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Abstract \ 

5 

This t h e s i s  w i l l  be concerned with l i n p u i s t i c  aspects  of inqui ry  ' 

i n t o  education. \'Ihen we use the  term"education", we w i l l  say t h a t  we a re  

r e fe r r ing  t o ;  e i t h e r ,  a process whereby a person i s  enriched i n  some 

i n t e l l e c t u a l ,  moral o r  p r a c t i c a l  way; e.g. the  a c t i v i t y  taking p lace  i n  

the  classroom,or we a r e  t a l k i n g  about a product, t h e  body o f  l i n g u i s t i c  

formulations t h a t  a r i s e  from observation,  descr ip t ion ,  explanation and 

evaluat ion of t h e  process. In t h e  product sense, education can be seen 

as  a d i s t i n c t  universe of discourse,  because i t s  subjec t  matter  circumscribes 

an a rea  which i s  d i s t i n c t  i n  the  way i n  which economics o r  psychology o r  

botany are .  But whereas o ther  d i s t i n c t i v e  d i s c i p l i n e s  have organized 

the  statements of  t h e i r  discourse i n  r e l a t ionsh ips  t h a t  have enabled them 

t o  get  a c l e a r e r  view of  what t h e  process might be ( i . e .  t h e i r  " rea l i ty" ) ,  

education has lagged behind i n  such endeavours. One prominent reason 

why t h i s  is s o  i s  connected with the  long held emphasis on t r i a l - a n d -  

e r r o r  method of  inquiry  i n t o  teaching and what should be taught .  Another 

reason is  probably t h a t  i n s t i n c t ,  r a t h e r  than l o g i q h a s  guided theor iz ing .  

Education can r a t h e r  be t r e a t e d  as  a s o c i a l  science and sub jec t  

t o  the  r i g o r s  of i t s  inquiry .  By examining Wittgenstein 's  notions of  

l f ru les f '  and "logic" we hope t o  e l abora te  a log ic  of  inquiry t h a t  is 

v a l i d  and more p laus ib le  f o r  inqui ry  i n t o  education than previous kinds of  

I f  log icw.  To understand the  Wittgenstenian philosophy of logic ,  it i s  

necessary t o  examine with him, t h e  extent  t o  which our everyday l i f e  i s  

governed by ru les .  These r u l e s  a r e  conventions es tabl i shed by users  of 

a c e r t a i n  language -- t he  most important point  being t h a t  human p r a c t i c e  

e s t ab l i shes  what these  r u l e s  are .  That is,  the  meaning of r u l e s  i s  

determined by our agreements amongst ourselves.  Act iv i ty  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  

r u l e s  not only r e f e r s  t o  physical  behaviour, but  a l s o  includes verbal  
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behaviour.  Hence t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  we make i n  language a l s o  a r e  determined 

by agreements amongst u s e r s  o f  t h e  language. 
I 

T r a d i t i o n a l l y ,  l o g i c  has  r e f s r r e d  t o  t h e  formal o r  su r f ace  s t r u c t u r e  

of p ropos i t i ons ,  express ions  e t c . ,  b u t  formal l o g i c  has  never  been ab le  

t o  completely i s o l a t e  p ropos i t i ons  i n t o  elementary forms. Nor have 

a r t i f i c i a l  d e r i v a t i v e s  achieved t h i s .  Wi t tgens te in  i s  sugges t ing  t h a t  

i n s t e a d  we ought t o  pay a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  l o g i c  involved i n  t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n s  

i n  language t h a t  we make a s  ma t t e r s  o f  following r u l e s .  We have allowed 

our  rule-fol lowing a t t i t u d e  i n  language t o  commit us t o  s ee ing  th ings  

i n  ways t h a t  might no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  accord with what we poss ib ly  can know. 

Such conceptual d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i l l  be  reso lved  i f  we look a t  t h e  express ions  - 
i n  ques t ion  and s e e  what our  language is  r e a l l y  committing us t o .  This  

l o g i c  is  derived from an examination o f  what Wi t tgens te in  c a l l s  "depth 

grammarT1. 

I f  we grant  t h a t  educat ion i s  a  s c i ence ,  then  we can only 

t h e o r i z e  s u c c e s s f u l l y  i f  we know t h e  f u l l  commitment of t h e  terms we a r e  

dea l ing  wi th .  Such l o g i c  w i l l  a l s o  permit  us  t o  formulate hypotheses i n  

a s  r igorous  and p l a u s i b l e  a  manner a s  poss ib l e .  I t  might a l s o  be worth- 

while  t o  no te  t h a t  educat ion i s  a paradigm "form o f  l i f e T ' ,  and t h a t  we 

might be ab l e  t o  use t h i s  no t ion  a s  a  means of genera t ing  t h e o r i e s  about 

t h e  d i s c i p l i n e .  This  i s  because educat ion i s  s o  c lose  t o  t h e  s o c i a l  

phenomena of everyday l i f e  which i n  i t s e l f  is  Subject  t o  i n t r i c a t e  r u l e -  

following conventions. 
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I  

Introduction 

This work i s  based on an asiumption about education; t h a t  it 

is  a d i s c i p l i n e  charac ter ized  by the  kind of r igorous inquiry  and 

evaluat ion(or  va l ida t ion)  of a l l  the  statements and re la t ionsh ips  i n  

i t s  c o q u s ,  t h a t  cha rac te r i ze  any s c i e n t i f i c  pursu i t .  Because of  t h i s  

methodological commitment and due t o  the  .kinds of ques t ions  with 

which it occupies i t s e l f ,  we can j u s t i f i a b l y  put t h i s  d i s c i p l i n e  i n t o  

t h e  c l a s s  of  s t a t e s  of  a f f a i r s  t h a t  a r e  ca l l ed  "philosophies of t t .  The 

j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  t h i s  assumption and the  consequent a s s e r t i o n  w i l l  
1 

be s p e c i f i c a l l y  taken up l a t e r  i n  t h i s  work, but  a s  wel l ,  t he  lispirit" 

o r  Ittenorlt of the  whole work w i l l  suggest t h a t  such an approach is 

warranted. 

