meaning it has even when it occurs
in a construction which, as a whole, has no meaning (and hence no truth-
conditions). The idea here is that there are (so-called) “general rules” of the
fanguage, and it is these rules that determine the meaning of an expression; and
the meaning thus determined is the meaning that the expression has, regardless of

136 This is not to say that, in general, any proposal which yields a possible segmentation

of a strifig is equally tenable. In rea! life cases of interpretation, we are obliged, on
the one hand, to make sense of the way a sentence oocurs within a larger stretch of
discourse. (“Understanding without contextuality is blind.”) To commit oneself to a
segmentation of the string, on the other hand, is to commit oneself to patterns of in-
ference (see note 126) which are a function of how these words (of which the string
is compased) occur in other propositions. (“Understanding without compositionality
is empty.”) The attribution of the endorsement of inferences of certain pattemns to a
speaker is governed by those considerations of charity and relevance which govern
all aspects of interpretation. These considerations generally uniquely determine a
segmeniation {and, where not, they at least severely constrain the range of

. reasonable proposals).
37 F4,p-x
38 FPL,pp. 193-4.
39 FPL,p. 195
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whether or not the sense of the whole in which the expression in question occurs
is nonsense. Since; on this (weaker) way of interpreting Frege’s context principle,
everything that fixes the meaning of an expression is external to any particular
context in which it occurs; it permits the possibility of cases of substantial non-
sense — that is, cases in which the general rules of the language fix the meanings
of each of the expressions occurring in a nonsensical construction (so that each
expression makes a “contribution™ to the “meaning” of the whole) even though
the resulting whole has no (proper) meaning. The stronger way of inferpreting
Frege’s principle does not permit there to be constructions that have a sense, even
though the sense that they have is nonsense. The sironger way of interpreting
Frege’s principle does not take it merely to be declaring that-a word has meaning
if it contributes to the sense of any sentence in which it occurs in accordance with

certain general rules of the language. Rather it takes it to declare that it is through -

the sense of the whole, and only through the sense of the whole, that each of the
expressions which make up that whole acquire their meaning.4°

" My aim here is not to adjudicate between these two different ways of reading
‘Frege*!, but only to claim that Wittgenstein, first in the Tractarus and then later
in the Philosophical Investigations, subscribes to the stronger version of-the
principle. That Wittgenstein, in the Tractatus, means to:be embracing the
stronger version — and rejecting the weaker version — of the context principle is
precis¢ly what is indicated by the presence of the word “only” in the remark
(quoted above) in which he contrasts his own view with that of Frege:

Frege says: Every legitimately constructed propositicﬁ must have a sense; and | say:
Every possible proposition is legitimately constructed, and if it has no sense this can only
be because we have given no meaning to some of its constituent parts. (§5.4733)

This second and more severe ‘way of understanding the import of Frege’s
context principle is developed in the Tractatus through its deployment of the
distinction between sign [Zeichen] and symbol [Symbol]. The distinction might
be summarized as follows: ' ' :

40 Indeed, Frege says: “It suffices if the sentence as a whole has a sense; it is through
this that the parts also acquire their content.” [my translation] FA, §60. This would
seem to rule out the possibility of the parts acquiring a content despite the fact that
the whole lacks a sense.

41 For a reading of Frege along these lines, see Cora Diamond, The Realistic Spirit
(Cambridge, MA: M.LT. Press, 1991), chapter 3.
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* sign — an orthographic unit, that which tl_le perce‘ptiblf: expm§sion§ for
" propositions have in common (a sign design, inscription, icon,
grapheme, etc.)*?

* symbol — a logical unit, that which meaningful propc?sitions have in com-
mon (i.e. an item belonging to a given logical category: proper
name, first-level function, etc.)

Armed with the Tractarian distinction between sign and symbol, we can for-
mulate the contrast between the two conceptions of nonsense (which Wittgenstein
sees Frege as torn between) in a more precise manner. To recall, the two concep-
tions of nonsense were:

* the substantial conception  — which holds that there are two logically dis-
" tinct kinds of nonsense: substantial nonsense and
mere nonsense

— which holds that there is, from a logical point
of view, only one kind of nonsense: mere non-
sense

* the austere conception

The underlined terms in the above formulations can now be defined as fol-
lows:

* substantial nonsense — a proposition composed of signs which symbolize,
but which has a logically flawed syntax due to a clash
in the logical category of its symbols

~— astring composed of signs in which no symbol can
- be perceived, and which hence has no discernible logi-

P —
Cai Syiiax

* mere nonsense

! have, until now, pretended to be able to distinguish between the positivist
and' ineffabjlity variants of the substantial conception. But, armed with the
distinction between symbol and sign, we can start to see why the distinction

42 For purposes of simplifying the exposition, 1 have restricted my definition to (what
the Tractatus calls) "written signs" — the Tractatus explicitly allows for "sound
signs" (see §3.321) and implicitly for other sotts.
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between these two variants is an inherently unstable one.** Any attempt clearly to
articulate the positivist variant will lead to its collapse either into the ineffability
variant or into the austere conception. Either the proponent of the positivist vari-
ant holds that a violation of logical syntax involves an impermissible combination
of symbols or he holds that it involves an impermissible combina-tion of signs. If
he holds the former, then the positivist variant collapses into the ineffability
variant; if the latter, then he abandons the substantial conception altogether, To
take an example of the former case, Dummett's account of "Chairman Mao is
rare” teeters throughout on the brink of collapse into a version of the ineffability
variant. The items combined in Dummeti's example — items which (in Frege's
words) "cannot logically adhere”, which “it makes no sense to fit together",

which "will not hold together” — can not be mere signs. For the four signs

'Chairman’, 'Mag', 'is', and 'rare' can be combined (as can any four signs). What
cannot. be combined, says Frege, is that which the signs symbolize: items be-
longing to incompatible logical categories. The expressions of which the example
is composed are taken by Dummett to be incompatible (not because of their
typographic properties, but) because of what he takes these expressions to sym-
bolize: an object and a second-level function respectively. But if the flaw lies in
what is symbolized by the resulting combination, then, it would seem, there is

- something which these words, so combined, symbolize — an "it" which logic

debars but which Dummett is nonetheless able to frame in thought and identify as
involving a violation of logic. If, on the other hand, the proponent of the positiv-
ist variant holds that a violation of logical syntax involves an impermissible
combination of (mere) signs, then he teeters on the brink of abandoning the sub-
stantial conception altogether (in favor of the austere conception). For if his
account of the impermissibility fails to turn on any logical feature(s) of the alleg-

43 My self-defeating exposition of the alleged distinction between the two variants of

the substantial conception mirrors, albeit in 2 hiohly coymmary fgohinm tha feor half

£
TOrS, 2:0¢€1T 1N 3 DigaLy Summary 1asaion, ind 1irst nail

of the elucidatory strategy of the Tractatus. Half of the central point of the Tracta-
tus, on my reading, is to show that once one has bought into the substantial concep-
tion on¢ has implicitly committed oneself to a conception on which there are
ineffable thoughts — thoughts which we can gesture at (with the aid of nonsensical

language) but cannot express in language. (A central part of the interest of Frege's

work for Wittgenstein, as he read him, is that Frege recognized and drew this conse-

quence.) The second half of the point of the work is to show that the way to escape

this consequence is to abandon the substantial conception of nonsense altogether’
{not, according to Wittgenstein, an easy thing to do). My exposition of the alleged

distinction between the substantial and austere conceptions of nonsense aims to mir-

ror, in equally summary fashion, this second (and largely unnoticed} half of the elu- .
cidatory strategy of the Tractatus. :
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edly impeimissible string, then he has deprived himself of the reso::rces requisite
for claiming that there are two logically distinct kinds of nonsense. ot th
In order to begin to see why this is so, it will hel_p to look more close y.at. e
distinction between sign and symbol as it is drawn In the T r:actc.ﬂus. The dlSth:-
tion is introduced as part of the commentary on §3.3 (which is the ?:‘:'actatu; 5
reformulation of Frege's second principle?®). §3.3 runs as follows: “Ouly the

44 The Traciarus is not concerned to argue that there are no ways to dls;;ngutsp bttl‘:lt;
ween kinds of nonsense — or even that there 1s no distinction to be av;m 1:0 i
neighborhood of the distinction sought by the propongnt of the s:rt:)stann?h C;J cazgs
tion (i.e. one which marks off cases of “phnlosophlg:al nonsense i F;l (of er cases
of mere nonsense) — but only that there are no logl_cally distinct km”s: of nc;?t s
(or more precisely: that talk of “logically distinct kinds of nonsense™ 13 ;‘tsme v::) by
recognized as (mere) nonsense). The coherence _of the entire proceduredo e thé
indeed, rests upon the assumption that there is a distinction to be r:lwn in he
neighborhood of the distinction sought by the proponent of the suthaqtl “co(?c%;:] >
on; but, as we shall see, the Tractatus takes it 10 turn on psychohog:ca rywﬁocn-
kinds of nonsense. Early Witigenstein here reiaiis something tha,t the later h Dw
stein comes to view with increasing suspicion: namc}y, Freg.e s broad (what ev?
might call) “garbage-can” conception of the p:}fcgol?gu_:al]’(,\)vhlch encompasses

ing which does not count, for Frege, as “strictly logical™). )

45 Ttys;';lq'%efomulation,of Frege's second principle” (Eath.er.tha_n re-statcmcgg of arlltg
because the Tractatus is concemed to refashion Frege's distinction bctweefr;0 m; and
Bedeutung. §3.3 is worded as it is precisely in order to mark a _departult;ed hm evsr
in this regard. Just what sort of departure from Frege is here being marked, 0\; ver
is far less clear (at least to me). In Friedrich Wal_smann s Tke;en (which is ?.n'i:i = Ef
to furnish the members of the Vienna Circle wnth' an overview 9f the main i hcasfo]-
the Tractatus, based on detailed conversations with W:t:gcngtem), we ﬁl’:ﬂi t,r hee o
lowing: "A proposition has Sinn, a word has Bedeutung" (Wittgenstein cSzh e e
enna Circle, edited by Friedrich Waismann; Oxford: Blackwell, 1979). gu this
be taken to mean that words do not have Sinn or that propositions do not zwcd fo
deutung? Enigmatic as this remark may seem, it is stralghtforwa_.rd coglgarzlon
anything to be found anywhere in the Tractatus |t5f:-lf on the sullaject. §3. k(‘nd 0%‘
with §3.144) does appear to seek to exclude the applicability of Sinn to allly i o
symbol other than a Satz. When read in the light of §3.3, 2 n_umbcr of earlier p:fin
ges {§§3.142, 3.144, 3.203, 3.22) also appear to t_»c worded in 4 manner s;gge nstig-

_ that the overall doctrine of the work indeed is that (at ]t_aast) naines — 1.€. tdF co iy
tuent pdrts of a fully analyzed sentence — do not have Sinn, The ':forrcspo::ml ding pn v
ciple in regard to Bedeutung docs not obviousty hold, h'owcver‘ the app 1cat10fmm
Bedeutung in the Tractatus does not appear to be :_'estncted (as the |;>assagef om
Waismann's Thesen might seem to imply) to the sub-Judgmeqtal-componcpts 0 rl:; 4
positions. Throughout the Tractatus, the term 'Bedeutu'ng’ is cmp]oyed Sl‘n a '(c -
tively non-technical) manner so as to suggest that any sign (including a hatz, ; 2
propositional sign) with a determinate linguistic funghon_can be said ;o ave e
deuting (see, e.g., §5.451 for the claim that the negation sign has a Bedeutung), thé
as such, is to be contrasted only with a sign which has no Bedeutung ot (as
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proposition has sense; only in the context of a proposition has a name meaning.”

Then, beginning immediately thereafter (with §3.31), comes the following com-
mentary: :

bODEvery part of a proposition which characterjzes its sense [ call an expression (a sym-
(EThe p;opo.v.ition itself is an expression. )
‘Everything essential to their sense that iti i n wi
other is an exeresston, | propositions can have in common with one an-
itrrll expression is the mark of a form and a content.
expression presupposes the forms of all propositions in which it can occur. It i
S| L ktas
the common chgracterpshc rr!ark of a class of propositions... (§§3.31-3.31 1) '
An expression has meaning only in a propesition.., {§3.314)

| conceive the proposition — like Frege and Russell - as a function of the expressions

_contained in it.., (§3.318) .
The sign is that in the symbol which is i J
: perceptible by the senses. (§3.32)

N Tl\go different symbo‘ls can ‘thcreforc have the sign (the written sign or the sound sign}
in c?t mon — they;l:xen signify in different ways. (§3.321) -
- can never indicate the commen characteristic of twe objects that we symboli

. | never the ; C ize them
with v‘t/hf_: same signs but by different methods of symbolizing. For the sign is);iitrary.
i e _cou!d therefore equally well choose two different signs [to symbolize the two

iferent objects] and where then would remain that which the signs shared in common?

. (§3.322)

'The point _.of the commentary is in part to claﬁfy the notion of 'proposition’
which figures in the context principle {only the proposition has sense; only in the
context of a proposition has a name meaning?%). The relevant notion is one of a

grja;)t.am prefers to say) to whlch‘no Bedeutung has_ been given (see, e.g., §§5.4733,

46 A number of commentators have attributed to the Tractatus the view that a speciai
mental act (of lptending to mean a particular object by a particular word) is what en-
dows a name with meaning. If textual support for this attribution is adduced at all. it
1S usuaily through appeai io texis ouiside of the Tracrefus. There is no referex;cc
.any,wher:_: in the Tractatus 10 such a distinet act of meaning (through which a Be--
deutung is coqferred on a sign). The passage from the Tractafus most commoniv ad-
duced to prowde a semblance of textual support for this psychologistic attribution is
_§3.I i \ivh:ch Pears and McGuinness translate as follows: “The method of projection
is to think of the sense of the proposition.” So translated, this remark can be taken to
refer to an act of thinking and to ascribe an explanatory role to such an act. The Og- -
den translation is more faithful: “The method of projection is the thinking of the.
sense of the proposition.” Rush Rhees glosses this (quite properly, | think) as: “The
method of Projection is what we mean by ‘thinking’ or ‘understan’ding’ the se'nsc of
the proposition.” { Discussions of Witigenstein, London: Routledge and Kegan Paul:
1970; p: 39). Acknowledging the justice of Rhees’s criticism, and finding it moré
natural in English to place the explandum on the teRl, McGuinness later recanted his
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certain kind of a symbol — not a certain kind of a sign — something which only
has life in language.#”. The sign, Wittgenstein says, "is that in the symbol which is
perceptible by the senses” (what is now sometimes called the sign design). The
symbol is a logical unit, it expresses something which propositions — as opposed
to propositional signs — have in common.*® Thus the sentences "Trieste is no
Vienna" and "Vienna is the capital of Austria” have the sign 'Vienna' in common.
These two sentences taken together offer an instance of what Wittgenstein means
when he says (in §3.321) "two different symbols can have the sign (the written
sign or the sound sign) in common — they then signify in different ways". The
sentences "Trieste is no Vienna" and "Vienna is the capital of Austria" have no
symbol in common — all they have in common are the signs "Vienna' and 'is".

In the Tractatus, Wittgenstein argues that there will always be room for a
question as to whether a given sign, when it occurs in two different sentences of
ordinary language, is symbolizing the same way in each of those cccurrences.
And this question cannot be settled simply by appealing to the fact that the same
word (sign) ordinarily occurs (symbolizes) as a name® (for example, as a name

and Pears’s original transiation of §3.11 and proposed the following translation in-
stead: “Thinking the sense of the proposition is the method of projection”. McGuin-
ness goes on 1o offer the following lucid summary of the actual point of the passage:
“Thinking the sense into the proposition is nothing other than so using the words of
the sentence that their logical behaviour is that of the desired propesition” ("On the
So-Called Realism of the Tractatus”, in Perspectives on the Philosophy of Wittgen-
stein, edited by Irving Block; Cambridge, MA: M.LT. Press, 1981, pp. 69-70).

47 Although the notion of Satz which figures in the context principle (only the Satz has
sense; only in the context of a Safz has a name meaning) is of a certain kind of a
symbol, the term *Satz” in the Tractarus floats between meaning (1) a propositional
symbol (as, e.g., in §§3.3ff and 4ff) and (2} a propositional sign (as, e.g., in §§5.473
and 6.54), 1t is important to the method of the Tractatus that the recognition that
cettain apparent cases of (1) are merely cases of (2) be a recognition that the reader
achieve on his own. Consequently, at certain junctures, the method of the Tractatus
requires that the reference of Sarz remain provistonally neutral as between (1) and
(2). At the corresponding junctures in my own discussion, I leave Safz untranslated.