Allowing t h i s  assumption, we w i l l  examine severa l  notions expounded 

i n  the  l a t e r  philosophical  wr i t ings  of  Ludwig Wittgenstein and i n  

p a r t i c u l a r  h i s  Philasophical  Inves t iga t ions ,  t o  see how accepting h i s  

ideas  w i l l  enable us t o  understand more c l e a r l y  the  a c t i v i t y  involved 

i n  theor iz ing  i n  education. S p e c i f i c a l l y  the  notions at tended t o  are:  

r u l e s  (and what it i s  t o  follow r u l e s ,  obey r u l e s ,  have regard f o r  - 
r u l e s ,  e t c . ) ,  and logic .  The word t n o t i o n l ,  is  chosen ins tead  of  words - 
l i k e  lttheoryV, "thesis", "proposition" e t c . ,  t o  r e f e r  t o  the  s e r i e s  of 

thoughts o r  ideas  associa ted  with Wit tgens te in ls  analys is  of  the  concept 

i n  quest ion because t h i s  work more accura te ly  r e f l e c t s  the  s p i r i t  of  

h i s  inqui ry ,  which he cons tant ly  warns is desc r ip t ive  and not  

p resc r ip t ive .  Me maintains t h a t  he i s  saying nothing new, but  only 

c l a r i f y i n g  what already e x i s t s .  There is as  well  a  s t rong  a n t i -  

general izing a t t i t u d e  i n  the  l a t e r  work (an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  t h e  ideas 

he is a t tacking,  i . e .  "Essentialism") and t h i s  tends t o  make one r e j e c t  

" theoriesu e t c .  a s  s u i t a b l e  terms. 



The notion of  "rules" is  c e n t r a l  t o  a number of  ques t ions  i n  
2 

philosophy, bu t  Wittgenstein is  more than s u p e r f i c i a l  i n  t h i s  
I 

recognit ion.  We might consider  how many philosophical  quest ions centre 

on problems of language f a p a r t  from the  considerat ion t h a t  . a l l  quest ions 

a r e  quest ions - i n  language, i . e .  i n  a l i n g u i s t i c  formulation), and 

r e a l i z a t i o n  of  t h e  profound quest ions i n  one aspect  of language alone 

(e.g. meaning) w i l l  i n d i c a t e  i ts  importance. One can suggest t h a t  

b a s i c  t o  these  quest ions about language is a meta-question about r u l e s .  

However, even i f  we forget  about s p e c i f i c  l i n g u i s t i c  ques t ions  i n  

philosophical  problems, we a r e  l i k e l y  t o  encounter quest ions which 

involve looking a t  t h e  concepts o f  r u l e s  i n  one form o r  another. There 

a r e  epistemological d i f f e rences  i n  t h e  way r u l e s  can be  regarded 

and Wittgenstein adopts a p o s i t i o n  t h a t  accords t o  r u l e s  a convent ional is t  

s t a t u s ,  but  the  term 'convent ional is t1  w i l l  be q u a l i f i e d  l a t e r .  

Our contac t  with r u l e s  is p a r t i c u l a r l y  emphasized i n  inquiry  i n t o  

the  phenomenon o f  concern t o  s o c i a l  sc ience ,  i .e. s o c i a l  a c t s .  Since 

c e r t a i n  aspects  o f  every s o c i a l  a c t  a r e  i m p l i c i t l y  rule-regarding,  we 

might b e t t e r  comprehend t h e  import of  these  a c t s  were we t o  attempt t o  

exp l i ca te  the  r u l e  involved i n  t h e  a c t .  Much of  t h i s  i s  the  "stuff" o f  

behavioural science--the s i g n i f i c a n t  point  is  t h a t  an inquiry  i n t o  r u l e s ,  

a s  well  a s  being empir ica l ,  i s  a log ica l  t a sk .  

The concern i n  t h i s  work i s  with the  log ica l  aspects  o f  t h i s  kind 

of  rule-regarding o r  rule-following. However, an attempt w i l l  be made 

t o  s e e  i f  the  notion of "forms o f  l i f e "  and i t s  commitment t o  r u l e s ,  

w i l l  provide a b a s i s  f o r  beginning a theory about c e r t a i n  s p e c i f i c  

s o c i a l  e n t i t i e s .  
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A s i g n i f i c a n t  f ea tu re  of education too ,  is t h a t  i t s  da ta  cons i s t s  

of a  s e r i e s  of recorded exper iences , tha t  purportedly descr ibe  s o c i a l  

a c t s  (even t o  t h e  point  where one i s  considering a person who is 

studying mater ia l  ~ r i v a t e l y ) .  Now it would seem t o  be advantageous fo r  

theory construct ion t o  have a well-generated s e t  of  hypotheses, and 

conjunctions between them. This t h e s i s  proposes t h a t  a t t e n t i o n  t o  

the  r u l e  regarding aspect  of s o c i a l  phenomena w i l l  g r e a t l y  a i d  i n  t h e i r  

e labora t ion  and consequently be of  major importance t o  education. 

The examination t o  be undertaken here w i l l  be one of  concept 

analys is .  The concept o f  "rule" w i l l  be analyzed t o  determine i t s  

log ica l  commitments and p a r t i c u l a r l y  t o  speci fy  its grammatical s t a t u s - -  

with a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  "depth grammar" o f  the  concept. Hence d iscuss ion 

w i l l  cent re  around quest ions about: t h e  compulsion of  a  ru le ;  t h e  

de terminabi l i ty  of  a  r u l e ;  t h e  idea  of t h e  o b j e c t i v i t y  of 

judgements about r u l e s  ; t h e  notion of  "the same" occurrence, and 

r e g u l a r i t y  of  occurrence; t h e  supposed p r i o r i t y  o f  r u l e s ;  the  i n s t i t u t i o n  

of  new r u l e s ;  r u l e s  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  meaning, "language gamesw and family 

resemblances; counter theses  t o  the  e s s e n t i a l i s t  notion of r u l e s ;  I 

"learning t o  obey rules";  and t h e  s o c i a l  s e t t i n g  of r u l e s .  

Then quest ions of r u l e s  and language w i l l  be  examined more 

s p e c i f i c a l l y .  The s t a r t i n g  po in t  f o r  the  discussion w i l l  be  the  notion 

t h a t  language belongs t o  a  subset  of which t h e  major s e t  is r u l e -  

governed a c t i v i t i e s .  The important problems i n  t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  concern; 

the  quest ion of whether r u l e s  precede language o r  v ice  versa,  and 

whether language is a necessary p a r t  o f  r u l e  expression. Once t h i s  

temporal and log ica l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  es tabl i shed,  we can proceed t o  

determing whether t h e  Wittgensteinian notion can provide an epistemological  

b a s i s  f o r  theor iz ing  about experience. More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  does it enable 

us t o  formulate a  l i n g u i s t i c  reference  system t h a t  has a  s u i t a b l y  
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r igorous foundation f o r  deal ing  with s o c i a l  science? For example, the  

quest ion "what is  involved i n  f o l l o w h g  a def in i t ion?"  can be answered 

by looking a t  the  r u l e  following notion involved i n ,  fo r  example an 

ostensive s i t u a t i o n .  This of course a f f e c t s  the  epistemological  

assumptions of  a l l  discourse,  s ince  t o  begin any discussion e n t a i l s  

being able t o  ' po in t  t o t t  and "name" t h e  component f ea tu res  involved, 

and t o  agree on names, e t c .  

Once these  f ea tu res  have been es tab l i shed  we w i l l  look a t  some 

more s p e c i f i c  quest ions concerning the  analys is  of  l i n g u i s t i c  a c t s  i n  

the  l i g h t  of t h e i r  being rule-regarding.  J . L .  Austin suggested the  kind 
3 

of analys is  o f  l i n g u i s t i c  performances t h a t  might be undertaken, and 

by borrowing and f u r t h e r  developing h i s  terminology, William Alston 
4 

has attempted t o  analyze some s p e c i f i c  speech a c t s .  He concludes 

though t h a t  each a c t  i s  sub jec t  t o  such an i n t r i c a t e  s e t  o f  r u l e s  and 

entai lments o f  recogni t ion  and i n t e n t i o n  on the  p a r t  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  

i n  t h e  performance, t h a t  t o  give an adequate account o f  a l l  t h e  p o s s i b i l i -  

t i e s  o f  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  t h a t  one a c t  would possibly take  volumes of 

work. Nor would an examination o f  "language-games" be of  much help  s ince  

Wittgenstein notes t h a t  the  i n t r i c a c y  and elusiveness of language i s  

i n  a way responsible f o r  i t s  dynamic. Wittgenstein a l s o  a t t r i b u t e s  

many of the  so-ca l led  problems o f  log ic  i n  language t o  metaphysics-- 

i n  t h a t  we f a i l  t o  r e l e a s e  concepts from t h e  world of  metaphysics and 

hence we perpetuate  confusions. 

We w i l l  a l s o  attempt t o  see  whether c e r t a i n  typologies of  

l i n g u i s t i c  a c t s  would enable us t o  concentrate a t t e n t i o n  i n  a few 

s p e c i f i c  a rea  (e.g. i n  t h e  discourse of sc ience ) .  The kind of  quest ion 

posed w i l l  be concerned with t h e  advantage o r  otherwise of  proximity t o  
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experience (whether a s c i e n t i f i c  calculus w i l l  provide a more r e l i a b l e  

"typeWof language than t h e  language, of  everyday discourse)  . We w i l l  

s ee  t h a t  whi l s t  p rec i s ion  i s  use fu l  h e u r i s t i c a l l y ,  much of our s o c i a l  

in tercourse  depends on metaphor vagueness, e t c .  Yet t h i s  discourse is  

j u s t  as  sub jec t  t o  r u l e s ,  i f  not  more so,  than the  exact formulations 

o f ,  say,  physical  science.  

I f  we can e s t a b l i s h  a r e l i a b l e  account of  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

language and r u l e s ;  such an account w i l l  e n t a i l  a c e r t a i n  p o s i t i o n  i n  

regard t o  logic .  Wittgenstein a t t a c k s  the  " i d e a l i s t "  and u e s s e n t i a l i s t "  
5 

notions of  log ic  by ind ica t ing  t h e  i l l u s i o n  contained i n  such thinking.  

Again h i s  s tand can be t r aced  t o  an o r i g i n  i n  t h e  conventionalis t  notion 

of  r u l e s .  The v a l i d i t y  of  the  l a b e l  o f  l conven t iona l i s t l  a s  applied t o  

Wittgenstein is  t e s t e d  when t h e  quest ion of  log ica l  laws a r i s e s .  

The quest ion t r e a t e d  w i l l  be t h a t  of  whether a log ica l  law is  a s p e c i a l  

kind of  r u l e ;  t h i s  suggests  r e l a t e d  quest ions about the  v a l i d i t y  of 

inference and the  % e c e ~ s i t y ~ ~  involved i n .  various statements of  t h e  

discourse of sc ience ,  log ic  and everyday discourse.  I t  w i l l  be shown 

t h a t  everyday .discourse has a h igher  degree of r u l e  following i n  t h i s  
6 

regard,  than is usual ly  thought t o  be t h e  case. The important note  

t h a t  r e s u l t s  from t h i s  d iscuss ion,  is  t h a t  it i s  not r u l e s  themselves 

t h a t  have a p r i o r i  s t a t u s ,  bu t  we who confer t h i s  inexorab i l i ty  on them. 

The quest ion of  compulsion must a l s o  be answered although p a r t  

of  t h e  answer has been suggested j u s t  now. We might examine our back- 

ground of  conventions t o  s e e  how compulsion i s  applied s ince  we tend 
7 

r a t h e r  t o  th ink of  it as  der iv ing from the  r u l e  i t s e l f .  Such confusion 

i n  our thinking causes us t o  hyposta t ize  the  r u l e ,  and t h a t  with such 

i n f l e x i b i l i t y  t h a t  r u l e s  can no longer e x i s t .  
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To Wittgenstein, the  more important quest ions of logic  a r e  

8 
those associa ted  with t h e  "deep-grammar" of  expressions.  He has 

noted t h a t  many of our confusions i n  philosophy a r e  caused by grammaeical 

po in t s  i n  formulations, t h a t  we overlook. This is p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  

case i n  ins tances  where we a r e  purport ing t o  descr ibe  so-ca l led  processes,  

o r  s t a t e s ,  of mind. We w i l l  look a t  the  more fami l i a r  concepts t r e a t e d  

i n  Philosophical  Inves t iga t ions ;  those of  meaning, t h i n k i w ,  understanding, 

f ee l ing ,  intending,  learning,  e t c .  s ince  they a l l  have relevance t o  

accounted f o r  by behavioural descr ip t ions .  Wittgenstein a l s o  makes 

some comments on what we of ten  assume t o  be the  inductive grounds f o r  

ver i fy ing t o  ourselves t h a t  c e r t a i n  s e t s  of condit ions hold i n  c e r t a i n  

cases.  tle po in t s  out  however t h a t  it is not  induction t h a t  we r e s o r t  

t o  f o r  va l ida t ing  such ins tances ;  r a t h e r  we use previous experiences 

a s  t h e  cause f o r  our opinions and not  the  grounds f o r  these  opinions. 

Here Wittgenstein makes one o f  h i s  most s i g n i f i c a n t  remarks: 

. . . What people accept a s  a j u s t i f i c a t i o n - - i s  
shown by how they th ink and l i v e .  (P. I .  : 325) 

With these  notions about logic ,  language and r u l e s  it is  hoped 

t h a t  we can look a t  some o f  t h e  formulations and theor ies  o f  education 

and s e e  i f  they provide the  means t o  a c l e a r e r  and more cons i s t en t  

methodology i n  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  study o f  education. Most t h e o r i s t s  i n  

education have been aware o f  t h e  necess i ty  of  applying a r igorous logic  

t o  t h e i r  method, bu t  t o  t h i s  day education has been d is t inguished by 

i ts  lack of well  formulated theor ie s .  This problem i s  manifested a t  a l l  

l e v e l s  of  the  s t r u c t u r e  of  education and it seems t h a t  the  d i s c i p l i n e  

is  f a l l i n g  f u r t h e r  behind i n  time while t h e  o the r  sciences a r e  progressing 

notably. This is  not  t o  imply t h a t  the  most s u i t a b l e  t h e o r e t i c a l  form- 
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u la t ions  would be o f  the  ca lculus  type, whose terms were sub jec t  t o  

p rec i se  d e f i n i t i o n  and "water-tight" cons t ruct ion .  There i s  no reason 

t o  suppose on the  contrary t h a t  education i s  not  a s  capable of  well  

formulated statements and re la t ionsh ips  as is  any o the r  s o c i a l  science.  