48 Wittgenstein’s distinction between propositional sign and propositional symbol
parallels the distinction between siring of words and proposition which Geach draws
in the following passage:

‘Recognizing repeated occurrences of the same proposition is not merely me-
chanical; the identity of a proposition is not the identity of a string of words. The
proposition “Socrates was bald” occurs over again in “Socrates, whe taught Plato,
was bald”, but does not occur in “A philosopher whose teacher was Socrates was
bald™.” (“Kinds of Statement”, in /ntention and Intentionality, edited by Cora Dia-
mond and Jenny Teichman; Comnell University Press: Ithaca, NY, 1979; p. 221-2)

49  This is not to claim that it is possible to understand a sentence, if rone of its consti-
tuent signs symbolize in the same manner in which they symbolize in other senten-
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-?f the: capital of Austria). How can this question be settled? Wittgenstein says:
: }n. f)rder to rccognize the symbol in the sign we must consider the context ot“
51gmﬁc.ant- use™ (§3.326). We must ask ourselves on what occasion we would
utte}"t!ns sentence, and what, in that context of use, we would then mean by it
('Th1s'l is what we saw Frege do in-his handling of the example "Trieste is no Vi-‘
enna".) ln -asking ourselves this, we still rely upon our familiarity with the way
wo_rds- (signs) ordinarily occur (symbolize) in propositions to fashion a segmen-
tation .of the propositional sign in question.?® (One standard way of contrasting
early and later Wittgenstein is to say that later Wittgenstein rejected his earlier
(allegedly truth-conditional) account of meaning — in which considerations of use
have no role to play in fixing the meaning of an expression — in favor of (what
gets called) "a use-theory of meaning”.5! Qur brief examination of §3.326 should
already tr!ake=one wary of such a story) The point of §3.326 can be brought out
by retummg to. Dummett's example. If, for example, we attempt to-provide a
context of sggniﬁcant use for. "Chairman Mao is rare", it becomes possible to see
the symbol in the sign in ways which Dummett does not consider. There are two
equally natural ways to segment this string: (1) to. construe ‘Chairman Mao' as

C::. {Hence Trac:arus_, §4.03; “A p-roposition must use old expressions to communi-
cate-new senses.”) It is only to claim-that not aif of the constituent signs must sym-

bolize in a precedented fashion. But an unprecedented usage of a sign will only be -

inteltigible if the constituent signs which. s ize i “old”
4 S - symbolize in the “old” manner determi
a possible segmentation of the propositional sign — where such a segmentatigfl
;Pg;ﬂ?azgﬂ({_()l)tge logical role.of the sign which symbolizes in an unprecedented
ii) the positi ' i ition i ical s
5 Passadiet posi lqn of the resulting propos:tnongl symbol in logical space
0  In the absence of any familiarity with the wa i inari
ne ab ar y words (signs) ordinarily occur (sym-
bolize) in propositions, we' would have no basis upon which to fashion pogs)i(blc
s«_agmcntatmn§ of proposltlons}l signs, and hence no way to recognize (rather than
SIanl);‘a fantast;c) the symbol in the sign. (This is the situation we find ourselves in
when £ ced with a sentence of a language which we do not know and which does not
in il ieasi resembie any which we do know.) -
51 The popularity of this story rests largely on an additional piece of potted history,

... according_to which the Tractarus advances the doctrine that it is possible (and in-

deed, according to most readings, semantically necess to fix th i
names prior to and independently of their use i}rfa ﬁropos?{iyo)ns (either fh:gf::;llt:)gsieg-f
sive dcﬁmpon or a through some special mental act which endows a name with me-
aning). This putati_vc teaching of the Tractatus -is standardly taken to be the primary
target of the opening sections of Philosophical Investigations. But the whole point
pf §3.3-3.344 of the Tractatus is that the identity of the object referred to by a name
is only ﬁ_xed by the use of the name in a set of significant [sinnvolie] propositions
An appeal to use thus already-plays a critical role in Wittgenstein's early account of‘

hat \ . oy -
:aci ‘ :::gw;:;i "l?oth the meaning of a proposition as 3_1 whole and the meanings of
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symbolizing a first-level function’?, (2) to construe 'rare’ as symbolizing a first-
level function?. These are “natural” ways of “reading” the string because each
reading segments the string along lines dictated by an established usage (i, an
established method of symbolizing by means) of signs.> The expression ‘_ is
rare’ has an established use in the language (in sentences such as “An honest
politician is rare”) as a second-level function; the expression ‘Chdirman Mao’ has
an established use in the language (in sentences such as “Chairman Mao ate only
boiled rice™) as a proper name. Each of these established uses dictates a possible
segmentation of the string — each of which excludes the other.” There isn’t any-
thing which is simultaneously segmenting the string along both lines at

57 On the model of "You're no Jack Kennedy®. On this reading of Dummett's example,
the sentence might mean something like "The kind of exemplary statesmanship
Chairman Mao exhibited is rare”.

53 The second reading is more readily available in this case than it might otherwise be
for a reason to which Dummett is strangely oblivious: there is already an cstablished
English usage in which ‘rare’ expresses a first-level function (as in "That piece of
meat is rare!™). Admittedly, it still requires a bit of a stretch to bring Chairman Mao
under that concept. But one might try to prepare the way for such a use with:
Chairman Mao is going to get a terrible sunburn [i.e. will soon be well done] if he
doesn't come in out of the sun soon!" :

s4 Our established conventions for employing signs underdetermine the segmentation
of the propositional sign ‘Chairman Mao is rare’: there is no single reading that our
established conventions (for employing the signs ‘Chairman’, *Mao’, ‘is’, and ‘ra-
re’) naturally favor. That our established conventions, in this case, favor to an equal
degree two alternative readings based upon logically distinct segmentations, will
play a crucial role in the Tractarian account of what is (not logically, but rather psy-
chologically) distinctive about cases such as this {of apparently substantial non-
sense).

55 The segmentation of a propositional sign, for Frege and Wittgenstein, is a function
of its position (or bettet: the position of the proposition it symbolizes) in a network
of inferential Telations — its position in (what the Tractatus calls) logical space. To
fix the position of a proposition in logical space is to fix how its logical constituents
occur in other propositions. To segment ‘Chairman Mao is rare’ in accordance with
the first proposa! is to take it to express a judgment which Ticenses inferences of

certain patterns; e.g., the inference from the conjunction of (1) *Chairman Mao is ra-
re” and (2) “The sort of politician that Dan Quayle is (an example of) is not rare” to
(3) “Dan Quayle is no Chairman Mao”. To segment ‘Chairman Mao is rare’ in ac-
cordance with the second proposal is, again, to take it to express 2 judgment which
licenses certain inferences of certain patterns; ¢.g., the inference from the conjunc-
tion of (1") “Chairman Mao is rare” and (2} “This steak is rare” to (3"} “There are (at
least) two things that are rare!”. The conjunction of (1} and (2}, on the other hand, is
logically inert: it licenses no inference because these two propositions have no sym-
bol in common.
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once.’s Segmenting it either way, we supply a possible context of significant use
and thus confer upon the string ‘Chairman Mao is rare’ a sense. Accor.ding to the
Frr:acrams, until we have done this, we have yet to confer any method of symbol-
izing on any of the signs which make up the string.%7
.There is here"an important continuity in the views of Frege, early Wittgen-
_ stein and later .Wlttgenstein concerning the nature of ordinary language: in ordi-
n,ary-vlanguage we are constantly extending the uses of our words and. thereby
Creating new possibilities of meaning for them. The expressions of ordinary
Ian-guage can ‘be — and indeed constantly are — used in logically (later Wittgen-
stein prefers to say: grammatically) unprecedented yet perfectly intelligible ways
For all sorts of bizarre forms of words for which there is at present no ianguagc:
_ga‘me, we can dream up-a context of significant use (in Wittgenstein’s later
1§|9m: a langl_lage-game) in which we would be drawn without loss of intelligi-
bility to call upon that particutar form of words. ¢
. In §‘;5.32(_S, “the context of significant use" translates sinnvollen Gebrauch:
recog.mze" transiates erkennen, which might also be translated “perceive” Th:;
l_?ljer is the same word that occurs in §6.54: "My propositions serve as e]u‘cida-
tions in the_ following way: anyone who understands me .eventually percerves
t!:@qm as nonsensical.” It is a condition of being able to perceive the symbol in the
sign tha? the string in which the sign occurs be simmvoll. To recognize a Satz as
nonsensical [ Unsinn] is to be unable to recognize the symbol in the sign. For the

56 Qr,. to put__the point in a way which brings out the incoherence in question more
vividly — in Fre_gc’s idiom: there isn’t anything which is a proposition’s simultane-
ously standn}g_ in two logically distinct sets of inferential relations with Tespect to
other propositions — in the idiom of the Tractatus: there isn’t anything which is a
‘[‘)roposmon"_s occupying two different positions in logical space at the same time

The proposition determines a place in logical space: the existence of such a place is
secured through the existence of its constituent parts alone, thi'ough the existence of

+h torpa i F3 ;- it Th. f I'd
il significant {s:r;m.'.“,.’.’er:} proposition” .{§3.4) The determination of the logi al
pProp Tamanon of the logwcal .

:ﬁ:::t::&no?‘f: pmpo?itional_s_ign (.and thus tl.'tc'confcrral of a method of symboli-
ngs on each o its ccinstituerft.mg’?s:) is the specification of a determinate position in
(:glca. space. If the “propesition” in question is not sinmvel! then it determines no
;}t :I::; ;Fg&%ﬁﬂﬁfﬁ%ﬁﬁ ccmtc_: way (‘)}l: putting the illusion which underlies the sub-
Droceed outsiae logies) sonr o say that it m‘1ag1ne§ that logical segmentation can
57 ‘Our fa{niliarity wit'h previous occurrences of the expressions “‘Chairman Mao® and
: . Is rare’ furnish alternative natural proposals (without determining any single
proposat) .fgr conferring sense upen the propositional sign “Chairman Mao is rare’;
but, according to the Trdactatus, we only determine the sense of these expressions ii‘;
& particular occurrence of the propositional sign “Chairman Mao is rare’ when we

adopt one of these proposals for determinin i i
enting the s ning a possible method of logically sog-
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Tractatus, these two forms of recognition eclipse one another. To recognize a
Satz as nonsensical [Unsinn), for the Tractatus, is not a matter of recognizing that
it is attempting to say something that cannot be said, but rather a matter of recog-
nizing that it fails to say anything at all. Building on Frege's own methodological
practice, the Tractatus argues that in the case of a piece of nonsense — that is, in
the absence of the provision of a context of sinnvollen Gebrauch. a possible
logical segmentation of the Satz — we have no basis upon which to isolate the
logical roles played by the working parts of a proposition. One can identify the
contribution the senses. of the parts of a proposition make to the sense of the
whole only if the whole has a sense — if it stands in some identifiable location
with respect to the other occupants of logical space. According to the Tractatus,
there are no examples of a proposition’s failing to make sense because its parts
do not “fit” together,® Thus there are no examples of the sort Dummett was
looking for — examples of putting a proper name where a concept word belongs —
for if one can properly make out that what belongs in that place is a concept
word, then that is a sufficient condition for treating whatever is in that place as a
concept word. There isn't anything, on the conception of nonsense which the
Tractatus advances, which corresponds to a proposition's failing to make sense
because of the meaning which the parts already have taken in isolation.> On the
Tractarian conception, the only way a sentence can be Unsinn is by its failing to
symbolize.® This conception does not rule out the possibility of Sdfze (such as
tautologies and contradictions) which have logical structure and yet are devoid of

58 This Tractarian insight becomes a pervasive theme of Wittgenstein’s later thought.
Here is a representative example: :

"You want to say that the use of the word *not’ does not fit the use of the word *ap-
ple’ ... that apple is one thing or idea which is comparable to a definite shape, whe-
ther or not it is prefaced by negation, and that negation is like another shape which
may of may not fit it;... We cannot ask whether the vses of these two words fit, for
their use is given only when the use of the whole phrase “not apple” is given. For
the use they have they have iogether... [1]f negation is o he defined by its use, it
makes no sense to-ask whether ‘not’ fits ‘apple’; the idea of fitting must vanish. For
the use it has is its use in the combination’. (Witigenstein's Lectures: Cambridge,
1932-1935, edited by Alice Ambrose, University of Chicago Press, Chicago: 1979; -
pp. 63-643.

59  We can now begin to sce how misleading the standard attribution to early Wittgen-
stein of {what gets called) 2 “logical atomist theory of meaning" is. It is just such a
theory that is under indictment in passages such as §§3.3, 3.314, 3.341 and 3.344,

60  Again, this is the point of the ‘only’ in “[[}f [a proposition] has no sense this can
only be because we have given no meaning to some of its constituent parts” [my
emphasis] (§5.4733). Most commentary on the Tractatus, in atiributing to that work
the substantial conception of nonsense, leaves that ‘only” here looking as if it must
be a slip of the pen. '
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“Sinn.8. 1t only rules out a sentence's having a fully determinate yet logically
- impossible sense — a sense that it cannot have because of the logically determi-
nate but:logically mutually incompatible senses that its parts already have.

Most readings of what the Tractatus means by ‘nonsense’, when it declares in
its famous penultimate section that the reader is to recognize its sentences as
“‘nonsense”, attribute to the book a doctrine which presipposes just the possibil-

- ity that the. Tractatus is most concerned to repudiate: the possibility of identifying
the logical ‘category of a term outside the context of legitimate combination — of
. identifying the manner in which a sign symbolizes in a context in which the refer-
ence of the parts of a sentence does not.determine the reference of the whole.
. This repudiation is perhaps most explicit in the series of remarks which lead up
to the passage in which Wittgenstein locates the difference between his own
conception of nonsense and that of Frege. Here is the full context of that passage:’

Logic must take care of itself. .

A possible sign must also be able to signify. Everything which is possible in logic ts
also permitted. ("Socrates is identical” means nothing because there is no praperty which
is ‘called "identical". The proposition is nonsensical because we have not made some
arbitrary determination, not because the symbol itself is impermissible.}

- In & certain sense we cannot make mistakes in logic. (§5.473)

We cannot give a sign the wrong sense. (§5.4732)

Frege says: Every legitimately constructed proposition must have a sense; and I say:
Every possible proposition is legitimately constructed, and if it has no sense this can only
be because we have given no meaning to some of its constituent parts.

{Even if we believe that we have done so.) :

Thus "Socrates is identical" says nothing, because we have given #g meaning to the
word "identical" as adjective. For when it occurs as the sign of equality it symbolizes in
an entirely different way — the symbolizing relation is another — therefore the symbol is in

~ the two cases entirely differcnt; the two symbols have the’sign in common with one an-

other only by accident. (§5.4733)

These remarks express in an extremely compressed fashion some of the cen-
tral ideas of the Tracrarus. Let us begin by looking at the example of Unsinn

_(“Socrates is identical") and the commentary on it which Wittgenstein offers

here. It is the sort of combination of words that Dummett might be tempted to
analyze as an. instance of substantial nonsense — as an attempt to employ the

61 To think that it did would be to lose sight of the distinction between that which:is

Unsinn and that which is sinrfos. In order to count as sinnvoll a Saiz has to be able . -

to serve as a vehicle of communication: it has to make a statement about how things
are — it has to assert what is the case [der sinnvolle Saiz sagt etwas aus) (§6.1264),
Such a Satz is characterized by both a form [Form] and a content [frhalf) (§3.31). A

Satz which is sinnlos possesses a (logical) form but no content. Unsinn, on the other -
hand, possesses neither a form nor a content.
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jdentity sign (i.e. an expression which symbc:::izl:; ;:: t;;:a;;;: :)If :ﬁr;;yssl:;t:::;
iects) as if it were a concept-eXpression. ( say
‘t):éenm?sensicality of the string is due r;:t toda? ;mn]ia:;tr?;;sge:n Zr::i:zm\;r'::t ;:n?
symbol, but rather to our failing to make a detel O “;) il
stein says: “If it has no sense this can only be becal_xse we have g e et ol
its constituent parts.” The “only” here signals that for ‘: {2
:;);{)arn:ltocfa::s of substangal nonsense are (inn:l;e words of §6.54) “eventually to
ized as” cases of type austere nonsense. o .
o r:izcg)rsiiﬁg to the Tractatus, there isn't anything w'hlch is ar;) 1msvt;\arty:(;i tgzr:
proposition's containing two logical eleme;n;sa ;A:it;c;l‘:t?(r; ::;0\:;“132;1 ; :.S e
i be is a case in which there are two natu . ( ,
;'2:'1 : ienténce whose sense is as yet undetermined, af is the case \\;}th ::ﬁn:)et;tei
example. Each of the available readings of Dl.lmmett s sentence ec 1]?sn|t T thing
_ as each reading of a-duck-rabbit figure Fc!lpses the other. There 12 it
which is having a part of the sentence as it IS segmented on one rez;1 f.eadin -
mately combined with a part of the sentencjtt:h as Si%"ﬁ:::; 211‘10:1‘2(:8 ‘:':adino C'gf .
ore than one can have only the eye of the rabbiit £ eading
cai?irl:(:abbit figure occur in combination with the face of the duck.u':"nt)e :te;];l:z
drawing as a picture of the face of a duck is to see the, as lt. wer::, a!'tg.s o e
for an eye in the picture filled by the eye of a duck — that is what 1t 1
dot (that sign) as an eye of a duck {as that. kind of a symbol?. —
if we have not made the necessary assignments of meaning to <:ure:h e
example of its emptiness then, accordini ‘t(L t:e T rsa‘f:?;::, ;};:bwl\f:m :\tfz opo.
is simply a string of signs — a string which has a Sur ‘
:istilsnss.!:? t?vo_ distir%ct logical patterns. For Wittge.nstem, the‘ source of t}’l:. cl:tsrfi! nts
to be located in our relation to the linguistic stn'ng — not in the |Il1%UIS ut;h g wi
itself. The problem, according to the Tractatus, 1s that we often be 1el:'eve e
have given a meaning to all of a sentence's constituent parts when v.ff‘e.} are Jailed
io do so. We think nonsense results in such cases not becguse ofa all u onou
paﬁ, bt because of a failure on the sentence's part. We tk}mk the problem o
in an absence of meaning (in our failing to mean .anythmg by these \:fioralsr)ead
rather in a presence of meaning (in the incompatﬂ_.ale senses the worf Sombin ;
have — senses which the words import with them into the cuptext o t?its ne-
tion). We think the thought is flawed because the componenthsensses ‘:e fetﬂp g
logically repel one another. They fail to _add up to a thought. 21 e s
words are attempting to think a logically impossible thougl'lt —an iy 6
volves a kind of impossibility of a higher order than ordinary impossi .