Perhaps i t  covers a wider s t a t e  of  a f f a i r s  than some o f  t h e  o the r  

d i s c i p l i n e s  i n  s o c i a l  sc ience ,  b u t  i f  t he re  i s  any di f ference ,  it is  

one of degree and not  of kind. An immediate suggestion then is  t h a t  

education be accepted as a legi t imate  s o c i a l  science and sub jec t  t o  

the  same log ic  a s ,  say, psychology, l i n g u i s t i c s  o r  economics. 

Logic does not  supply theor ie s  with new d a t a  o r  knowledge--it 

merely ensures t h a t  the  inferences  involved i n  the  formulations a r e  

legi t imate ly  derived wi th in  the  system. Logic can a l s o  d i r e c t  i t s  

a t t e n t i o n  t o  the  v a l i d i t y  o f  b a s i c  ontologica l  pos i t ions  and we w i l l  

look a t  a number of  philosophical  systems such a s  "Idealismlf, Thomism", 

and llPragmatismll and s e e  t h a t  educational  theor ie s  based on these  
9 

b e l i e f s  f a i l  because o f  log ica l  mistakes they make. Much t h e o r e t i c a l  

work i n  education has been based on the  mistaken log ica l  premise t h a t  

the re  must be consistency i n  the  appl ica t ion  t o  education of one 

philosophical  pos i t ion  o r  system. This overlooks the  Wittgensteinian 

view t h a t  philosophy i s  not  a body o f  knowledge, bu t  r a t h e r  an a c t i v i t y .  

The consequences o f  t h i s  pos i t ion  a re  t h a t  the  Philosophy o f  education 

is an ac t iv i ty - -a  theory bui ld ing and test ing--and perhaps the  only 

t ang ib le  r e s u l t s  t o  be expected from such inquiry  a re  i n  terms o f  t h e  

negating o r  r e j e c t i n g  of c e r t a i n  statements,  proposi t ions  and theor ies ,  

o r  a t  l e a s t  the  s t r a igh ten ing  out o f  some of our misconceptions. 

We w i l l  look a t  the  concept of  learning and see  how an appl ica t ion  

of  some of Wittgenstein 's  notions of  both r u l e s  and log ic  can dispose of  

some of t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l  problems of philosophy by exposing them as  
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pseudo-problems and c l a r i f y  more worthwhile approaches t o  a  theory of  

learning as  p a r t  of  an o v e r a l l  theory o f  experience f o r  education. I t  
I 10 

is  s i g n i f i c a n t  t h a t  whilst severa l  recent  commentaries nn learning theory 

purport  t o  be conceptual analyses of  the  term, they commit the  kind of  

log ica l  e r r o r s  the  avoidance of  which must su re ly  be the  objec t  of 

philosophical  analys is .  In  p a r t  t h i s  is  due t o  piecemeal theor iz ing  

without a  s o l i d  reference t o  e i t h e r  research o r  the  branch of philosophical  

psychology, but it i s  a l s o  evidence of  a  p e r s i s t e n t  form of "essent ia l i smu,  

the  wanting t o  speci fy  and genera l ize  the  necessary and exclusive 

conditions f o r  lflearningl1. A s  t he  a n t i t h e s i s  of the  ideas  i n  Philosophical  

Inves t iga t ions  t h i s  w i l l  be d e a l t  with accordingly. 

In the  following chapters  we w i l l  a l s o  take  the  Wittgensteinian 

notion o f  "form of l i f e w  and analyse what i s  implied by the  expression, 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  t o  s e e  i f  it can be used a s  an epistemological f i r s t  

p r i n c i p l e  o r  foundation f o r  theor iz ing  i n  education. I f  we follow 

Wit tgens te in ls  suggestion t h a t  speaking a language i s  p a r t  o f  a  "form 

of  l i f e " ,  then we might a l s o  say t h a t  making a log ica l  d i s t i n c t i o n  is  

a l s o  a "form of l i f e f 1 ,  s ince  our log ica l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  a r e  p a r t  of  what 

it i s  f o r  us t o  think and a c t  a l i k e .  This might a l s o  provide a use fu l  

s t a r t i n g  point  f o r  a l l  theor iz ing  about education. Such an e labora t ion  

would enable education i n  t h i s  sense t o  be seen as  a  soc io log ica l  

" ideal  type1!. 

Perhaps the  overa l l  poin t  of t h i s  work i s  t o  demonstrate t h a t  

by adapting the  notions of  log ic  t h a t  a r e  found i n  Wit tgens te in ls  l a t e r  

work, a  r e l i a b l e  log ica l  approach t o  t h e  philosophy of  education w i l l  

r e s u l t .  I t  w i l l ,  as  wel l ,  s u b s t a n t i a t e  the  claim of  t h a t  d i s c i p l i n e  t o  

a  s c i e n t i f i c  s t a t u s  and t h i s  r e a l i z a t i o n  w i l l  i n  i t s e l f  he lp  t o  c l a r i f y  

the  confusions and misconceptions under which the  d i s c i p l i n e  has 
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laboured. A more appropriate method of approaching t h i s  t a s k  is  t o  

Look a t  u ru les l l  a s  the  b a s i s  f o r  deal ing  , with language and logic ,  ' 

because ; 

. . . The fundamental f a c t  here  is t h a t  we lay down 
r u l e s ,  a technique, f o r  a game, and then when we follow 
t h e  r u l e s ,  th ings  do not  t u r n  out  a s  we had assumed. That 
we a re  therefore  a s  it were tangled i n  our own r u l e s  . . . 
This entanglement . . . is  what we want t o  understand 
( i . e .  get a c l e a r  view o f ) .  (P. I .  : 125) 
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Rules 

I 

Wittgens te in ts  d iscuss ion o f  r u l e s  ( the  concept o f  r u l e s ,  

behaviour r e l a t i n g  t o  them and expressions r e fe r r ing  t o  them) i n  t h e  