" 62 Here, again, we have the anticipation of a recurring theme of Wittgenstein's later

thought:
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Wittgenstein's teaching is that the problem lies not in the words, but in our con-
fused relation to the words: in our experiencing ourselves as meaning something
definite by them, yet also feeling that what we take ourselves to be meaning with
the words makes no sense. We are confused about what it is we want to say and
we project our confusion onto the linguistic string. Then we look at the linguistic
string and imagine we discover what if is trying to say. We want to say to the
string: "We know what you mean, but 'it' cannot be said." The incoherence of our
desires with respect to the sentence — wishing to both mean and not mean some-

thing with it — is seen by us as an incoherence in what the words want to be say-

ing. We displace our desire onto the words and see them as aspiring to say
something they never quite succeed in saying (because, we tell ourselves, "it"
cannot be said). We account for the confusion these words engender in us by
discovering in the words a hopelessly flawed sense. “We ... hover”, Wittgenstein
says, “between regarding [a sequence of words] as sense and regarding it as

nonsense, and hence the trouble arises.”®?
The context of this latter remark runs as follows:

_ Different kinds of nonsense. Though it is nonsense to say “! feel his pain™, this is dif-
ferent from inserting into an English sentence a meaningless word, say “abracadabra”
‘(compare Moore last year on “Scott kept a runcible at Abbotsford”) and from saying a
string of nonsense words. Every word in this sentence is English, and we shali be inclined
to say that the sentence has a meaning, The sentence with the nonsense word or the string
of nonsense words can be discarded from our language, but if we discard from our lan-
guage “l feel Smith’s toothache” that is quite different. The second seems nonsense, we
are tempted to say, because of some truth about the nature of things ot the nature of the
world. We have discovered in some way that pains and personality do not fit together in
sich a way that I can feel his pain. — The task will be to show that there is in fact no
difference between these two cases of nonsense, though thiere is a psychological distinc-
" fion, in that we are inclined to say the one and be puzzied by it and not the other. We

constantly hover between regarding it as sense and regarding it as- nonsense, and hence
the trouble arises. '

Wittgenstein’s description here of the task — to show that there is in fact no
“logical difference between these two cases of nonsense — is equally accurate as a
description of the task of his early and his later work. Certain passages in the

'The difficuity is in wsing the word "can" in different ways, as "physically possible”

and as'"making no sense to say ..." The logical impossibility of fitting the two pieces .

seems of the same order as the physical impossibility, only more impossible!’ (Wir-
genstein's Lectures: Cambridge, 1932- 1935, op. cit., p. 146) :
63 The quotation is from Wittgenstein's Lectures on Personal Experience (Michaelmas

Term, 1935, recorded by Margaret MacDonald, edited by Cora Diamond; un- -

published manuscript).
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“excluding certain
Janguage”, might seem {0 coptradict .this_, invi(t);c
ing a reading of Wittgenstein along tr.nc .following lines: cerm;ln c&mbm:(t)ﬁrt:?na-
words are to be identified as impermissible on the grounds that these

later work, however, in which Wittgenstein speaks, €.2., ‘of
combinations of words from our

i i inati Tam-
tions violate the principles goveming which combinations of words are g

matically well-formed. - N
It is precisely such a reading of his wo
in §500 of Philosophical Investigations:

rk which Wittgenstein seeks to fend off

ts sense that is senseless. But

i it is not as it were i : )
When a sentence is called senseless, it 18 S irculation.

a combination of words is being excluded from the language,

"The preceding section (§499) begins as follows:

“To say “This combinétion of wdrds makes no sense” excludes it from the sphere of

it
language and thereby bounds the domain of language. But when one draws a boundary
may be for various kinds of reason.
This raises the quéstion: what are Wittgenstein's reasons for ‘Prop:)hsmiht;zt
we exclude particular combinations of words from the language? In the

sophical Grammar, We find this:

jrs is in-
How strange that one should be able to say that S}lch and 'f;uchwailt;ta;s :}i; ;i;f:; S e
conceivable! If we regard a thought as an acco_mpammcnt going " gt
words in the statement that specify the inconccwa_ble state of affau;is mus b Bt it
nied. So what sort of sense is it to have? lilt?lessrgtiaiz g:(ecsli (;l;grﬁso ::t:) se ]angua.ge w
. : . . - thev &
lf:nlt " 1;22-:1;h:;ll;it:rifctig?st;,sasnegi}e::i;sonyfm their explicit exclusion can only be that
:v:);r‘:etemp:ed to confuse them with a proposition of our language.”

ici i lan-

Wittgenstein proposes that we explicitly exclude an ex_pre.ss;on from Zh:et "

guage — not because its sense is senseless (i.e., because it vio z_i_tes som. set of

inati i " mpie
principles for the legitimate combination of signs) — but begatuse wfi :erf; ;teice:
i i ther.6® We are tempted to con

to confuse” one kind of sign for anothe tempte noes

in which words figure senselessly (because we have not given them a sense)

i i n
sentences in which each word has been given a determinate sense. Thus the only

64 Phil;osophica! Grammar;, Blackwell: Oxford, 1974 p. 130; | have amended the
65 - msﬁt:!{::ésures can be taken 1o prevent us from beingfthus ({ergplidi ‘i‘::;octi:?cnufi:i;zgz
s no reason not to introduce these forms of words bac. on:
Epsc:mtgfiﬁt;ss :n expression has to be withdrawn from language apd sent fg; )clcamng

— then it can be put back into circulation.” (Culture and Value, op. cit. p-
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sort of Satze that Wittgenstein: ever talks of excluding are propositional signs —
not propositional symbols — ones (1) whose exclusion from the language is op-
tional, and (2) whose exclusion is proposed on pragmatic grounds (namely, that
they incline us to mistake a mere sign for a propositional symbol). Instead of
excluding them, we could retain these sentences and give them a sense: '

-In speaking of that which is impossible it seems as though we are conceiving the in-
conceivable. When we say a thing cannot be green and yellow at the same time we are
excluding something, but what?... We have not excluded any case at all, but rather the use
of an expression. And what we exclude has no semblance of sense. Most of us think that
there is nonsense which makes sense and nonsense which does not — thatit is nonsense in
a different ‘way to say "This is green and yellow at the same time" from saying "Ab sur
ah". But these are nonsense in the same sense, the only difference being in the jingle of
the words.... The word "nonsense” -is used te exctude certain things, and for different
regsons, But it cannot be the case that an expression is excluded and yet not quite ex-
cluded - excluded because it stands for the impossible, and not quite excluded because in
excluding it we have to think the impossible. We exclude such sentences ... because we do
not want to use them. Of course we could give these sentences sense. 8

When-Witigenstein argues in his later writings that we cannot give a word a

' r".«"_nen'sehass sense" (e.g., Philosophical Investigations, §500), he is refashioning

the Tractarian point that we cannot give a sign "the wrong sense”. Not only does
Wittgenstein never speak in the Tractarus of "violations of logical syntax", but
later Wittgenstein only occasionally mentions the idea of "violations of gram-
mar", and always in the service of encouraging the reader to be puzzled by what
such a thing could be — as, for example, in the following passage:

How can one put together Jogically ill-assorted concepts (in violation of grammar
[gegen die Grammatik], and therefore nonsensically) and significanily ask about the
possibility of the combination?%?

The continuity in Wittgenstein’s thought to which I am seeking to draw atten-

tion here is roughly the opposite of the one usuaily remarked upon by commen-

-tators. The -following passage from Baker and Hacker offers a fairly standard

story of how an appeal to rules of logical syntax in the Tractatus gives way in
later Wittgenstein to an appeal to rules of grammar:

Wittgenstein had, in the Tractatus, seen that philosophical or conceptual investigation
moves in the domain of rules. An important point of continuity was the insight that phi-
losophy is not concerned with what is true and what is false, but rather with what makes

66 Wittgenstein's Lecfures: Cambridge, | 932-7 935; op. cit., pp- 63-64.
67  Philosophical Grammar (Blackwell: Oxford, 1974), p. 392.
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sense and what traverses the bounds of sense... [W]hat he called rules of gralmmail“'k.)...acr%:'i
the direct descendants if the 'rules of logical syntax' of the Tractatus. Like rules o g o
syntax, rules of grammar determine the bounds of sense. Thez'h dlstmgultshb se:ncszf lg.n
’ i in v term, is the account boo -
nonsense... Grammar, as Wittgenstein understood the , unt | N
i imi by carefully scrutinizing them the
uage. Its rules determine the limits of sense, and by :
ghilgosopher may determine at what point he has drawn an overdraﬁ. on.Rees_?};,b ;f!o!a;e:
the rules for the use of an expression, and so, in subtle and not readily identifiable ways,
traversed the bounds of sense.5® -

I agree with Baker and Hacker that the later cor}ception qf grammar is the I.melr
of the earlier conception of logical syntax. But 1 dlsagre.e “.’lth their characten?a-
tions of these conceptions — e.g., as tuming on an aspiration 1o fonnu]a?e Iru es
that will “determine the limits of sense” and thus “dettj,nmne at what point t]tll_e
philosopher has "traversed the bounds of :ense" —a po:n reached when the phi-

“violate[s] the rules for the use of an expression . ]
losigh:rourd bita[ rilistake to think that the crucial diffet:ence between my inter-
pretation of Wittgenstein and that of Baker and Hacker is that, whereas they, on
the one hand, think that when Wittgenstein wrote his early work he thought that
there were ineffable truths that cannot be stated in language and l'ater‘ came to see
that this is misconceived, I, on the other hand, think that a:lready in his early wor-k
he thought this misconceived. The more impf)rtant difference be:tween thta;;r
reading and mine is that [ think that Wittgenstein (e.arly‘and late). thinks that_ e
view that they attribute to later Wittigenstein is a dlsgms'ed version gf the w_e:,v
that they attribute to early Wittgenstein. 1 take thF continuity in Wlttgenste.ms
thought to lie in his espousal of the anstere concept!o-n (?f nonsense; they take. ; to
lie in his espousal of the substantial conception. Wlth.m this overarchmg_ differ-
ence, it is a matter of secondary importance which variant of the substaqtlal con-
ception they attribute to which Wittgenstein. As it happens,_ they a@bute the
ineffability variant of the substantial conception to early Wittgenstein a:_ld the
positivist variant to later Wittgenstein, This is not, by my (earlj,'r or later) W!ttgen-
stein’s lights, a story of philosophical progress. Indeed, by his hg.h!:ls, thelr‘:?‘r-'
sion of “early Wittgenstein” is bound to seem in some respects philosopnicany
more acute than their version of “later Wittgens‘tein”. For 1'13 comes closer to
appreciating that the two variants of the subs'fanu?l conceptlc.m are o-n!yﬁ‘agpla}r-
ently distinct; whereas their “later Wittgenstein”, in exchanging the ineffability

| i i ] i '..Ru!es Grammar
68 heir emphasis] G. P. Baker and P. M. S. Hacker, Wittgenstein. ,

’ gwd Necesiity (Oxford: Blackwell, 1985) pp. 39-40), 55. 1 should say that | gathe;
from conversations with Gordon Baker that he no longer espouses the reEdm% pd
Wittgenstein that (the authors | am here referring to as) “Baker and Hacker” defen
in this book. : :
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variant: for the positivist variant of the substantial conception, takes himself to
hiave made an irpoitant advance. : :
" Consider the following pair of passages from Baker and Hacker:

.. -Wittgenstein's ‘rules of grammar’ serve only ‘o distinguish sense from nonsense...
They settle what makes sense, experience settles what is the case.... Grammar is a free-
floating array. of rules for the use of tanguage. It determines what is a correct use of
language, but is not ifself correct or incorrect. o '

_ What philosophers have called ‘necessary truths’ are, in Wittgenstein’s view, typically
rules of grammar, niorms of representation, i.e., they fix concepts, They are expressions of
intermal relations between concepts... Hence they license (or prohibit) transitions between
coTncepts, i.e. tfansi@ions from one expression of an empirical proposition to another,5?

Each of the phrases italicized in the above passages mark a moment in which
Baker and Hacker attribute to later Witigenstein an instarice of the very misun-
derstanding that he was.already seeking to exorcize in his early work — one which
conceives of the possibilities of meaningful expression as limited by “general
rules of the language™ (be they called “rules of logical syntax” -or “rules of
grammar”) and which imagines that by specifying these rules one can identify. in

~ advance which combinations of words are licensed and which prohibited,

. The heart of the Tractarian conception of logic is to be found in the remark
that "we cannot make mistakes in logic" (§5.473). It is one of the burdens of the
elucidatory strategy of the Tractatus to try to show us that the idea that we can
violate the logical syntax of language rests upon a conception of "the logical
structure of thought" according to which the nature of logic itself debars us from
being able.to frame certain sorts of “thoughts”. Wittgenstein says: "Everything
which is possible in logic is also permitted” (§5.473). If a sentence is nensense,
this is not because it is trying but failing to make sense (by breaking a rule of
logic, or grammar), but because we have failed to make sense with it: "the sen-
tence is nonsensical because we have failed to make an arbitrary determination of
sense, not because the symboi in itself is impermissibie” (my emphases; §5.473).
The idea that there can be such a thing as a kind of proposition which has an
internal logical form of a sort which is debarred by the logical structure of our
thought rests upon what Wittgenstein calls (in the Preface) "a misunderstanding
of the logic of our language". In ascribing to the Tractetus a commitment to the
substantial conception of nonsense, commentators have ascribed to that work a
commitment to the very misunderstanding which the elucidatory strategy of the
work as a whole is centrally concerned to exorcize,

69 Ibid, pp. 40, 269. I am indebted to Martin Gustafsson for drawing these two passa-
£es to my attention.
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In §4.1212 of the Tractatus, we are told that a work .of philosophy “c_gg;i;ts
essentially of elucidations”. "Philosophy™ here means: ptlnlo.sop}‘ly as practi thy
the author of the Tractatus. The notion of elucidation is tied in §4.1212 to the
idea of philosophy being a certain kind of activity.

Philosophy is not a theory [Lehre] btftan activit){. ]
A philogoghical work consists essentially of elucidations. (§4.112)

The word 'Lehre' — which Ogden translates as ‘theory’ — is rendered as 'body
of doctrine’ by Pears and McGuinness. The eluc_idatory strategy qf .the _Trafzmg::
depends on the reader’s provisionally tak.ing. himself to' be participating 1:d e
traditional philosophical activity of cstabhsh}ng a doctrine through a proc dl;r-
of reasoned argument; but it only succeeds if the rea.der fully comes to 1i|1n
stand what the work means to say about itself vtfhen it says th?t p}“lOSOp 3', tlalts
this work seeks to practice it, results not in doctrine but in elucidations. An_ €
attainment of this recognition depends upon the rea}der’§ actually underfgomt;g] i:
certain experience — the attainment of which is identified in §6.5ft as the sign af
the reader has understood the author of the work: the rea(%er s” expenellce o-
having his illusion of sense (in the “premises” :}nd “conclusions o:’( t;neb a)r%:e
ment™) dissipate through its becoming clear to him that (what he tgo oh i e
philosophische Sdtze of the work are Unsinn. The “problerfls of ph|1.050p Y .
the Tractatus sets itself the task of “solving” are al|| of a smgle- sort: the;_,r are a .
occasioned by reflectioni on possibilities (of running uplagamst the ll.mnts'oe
thought, language or reality) which appear to come mt'o view when we imagin
ourselves able to frame in thought violations of thel log_lcal structure of languag.e.
The “solution” to these problems (as §6.52 says) lies in their disappearance — 1;:l
the dissolution of the appearance that we are so much as able to framze suc)
ﬁhoughts. The mode of philosophy which this work pr_actlces.(as §4.11 .t_;ays"
does not result in “philosophical propositions™: the "philosophical proposnu.msd

ith when we attempt to frame such thoughis are io be. recognized
:se Li:sr?:nfn"i'th‘:s the aim is the same as that of Wittgenstein’s later philosophy; as

he puts it in Philosophical Investigations, §464: -

My aim in'philosophy is to take you from something which is disguised nonsense to
something which is undisguised nonsense.

The 'sign that this passage from latent to patent nonsense hgs been achieved
by a reader — of either the Tractatus or the Philosophical Invesag_ations — comes
when the reader’s phenomenclogy of having understood something determinate
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by a particular-form of words is suddenly shattered. The reader undergoes an
-abrupt tranisition: one moment, imagining he has discovered something, the next,
discovering he has not yet-discovered anything, to mean by the words. The tran-
sition is from a psychological experience of entertaining what appears to be a
fully determinate thought — the thought apparently expressed by that sentence —
to the experience of having that appearance (the appearance of there being any
such .thdught)_disintegrate. No “theory of meaning” could ever bring about the
passage from the first of these experiences (the hallucinatory one) to the second
{the experience of discovering oneself to be a victim of a hallucination).
As long as we retain the relevant phenomenology (as long as it appears to us
that, by golly, we do mean something determinate by our words), our conviction
in such an experience of meaning will always lie deeper than our conviction in
anything we ate told by a theory of meaning concerning what sorts of things we
are and are not able to mean by our words.” Both the Tractatus and the Philo-
sophical Investigations seek to bring their readers to the point where the reader
can recognize sentences displayed within the pages of the work as nonsensical,
not by means of a theory which legislates certain sentences out of the realm of
sense, but rather by bringing more clearly into view for the reader the life with
language he already leads — by harnessing the capacities for distinguishing sense
from nonsense (for recognizing the symbol in the sign and for recognizing when
no method of symbolizing has yet been conferred upon a sign) implicit in the
‘everyday practical mastery of language which the reader already possesses. As
the Preface of the Tractatus says: “The limit ... can only be drawn in language
and what lies on the other side of the limit will be simply nonsense.” Just as,
according to the Tractatus, each propositional symbol — i.e., each sinmvoller Satz
- shows its sense (§4.022), so the Trgctatus shows what it shows (i.e., what it is
to make sense) by lefting language show itself — not through “the clarification of
sentences” but through™ allowing “sentences themselves to become clear”
(through das Klarwerden von Sdtzen, §4.112). The work seeks to do this, not by

netructing e in haw o idants PO
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s to see more cleatly what it is we do with language when we succeed in
-dichieving determinate forms of sense (when we succeed in projecting a symbol

into the sign) and what it is we fall short of doing when we fail to achieve such
forms of sense (when we fail to confer a determinate method of symbolizing on a
propositional sign). :

70 Hence the ineffectuality of someone like Carnap’s methods.
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In Tractatus, §5.5563, we find :

. all
. All propositions of our everyday language are actually, just as they stand, logically

. completely in order.

The Tractatus wants to show how Frege's theory of Beg.rgffgvsch?jt?h;fgi

theory‘of a logically perfect languagfca whé::h excluc:e:h g:;,y p(;s;:s;l;:lttgoﬁsm :for-
nati f illogical thought — is in fact the correc ymb

;:n:tuﬁl.‘ Eangufge itself, gt]li':e Tractatus says, p.re‘_u.'ents‘ the possnlbﬂ;:ly ofk ;\;&;};
logical mistake (§5.4731)."" Ordinary language is In th!s respect alre i)S; ?‘of oy
Begriffsschrift. What for Frege is ’the structure.of an ideal lal?gu'agehis for v
Wittgenstein the structure of ali language. In his remafks clanfymg s ¢
tions of Ogden’s initial attempt to translate §5.5563, Wittgenstein explains:

is [ - itions of our ordinary language
s [i.e., §5.5563] 1 meant to say that the propost ‘ U
are r?(i Et: an[y wag logically less correct of less exact or gore :}onj;;:s;?d t{h(s;:]llgri(:picsns;t;:ir;
i ' i chrift.
" down, say, in Russell's symbolism or any other egriffss (Only. e
;’:rr'tltlznto gather tljieir logical form when they are expressed in an appropriaic s ~wmbolism.)

{emphases in the original)’?

Already in the Tractotus, Wittgenstein's intel:est in a !ogir.:al sy:ir}bohsr:nh lsun;)]‘i
that of someone who seeks to overcome an 1mprec|s:on.1n 0;: t;lnary t'I? ]:ghe
through recourse to a more precise medium for the ejxpresmlon 0 i:nigtl;] . e
Tractatus is-interested in successors to Frege's Begriffsschrift -(m w si . e rac-
tatus calls "logical grammars") because .such systerps of notation exc umt; :.e o
tiplicity of kinds of use for individual signs. 'allowmg one to see in : ore Sen-
spicuous manner what kind of logical work (if any) a given term i g

i King
i X an that language itself prevents us from ever makinj
" :I‘Plstlczf;?:tt::ésgﬁistggta:;?nmj' (nen-p%.‘;!osephica!) sense of the expression logl:-
ca(l)grnistakc“ — i.e.; that it keeps us from cver qontradicting ourselves! [ndesta_(til,ltgvg
possibility of forming contradictions is, according to the Tracta:;ss,tez:.n cg: palblc ve
i i Tractatus, means any
feature of any symbolism (which, for the ! : apable o
ressi i fers to rather is the prevention o p
expressing thought). What this passage re e 18 e B et Russel's
sibility of the (peculiarly philesophical) sort © g e B latter
{ types or Carnap's theory of logical syntax sough o g
m?g gf “i[:.riolation of logic™ depends upon a phllosophlca} theory {(which seeks to
draw a limit to the sorts of thoughts that ari 50 Hlulc:;\%s) }Josss(l)blc). ,

. to C. K. Ogden (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, ;p50. _ ]
:,}'% lf‘i':zrfvh(;t is stan%ardly put forward by commentators as a eriticism lat;,r V:’;ﬁcgs

stein directs against his earlier work is in fact already dcvclopcd- in the Tracta

a criticism of Frege and Russell.
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t;::nce is doing.™ 1t allows us to see how — and, most importantly, whether — the
signs we call upon {in giving voice to the thoughts we seek to express) symbol-
ize. 'I_"he advantage of a logical symbolism, for the Tractatus, kies not in what it
permits {or f(frbids) one to say, but in the perspicuity of its mode of representa-
tion: in .how, it lallows someone who is drawn to call upon certain words to' see
wh_at it is (if anything) he is saying.”> The reason ordinary language can lead us
p_!;llﬂS'Op_hically astray is not to be traced to its (allegéd) capacity to permit us to
fox:mulatg illogical thoughts (i.e. to give a sign the wrong sense).’ Rather, it is to
be tlfaqed to the symbolic imperspicuity of ordinary language — our inability to
I'E_E_Id. off of it what contribution, if any, the parts of a sentence make to the sense
of the whole. 1t i this lack of perspicuity in our relation to our own words which
allows us to imagine that we perceive a meaning where there is no meaning, and

which brings about the need for a mode of perspicuous representation of the

possibili;ies gf mieaning avaijlable to us.

74 lItis perhgps worth mentioning that this employment of Begriffsschrift (as a tool for
the perspicuous representation of the logical structure of sentences of ordinary lan-
guage) for the purposes of philosophical clarification — though by no means Frege's
primary reason for developing his ideography — was nonetheless envisioned by him
lﬁ-o;n .the start as one of its possible applications:

5 If tt_ is on_e'of the tasks of philosophy to break the domiination of the word over the
human spirit py Iaymg_ bare those misconceptions which through the use of language
Zilub]tilst ;3;1;3;23.};3 a:)nse, then my fi:i}eogrlaphy, if it is further.déveloped with an eye

3 ECOME a Use i ! J j
if;acz, ci%lhth pd by el 300 for the philosopher.' (Begriffsschrift, Pre-
nd, when advertising the virtues of his Begriffsschri %, Fre i
.marks upon the value it could have in this regfxr{for phJifloso;yﬁ;:nm frequenty re-
We can see frolm all this how easily we can be ted by language to see things in the
wrong perspective, and what value it must therefore have for philosophy to free our-
selves ﬁ'em the domination of language. If one makes the attempt to construct a sy~
stem'c_of signs on quite other foundations and with quite other m;:ans, as |-have tried
:)o ;jc_a in creating my concept-script, we shall have, so to speak, our very noses rub-
; 37 ;;tg-tgg)faise analogics in langdage' (Posthumous Writings [Blackwell: Oxford,

75 The Trfrctatﬂs sacrifices all the other.ends to which Frege and Russell sought to put
a.Begrzﬁ&sthiﬁ to the sole end of notational perspicuity. Early Wittgenstein cham-
pions a logical syntax which avoids a pluraity of logical constants because such-a

- plurality frustrates the sole application which the Tractarus seeks to make of a logi-
ca: syntax: to allow the logical form of propositions to appear with "compiete clari-
ty". A plurality of logical constants frustrates this end in two ways: {i) it permits the
same thought to be rendered in diverse ways, and (ii} it obscures the logical relations
between propositions.

76 See also §3.03 and §5.4731.
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Both early and later Wittgenstein trace our philosophical failures of meaning
to our tendency to transfer an expression without transferring its use (in the lan-
guage of the Tractatus: to employ the same sign without transferring the method
of symbolizing). Thus both have an interest in finding a mode of perspicuous
representation — a mode of representation which makes perspicuous to a philo-
sophical interlocutor (1) the contexts of use within which a word has a particular
meaning (in the language of the Tractatus: the contexts within which a sign sym-~
bolizes in a particular way), (2) how the meaning shifts as the context shifts, (3)
how “it very often happens” in philosophy that we are led into “confusions” by
“the ‘same word belonging to two different symbols™ without our realizing it
(§§3.323-3.234), and (4) how nothing at all is meant by a word — how one "has
given no meaning to certain signs” (§6.53) — as long as one hovers indetermin-
ately between contexts of use. The underlying thought corvmon to early and later
Wittgenstein is that we are prone to see a meaning where there is no meaning
because of our inclination to imagine that a sign carries its meaning with it, ena-
bling us to import a particular meaning into a new context merely by importing
the sign.”” ; :

The assumption underlying Tractarian elucidation is that the only way to free
oneself from such illusions is to fully enter into them and explore them from the
inside. This assumption — one which underlies both Wittgenstein's early and later
work — is nicely summarized in the following remark (from a 1931 manuscript of

Wittgenstein's):

In philosophy we are deceived by an illusion. But this — an illusion — is also some-
thing, and | must at some time place it completely and cleatly before my eves, before [ can
say it is only an illusion.”®

) The illusion that the Tractatus seeks to explode, above all, is that we can run
up against the limits of language. The book starts with a warning about a certain

77 Though the conception of philosophical ¢lucidation remains in many respects the
same (one of taking the reader from latent to patent nonsense), there is also an
important difference here between early and later Wittgenstein: on the later concep-
tion, once one has completed the work of perspicuously displaying the possible
contexts of significant use, there is no elucidatory role left for a Begriffsschrift to
come along and play. What the Tractatus secs as a preliminary task in the process of
elucidation (namely, the consideration of contexts of significant use) becomes for
later Wittgenstein a comparatively central exercise — one which usurps the role pre-

- viously played by the rendition of sentences into a perspicuous logical symbolism,

78  Manuscript 110 of Wittgenstein’s Handschriftlicher Nachlass, p. 239 (quoted by
David Stern-in Wittgenstein on Mind and Language; Oxford University Press: Ox-

- ford, 1995; p. 194). :
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tli:;d of enterprise — one of attempting to draw a limit to thought. In the body of
,tho, textl_,' ;.we-..m;eu off?rgd. (“(hat appears to be) a doctrine -about "the limits of
ught". \V‘lth‘- the -aid of this doctrine, we imagine ourselves to be able both to
draw these limits and to see beyond them, We imagine ourselves able to do what
?hezilfreface warns we will fall into imagining ourselves able to do (once we
imagine Qurse.lves able to draw a limit to thought): we imagine ourselves able “to
thmk ‘both: sides- of the lmit™ .(and hence “able to think what cannot be
thqugl:t’?-')-.""’" The aim of the work is to show us that beyond "the limits of lan-
guag_e -g‘l)es — not ineffable truth, -but rather — (as the Preface cautions) einfach
Unsinn® At the conclusion of the book, we are told that the author's elucidations
havesm_ncceeded Qniy if. we recognize what we find in the body of the text to be
?onsense; In §6.54, ‘Wittgenstein does not ask his reader. here to "grasp" the
‘thoughts" which his nonsensical propositions seek to convey. He does not call
upon the reader to understand his sentences, but rather to understand him, namel
the:auther a}nd the kind of activity in which he is engaged — one of elu::idationy
He tel]:v.::ps in §6.54 how these sentences serve as elucidations: by enabling us tc;
recognize them as nonsense.®! One does not reach the end by arriving at the last
pag-e;..bqt by arriving at a certain point in an activity — the point when the eluci-
datlm}has served its purpose: when the illusion of sense is ekploded from within
VThe[mgn that we have understood the author of the work is that we can throw tht;
ladder we have climbed up away. That is to say, we have finished the work, and

" 79, . "The book will, therefore, draw a limit ... not to thinking, but to the expression of

thoughts; for, in order to draw a limit to thinking we should h i

both sides of this limit (we shou . bIE to fhink what cannet be

F'hougl!t)_” s gr s ld therefore have to be able to think what cannot be
80 "The h{mf can, therefore, only be drawn in language and what lies on the other side
g of the limit w'1!1 be simply nonsense.” {my emphasis) ({hid) :

1 :31 §§.5fl, ngen§tem draws _the: reader's attention to a kind of employment of
linguistic signs which occurs within the body of the work. Commentators fail to no-
uc?' that what Wittgenstein says in §6.54 is not: "ai/ of my sentences are nonsensi-
cal (Fh}ls giving rise to the self-defeating problematic Geach has nicely dubbed

— Ludwig's Se!f—ma!e): §6.54 characterizes the way in which thase of his propositions’
: yvh:ch serve as elucidations elucidate. He says: "my sentences serve as elucidations
in the fqllowmg way: he who understands me recognizes them as nonsensical”; or
better still — to quote from the English translation of §6.54 that Wittgenstein him;elf
prpposed to Ogden: "my propositions elucidate — whatever they do elucidate — in
this way, he who understands me recognizes them as nonsensical” (Letters to C.K
Ogden, p. 51). Ttne aim of the passage is (nof to propose a single a[l-encompassiné
category into -which the diverse sorts of propositions which comprise the work are

all to be shoehorned, but rather) to explicate how those passages of the work which '

f::é:;ed in bearing its elucidatory burden are meant to work their medicine on the
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the work is finished with us, when we are able to throw the sentences in the body
of the work — sentences about "the limits of language” and the unsayable things
which lie beyond them — away.

The section preceding §6.54 describes what it calls “the only strictly correct
method” of philosophy; and it turns out to be quite different from the method
actually practiced by the Tractatus. The practitioner of the strictly correct method
eschews nonsense, confining himself to displaying what can be said and t0
pointing out where the other has failed to give a meaning to one of his signs;
whereas the practitioner. of the elucidatory method of the Tractatus permits him-
self to be engaged in the production of vast quantities of nonsense. The former
method depends on the elucidator always being able to speak second; the latter
attempts to achieve the aims of the former but in & situation in which the inter-
locutor is not present. The actual method of the Tractatus is thus a literary surro-
gate for the strictly correct method — one in which the text invites the reader
alternately to adopt the roles played by each of the parties to the dialogue in the
strictly correct method. As the addressees of this surrogate form of elucidation,
we are furnished with a series of "propositions” whose attraciiveness we are
asked both to feel and to round on, ,

The tale told in this essay is a prolegomenon to the reading of later Witigen-
stein. To understand why Wittgenstein’s later writing comes to assume the par-
ticular form that it does — that is, why later Wittgenstein’s writing involves a very
different kind of literary surrogate for philosophical dialogue than does his earlier
writing — we need to understand how the Tractatus’s conception of its method
unwittingly relies upon the very metaphysical doctrines it seeks to undermine,
and thus why Wittgenstein thought that his earlier choice of an elucidatory
method could never fully succeed in its aim. And to understand this requires
understanding why it is that, by the lights of his later philosophy, the very idea of
“3 strictly correct method” — of an elucidatory method which aspires to the ideal
of being able to hold all nonsense at arm’s length, treating philosophical ques-
tions from a position which involves having achieved immunity to the forms of
per-plexity that they involve - itself presupposes these same metaphysical doc-
trines. To understand this is to understand why Wittgenstein comes to thinks that
philosophical elucidation ought not to assume the form of a ladder (that one
climbs up and throws away). To draw the reader into the illusion that there is a

ladder to be climbed up is already to direct his attention in the wrong direction,
away from the place at which he needs to arrive in his philosophizing — the place
where he already is and which he (needs to come 10 recognize he) has never left.
it is the place which Wittgenstein, in his later writings, sometimes calls the ordi-

- nary or the everyday. To understand what Wittgenstein means by these words

requires not only understanding what it is to arrive at such a place in one’s phi-
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losopht;ing ‘but why it is that later Wittgenstein thinks that the method of the
Tﬂ,'act?,tus necafssa:ily obstructs the possibility of such an arrival. To understand
g!l t}l‘lS — that is, to understand why, in Wittgenstein's later work, the aim of elu-
c:datxon-'bgcomeS'that of returning us to the ordinary, yet in such a way that we
z'tref.under-the pressure of philosophy, able to recognize it as ordinary (as if see-
ing:it for the first time) — is to understand what is genuinely new in Wittgenstein"s
later philosophy. But that is a tale for another occasion, 32 -

82  This paper jnherits many of the intellectual debts acknowledged in the final
g;i;otedof TM - the most pervasive and profound of these being to Cora
ond.
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Chantal Mouffe

Wittgenstein and the ethos of democracy

The aspect of Wittgenstein’s legacy that 1 want to stress in this intervention con-
cems his contribution to what 1 take to be an urgent issue today: how to envisage
a new way of theorizing abou: the political. There are several ways in which 1
could have approached this question. For instance 1 could have traced the influ-
ence of Wittgenstein in the transformation of disciplines like cultural anthropol-
ogy or the history of political ideas. Here one would have to mention the 'new
history® pioneered by Quentin Skinner who envisages political writing as a way of
acting with words and insists that political thought cannot be grasped without
being situated within the politico-historical context in which this acting took
place. And with respect to anthropology the work of Clifford Geertz and James
Clifford who following the lead of Wittgenstein have criticized the homogeneous
and bounded view of identity dominant in modern political theory and proposed
to replace it by a new vocabulary of identity in terms of 'family resemblance’, as
an overlapping of similarities and differences. This kind of anthropology has
important consequences for envisaging the task of a new political theory which as
Clifford Geertz has recently argued should not be an ‘intensely generalized re-
flection on intensely generalized matters, an imagining of architectures in which
no one could live, but should be, rather, an intellectual engagement, exact, mo-
bile, and realistic, with present problems".! -

The strategy | have chosen to follow is a different one. 1 have decided that a
good way to bring to the fore Wittgenstein's relevance for political theory would
be to tackle some of the most disputed issues in political theory today and to
show how several of his insights play an important role, even if it is in-a way that
is not ailways clearly acknowledged, in the debates currently central in political
theory. My aim is to highlight the fact that, on the most important issues dis-
cussed nowadays, it is the political theorists who are inspired by Witigenstein
who represent the more promising alternative and who are likely to come up with

adequate answers,

1 Clifford Geertz, 'What is a Culture if not a Consensus?, conference given in June
1995 in Vienna at the Institute for Human Science, mimeo, p.23.
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Universalism versus contextualism

_Ene of the .most contentious questions among political theorists in recent years

as to do wm} the very nature of liberal democracy. Should it be envisaged as the
;atlonzf.l solution to the political question of how to organize human coexistence?
Does it therefore embody the just. society, the one that should be universall‘
accepted by all rational and reasonable individuals? Or does it represent one forn):

of political order among other possible ones? A political -form of human coexis-

tence, .which,.to be sure, can be called just, but that must also be seen as the
pmduct of a particular history, with specific historical, cultural and geographical
conditions of existence? In this case, one would have to acknowledge that there
rplght be other just political forms of society, products of other contexts, and that
liberal democracy should renounce its claims to universalitj/. This does r;ot mean,
at_::ntmg to wha,t.tl‘le universalists -claim,' that such a position necessarily entail;
- ;lel(p?f?gtez;zlzt;v;srr} Htr;ti wzn;lc.l Justify any political system. Indeed one could
ol p : ty of just answers to the question of ‘what is the just
l.t is clear that what is at stake-in this debate is also the nature of political the-
ory ltseif‘. Two different positions confront each othér. On one side we find the
rationalist-universalists' who like Ronald Dworkin, the early Rawls and Haber-
mas assert that the aim of political theory is to establish universal truths, valid for
gll independently of the historico-cultural context. Of course, for them ’there can
g:;gn:ec :ne. ;an.swer to the inquiry about the ‘good regime' and muc!h of their
nsist-in . b o :
auitomens proving that it is constitutional democracy that' fulfills the re-
It is in mt-imate connection with this debate, that one should envisage the
other one, w!'uch concerns the elaboration of a theory of justice. It is only when
lpcated in this wider context that one can really grasp, for instance, the implica-
tions of the view put forward by a universalist like Dworkin whe;l he declares
'that a theory of justice must call on general principles and its objective must be to
try to find some inclusive formula that can be used to measurfers-c-)_ciz_:l-:i-i];t—iéé 1;1
The uni'v?rsalist-rationalist approach is the dominant one today in political
theory t{ut It‘ is being challenged by another one that can be called 'contextualist
and which 1s.clearly influenced by Wittgenstein. Contextualists like Michael
Walzer and Richard Rorty deny the availability of a point of view that could be
situated (_)utside the practices and the institutions of a given culture and from
where universal, ‘context-independent’ judgments could be made. For Walzer, the

2 Ronald Dworkin, New York Review of Books, 17 April 1983,
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theorist must 'stay in the cave' and assume fully his status as a member of a par-
ticular community; and his role consists in interpreting for his fellow citizens the
world of meanings that they have in common.?