Philosophical  Inves t iga t ions  has not  been given the  emphasis nor the  

c lose  examination t h a t  it warrants .  Apart from the  large  sec t ion  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  devoted t o  r u l e s ,  a considerat ion of r u l e s  e n t e r s  most 

o the r  areas o f  t h e  d iscuss ion.  In  s o  f a r  as the  Inves t iga t ions  can 

be s a i d  t o  be a t r e a t i s e  on what it is  poss ib le  t o  do with language 

( o r  the  l i m i t s  of language) the  notion of rule-following def ines  t h e  

ou te r  limits i . e .  any word o r  expression w i l l  have meaning only if 

it has r u l e s  governing i ts  use. These r u l e s  need not  be e x p l i c i t  

and i n  f a c t  very few words a r e  governed by p rec i se  s t i p u l a t i o n s  about 

how they w i l l  be used. The agreements a r e  t a c i t  ones, and a r e  perhaps 

more accura te ly  termed customs1 o r  ' conventions1. The pervasive 

nature  of  t h i s  t h e s i s  is  seen where Wittgenstein implies t h a t  many of  

t h e  problems i n  philosophy w i l l  be dissolved when disputants  r e a l i s e  

what t h e i r  terminology is committing them t o  o r  when they look and s e e  

how a word i s  o r d i n a r i l y  used. I t  is  t h i s  continual  s t r e s s  on t h e  

conventional foundations of  language t h a t  has caused Wittgenstein t o  be 

labeled as a t tconvent ional is t t f .  This l abe l  does not seem t o  be  

e n t i r e l y  accurate and modification of  t h i s  term is needed i n  Wi t tgens te in f s  

case. He does emphasize the  phenomenal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  everyday 

language -- f o r  example, i n  marvelling t h a t  given the  tenuous nature  o f  

the  conventions of speech,there i s  communication a t  a l l .  He is not  

i n t e r e s t e d  i n  the  genesis  o r  evolut ion of  the  s o c i a l  phenomenon of 

language, although he does use severa l  examples o f  "primit ive language 

- gamesft (such as  the  one derived from Augustine, which emphasizes t h e  

contextual  na ture  of  ostension): Wit tgens te in ls  conventionalism is  
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c l e a r l y  defens ib le  i n  s o  f a r  a s  it i s  purely a desc r ip t ion  of  the  

physical  phenomenon o f  language; a t  present  the re  is  no b a s i s  f o r  . 

t a l k i n g  about any o the r  than physica l  o r  behawisurai aspect  of  language 

s ince  no theory has y e t  proved adequate f o r  describing such phenomena 

as qlmentalll events .  This does not  mean t h a t  is  i s  impossible t o  der ive  

a s u i t a b l e  framework f o r  descr ib ing what we c a l l  "happenings i n  the  

mindf1. The work being done by Chomsky concerning the  "innate hypothesisw, 
2 

and t h e  "theory o f  languageM of Katz point  t o  t h e  way i n  which s u i t a b l e  

pos tu la t ions  might be made. Wittgenstein does not  discount  t h i s  possib-  

i l i t y  a s  some philosophers have maintained, he t r i e s  t o  show only what 

our e x i s t i n g  language commits us t o ,  and t h a t  is t o  a behavioural 

account of  "so-calledw mental events .  

I t  i s  i n  t h e  d iscuss ion of  language and mental operat ions t h a t  

r u l e s  have a very prominent p lace .  In t a lk ing  about sensat ions ,  t h e  

only j u s t i f i c a t i o n  we have f o r  the  words we use t o  descr ibe  the  sensat ions  

is t h a t  they conform t o  accepted usages o r  r u l e s  whose u l t imate  reference  

is observable behaviour. This is  t h e  case f o r  t h e  events we c a l l  

'understanding1, j u s t  as  much a s  it is  f o r  the  sensat ions  we c a l l  ' p a i n f .  

In each case the  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  our use of  t h e  appropr ia te  word 

comes from the  f a c t  t h a t  it is commonly accepted t h a t  we use t h a t  word 

when we judge t h a t  our behaviour is ,  o r  ought t o  be, conforming t o  the  

kind of  behaviour usual ly  associa ted  with t h a t  word's use. ( I t  w i l l  

be seen f u r t h e r  on t h a t  t h e  only c r i t e r i a  we possess f o r  judging a 

person's  claim about "understanding", is  t h a t  he behaves i n  a way t h a t  

is s i m i l a r  t o  o thers  when they claim the  same th ing  and subsequently 

(usually)  v indica te  one's judgement about them. The circumstances a r e  

d i f f e r e n t  f o r  first -person repor t s )  . Again, our judgement is  based 
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on ex te rna l  appearances i . e .  it is  behaviour l e a r n t  fo r  the  appropriate 

occasion. A s  Wit tgenstein has noted, t h i s  implies a number of important 
1 

cmsldera t ions .  Qne is ,  for exmplrt, t ha t  t h e  expressior! of pain, say ,  

"Ouch!", is not a response t o  the  fee l ing  of pain, bu t  i s  one of t h e  

symptoms of  pain. I t  cannot be separated from t h e  pain e i t h e r  a s  a 

phenomenon o r  a meaningful e n t i t y .  Hence our notion of pain (or  any 

sensat ion) is confined, i n  a d e f i n i t i o n a l  sense,  t o  common observable 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  what we presume i s  connected with a s i m i l a r  kind of  

i n t e r n a l  happening. This notion does not  deny t h a t  the re  may be some 

kind of  i n t e r n a l  happening, nor, a s  already mentioned, does i t  preclude 

t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  nf discovering a language t o  handle the  concepts i n -  

volved. In o the r  words one cannot genera l ize  from h i s  own case concerning 

what pain o r  any sensat ion  is.  Wittgenstein uses the  analogy o f  the  

b e e t l e  i n  t h e  box; 

. . . No one can look i n t o  anyone e l s e  I s  box, and 
everyone says he knows what a b e e t l e  i s  by looking a t  
h i s  beet le- -  Here it would be q u i t e  poss ib le  f o r  everyone 
t o  have something d i f f e r e n t  i n  h i s  box. One might even 
imagine such a th ing  constant ly  changing .. . 
. . . That is t o  say: i f  we construe the  grammar of t h e  
expression of  sensat ion  on the  model of  'objec t  and 
des ignat ionf  t h e  objec t  drops out o f  considerat ion as 
i r r e l e v a n t .  (P .  I .  : 293) 

The conventional o r  r u l e  following b a s i s  of  language has another  

important considerat ion f o r  theor ie s  of  meaning. To deny t h a t  t h e  

meaning of any word is  suscep t ib le  t o  changes of  convention is t o  commit 

oneself  t o  some form of  e s sen t i a l i sm e.g.  such a s  t r e a t i n g  the  symbol 

o r  s ign  of the  word as the  th ing  containing the  meaning, o r  a k ind  of 

ideal i sm e .g .  P la tonic  ideal i sm where the  meaning is  an expression of  

t h e  i d e a l  form of the  th ing.  So f a r  the  remarks on r u l e s  have been 

d i rec ted  towards a general  emphasis i n  the  philosophy o f  language. The 

same emphasis (or  "brandu o f  philosophy) must apply t o  a l l  aspects  of  

language cons i s t en t ly  , prec i se ly  because o f  the  na ture  o f  r u l e s .  That 
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is, i f  one is committed t o  conventionalism i n  regard t o  a c e r t a i n  t 

aspect of  language, it is  log ica l ly  necessary t o  t r e a t  any o the r  quest ion 
I 

i n  language as  being csmmitted t o  t h e  same t h e s i s .  