Using several wittgensteinian insights, the contextualist approach dismantles
the kind of liberal reasoning that envisages the common framework for argu-
mentation on the model of a neutral’ or rational’ dialogue. Indeed Wittgenstein's
views lead to undermining the very-basis of this form of reasoning since, as it has
been pointed out, he reveals that "Whatever there is of definite content in con-
tractarian deliberation and its deliverance, derives from particular judgments we
are inclined to make as practitioners of specific forms of life. The forms of life in
which we find ourselves are themselves held together by a network of precon-
tractual agreements, without which there would be no possibility of mutual
understanding or therefore, of disagreement.' 4

According to the contextualists, liberal democratic 'principles’ cannot be seen
as providing the unique and definite answer to the question of what is the 'good
regime' but only as defining one possible political 'language game' among others:
Since they do not provide the rational solution to the problem of human coexis-
tence, it is then futile to search for arguments in their favour which would not be
'context-dependent’ in order to secure them against other political language
games, -

Envisaging the issue according to a wittgensteinian perspective brings to the
fore the inadequacy of all attempts to give a rational foundation to liberal
democratic principles by arguing that they would be chosen by rational individu-
als in idealized conditions like the 'veil of ignorance’ (Rawls) or the 'ideal speech
situation' (Habermas). As Peter Winch has indicated with respect to Rawls, "The
"veil of ignorance" that characterizes his position runs foul of Wittgenstein's
point that what is "reasonable” cannot be characterized independently of the

~ content of certain pivotal "judgments”.>

For his part Richard Rorty - who proposes a 'neo-pragmatic’ reading of Witt-
genstein — has affirmed, taking issue with Apel and Habermas, that it is pot pos-
sible to derive a universalistic moral philosophy from the philosophy of language.
There is nothing, for him, in the nature of language that could serve as a basis for
justifying to all possible audiences the superiority of liberal democracy. He
declares that 'We should have to abandon the hopeless task of finding poiitically
neutral premises, premises which can be justified to anybody, from which to infer

3 Michael Walzer, Spheres of Justice, New York: basic Books, 1983, p.xiv.
4  John Gray, Liberalisms: Essays in Political Philosophy, London and New York

1989, p 252.
§  Peter Winch, 'Certainty and Authority' in A. Philipps Griffiths (ed), Witigenstein
Centenary Essays , Cambridgc, 1991, p.235. )
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an. oblige?tio'n 1o pursue democratic politics.' ¢ He considers that envisaging
democratic advances as if -they were linked to progresses in rationality is not
hel]f@l and that we should stop presenting the institutions of liberal western
sogletl.e:S_as the solution that other people will necessarily adopt when they cease
tf” be 'irrational’ and become 'modern'. Following Wittgenstein, he sees the ques-
flon.at _Stifke ‘not-as -one of rationality but of shared beliefs. To call somebody
“Irrational in-this context, he states, 'is not to say that she is not making proper use
g;l.ler mcntal*f:aculti'c?s. It is-only. to say that she does not seem to share enough
fru::ff,s] ind desires with one to malfe (-:onversation with _h_er on'the disputed point

- 'Democratic. action in this wittgensteinian perspective, does not require a the-
ory of truth gnd‘.notions like unconditionality and universal validity but a mani-
fold of_ practices and pragmatic moves aiming at persuading people to broaden
the range of their commitments to others, to build a more inclusive community
Suchi-a-perspective helps us 1o see that, by putting an exclusive emphasis on thé
argumerll_t:v, needed to secure the legitimacy of liberal institutions, recent mc;ral
and political theory has been asking the wrong question. The real issue is not to

find-arguments to justify the rationality or universality of liberal democracy that -

: wgu!(_i ‘be acceptable to every rational or reasonable person. Liberal democratic
principles can only be defended as being constitutive of our form of life and we
shouh_i-not iry to ground our commitment to them on something supposedly safer
{5§'Krchard Flathman - another political theorist influenced by Wittgenstein -
indicates, the agreements that exist on many features of liberal democracy do not
’need to be-supported by certainty in any of the philosophical senses, In his view
Cur agreements in these judgments constitute the language -of our politics. It is a:
language arrived at and continuously modified through 1o less than a history of

discourse, a history in which we have though
: ’ t about, as we b ;
. in, that language. : & ¢ became able to think

6°  Richard Rorty, 'Sind Aussagen universelle Gelt - {iche? j i
7 {{ir Phiosopiy, & 1904 9gs6‘ © Geliungsanspriiche?, Deutsche Zeitschrift
ichard Rorty, "Justice as a larger Loyalty'
Re » paper presented at the Seventh Fast-
Wesf. Philosophers Conference, University of Hawaii, January 1995, published in
Jus{ice and Pem?cracy: Cross-Cultural Perspectives, ed. R.Botenkoe and M. Ste-
» paniants, University of Hawaii Press, 1997, p.19. -
8  Richard E. Flathman, Towards a Liberalism, Ithaca and London, 1989, p.63.
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Demacracy as substance or as procedures

An approach inspired by Wittgenstein's conception of practices and languages
games is also very fruitful for clarifying some of the issues at stake in the con-
temporary debates about the role of procedures in the modemn conception of
democracy, For Wititgenstein, to have agreements in opinions, there must first be

‘agreement on the language used. And he also alerted us to the fact that those

agreements in opinions were in fact agreements in forms of life. As he says: 'So
you are saying that human agreement decides what is true and what is false. It is
what human beings sqy that is true and false; and they agree in the language they
use. That is not agreement in epinions but in form of life'.?

With respect to the problem that interests us here, this points to the fact that a
considerable number of ‘agreements in judgments’ must already exist in a society
before a given set of procedures can work. For Wittgenstein, to agree on the
definition of a term is not enough and we need agreement in the way we use it.
He puts it in the following way: "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.1?

Procedures only exist as complex ensembles of practices. Those practices
constitute specific forms of individuality and identity that makes possible the
allegiance to the procedures. 1t is because they are inscribed in shared forms of
life and agreements. in judgments that procedures can be accepted and followed.
They cannot be seen as rules that are ¢reated on the basis of principles and then
applied to specific cases. Rules, for Wittgenstein, are always abridgments of
practices, they are inseparable from specific forms of life. The distinction
between procedural and substantial cannot therefore be as clear as some would
have it. In the case of justice, for instance, | do not think that one can oppose, as
so many liberals do, procedural and substantial justice without recognizing that
procedural justice already presupposes acceptance of certain values. It is the
liberal conception of justice which posits the priority of the right over the good
but this is also the expression of a specific good. Democracy is not only a matter
of establishing the right procedures independently of the practices that makes
possible democratic forms of individuality. The question of the conditions of
existence of democratic forms of individuality and of the practices and language
games in which they are constituted is a central one, even in a liberal democratic
society where procedures play a central role. Procedures always involve substan-

9  Ludwig Witlgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, 1, 241, Oxford 1953.
10 Ibid,, I, 242.
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tial ethical commitmen i
ot supperied by dem:s(.:r:g; g:::’ :,ason they cannot work properly if they are
tle.mTh|s lflst point is very important since: it leads us to acknowtedge that a liberal
ocratic conception of justice and liberal democratic institutions require a
rdemocr‘atlc ethos in order to function properly and maintain themselves. This is
something that Habermas's discourse theory of procedural democracy is u.nablé fo
grasp becatfsg of the 'sharp distinction that Habermas wants to draw between
ln::ral-practlcal discourses -and ethical-practical discourses.’ It is not enough to
2& r:zoz:ss:lil;eszgas :loes, cr-iticjzing Apel, th?t a discourse theory of democracy
o o only on the fonna! pragmath conditions of communication and
must- take account of legal, moral, ethical and pragmatic argumentation.

What is missing in such i ial i ; '
S s ‘g such an approac.h is _the cruc_:lal importance of a democratic

Democratic consensus

.By rl;:rov:dmg a practice-based account of rationality, Wittgenstein in his later
:h(:j fopens §-mt}ch more promising-way- for thinking about political questions
d for envisaging the task of a democratic politics -than the rationalist-
.u-mversahz.st framework. It is necessary to realize that it is not by offering sophis-
;cated rafmpal arguments and by making context-transcendent truth claims a%out
; cr: stl:lpenonty of llb?ral democn‘lcy_tl.lat-democratic values can be fostered. The
ation <')f democratic forms of individuality is a question of identification with
democratic values and this-is a complex process that takes place through i
fold practices, discourses and language games. . .
. Thc.cctntextualist approach in political theory, precisely because it inscribes
itself within a wittgensteinian perspective, is able to envisage the conditions for
the emergence of a democratic consensus in a radically different way. As Witt-
genstein says:.'Giving grounds, however, justifying the evidence, co;nes to an

_end; — but the end is not certain propositions striking us immediately as true,.i.e,

|:] is Inn:Jt a kind of seeing on our part; it is our acting, which lies at the bottom of
t 1\: .anguage-game.'”—-For him. agreement is established not on significations
( _emungen) but on forms of life (Lebensformen). It is Einstimmung, fusion of
voices made possible by a common form of life, not Einverstand, ;Jroduct of

reason - like in Habermas. This, [ believe; is of crucial importance and it not only . -

Im:]lCi‘itCS the nature of every consensus but also reveals its limits: 'Where two
principles really do meet which cannot be reconciled with one another, then each

11 Ludwig Wittgenstein, On Certainty, London 1969, 204
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man declares the other a fool and an heretic. 1 said | would "combat” the other
man, - but wouldn't 1 give him reasons? Certainly; but how far do they go? At the
end of reasons comes persuasion.''?

However, in order to bring to the fore the more radical aspect of Wittgen-
stein's reflection for a new thinking about democracy, a word of caution is
needed. Indeed, within the general contextualist perspective many different di-
rections can be taken and it does not constitute just one straight road that should
be followed by all those who share Wittgenstein's understanding of the centrality
of practices and forms of life. Even among those who agree broadly on the sig-
nificance of Wittgenstein's later work, there are significant divergences and they
have implications for the way in which one is going to develop a new way of
political theorizing under wittgensteinian lines. In that respect, 1 consider that the
criticisms levelled by Stanley Cavell towards the assimilation between Wittgen-
stein and pragmatists like John Dewey have important implications for envisag-
ing the democratic project. For Cavell when Wittgenstein says: 'If 1 have ex-
hausted the justifications I have reached bedrock, and my spade is turned. Then 1
am inclined to say: "This is simply what | do™", he is not making a typically
pragmatic move and defending a view of language according to which certainty
between words and world would be based on action. In Cavell's view, ‘this is an
expression less of action than of passion, or of impotency expressed as po-
tency.* Discussing Kripke's reading of Wittgenstein as making a skeptical dis-
covery to which he gives a skeptical solution, Cavell argues that this misses the
fact that for Wittgenstein 'skepticism is neither true nor false but a standing hu-
man threat to the human; that this absence of the victor helps articulate the fact
that, in a democracy embodying good enough justice, the conversation over how
good its justice is must take place and must also not have a victor, that this is not
because agreement can or should always be reached but because disagreement,

" and separateness of position, is to be allowed its satisfactions, reached and ex-

pressed in particular ways."!*

This has far-reaching implications for politics since it precludes the type of
self-complacent understanding of liberal democracy for which, for instance,
many have criticized pragmatists like Richard Rorty. A radical reading of Witt-
genstein needs to emphasize - in the way Cavell does in his critique of Rawls'®-
that bringing a conversation to a close is always a personal choice, a decision

12 Ibid., 611-612,

13 Philosophical Investigations, 1, 217.

14 Stanley Cavell, Conditions Handsome and Unhandsome, Chicago, 1988, p. 21,

15 ibid, p. 4. '

16  For this criticism of Rawls by Cavell see Chapter 3 of his Conditions Handsome and
Unhandsome.
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which cannot be simply presented as mere application of procedures and justified
as the only move that we could make in those circumstances and that we should
never refuse bearing responsibility for our decisions by invoking the commands
of.general rules. or principles. It i$ essential to stress that what. Wittgenstein's
philosophy _exempliﬁes is not'a quest for certainty but a quest for responsibility
Vln:|-=Caye]l'5' view; he teaches us that entering a claim is making an assertion.
-sojmcthinghuman do and for which they should be answerable. o ,

*In ’th_e f:ontext' of our conference it-‘is worth stressing that a reading tiké
Cayell 5 bnngs .to light many important points of convergence between Wittgen-
stem.— and Da_:xjtlda’?'.acc_ount ‘of undecidability and ethical responsibility. For
D.ernda, -undecidability is not a mement to be traversed or overcome and con-
flicts of duty are interrninable. 1 can never be satisfied that 1 have made a good

choice since a decision-in favour of some alternative is always to the detriment of '

another. one. In the perspective of deconstruction, "The undecidable remains
ca\!ghf,, lo.dged, at least as a ghost — but an essential ghost — in every decision’.'?
This requires that we give up the dream of total mastery and.the fantasy that \;.re
could 'escape from our human forms of life. In our desire for a total grasp, says

_ Wittgenstein, ‘[w]e have got on the slippery ice where there.is no friction and so

in a certain sense the conditions are ideal, but also, just because of that, we are

unable to- walk. We want t . o
ground?"!8 o walk: so we need friction. Back to the. rough

17  Jacques Derrida, ‘Force of Law: the “Mystical Foundation of Authority™, in D.

S;Teil et.al. (eds) Deconstruction and the Possibility of Justice, New York 1992

18  Philosophical Investigations, op.cit. 107.
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David Owen
Democracy, perfectionism and mundetermined messianic hope"

Cavell, Derrida and the ethos of democracy-to-come

Our only task is to be just. That is, we must only point out and resolve the injustices of

philosophy, and not posit new parties - and creeds.
Ludwig Wittgenstein

To speak of Wiitgenstein's legacy with respect to the field of political philosophy
may still seem curious, even perverse, despite (or perhaps because of) the exis-
tence of literatures, claiming Wittgenstein’s philosophy for the articulation of
conservative or, more rarely, radical attitudes. Yet it is this legacy of which this
essay will attempt to speak. It will do so by seeking to elucidate Wittgenstein’s
legacy via a consideration of the topics of justice, democracy and perfectionism
in the work of Stanley Cavell, and to draw out some similarities between this
position and that presented by Jacques Derrida.

In ‘The Priority of Democracy to Philosophy’, Rorty offers a deflationary
pragmatist endorsement of Rawls’ political liberalism which argues both against
the need for philosophical justifications of democracy: ‘[it] is not evident that
[democratic institutions] are to be measured by anything more specific than the
moral intuitions of the community that has created those institutions’! — and
against the relevance of any connection between democracy and perfectionism:
‘even if the typical character types of fiberal democracies are bland, calculating,
petty, and unheroic, the prevalence of such people may be a reasonable price to
pay for political freedom.”2 By contrast, 1 will suggest that Derrida and Cavell
can both be characterised as arguing, in their different ways, that it is precisely
because there is no foundational justification for demociacy that we engage in
philosophical reflection on democracy as expressions of (as well as challenges to)
the moral intuitions of the community in question and that in reflecting philo-
sophically on democracy we can elucidate the sense in which a processual per-
fectionism is essential to the ethos of democracy. In this essay, 1 will attempt to
sketch some similarities between Derrida’'s and Cavell’s arguments on ‘the

1 Richard Rorty, Philosophical Papers, vol.l {Cambridge: Cambridge University
. Press, 1991), 190.
2 1bid. :
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promise of democracy’; however as a preface to this sketch I’d like to offer some
preliminary remarks on Wittgenstein,

L
.’I'o -sit}late Wittgenstein in relation to political philosophy, we can begin by
reflecting on one of the most widely cited remarks from Philosophical investiga-

tions:

115. “A picture held us captive. [Ein bild hielt uns -
15, i . . gesangen.] And we could not get
ogtslde it, for it lay in our language and language seemed to repeat it to us irlexorably.’3g

‘This remark sets the scene for Wittgenstein’s sketch of the practice of phi- |

losophy:_(as seeking to release us from the grip of such pictures, pictures which
ha.ve 'bego'_me part-of our second nature and that, because we havé forgdtten that
they are pictures, we experience as ‘universal, necessary, obligatory' in Foucault's
perspicuous phrase. (Note that this is to.say nothing against pictures per se; on

. the contrary, it points to the centrality-of pictures to the activity of philosophy

and mdeed,_ the activity of thought.) But what is the sense of this remark, this
c_lalm that plctm:es can hold us.captive? With this question, 1 want to draw atten-
tion to the way in which the opening sentence of this passage invites us (in both

-Gérman and English) to consider two different images of being bound. The first

is given by reading the sentence thus: ‘A picture — held us captive.” Here the
sense of the sentence is of being bound by force, of being held in captivity (as if
in chains). The second is given by the stressing the sentence thus: ‘A picture held
us — captive.’ The sense of the sentence here is of being spell-bound, of being

~ captivated (as if hypnotised). Both ways of understanding this remark point to us

as beinE inmralled by a picture and, thus, to a condition which obstructs seif-

PR — U I | L ¥ i oy
OVETTIIEE S Py Pyl SRR § § L PV SN H
B i, iueed, the two ways of taking Wittgenstein’s remark illustrate the

two uses of the concept ‘enthralled’ (i, enslaved and entranced). The former

‘highlights the-obstruction of that aspect of self-government which concerns our

capacity for agency, our capacity to act on the basis of our own judgments; the
latter foregrounds the obstruction of that aspect of self-government which ::on—
cems our-capacity for judging, our capacity to make our own judgments. Ac-
knowledging these senses of Wittgenstein’s remark guides us to the recognition
that what he is drawing to our attention in this passage is the way in which the

3 ;..Lllril;wg Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1953),
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exercise of our capacity for seif-government qua agency is blocked by a picture
because the exercise of our capacity for self-government gua judging is ob-
structed by this picture: we are enslaved because we are entranced. This point is
confirmed by the following example from Culfure and Value:

A man will be imprisoned in 2 room with a door that's unlocked and opens inwards,
as long as it does not oceur to him to pull rather than push it4 :

Imagine: entranced by a picture of doors as opening outwards, Wittgenstein's
man pushes and pushes with increasing frustration, with an increasing sense of
powerlessness — and so experiences himself as imprisoned, as subject to external
constraints on his capacity for agency, precisely because the idea that doors only
open outwards is taken as prior to judgment, as a principle of judgment rather
than as subject to judgmient. Wittgenstein's purpose as it is expressed through his
advocacy of ‘perspicuous representation’ is that of philosophy as directed to
freeing us from pictures which ‘generate insoluble problems by exercising an
imperceptible tyranny over our thinking’ . As Baker puts it:

The cure is to encourage sumender of the dogmatic claims “Things must/cannot be
thus and so’ by exhibiting other intelligible ways of seeing things (other possibilities),
that is, by showing that we can take off the pair of spectacles through which we now see
whatever we look at. ... To the extent that philosophical problems take the form of the
conflict between ‘But this isn’t how it is!” and “Yet this is how it must be!” ..., they will
obviously be dissolved away once the inclination to say ‘must’ has been neutralised by
seeing another possibility.$ (1991: 48-9) :

An example of such conflict in the domain of political philosophy is provided

in the recent work of Quentin Skinner. I'll describe this example briefly to give a
clearer sense of the claim being advanced here.

In Liberty before Liberalism, Skinner reconstructs a neo-roman theory of

liberty which has been thoroughly eclipsed by the liberal analysis of negative

presented

liberty in terms of the absence of coercive impediments, mosi famously prese
by Berlin. As Skinner puts it:

With the rise of the liberal theory to a position of hégemony in contemporary political
philosophy, the neo-roman theory has been so much lost to sight that the liberal analysis

Ludwig Wittgenstein, Culture and Vafue {Oxford: Basil Blackwcli, 1980), p.42.

4

$. Gordon Baker, 'Philosophical Investigations section 122: neglected aspects’ in R.
Arrington & H-). Glock (eds) Witigenstein's "Philosophical Investigations”: text and
cohtext (London: Routledge, 1991) p.49.

6 Ibid. p.48-9.
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has-come to:be widely regarded as the only coherent way of thinking about the concept

concerned.” |

So, for example, when we are subject to the status of social and/or political
dependence, we may want to say both that liberal theory does not fit (is not true
to, ,doe_s not speak to) our inchoate experience of this status as unfreedom (and
that th‘ls sense of the infelicity of liberal theory will be inchoate in no way pre-
vepts it fronT being experienced as pressing!) and yet that liberal theory sust be
the apprf)pr-late way -of bringing our experience to choate expression, if only
P;cause its hegemony is such that it appears to be the only coherent wa;( of talk-
mg abqut our experience with respect to freedom. In this context, liberal theory
fails to acknowledge our inchoate sense that subjection to arbitrary or discretion-

ary powers is a form -of servitude by obstructing the choate articulation of this -

Jqd_gment.' In other words, captivated by the liberal picture of freedom; we are
.caPturedfby it; léft without the conceptual resources to adequately exp’ress our
mcho:_:\te';s'ense of servitude, we are unable to integrate and give exbress'ion to this
ex;_)enence - and thus, we remain bound, obscure to- ourselves. In this context
Skinner's excavation of the neo-roman theory of liberty functions as a perspiéuj

- ous tepresentation just because it frees us from subjection to the liberal picture

and, in _par_ti.cular, the conceptual divorce between dependency and freedom
whu.:_h that picture imposed on us. In performing this role, Skinner assembles
rer.qmders‘ (the neo-roman theory of freedom) which dissolve our predicament
(the conﬂlct. between ‘But this isn’t how it is!” and ‘Yet this is how it must be!’)
and tht.xs facilitate self-government (becoming intelligible to ou'r'selves). .
Th;s example suggests that Wittgenstein's relation to political philosophy
does not take the form of advancing theses but rather of dissolving the despotic
demands of pictures which we have forgotten are picthreé. Moreover, insofar as
such forgetting is a standing possibility with respect to our ways of ’thinkihg in
the world, so too does Wittgenstein's commitment to the method of perspicucus

[Py 5.4

representation stand as a processual perfectionist orientation to self-government
that is, an ongoing orientation to becoming intelligible to ourselves. 1t is this:
({om.mIUn?nt -which is taken up and developed in Cavell's Emersonian Perfec-
tionism with respect to democracy as an ethical ideal.

7 Quentin Skinner, Liberty before Liberalism (Cambridge: CUP, 1998), p.113.
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Cavell offers a sketch of the main feature of Emersonian perfectionism in terms
of attention to the aesthetic aspect of moral judgment. The following passage

provides this sketch:

Attention to the aesthetic aspect of (moral) judgment suggests a way of accounting-for

my speaking of Perfectionism not as a competing moral theory ... but as emphasizing a

dimension of the moral life any theory of it may wish to accommodate. Any theory must, 1

suppose, regard the moral creature as one that demands and recognizes the intelligibility

of others to himself or herself, and of himself ot herself to others; so moral conduct can be

said to be based on reason, and philosophers will sometimes gloss this as the idea that
moral. conduct is subject to questions whose answers take the form of giving reasons.

Moral Perfectionism’s contribution to thinking about the moral necessity of making
oneself intelligible {one’s actions, one sufferings, one’s position} is, I think it can be said,
its emphasis before all on becoming intelligible to oneself, as if the threat to one’s moral
coherence comes most insistently from that quarter, from one’s sense of obscurity to
onesclf, as if we are subject to demands we cannot formulate, leaving us unjustified, as if
our lives condemn fhemselves. Perfectionism’s emphasis on culture or cultivation is, to
my mind, to be understood in connection with this search for intelligibility ...

In order to understand this emphasis on intelligibility, on what Cavell refers
to as ‘“the absolute responsibility of the self to make itself intelligible’, I'll begin
by focusing on Cavell’s reference to the ‘aesthetic aspect of (moral) judgment’.

To grasp the sense of this reference, we can start with a remark of Wittgen-
stein’s on the concept of understanding:

We speak of understanding a sentence in the sense in which it can be replaced by an-
other which says the same; but also in the sense in which it cannot be replaced by any
other. (Any more than a musical theme can be replaced by another.)

In the one case, the thought in the sentence is something common to different sen-
tences; in the other, something that is expressed only by these words in these positions.

{Understanding a poem.)’

These two uses of the concept of understanding draw attention respectively to
the descriptive (i.e., periphrastic) and expressive (i.e., non-periphrastic) dimen-
sions of our linguistic practices. As Wittgenstein’s parenthetic illustrations sug-
gest, Cavell’s reference to the ‘aesthetic aspect’ of (moral) judgment points us to
the expressive dimension of (moral) judgment and, thereby, to the fact that he is

.8 Sténlcy Cavell, Conditions Handsome and Unhandsome (Chicago: University of

Chicago Press, 1990), XXXXXXii. .
¢ Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1958),
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u;si-ng the concept of intelligibility to mark this expressive dimension of subjec-
tn_nAt_y.' Thus we -can surmise that moral perfectionism is concerned with that di-
@n31@ of moral life which involves the self’s understanding of itself from an
expressive point of view, i.e., the self’s understanding of itself in its individuality.
Cavell’s frequent references to Emerson’s advocacy of moral perfectionism in
t_e!'ms gf an aversion to, or fuming away from, conformity stresses the signifi-
g;i:lpfoof just this expressive aspect of our actions, our sufferings and our posi-

...Given this perfectionist concern with individuality, how are we to understand
Caw..a]ly‘vs advocacy of democracy as an ethical ideal, that is as an ideal for me in
my individuality? A starting point is provided by Cavell's discussion of social

contract theory. In the discussion, Cavell draws attention to the fact that consent

is:not simply a question of obedience but also of membership:

o :-What 1 consent to, in consenting to the contract, is not mere obedience, but member-
ship ina POIIS, which implies to two things: First, that | recognize the principle of consent
itself, which means that I recognize others to have consented with me, and hence that |
consent to political equality. Second, that | recognize the society and its government, so
constituted, as mine; which means that | am answerable not merely to it, but for it, So far
then,as 1 recognize myscif to be exercising my responsibility for it, my obedience to it i.v:
pbedlence to my 'own_]aws; citizenship in that case is the same as my autonoiny; the polis
is-the field within which I work out my personal identity and it is the creation of (politi-
cal) freedom.!!

Conceived in this way, the social contract theorists are not providing an an-
swer to t!le question ‘Why ought 1 obey?” in terms of the general advantages of
citizenship but, rather, specifying the terms on which, given the imperfections of

alt actually existing states, the question of whether I should withdraw my consent

can be taken up. What is involved in asking and attempting to answer this ques-
tion? 011 the one hand, this teaching enjoins that I work ocut what is involved. in
consenting to membership with (equal) others in society. This is to clarify the
character of political identity as a mode of being-with-others (which can be con-
trasted to other modes of community). On the other hand, it also instructs me to

‘attend to whar it is that | am consenting to, to the content of »y membership in

this society. This is to clarify the extent to which [ am in community with the

10 The Emersonian t'henje of aversion to conformity runs through Cavell’s rcﬂcctioﬂs
on. moral perfectionism - in Conditions Handsome and Unhandsome. For some
salient commentary on this issuk, see Stephen Mulhall, Stanfey Cavell: Philosophy’s
}I?;zcounrmg of the Ordinary (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1994), especially chapter

11 Stanley Cavell, The Claim of Reason (Oxford: Gxford University Press, 1979), 23.

144

society of which I am a member, the extent to which 1 assent to, or dissent from,

what is said in my name,
* With respect to consenting to membership, to what is involved in (any) acts of

consent, Cavell argues that:

To speak for oneself politically is to speak for the others with whom you consent 10
association, and it is to consent to be speken for by them — not as a parent speaks for you,
i.e., instead of you, but as someone in mutuality speaks for you, i.c., speaks your mind.
Who these others are, for whom you speak and by whom you are spoken for, is not known
a priori, though it is in practice gencraily treated as given. To speak for yourself then
means risking the rebuff — on some occasion, perhaps once for all — of those for whom
you claimed to be speaking; and it means risking having to rebuff — on some occasion,
perhaps once for all - those who claimed to be speaking for you. 2

In this respect, consent is the condition of having a political voice and claim-
ing a political voice is the expression of consent. As Stephen Mulhall put it:

Possessing a political voice is a matter of claiming to speak for others because it is
equivalent to speaking as a citizen, and being a citizen is a matter of being onc member of
-a community of fellow citizens; the extent of that community may be open to empirical
investigation, but the implication that your speech is representative of some community or
other is not. By the same token, one cannot possess a political voice without allowing that
others may speak for you, since being a citizen involves consenting to be identified with
the words and deeds of one’s fellow citizens; once again, their identity and numbers may
be open to dispute, but their existence is not.'*

In this respect, the specific relationship between democracy and perfectionism
lies (1) in the sense that processual perfectionism in its political aspect is depend-
ent on conditions of democracy in that membership in a democratic polis is the
condition of free political individuality, and (2) the claim that democratic institu-

" tions and practices rely on the existence of individuals who are prepared to take
responsibility for their speech and for the actions of the polis. It is against this
background that Cavell advances his criticisms of John Rawls' work as captured
by a picture which leaves blind to the significance of the aesthetic dimension of
our judgments and thus to the role of perfectionism.

We can begin by noting-that the grounds on which Cavell advances his criti-

cisms hang on his account of consent:

I assume that we know in the original position that any actual society will be imper-
fectly just; 1 assume, that is, that the theory of 4 Theory of Justice is composed only with

12 1bid. 27. -
13 Mulhatl, Stanfey Cavell, 62.
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kiiowledge available in-the original position; and it says that existing constitutions are
bound to fall short of what is just (p.360) and that "the measure of departure from the
ideal is left-importantly. to intuition" (p.246). The idea of directing consent to the princi-
ples on which society is based rather than, as it were, to society as sgch, seems to be or to
lead 1o an effort to imagine confining or proportioning the consent | give to my society —
to’imagine that the social contract not only states in effect that [ may withdraw my consent
from society*when the public institutions of justice lapse in favor of which [ have fore-
gone certain ‘natural rights (of judgment and of redress) but that the contract might, in
priiitiiple, specify how far | may reduce my consent (in scope or degree) as justice is
reduced {legisiatively or judicially). But my intuition is that my consent is not thus modi-
fible or propottional {psychelogical exile-is not exile): 1 cannot keep consent focused on
thé' successes or graces of society; it reaches into every comner of seciety’s failure or
ugliness!14 - - ’ C o & '

_Three questions are raised by this passage. How is Rawls committed to this
picture of.consenit as'directed at principles? What does this involve? And, finally,
what.is the ‘significance of this commitment for Cavell’s advocacy of moral per-
fectionism? o - 7 '

. Theré are, Cavell notes, two instances of what may be called the conversation
of justice in 4 Theory of Justice. The first conversation concerns the constitution

_-of theoriginal position and involves.a process whereby principles and intuitions

are matched against one another. This conversation of justice comes to an end in
a‘state of reflective equilibrium. The second conversation concerns the degree of
compliance with, or departure from, the principle of justice decided in the first
conversation, where ,the measure of departure from the ideal is left importantly

 {q,intuition.“!* For Rawls, it seems, this conversation also involves the matching

of principles and intuitions, not least in the sense that “if an initial [i.e., intuitive]
j.u_(_igmeht that an injustice is being perpetuated cannot ultimately be backed up by
reference to {or articulated in terms of) a principle of justice, then it must be
rejected; and those of us to whom the accusation was voiced can think of our-

"selves and ,our conduct [a]s above reproach“.’'s Cavell’s suspicion is that

AD narln fo dnlrfmin s nnees asad Lan—e 2le o m e L s ot o ab o T O ah
CREWILS 13 wWdnitlg CIICOUragCincin Irom uic proul Concernng e resoiulion 1or uic

. original position, to regard ,.above reproach™ as a rational response to the ques-
‘tion-of affirming-a-plan of life in our actual society.’!” But this could only be the

case if we could expect the proof of an optimal resolution in the first conversa-
tion also held for the second conversation — and Cavell argues that there is ‘no
such proof to be expected that the conversation of justice has an optimal, or any,
resolution, when it is directed to the constitution of our actual set of institu-

14 Caveli, Conditions Handsome and Unhandsome, 107.
15 John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972), 246, .

16 Muthall, Stanley Cavelf, 272,

17 Cavell, Conditions Handsome and Unhandsome, xxv.

tions.”1® Cavell’s grounds for this claim are articulated by sketching pot\:it:lo'l:
appeal to intuition in the second conversation differs from the appeal to inf

in the first conversation:

"} i ture of society” which are (o be
latter case, our "judgments of the basic structure y" whi
mattl:’;etc:l t\:avith the principles of justice are, before that matching, made mtmtw;ly, :nn;is we
can note whether applying these principles would lead us to n?akc the s::::r éuoﬁ?pre'séﬁ.t
in which we have the greatest confidence ... or whether, in cases

oo L o
judgments are in doubt and given with hesitation ..., these principles offer a resoluti

! L : dored
which we can affirm on reflection”. ... But the matching of principles with considere:

ieldi i ilibriut t describe the process of bringing a
j ts vielding reflective equilibrium d9es ne the :
-:Jurggtt:‘:l?;aergeptiong... under what Kant describes ... as }‘eﬂect.wc judgment, In the forme
case. intuition is left behind. In the latter case, intuition is left in place.

Cavell acknowledges that there is ‘an idea or picture of ma‘tc'hmg in ;;iayﬁ \1’1;
both cases, but insists on the difference between t-hem. l‘n arriving at ref ec; e
equilibﬁum ‘the picture is that judgment ‘ﬁnds its derivation 1; a pn;liic‘:l]: i;
something more universal, rational, objective, say a st?nd:.art(ii, orrti :.:'he e
achieves justification or grounding’.2® Whereas in r-eflectwe Jo gn:::n t ey
is of the expression of a conviction whose_ grm'mdmg remains su ]ecl;vconcur-
myself — but which expects or claims justification fTom the (umvers; e
rence of other subjectivities, on reﬂection;.call this the acknowle fgemc:ghin
matching.’2! The failure to mark the distinction between the modzs ovnrvnez:-S atioi
at play in the two conversations, that is: the treatment of thc? secl:]on Rco M
as involvihg the same picture of matching as the first, entails that a\:. npto -
ple-based picture of consent is carried over from the first conversatio

is has two related consequences. . .
Sec‘;';it:r; appears that our (rational) cm?sen_t to society 1s prorox;t;on:; t(;etltl(e)
compliance of society to the principles of Justice. Thus, for Rawls, ; _ hgirt © 0
which I am joined to society is simpgfl_a ﬁ'mtctlon of; I:;eieieg‘r:ep:;s\i; il1;:ty e

jes the principles of justice. But this picture pre
::gerience,ﬂighliaighted by Caveil's non-proporticnal ac:-:oun;_ fv;'f Ir_:cr_::lszzt,egf
being answerable for society as mine. It (‘mclu.des the sense in whic mc‘:ices
ence myself as implicated in, and compromlseq by, unjust z-actmns or .g‘ﬁ oS
performed in my name; the sense that 1 cannot, in truth, avoid responsi i t{ions
such actions and that this is part and parcel of the damage that such l:pjustda:: on
or practices do. Second, it appears that we are only open to, or obligated to

18 Ibid. xxv.

19 Ibid. xxv-xxvi. .
20 Ibid. xxvi..

21 Ibid. xxvi.
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gage with, charges of injustice expressed in terms of these principles. The impli-
“cation of this. claim s that the nature and form of our political identities are (ex-
‘haustively) specified and fixed by the principles of justice. Politicat activity does
not concemn the exploration, extension, revision or transformation of our political
identities but, rather, the affirmation and re-affirmation of these identities — the
depth and extent of our political identities is determined in advance. It is this
point to which Cavell is referring us when he comments:

13 seems to me that Rawls is taking encouragement from the proof concerning the
,resplunor} for the original position, to regard "above reproach” as a rational response to
the-question of affirming a plan of life in our actual society. Whereas-this bottom line is
not a response to but a refusal of further conversation. 22

.. Is this.refusal justified? Responding to-this question requires that we return to
the issue of having one’s own political voice and, thereby, return to the question
af the place of moral perfectionism. ' o

Let.us begin by ‘noting that, on Cavell’s account of the theory' of =ocial con-
tract, what calls for response in my expression of a conviction of injustice is not

that .thc conviction of injustice to which L give voice can be articulated in terms of -
. a.principle of justice, but, rather, that in giving voice t6 this conviction 1 speak

for you as-well as myself, I (claim to) speak for us. In this respect, to refuse to
acknowledge the conviction 1 express as an offer of conversation (if it is not ~ if
it.cannot.be - expressed by reference to the principles of Justice) is to deny me a
political voice, it is to render me politically voiceless, mute. It is this experience
of: voicelessness which Cavell finds expressed by Nora in Ibsen’s 4 Doll’s
House. In this play, Nora struggles to express, to bring to expressibn, her incho-
ate sense of injustice: *,,I could tear myself to pieces*’?* and I must find out
which is right — the world or I“."?* The dilemma in which Nora finds herself is

 that to speak in the language of the moral consensus, represented by her husband

Torvald, who has managed ‘for the eight years of their marriage, to control her
voice, diciate what it may utter and the manner in which it may utter it*,25 is not
to.be able to give expression to her conviction of injustice; while to find other,
new, words and ways of speaking capable of expressing this conviction is to be
held not to speak in terms which we are required to acknowledge, that is, not to
speak (in the relevant sense) at all — as, for example, when Torvald responds to
her need to know if she or the world is right *,,You're ill, Nore — [ almost believe

22  Ibid. xxv.
23 1Ibid. 109.
24 Ibid. 110,
25  Ibid xxvi.
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you're out of your senses.“'% or, again, when he disqualifies her voicie by f}lalI}!ll-
ing *,You’re talking like a child.«*?? What Cavell draws to our attention with e
example of Nora (and Torvaid} is the way in which the moral consensus of' soc1}
ety denies Nora’s (political} voice and, thus, leaves her out of the convcrsa.tlon 0
justice — her (political) identity remains obscure bec§u§e tlile terms on.whlch she
could make intelligible (i.c., express) her sense of injustice are denied tc_JdI'lﬁer.
Thus, as Cavell puts it, Nora has been deprived of a voice in her own (political)
history.?8 : 1
Trl?e problem with Rawls’ position on Cavell’s reading_ i.s, thus,' that Rawls
account of our political identities and the field of our pohtxf:al voices as (con-
tractually) specified and fixed by the principles of justice entails that his theory of
justice is blind to the possibility of the problem that ‘the whole ﬁ_-amew?rk.of
principles in terms of which [we] must conduct the second conve.rsatlon of justice
is experienced as so pervasively and systematically unresponsive to four] spf-
fering that it appears to stifle [us], to constitute a vocabulary in whlch‘nothlznzgg
that can be said truly speaks [our] mind, gives expression to [our] experience.
This is, of course, just to say that precisely to the extent that Rawls’ theory of
justice specifies and fixes our political identities by r?fer.ence toa se_t of fqnnal
principles, it is aspect-blind, unable to see the aesthetic (_t.e., .expressws:) dfmen-
sion of human identities, and thus unable to recognize violations of this dlmen_-
sion of our identities. The place of moral perfectionism is to alert us to the possi-
bility of such violations and, thereby, to the need for openness and responsive-
ness to claims to injustice expressed in other terms than our own.