Wittgenstein i s  a l s o  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  r u l e s  s o  f a r  a s  they a r e  

connected with a l l  of  human behaviour and not  j u s t  language behaviour. 

He examines the  na ture  of  compulsion i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  r u l e s  i . e .  t h e  

quest ion of  why we follow o r  obey rules,and,what is  involved i n  t h i s  

process. This f u r t h e r  r e l a t e s  r u l e s  t o  quest ions of  l o g i c a l  compulsion 

and t h e  whole b a s i s  of inference  i n  deductive systems ( s c i e n t i f i c ,  

mathematical, and n a t u r a l  language systems). 

In Philosophical  Inves t iga t ions ,  the  quest ion o f  r u l e s  is  

per iphera l  t o  t h e  d iscuss ion o f  o ther  top ics ,  but  it a l s o  becomes the  
3 

main point  i n  a s e c t i o n  of  t h e  work. The i n i t i q l  problem is  concerned 

with how we use r u l e s .  In exp l i ca t ing  the  "conventional" answer, 

Wittgenstein exposes an important f a l l a c y  commonly associa ted  with 

t h e  notion of  r u l e s .  I t  is the  f a l s e  assumption t h a t  the re  is  an 

e s s e n t i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  t o  any r u l e  which leads us t o  a c t u a l l y  look 

f o r  the  " rea l  essencew of a r u l e  somewhere, p a r t i c u l a r l y  where r u l e -  

governed a c t i v i t y  is  involved. Areas where t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  i s  

sometimes sought a r e ;  i n  t h e  s ign  (or  manifestat ion o r  s t i p u l a t i o n )  

of  t h e  r u l e  i t s e l f ,  i n  the  mental behaviour of the  person confronted 

with the  r u l e  o r  perhaps i n  some kind of  r e f e r e n t i a l  connection betwen 

t h e  s ign  and the  cognit ion of  t h e  observer. Wittgenstein asks; 

. . . what has the  expression of a r u l e  - say a 
s ignpost  - got t o  do with my ac t ion?  What s o r t  of 
connexion i s  t h e r e  here? - - Well, perhaps t h i s  one: I 
have been t r a i n e d  t o  r e a c t  t o  t h i s  s ign  i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  way, 
and now I do s o  r e a c t  t o  it. 

But t h a t  is  only t o  give a causal  connexion; t o  
t e l l  how it has come about t h a t  we now go by the  sign-post ;  
not  what t h i s  going-by-the-sign r e a l l y  cons i s t s  in .  On the  
cont rary;  I have f u r t h e r  indica ted  t h a t  a person goes by a 
s ign-post  i n  s o  f a r  a s  the re  e x i s t s  a r egu la r  use of  s ign-  
pos t s ,  a custom. (P.I .  : 198) 
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The mistake of  c0urs.e is  t o  look f o r  "what t h i s  going-by-the-signft 

r e a l l y  cons i s t s  i n ,  and t o  imagine t h a t  the re  is some i n t r i n s i c  meaning 

o r  power in any one'sign. This should a l s o  serve  t o  disabuse anyone 

of  t h e  notion t h a t  the re  i s  a necessary connexion between t h e  statement 

of  a r u l e ,  say a s ign ,  and a mental performance i n  response t o  i t .  

The paragraph following t h e  one quoted above, adds a f u r t h e r  

note  t o  t h e  conventional i d e a  of ru les .  What has a l ready been s a i d  

i n  paragraph 198, could be r e s t a t e d  as "one follows a r u l e  because 

t h e r e  a r e  r u l e s u .  This would seem t o  beg t h e  quest ion "Well su re ly  - 
t he re  must have been some occasion when someone first obeyed a r u l e ,  

i f  only t o  i n i t i a t e  t h e  concept o f  rules?" Wittgenstein looks a t  t h a t  

problem by asking 

"Is  what we c a l l  'fobeying a r u l e t f  something t h a t  it 
would be poss ib le  f o r  only one man t o  do, and t o  do only 
once i n  h i s  l i f e ?  -- This is  of  course a note  on t h e  
grammar of  the  expression Itto obey a ru len .  
I t  is  not  poss ib le  t h a t  t h e r e  should have been only one 
occasion on which a r epor t  was made, an order  given o r  
understood; and s o  on. -- To obey a r u l e ,  t o  make a r epor t ,  
t o  give an order ,  t o  p lay  a game of chess, a r e  customs (uses,  
i n s t i t u t i o n s )  . 
To understand a sentence means t o  understand a language. 
To understand a language means t o  be  master of  a technique." 
(P.I.: 199) 

The answer appears t o  be t h a t  we perform an ac t ion  first, and t h e  s t a t u s  

of  ' r u l e '  i s  conferred upon it afterwards a s  a r e s u l t  o f  its a p p l i c a b i l i t y  

o r  f e a s i b i l i t y ,  and t h i s  s t a t u s  i s  agreed upon by more than one person 

(so  t h a t  f o r  some s i t u a t i o n  it becomes a convention). The importance 

of t h i s  notion is  seen when Wittgenstein asks us ,  i n  the  next paragraph, 

t o  imagine two people playing a game o f  chess, t h e  moves of which they 

have t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  a s e r i e s  o f  y e l l s  and stamping of  f e e t  -- s o  it is  

no longer recognizable t o  us a s  chess. IIe quest ions whether we a r e  



16 
j u s t i f i e d  i n  saying t h a t  they were playing a game i .e. following the  

r u l e s  of  chess. We would have l i t , t l e  t o  support any den ia l  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

were the  people involved t o  aff irm t h a t  they a r e  playing chess. One 

is tempted a l s o  t o  consider  implicat ions of  the  case o f  a game of chess 

t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  the  conventional coded moves i n  the  Roman alphabet;  

and then f u r t h e r  t o  complicate t h i s  by t r a n s l a t i o n  i n t o ,  say, t h e  

c y r i l l i c  a lphabe t i ca l  equivalents ,  (as  is  o f t en  the  case i n  correspondence 

chess matches) . 
Wittgenstein noted i n  the  passage quoted above, t h a t  t o  t a l k  

about one man obeying a r u l e  once i n  h i s  l i f e  is t o  comment on t h e  grammar 

of  t h e  expression "to obey a rule". The f i r s t  grammatical s ign i f i cance  

is  r a t h e r  one of  log ica l  importance -- it is simply t o  point  out t h a t  

'obeying a r u l e 1  implies the  establishment of t h a t  r u l e  i n  t h e  f i r s t  

p lace ;  i n  o the r  words, it i s  a comment upon t h e  conventionali ty notion 

impl ic i t  i n  any t a l k  about r u l e s .  The only means o f  accepting t h e  idea ,  

t h a t  it is impossible t o  say t h a t  one man obeyed a r u l e  on one occasion 

only, e n t a i l s  committing onesel f  t o  a species  o f  conventionalism. 

Another grammatical note  comes from the  "depth-grammar" of  t h e  expression. 

Wittgenstein spoke of '!deepv o r  "depth grammar" a s  t h a t  formal q u a l i t y  

d i s t i n c t  from %urface" grammar ( i . e .  t he  more fami l i a r  grammatical 

ca tegor ies)  . 
'The problems a r i s i n g  through a mis in te rp re ta t ion  of  
our forms o f  language have t h e  charac ter  of  depth. They 
a r e  deep dis-quietudes;  t h e i r  roo t s  a r e  as  deep i n  us 
a s  t h e  forms of  our language and t h e i r  s ign i f i cance  i s  
a s  g rea t  a s  the  importance of our language. . . I t  

( P . I . :  111) 

In t h i s  r e spec t ,  t h e  expression "obey a ru le t1  seems t o  a t t r i b u t e  

t o  the r u l e  i t s e l f  some s t i p u l a t o r y  o r  commanding power. I t  appears 

t h a t  when we obey, we obey something, a t  l e a s t .  But we c e r t a i n l y  do 
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obey the  s ign  o r  t h e  expression i t s e l f ;  we ins tead  concur with \ 

general  s o c i a l  p a t t e r n  (within whichever group it e x i s t s )  which 
, 

suggests t h a t  if w e  have r u l e s ,  we ought t o  agree with them for  some 

s i m i l a r  u t i l i t a r i a n  o r  s e l f i s h  r a t i o n a l e ) .  O r ,  of course, we d i s sen t  

by not obeying the  r u l e .  Wittgenstein r e tu rns  t o  t h i s  quest ion i n  

paragraph 202 and notes . . . "hence a l s o  "obeying a ru le"  is  a 

p r a c t i c e t f .  This would appear t o  emphasize the  p r a c t i c a l  na ture  o f  

r u l e  following i . e .  t h a t  l i k e  o the r  p r a c t i c e s ,  it requires  a c e r t a i n  

amount of s k i l l  ( i n  t h i s  case,  judgement) and it is  something one 

has t o  learn  about as  the  general p rac t i ce  of following, o r  a t  l e a s t  

having regard fo r ,  s o c i a l  customs, i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  conventions, e t c .  

Another problem noted i n  t h i s  sec t ion  of Philosophical  Inves t ig-  

a t ions  is  t h a t  it is  not always poss ib le  t o  determine when and where 

a r u l e  is  operating. I n  t h e  case of  the  chess p layers  who y e l l  and 

stamp t h e i r  f e e t ;  we cannot say t h a t  they a r e  not following the  r u l e s  

of  the  game. I t  seems t h a t  whenever more than one person is engaged 

i n  any a c t i v i t y  they a r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  r e f e r  t o  it a s  rule-governed o r  

rule-following. This does not  mean, a s  some have assumed, t h a t  any 

ac t ion  a t  a l l  can be s a i d  t o  follow a r u l e .  This i s  t o  mistake law- 

l i k e  genera l iza t ions  f o r  r u l e s .  For example any human behaviour can be 

s a i d  t o  conform t o  a genera l iza t ion  about behaviour provided the  

genera l iza t ion  i s  s u f f i c i e n t l y  wide enough t o  encompass any poss ib le  

a c t i v i t y .  Wittgenstein might have noted t h a t  t h i s  property o f  the  

ca lculus  of human behaviour has no epistemological value - -  it does 

not  reveal  anything s i g n i f i c a n t  t o  us o r  anything which we do not already 

know. I t  merely reveals  t h e  cons t ra in t  o r  force t h a t  we have inves ted  

i n  the  language. I t  a l s o  br ings  t o  l i g h t  the  i m p l i c i t  r u l e s  o r  

conventions of our language (which a s  well  have been es tab l i shed  by 

i ts  use r s ) .  
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Although it may not  be ac tua l ly  poss ib le  t o  determine when a 

r u l e  is being followed, it must i n g r i n c i p l e  be poss ib le  t o  discover 

and acknowledge any r u l e  being applied o r  followed i n  any instance.  

This is  jus t  another comment about the  conventionali ty notion of a  ru le .  

That is ,  impl ic i t  i n  a notion of conventionality is t h e  suggestion t h a t  

such conventions a r e  a t  l e a s t  capable of being shared (understood or  

r ea l i zed)  by others .  This has one important implicat ion though a s  

f a r  a s  it concerns t h e  privacy of r u l e s .  Wittgenstein says;  

. .. . t o  th ink one is  obeying a r u l e  is  not t o  
obey a ru le .  Hence it is not poss ib le  t o  obey a r u l e  
' p r iva te ly ' :  otherwise thinking one way obeying a r u l e  
would be the  same th ing  a s  obeying i t .  (P . I .  : 202) 

We tend t o  t a l k  about p r i v a t e  r u l e s  sometimes when we r e f e r  t o  regula t ions  

of  our p r i v a t e  l i v e s  o r  perhaps ac t ions  we would wish t o  c a l l  hab i t s .  

Are these  r e a l l y  p r i v a t e  though? I f  a  person decides t o  i n s t i t u t e  a 

r u l e  t o  p e r t a i n  t o  himself only and he wr i t e s  t h i s  r u l e  down on a 

piece of paper ( l e t  i t  be f o r  example, "Every evening I  must play two 

s e t s  of tennis .") ,  then it would seem t o  be a simple matter  t o  obey it 

pr iva te ly  by following t h e  p resc r ip t ion  and personally checking t h e  

statement of the  r u l e .  This i s  not  adequate however; even though t h e  

ac t ion of playing t h e  game and perhaps checking o f f  t h e  da te  afterwards 

each day would appear t o  be f a i r l y  concrete and open t o  v e r i f i c a t i o n  

by i ts  being ac tua l ly  seen by t h e  person himself; t h a t  person cannot 

claim h i s  v e r i f i c a t i o n  t o  r e s t  on any more than "thinkingtt he is obeying 

t h e  r u l e ,  no matter  how convinced he  i s  t h a t  t h e  thought is  accurate.  