L

‘Now I'd like to align this ethical dimension of Wittgenstein’s Iegacy as it is'pre’:-
sented in Cavell with, what 1 take to be, a related ethical dimension of Derrida’s
thinking which is expressed in terms of ‘the experience of undecidability’. Thus,

for example, in Limited Inc. he writes that the undecidable, in the sense that
concerns him,

remains heterogeneous both to the dialectic and to tt'lc calculable. In accordance _“:ith
what is only ostensibly a paradox, this particular undecidable opens the field of decision

26 Ihid. 110.

27. Ibid. 115.

28  Ibid. xxxvii-xxxviii, ) N

29  Stephen Mulhall, ‘Promising Consent and Citizenship’, Political Theory 25 (2),

1997, 186.
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) :: ec:lf.gsecr:;i::ility. (l::)»::i]ilt‘?of:r }c\ie;i'si_op* in the order of éthical-political rmponsibility.- Itis

€ SSary . A-decision can only come into being i
the calculable pro that would Pty Seachiaimas
he ¢ ble program th; destroy alt responsibility by transforming it i
programmable effect of determinate causes. Th ] xal or political responsi.
L opran fect _ . There can be no moral or political re: i-
g:l ll;yt:??:lk?:uata tsi'::o tl:i;ala‘nagdnpﬁsa%e by wagr gfbthe undecidable. Even iIP a deci'sionsgg::':s

( : ot to be preceded by any detiberation, it is structu i

experience and experiment of the-undecidable. 1f 1 insist.on this point from no“Ir. Z(L bi); 1t 2 I?

repeat, because this discussion is, wi
ora 30" sion is, will be, and ought to be at bottom an ethical-political

y ol_ tez:]kefzl “:1' thz;: D‘Qt;nda’s p(_nnt is that the space of moral and political judgment
.in'teﬁi o .p f);h' e experience of thg gndecidable’ just in the sense that the
ﬁhdefgén omty of this space requires th'fzt it is always possible to re-describe, to see
oo ee:‘ aspect, and hence entails that acknowledgment that no description
décisfon onlx :lal_ll(stwe, that closure cannot-b_e complete. In this respect, even if a
eratmn K isym,1 esa seco_r_ld. and, as Derrida adds, is not preceded by any delib-
ey ;é'nse s;h _ ;tcpurzd l?y th‘ll.i experience and experiment of the undecidable just
o oy sense ! at unc ?C}dﬁblht}' 1s a transcendental condition of decidability, of

e possibility of deciding, because it is only the fact that we can g0 on dif;"er-

gﬁl}:&x?;ghémﬂ:ets the concept of_decision an intelligible one, a concept which
& o dges that we are responsible ?g.ents and not merely the vehicles of an
algorithm. Op_e can no more have decision without undecidability than w
haye__Pig,_»:.rer without freedom. - c e
. 'Thlls hlr}ge on -w_hu_:h the _prac_tice of deconstruction swings raises as a central
ical topic for. itself the issue of the orientation of deconstruction. Derrida
ackngwledges t}_ns point when he insists that undecidability implies th.;.tt at root
our dllscussm_n, u?cluc'img our discussion of discussioﬁ, is ethico-pblitical. Conse-
quently Derrida in his more recent writings seeks to argue that ‘deconstructio;
v-v_qqld' alv_vays begin to take shape as the thinking of the gift and of unu:ieconstrw::n
tible Justlce," the undeconstructible condition of any deconstruction’! — and-
relatedly, to insist Fhat seeking to do justice to the other requires that the decisior:
:ira!_:':rses the experience of undecidability, which means simply that the decision
ack owledgej. 7t.hat the system of judgment in terms of which the decision is
reached be subject to the demand that it acknowledges the alterity of the othe
and §eek§ to render the other their due. We can unpack this orienting of d.f:consr
trut;taon in terms of Derrida’s distinction between law and justice, a distinctior;
vw:hlch rr.larks the aporetic relationship between the orders of gen:eratity and of
sytgulanty. Consider Wittgenstein®s remark in 5.531 of Philosophical Investi
tions (which we have already cited in relation to Cavell): o

;0 Jacques Dcrr?da, Limited Inc., p.116.
1 Jacques Derrida, Spectres of Mars, (London: Routledge, 1994), p.28.
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We speak of understanding a sentence in the sense in which it can be replaced by an-
other which says the same: but also in the sense in which it cannot be replaced by any

other. {Any more than a musical theme can be replaced by another.)
In the one case, the thought in the sentence is something common to different sen-
tences; in the other, something that is expressed only by these words in these positions.

(Understanding a poem).

Wittgenstein®s distinction between the periphrastic and the non-periphrastic
uses of the concept ‘understanding’ illustrates just the sense in which Derrida
distinguishes between law (periphrastic) and justice (non-periphrastic) — and as
such elucidates the sense in which Derrida can argue that there is a necessarily
aporetic relationship between law (as the means through which justice is given)
and justice (as the impossible demand of an unlimited responsibility to the sin-

gularity of the other). :
This aporetic relationship. structures Derrida’s understanding of the ethos of

democracy as promise, of democracy-to-come, as

the opening of this gap between ihe infinite promise {(always untenable al least for the
reason that it calls for the infinite respect of the singularity and infinite alterity of the
other as much as for the respect of the countable, calculable, subjectal equality between
anonymous singularities) and the determined, necessary, but also necessarily inadequate
forms of what has to be measured against this promise. To this extent, the effectivity or
actuality of the democratic promise ... will aiways keep within it, and it must do so, this
absolutely undetermined messianic hope at its heart, this eschatological relation to the to-

come of an event and a singularity, of an alterity that cannot be anticipated 32

This notion of ‘democracy-to-come’ thus discloses Derrida's commitment to
an ethos of what he terms ‘undetermined messianic hope’. The question which
this raises is whether this ethos is to be (or can be) conceived as a form of pro-
cessual perfectionism.

Two considerations tell in favour of identifying the ethos of which Derrida
speaks with Cavell's processual perfectionism. First, Cavell and Derrida both
articulate their views of democracy(-to-come) in terms of a concem with the
aesthetic dimension of our judgments and our experience. For both, democracy is
a form of polity in which the free relation of singular individuals is at stake and
hence an appropriate concern with democracy can never be specified solely in
terms of (constitutionat) law but will always need to refer to ethos. Second, Der-
rida’s 'undetermined messianic hope’ is best conceived as a ethical relationship in
which we stand to the past, present and future, whereby we seek ways of accom-
modating the singularity of individuals. "‘Undetermined’ precisely because any

32 Ibid p.65.
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final -determiination would deny the singularity which the messianic hope ad-
dresses and articulates. Democracy is the form of this non-determiniation — and it
is.'to-come' because it is itself, as the political form of this undetermined messi-
ani;:,hope,.always.alrcady? open to the acknowledgment of its own avoidances.
Against this argument, it might be pointed out that Derrida, unlike Cavell,
does not specifically identify an internal link between perfectionism and
“democracy. For Cavell, it is clear that the absolute responsibility. to become
intelligible to-oneseif is discharged in and through one's relationship with others;
thus, the exercise of one’s political voice ‘is at once a-means of exploring one’s
individuality and one’s community; it constitutes a mode of establishing a form
of self-knowledge which is simultaneously a knowledge of others.’®? For Derrida,
by contrast, it is not one's absolute responsibility to become intelligible to oneself
but rather one's unlimited responsibility to the singularity of the other (which
‘does not mean "unlimited: responsibility to the other") that animates the ‘spirit of
democracy: 1 am not sure that very much hangs on this distinction since it seems
to me that Derrida does in this way establish an intemal relationship between
‘democracy and perfectionism, namely, that it is in acting democratically that 1
discharge (but never finally) my_obligations to concrete others as singular indi-
viduals and that this "acting democratically” has the form of a dialogue in which
~we work out the. terms.on which we speak for ourselves and each other. For Der-
-tida, as for Cavell, responsibility is tied to responsiveness.

Iv.

Given the relentlessly abstract nature of this discussion, it may be as well to
conclude this paper by refering to some examples which allow us to see the
similarities between the approaches of Cavell and Derrida.

Struggles for cultural recognition represent one of the most pressing issues for
political theory and practice. The salient similarities of such struggles can be
expressed in terms of three related claims:

First, demands for cultural recognition are aspirations for appropriate forms of self-
government. ... What they share is a longing for self-rule: to rule themselves in accord
with their customs and ways. ... The second similarity is the complementary claim that the
basic laws and institutions of modern societies, and their authoritative traditions of inter-
pretation, are unjust in so far as they thwart the forms of self-government appropriate to
the recognition of cultural diversity. ... The final similarity [ wish to draw to your atten-

‘tion is the ground of both the aspiration to culturally appropriate forms of self-rule and

33 Mulhall, Stanley Cavell, 65,
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; . . sive
the claim of injustice. It is the assumption that eulture is an irreducible and constituti

aspect of politics. The diverse ways In which citizens think aboug_sppahhact andgl:t:;g
others in participating in a constitutional association {both the abilities tt.h ey e:xel:mS o anc
fhe practices in which they excreise them) ... are always to some extent the €xp

their different cultures.™

With respect to Cavell’s analysis, the ﬁn@nenml point t,obnote ;bou:hs:;cl;
struggles is that they do not involve ‘th_e undoing of consenf utfra eren t ri °
that our present artangements are unfaithful to ‘the convention (I) cons " 1‘:1- -
cisely insofar as these arrangements fail to acknowledge that culture 18 e
ducible and constitutive aspect of politics. In other words, these arrangemen s
to acknowledge that the issue of consent qua the terms and qond;t:onz 0 our
constitutional association ‘becomes the issue of wl-lether the. voice | len ,;1; ree
ognizing a society as mine, as speaking_ for me, is my voice, mz cwn..mci“g
point to which Cavell directs our attention ls‘the significance o exp:n reine
one’s political voice as one’s OwWn voice. This aspect of the1 lssuT.(_) ::0 o
marks out the sense in which one can be estranged from one’s po mcar vo (i
experience it as alien, precisely insofar as thc_a lang.'lage of self-gc;yf:m]rlrle:: ;I;l Ein! :
through which one is constrained to speak - if one is to spez.ik political yf o
not one’s own. It is in just this respect that those er‘lgaged 1’n strugglfs h(r)r rec jg
nition are caught in the same double bind as Nora in Ibsen’s A Doll's House.

James Tully puts it:

How can the proponents of [cultural] recogrition l:‘ring fort;l ;hei;‘ecr:\lti;i:?; rin T?; ep;l:l;ﬁ
ir cull or ?
forum in which their cultures have been excluded_or emeanc: i u y
itath d institutions, in which case their claims are reject
Bt e o enprepened t ives within the very languages and institu-
 conservatives or comprehended by progressives within the very
:’i):):s whose sovereignty and impartiality they question. Or they can refusehto g;ﬂ t::e
game, in which case they become marginal and reluctant conscripts or they p

~ arms.?®

Unable to bring their sense of injustice to expression within th.e langflage of
modem constitutionalism or, to put it another way, unal_)le Fo describe their s:snief
of injustice by reference to, say, Rawls’ prir}clples of _!L!stu:e,. the pr'?]lz:o_r:.enmm_
cultural recognition are denied a voice in their own political hlstor.y. hel p o
cal identities remain obscure to them because the terms on which ¢ ey ¢ :
render their civic identitites intelligible are obstructed by a modern constitutiona

34 James Tully, Strange Multiplicity: Constitutionalism in an age of diversity (Cam-
. bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 4-6.

35 Cavell, Conditions Handsome and Unharndsome, 27.

36. Ibid. p. 56.
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language in which the refusal to engage with the offer of conversation at stake in
struggles for cultural recognition is construed as ‘above reproach’. -

" By contrast, Cavell’s approach ackhowledges the “first and often overlooked
step in any enquiry, into justice’, namely, ‘to investigate if the language in which
the enquiry proceeds is itself just: that is, capable of rendering the speakers. their
due’.> In this respect, Cavell’s account. directs us to two significant general
points with respect.to struggles for cultural recognition. First, it indicates the

- sense in which the avoidance of cultural recognition constitutes a harm, namely,

that such avoidance: fails to-acknowledge the significance of not simply have a
voice but-having one’s own voice and, thus, at best marginalises and at worst
silences the voices .of citizens who do not belong to the culturally hegemonic
group(s). It is in just this respect that Cavell’s argument entails that there is ‘a

certain priority’ with respect to cultural recognition in comparison with the many

other questions of justice that a constitution must address. As Tully puts it: *since
other questions must be discussed and agreements reached by the citizens, the
first step is to establish a just form of constitutional discussion in which each
speaker-is given her or his due, and this is exactly the initial question raised by
the politics of cultural recognition.’*® Second, Cavell’s argument entails that we
re-conceive our constitutional association as a process in which the terms of
association are always provisional and defeasible. This point follows from Ca-
vell’s acknowledgement that citizenship is not, as Rawls would argue, ‘a special
kind of institutionally defined or practice-based office’ but ‘rather a basic dimen-
sien of human existence and relationship that is essentially open or partly unde-
fined-in advance.”*® In other words, because, on Cavell’s account, the terms and
¢onditions of our association express, rather than define, the form of our political
community, the ongoing process of working out our community. with other citi-
zens is also the ongoing negotiation and re-negotiation of terms and conditions of

the constitutional association which sustains our identities as free citizens.

Now, consider in relation to Cavell's position as it has been sketched, the
fQ’.!DWi!!g twncate of remarks b}; Narrida- . ’

YA Ay WA L WILEdAL B PR LA T

. [1] ... it is necessary to make ourselves the guardians of an idea of Europe, of a differ-

ence of Europe, but of a Europe that consists precisely in not closing itself off in its own
identity, and in advancing itself in an exemplary way towards what it is not, toward the
other heading or the heading of the other, indeed - and this is perhaps something else

37 Ibid. 34. See also David Owen ‘Political philosophy in a post-imperial vaice’,

=+ Lconomy and Society 28, no.4 (1999), for a full consideration of Tuily’s argument
which explores aspects of its affinities to Cavell’s work. :

38 [Ibid. 6.

39 Mulhall, ‘Promising, consent and citizenship’, 189.
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aitogether - toward the other of the heading, which would be beyond this modem tradi-
tion, another border structure, another shore.

and

re is today an aspiration towards a bond between singularities all over the
worl[g.] T’l;::: bond not {)nly ex‘t)cnds beyond nations anq states, such as they are oot;lnpoied
today or such as they are in the process of decomposition, but extends bt_:yo;'ld Alc vi ari
concepts of nation or state. For example, if | feel in sohdanty w1th_ this particu ag rblger o
who is caught between F.LS. and the Algerian state, ot thls_ particular C}'cﬂt, er tar:
Bosnian, .... it's not a feeling of one citizen towards anetl‘ler, lt’S‘ not a feeling peculiar 13 a
citizen of the world, as if we were all potentially or imaginary citizens of a great state. No,
what binds me to these people is something different than .membcrshlp of a.\a\rorldl natlgn-
state or of an international community extending infieﬁmtel)_z what one still calls to ﬂ:i_y
"the nation-state.” What binds me to them - and this is the point: tl!cre isa bopd, but1 is
bond cannot be contained within traditional concepts of community, obllgat;on m:'t';:.l
sponsibility - is a protest against citizenship, a protest agamst.nlxember.sj;f_o a poli ;j al
configuration as such. This bond is, for example, 51‘ (orm of political solidarity oppose
the political qua a politics tied to the nation-state.

These two sets of remarks are consistent insofar as the first casts a critical but

"hopefiil look to Europe, to the idea of Europe and the political reality of the EU,

as a topos which is capable in its self-reflection of giving expres_;sion to Fhe form
of political solidarity of which the second passage speaks. What is er?sel'mal to my
purposes here is that these passages itlustrate the charg::ter of Derrida's comn}lt-
ment to démocracy as an ethical ideal by calling for (i passage) and supporting
(2“d passage) a responsiveness to and responsibility for those aspe‘cts“ of our
political identities which are occluded or repressed by.the hcgemortic nation-
state” understanding of political community. Moreover, just as F:avell s argument
entails that the promise and task of democracy is al:w.ays beginning again, that our
political practices must always be taken as provisional and defeasnb‘le, so too
does Derrida's deconstructive contribution. As David Campbell puts_ }t, perha;?s
the mosi important feawrc of deconstructive thought "is its recog_mtlon that-lp
order to enact the promise of democracy, justice and. multiculiurahsm,“all politi-
cal proposals have to be preceded by the qualification of a "perhaps” and Jol-
lowed by an insistent and persistent questioning”:

40 Jacques Derrida, The Other Heading: Reflections on Today's Europe (Indiana
University Press, 1992), p. 29. . ) ) '

41 Jacques [))(crrida, "Nietzsche and the Machine. Interview wnt_h Rl_chard Bcardsworﬂlll,
Journal of Nietzsche Studies 7 (Spring 1994) pp. 47-8, cited in David Campbg R
National Deconstruction {(Minnesota, University of Minngsota Press, 1998), p. 239.
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g-‘Oi-anI;l';ttl}is Iall-impm_‘tan'& _pe:mpora] d_imcnsion, deconstructive thought calls for an on-
gou gair)z Olrll('j:S ;l);c:‘:lcss ofl" glltlgtsxel)and invention that is never satisfied that a lasting solu-
een reached. crrida observes, "once again, here as elsewhere, what-
:ve(r)ltiit?colnstructlpn is at §takc, it would be a matter of linking an affirmation (in ;;:’rti‘:u?;r
mg. cal oqe), if there is any, to the experience of the impossible which can only be a
ical experience of the perhaps.*? (Campbell, 1998: 242)

.‘ In othel: v.vords, it is in its exemplification of just those features which Cavell's
Wlft.genstelqlan approach also exemplifies that deconstructicn's significance for
polmcal Phllosophy lies. In both cases, an acknowledgment of the violence
|{1volv§d in the occ.lu_'sion or repression of salient aspects of our political identi-
::frs,drwes a commltm‘ent to reminding us of the contingent character of our pic-

csl, that they. .are pictures forged in a particular set of circumstances and in
relation to particular practical questions, and opening up the space of our politi-

cal imaginations by di ; ; e
and so’.grr - Y dissolving the dogmatic claims Thlngs must/cannot be thus

Conclusion

The aim of this essay is to suggest that, first, that Wittgenstei igni
legacy for political philosophy which can be seen by %efes::rll:ehfz ?hzlg\:ﬁtia:;
Cavell and, secc.md, that there are significant similarities between Wittgenstein's
legacy and the -1ndependent path traced by Jacques Derrida. Having said this, it
should not .be, th_oughl: that 1 am suggesting the identity of Wittgensteinian a’nd
decogstructlve approaches - far from it! Rather I simply focus on the similarities
!mre in order to open a debate in which the differences will no doubt be of crucial
import. In particular, 1 have tried to highlight the way in which the accounts of
thc.ethos of democracy advanced by both Cavell and Derrida involve dissolving
a _m.cture f)f dcr:mocracy in which the aesthetic dimension of our being as politiéal
s-ubjects is_elided for purposes of political reflection (a picture itself closely
lml'ced o the.equally misleading picture of reasons as necessarily independent of
their expression which Cavell and Derrida also seek to dissolve).

42 David Campbell 1 ; i o .
Press, 1998)!,’;. 2,4ganonal Deconstruction . (Minnesota, University of Minnesota
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Ludwig Nagl

"How hard I find it to see what is right in front of me

Wittgenstein's quest for "simplicity and ordinariness"?

Is Wittgenstein's search for "Einfachheit" an attempt to return to "commonsense”:
to a trustful relationship with reality that allows us to overcome skepticism
"pragmatically"? lIs his method- to achieve this - his struggle against the
bewitchments of language - "deconstructive” (in a Derridaian sense)?

1) Pragmatism? ' ’

In spite of the fact that theré are significant similarities between, f.i., William
James's subversions of the "copy theory of truth” by means of a pragmatic plu-
ralism and Wittgenstein's analyses of the "multiplicity of language games" (Phl
23), in spite of the fact that Wittgenstein was an admirer of James's Varieties of
Religious Experience - and even in spite of the "emphasis on the primacy of
practice” that Wittgenstein, Peirce and James have in common?®, we have clear
indications that Wittgenstein was not at all in sympathy with any full-blown
version of pragmatism, and especially not with a pragmatism of the Deweyan
type. Hilary Putnam shows that the structural resemblances between Witigen-
stein's and James's arguments are, at least in part, due to a shared intellectual
background: "Wittgenstein's reflections flow from and continue some of Kant's
reflections [...] and parallel {thus] a certain strain in pragmatism". (WWP 27).
This, however, does not imply that Wittgenstein is in favor of any explicit prag-
matic method. Stanley Cavell makes us aware of this in his paper "What is the
use of calling Emerson a pragmatist?"? where he emphasizes the obvious "differ-
ence of style” between Dewey and Wittgenstein - a difference which is far from
being only formal: Wittgenstein's insistent fight against, and acknowledgment of,
skepticism attributes to philosophy (and its history), according to Cavell, "a
weight, which nowhere is found in Dewey." Both Putnam and Cavell convine-

I “"Wie schwer falit mir 2u schen, was vor meinen Augen liegt"; Ludwig Wittgenstein,
Culture and Vaiue (English translation of Ludwig Wittgenstein, Vermischte Bemer-
kungen/Transtator Peter Winch), University of Chicago Press 1980 (= CV39%).
Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, New York 1953 (= Phl), 123.
Hilary Putnam, "Was Wittgensiein a Pragmatist”, in Pragmatism. An Open Questi-
on, Oxford/Cambridge 1995 (= WWP), p.52.
4  Stanley Cavell, "What's the Use of Calling Emerson a Pragmatist?”, in: Morris
Dickstein (ed.), The Revival of Pragmatism, Duke University Press 1998.
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ingly-show that Wittgenstein is neither a "deflationary” thinker nor "simply an
‘e_nd of philosophy' philosopher”, His "practice cannot be understood as a repu-
dlatipn of something called 'traditional philosophy’; Wittgenstein is as much
ccgntmuing a tradition of philosophical reflection as he is repudiating certain
kinds of philosophical reflection.” (WWP 3 1) All easy ways out of "philosophy" -
for instance those that "liberal ironists” like Rorty seek - lead ultimateley to a
dead end since philosophy "buries its undertakers”: "We remain to.be troubled
with' questions which cannnot be ignored because they spring from the very
nature of reason”, writes Kant, - questions which, at the same time, "cannot be
answered bgcause they transcend the power of human reason”. (Critique of Pure
Reason, Preface). Sceptical reflection, although it can be stopped for a while,
cannot be stopped altogether - it is here, if not to stay, at least to return; we can-
not hope, in following the algorithms of scientific enlightenment, to reach a se-
cure, "commonsensical” world-orientation once and for ali. :

‘When Wittgenstein - by destroying "false pictures” of language and the world
= tries to make visible the "overlooked" and the "common”, he does so in indirect
ways. The ordinary is never seen as a haven of regression: its structure is full of
am!:)iv.alence,s and interpenetrated by “illusion". ("Alltiglichkeit", for Wittgen-

_stein, Is an ethically charged locus, not a locus of rest). Wittgenstein is very much
~aware of the de-differentiating potential of any "pragmatism” trivially read:
When, in On Certainty, he writes that what he “wants to say [...] sounds like
pfagmatism", he is quick in adding: "Mir kommt hier eine Art Weltanschéuung in
.die Quere" (OC 422) ("Here a kind of world view thiwarts my plans"), "Weltan-
schauungen” are oversimplifications: Wittgenstein knows that "a petty age” has
the potential "to misunderstand all others in its own nasty way." (CV 86e). It
would,. e.g., be a misunderstanding to proclaim that "metaphysics” can be quickly
"set ?S‘Id‘e" and forgotten (an idea that Rortyan neopragmatists share with Logical
Empl-r!ClStS): Wittgenstein, in strict opposition to this, keeps emphasizing that the
conditio humana is a "conditio” of ongoing "struggles” against those "false pic-
tures” that "hold us captive” and distort our experiences: such pictures are not
only generated by (classical} metaphysical excesses {by "Uberschwang", in
_Kant's sense): they are generated also - in dangerous and covert ways - by exag-
_gerated idealizations in (and of) science and mathematics: by the compulsive
ideal of “"crystalline purity” (Phl 107): that is, by the pretense that the reach of
our “logical" concepts is absolute - that we have the privilege of a "God's Eye
Ylew" in the field of "the analytic": "What I am opposed to", writes Wittgenstein,
"is the concept of some ideal exactitude given us a priori, as it were. At different
;imes we have different ideals of exactitude; and none of them is supreme." {(CV
Te)
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In struggling with these "misleading pictures", Witigenstein aims at ordinari-
ness. But he keeps, at the same time, all explicit pragmatisms at a distance: he is
neither a Peircean, fior a Deweyan, nor - for that matter - anything like the pre-
cursor of neo-pragmatism, '

1.1. The classical recourse to "commonsense" is not identical with Wittgen.
stein's "deconstructive” quest for the ordinary.

Stanley Cavell shows that Wittgenstein's notion of "ordinariness” is charac-
terized by deep ambivalences: ambivalences which are repressed when "Alltag”
is read as a "commonsense”-based form of immediacy (regained), or as a "practi-
cal" orientation "beyond skepticism”. In "Declining Decline" Cavell writes:
"Wittgenstein's appeal or ‘approach’ to the everyday finds the (actual) everyday to
be as pervasive a scene of illusion and trance and artificiality (of need) as Plato
or Rousseau or Marx or Thoreau had found. His philosophy of the (eventual)
everyday is the proposal of a practice that takes on, takes upon itself, precisely (1
do not say exclusively) that scene of illusion and of loss; approaches it, or let me
say reproaches it, intimately enough to turn it, or deliver it; as if the actual is the
womb, contains the terms, of the eventual. The direction out from illusion is not
up, at any rate not-up to one fixed morning star; but down |...] Philosophy (as
descent) can thus be said to leave everything as it is because it is a refusal of, say
disobedient to, (a false) ascent, or transcendence. [...] Plato's sun has shown us
the fact of our chains; but that sun was produced by our chains."?

1.2 "Descent”, "false ascent”, and Wittgenstein's reflection on the "etemal and
important” (CVB 80).

Cavell shows, in his extensive readings of the Investigations, that Wittgen-
stein resists all "false ascent, or transcendence". Wittgenstein's complex moves
against our excesses of idealization cannot, however, be read as a denial of - in
Wittgenstein's words - "the eternal and important”. (Philosopy "turned”, or "phi-
losophy as descent", is not simply a re-enactment of the post-Hegelian, say
Feuerbachian, attempts to critically unsettle, and re-situate, transcendence "im-
manentistically" - quite the opposite, it may seem: the destruction of false "nou-
menal” ciaims [Derridians might call them "onto-theological” claims) takes to
heart - in a transformed way - something similar to Augustine's [self-]Jadmonition
"In te ipsum redi".) In Vermischite Bemerkungen Wittgenstein writes: "What is
etemal and important is often hidden from a man by an impenetrable veil. He
knows: there's something under there, but he cannot see it. The veil reflects the
daylight.” (80, 1949) Feuerbachian. "immanentists" will claim that this image is
but the (old}) lure of "false. metaphysics”. Is Wittgenstein's aphorism just ironic?

5  Stanley Cavell, "Declining Decline”; in The Cavell Reader {ed. Stephen Mulhall)
Cambridge 1996 (=DD), p. 332.
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. Is it the re-deployment of a "metaphysical ilﬁmion“ that reflects Plato's illusion-
ary "sun"- in the “daylight" of -a {(treacherous) - "presentism"? Does this re-
deployment.organize the seduction that we must resist in all autonomous, disobe-
dient philosophizing? But - if this is what Wittgenstein is really up to - how then
are'we: to understand that other reflection (CV 57¢) where - after asking himself:
"Is what I am doing really worth the effort?" - Wittgenstein answers: "Yes, but
only if a light shines on it from abeve"? Is this light just the light of "Ubersicht"
{the:post-Tractarian goal of philosophizing) - or is it a light which, in Wittgen-
stein's view, makes. "Ubersicht", as far as it ever gets real, possible? Be this as it
may: Wittgenstein, it seems, carefully avoids any image that promotes Feuerba-

chidn readings of the world; readings in which we see ourselves - due to an “jrn-
manentistic" turn - freed altogether from the: (troublesome).notion of "the eternal
and important”. In Wittgenstein's thought something -different (and rather "un-
timely") seems-to go on: it's not easy to guess what. Something, maybe, like a
- "struggle with":(CV B86e), and reflection on, Augustine's notion of grace? (For

textual support of this - not unrisky - suggestion see Wittgenstein's references to
"Gnadenwahl"/Predes-tination in CV 30e, 32¢, 72e, 77¢.)
2) Deconstruction? o

~By consideringthose. hints that indicate Wittgenstein's sustained interest in
Augustine, I hope to be able to show {some) limits of (some) "deconstructivist"

readings of Wittgenstein. The [mvestigations, in its. opening passages;, "decon-

struct”, as we know, the' “Augustinian picture” of language. In his elaborate

- study, Wittgenstein and Derrida, Henry Staten gives impressive and multifaceted

examples of Wittgenstein's various -subversive. moves. What, however, is the
terminus ad quem of Wittgenstein's deconstructive activities? When Staten writes
"that Wittgenstein's style in the /mvestigations is deeply involved in the kind of
liberation of.language as material substance from the domination of meaning
which-we associate with-modern poetry"®, this could be read (or, would Staten
rather say: misread?) as the idea that Wittgenstein, in his late writings, encour-
ages something like an "experimenting” meaning relativism, a playful "aestheti-
sation", or "aesthetic liberation", of our world experience (which, as far as I see,

Wittgenstein de facto nowhere does). “Language games", in Wittgenstein, are - at

-least in part - not "playful" at all: they form the "bedrock” of all our explorative
__capabilities: They are neither socio-"contractual”, nor biclogically "grown*: if

they are "our nature", their "naturalistic” quality can certainly not to be ex-
plained, say, by Quine's behavioristic conception of "naturalism" (let alone by
Darwin’s concept of evolution); "unsere Naturgeschichte" (Phl 25} has - "classi-
cally” expressed - something close to a "transcendental” quality. Wittgenstein's

6 chry Staten, Wittgenstein and Derrida, University of Nebraska Press 1984, p.88.
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. e ncpiel® and
nSprachspiele” are thus situated beyond th‘e categqncal dl\:’ls‘:l(): t:lgg lip:‘e;:th nd
"Eznst" (beyond "playfulness” and "sincerity")- Wittgenstein rsh sauggle wib
*bewitchment of language" nowhcre. termmafes, .lt seex:\s, mb e gutinian
natons”. WB t m-l::-f)?:rf:;%a:f::e;tﬁ)ﬁ which fails to see the
i : ct, no _
E:ﬁ:’ltl‘:eﬂ{ Il:a::l%il;atg):’. \:zr?lzin?Phl 1).. But - to ipdicate the_dlﬁer:;(l:l?s !::t;wme;l; c".‘.
deconstructive reading. of the "author” Augustgw,. and w;‘t:i:;ia o Wit
tivities: the subversion of Augustine's "absta.lct plct?zre 0ustinian s Witt
tein, nowhere. transformed into a-grandiose An'tl-Aug 1 Theon shore
S nstein’ itical reading of passages from Augustine does not Imply mpber
%;;Sf:;':gi;;e is afl wrong (or, as some deconstructiviftts would,};:;est |t:v N :t e
" ism" itteenstein doesn't, €.8-, S4 .F.
B exp(:t‘sm:egnf:;gzlcaeiﬁzs,mﬁ)n;at(witltlggustine's problem must now [untc'.l;l:.:*n 3-1-?
f:r::i?ons of modemity/postmodemity] be soived in purely human

' i i a flawed
Although Wittgenstein criticizes Augustine as a thinker who develops

[ { "platonist”,
concept of language, he neither interpr?ts nor Fe_fects 'Atl:f-zftl.n:oass i:] “:rlito s
let alone as a thorough Platonist. The ’{\ugustlmaln 131c S0 S e and
ideas of the Tractatus - is embedded, in Augustines book, in gone o
aeas , s of self-questioning that, according to the te§tunony 0 g )
‘“t‘?“.se P'TOZGS ade the Confessions for Wittgenstein #possibly the most ser1ou
m‘;(se?linw:;ﬂr:n" 8 Augustine - this-is what we acnﬁlly tearn ﬁ-B(:lrtr,: ;l;e “I::;;set;:
in et i cture of langunage. But

ga{f'?n-i' -"was'r:nhfi::rf‘;:z:;t:lksmzic;"tri::e::lglustine was not at9 all "in error [...]
ﬂ;?n‘;zltgzllled upon God on every page of the Confessions".” Error only arose
w =
e, for\;vh' » t:::’tgn (llsb:l‘:a)to when he dissolves "pictures that h.avg a grip

Tl‘l'USs Whatt b ltsfgen the way Rorty tries to see it: "When Wittge.nstem is at I:s
be ltm ’\:firtlegoRo:ty he resolutely [...] sticks to pure satire. He just ;::3“(;? thi
:ijlm,ple, how hop::!ess the traditional problems :_ared[‘;.i}) and makes
whole idea that thete is something here to be explained”.

i istro”. in The Augustinian
_ "Wittgenstein and Augustine De magistro’, e

7 . Burnyeat, ];dd-FC;areth Bg Matthews), University of Cahfom:a.Press 1?99,0p.gumew

8 gf;dﬁfﬂg‘é brury in: Rush Rhees (ed.), Recollections of Witigenstein, X
ek enste ' v Philasophical Occasions 1912-

i in, " Frazer's Golden Bough', Philosopitice i
’ %.?Ige(gtc}t;mgeg? ll(ctsagrgle ar?lzd Alfred Nordmann), Indianapolis/Cambridge 1993,
10 [l,{-i:l:id-Roﬁy "Keeping Philosophj' Pure”, in Consequences of Pragmatism,

Brighton 1982 (= CP), p. 34, .
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;T"he tone ‘of most of Wittgenstein's aphoristic remarks (as well as the whole
setting rpf his Investigations - where Wittgenstein speaKs with "two voices", the
f'voice of temptation” and the "voice of comectness”: voices that struggle ,with
each other "spiritually", as Cavell says [DD 326]) comes nowhere close to "play-
ful" aesthieticism, let alone. to (proto-nihilistic) irony. All this does not fit into
Ror:‘ty's reading. It suggests, on the contrary, that Wittgenstein's later philosophy -
radically 'subversive s it is - nowhere follows the strategy Rorty assumes it to
foll_ow:iito'repder important matters irrelevant by "simply changing the subject"
(CP XIV).-What is rendered irrelevant is the speculative illusion of importance
only; nowhere “important matters" themselves, -

Wittgenstein's thought, it seems, is of a complex, ethically charged kind, and
has Wo Vali.ishing' points: of the first Wittgenstein speaks in Culture and Value
when he writes: "Perhiaps what is inexpressible (what 1 find mysterious and am
not able to express) is the background against which whatever I could express has
its meaning" (CV 16&);'the second - also in Vermischte Bemerkungen - is linked
to~the_ first as its "subjectivist" complementum: "Working in philosophy - like
},vor'k in arr‘:htitecture in many respects - is really niore a working on oneself. On
one's own interpréetation, On one! i i '
oo V(quiﬁe)_ s way of seeing tl_ungs.‘ (And what one expects

Are these philosophical thoughts - if not close. enough to Rorty's neoprag- .

matic re-reading of (aspects of) "deconstruction™!! - close enough to the agenda
of "deconstruction”: proper: to its ethically charged resistance against "the clo-
sures of metaphysics"!?; and to its attempts to make visible the "traces™ of the
"Enexpressible“ - in Derrida's reflections on Levinas's philosophy!'3, as well as in
his recent remarks on the "difficolt” new phenomenon "so hastily called the
‘return of the religions™?'4

A See Richard Rorty, "Remarks on Deconstruction and Pragmatism", in: Deconstruc-
tion and Pragmatism (ed. Chantal Mouffe), London/New York 1996.

12 See Simon Critchley, The Ethics of Deconstruction: Derrida and Levinas, Oxford
1982, Chapter 2. - '

13 Jacques Derrida, Adieu & Emmanuel Lévinas, Paris 1997,

14 Jaciques'Derrida!Gianni Vattimo, Refigion, Cambridge 1998, p. 5. See also: Hent de
Vrlels, Philosophy and the Turn to Religion (The Johns Hopkins Univetsity Press,
I?a]hmore/London 1999), a recent study that deals with "the recurrence of certain re-
ligious and theological motifs” in the later writings of Derrida.
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