This s t i p u l a t i o n  i s  one which we have imposed upon ourselves 

by our language. Epistemologically, we have decided t h a t  we w i l l  accept 

c e r t a i n  methods of v e r i f i c a t i o n ,  and t h e  inner  l i m i t  happens t o  be the  
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one of  a t  l e a s t  pub l i c  ascertainment ( t h i s  decision i s  ingrained i n  

our language) i n  one ins tance .  Unless the  r u l e  can be checked by more 
I 

than the  individual  obeying it,  then  it s t i l l  comes m d e r  t h e  category 

of "thinking one i s  obeying a ruleIf .  Further  t o  t h i s  is  the  i d e a  t h a t  

"obedience1I must be a "public" notion -- t o  have the  notion o f  obedience 

implies the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  disobedience o r  non-obedience and again the  

judgement must be a p u b l i c  one. There i s  no doubt t h a t  the  notion of  

p r i v a t e l y  obeying a r u l e  i s  he ld  and acted upon by people, but  the re  

can be no epistemological  s tock placed i n  it. The arguments agains t  

privacy o f  r u l e s  r e s t  on t h e  same grounds as  t h e  arguments agains t  a 

p r i v a t e  language. Anyone can maintain t h a t  the  l a t t e r  is  poss ib le ,  

but  the re  is  no way o f  assur ing  i t s  accuracy; hence, some would say 

t h a t  "it" cannot warrant the  t i t l e  o f  language (s ince  the  notion o f  

language implies t h e  pub l i c  agreement mentioned before) .  This s t i l l  

does not  p r o h i b i t  anyone from using the  terms "private language" and 

"private ru lesw,  it merely limits t h e i r  empirical  o r  epistemological  

v a l i d i t y  and hence, one would say,  t h e i r  meaning (o r  meaning-fulness). 

So f a r  t h e  most important quest ion r e l a t e d  t o  r u l e s  ( i .e .  which 

is  inseparable from any considerat ion o f  the  concept o f  ru le )  has ye t  

t o  be considered. I t  i s  a quest ion o f  t h e i r  e n t i r e  epistemological  

foundation and one t h a t  it i s  h a b i t u a l l y  easy t o  overlook. I t  i s  t h i s  

quest ion:  " I f  we know t h a t  we a re  following (obeying) a r u l e  on the  

b a s i s  of  i t s  being t h e  appl ica t ion  of the  same th ing on t h e  same occasion, - - 
how do we know what occasion i s  the  same unless we have a r u l e  f o r  - - 
"the samew? I t  would appear t h a t  any attempt t o  s t a t e  t h i s  i n  t h e  form 

of a law would reduce it t o  a tautology,  because the  def in iens  i s  

contained i n  t h e  definiendwn. Yet unless t h i s  d i f f i c u l t y  can be overcome 



t he re  w i l l  be no v a l i d i t y  i n  the  concept of  ru le .  Wittgenstein notes  2 0 
\ 

t h a t  we can only say  t h a t  some form of comnunication belongs t o  language 
I 

i f  the re  i s  r e g u l a r i t y  i n  i t s  use (P.I.: 207) He continues t o  say: 

Then am I de f in ing  llorderll  and l l ru le l t  by means o f  
l l regular i ty l t?  How then do I explain t h e  meaning o f  "regular'l, 
"uniform11, l1sameIt t o  anyone? -- I s h a l l  explain these  words 
t o  someone who, only speaks French by means of the  
corresponding French words. But i f  a person has not  ye t  got 
t h e  concepts, I  s h a l l  teach him t o  use the  words by means of 
examples and by r a c t i c e  -- And when I do t h i s  I do not  - communicate l e s s  - I T  t o  i m  than I know myself. (P.I.  : 208) 

In o the r  words r u l e s  a r e  l e a r n t  by "examples and p rac t i ce t1  s ince  

the  use o f  a word is i n  response t o  a r u l e  of appl ica t ion .  This does not  

q u i t e  answer the  problem, nor is Wittgenstein s a t i s f i e d  t h a t  he has made 

t h e  point  s u f f i c i e n t l y  c l e a r l y  a t  t h i s  s tage .  He continues on t h e  t o p i c  

of  teaching r u l e s  by example ( i  .e. t he  understanding of the  convention). 

A very perspicuous note  t h a t  he adds t o  paragraph 208 is  t h a t  teaching 

which is  not  meant t o  apply t o  anything but  the  examples given, is d i f f -  

e ren t  from t h a t  which po in t s  beyond t h e  r u l e s  t o  t h e  general  concept of  

r u l e  following. This gives a f u r t h e r  h i n t  t o  t h e  s o l u t i o n  of the  prob- 

lem of  c i r c u l a r i t y  a s  connected with the  notions of  Itrule and same1#. 

Wittgenstein notes t h a t  : 

The r u l e  can only seem t o  me t o  produce a l l  i ts  
consequences i n  advance i f  I draw them as  a matter  o f  
course. A s  much as  it is  a matter of course f o r  me t o  c a l l  
t h i s  colour %luev.  ( C r i t e r i a  f o r  the  f a c t  t h a t  something 
i s  a 'matter o f  courset  f o r  me). ( 1  : 238) 

I t  i s  the  "matter o f  course1' t h a t  i s  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  t ak ing  th ings  

t o  be t h e  tlsamell (following the  same r u l e ) .  Wittgenstein asks us  t o  

consider  the  I1matter of course11 involved i n  t h e  case of  a person who 

draws with compasses, one po in t  of  which follows a s t r a i g h t  l i n e  ("a 

l i n e  t h a t  is  the  rule1') and t h e  o ther  which he opens and c loses  t o  seem- 

ingly  varying and random degrees with no d i sce rn ib le  p a t t e r n  r e s u l t i n g .  

Are we prepared t o  say t h i s  person is following a r u l e ?  The answer 



is f a i r l y  obvious; 

. . . "The o r i g i n a l  seems t o  in t imate  t o  him which 
way he is  t o  go. But it is not ? ru leq1.  (P.I .  237) 

Tne c r i t e r i o n  needed t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h i s  kind of a c t i v i t y  a s  ruie obeying 

i s  t h a t  i t  be suscep t ib le  t o  common i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o r  recognit ion by 

the  users  o f  a  p a r t i c u l a r  language a s  connected with a  "matter of 

course". So t h i s  c r i t e r i o n  appl ies  not  only t o  ac t ions  t h a t  a r e  

r u l e  following o r  r u l e  obeying, but  a l s o  t o  use of words i . e .  our whole 

language. Our b a s i s  f o r  saying t h a t  the  same word i s  being used i n  

t h e  same s i t u a t i o n  i s  tantamount t o  an agreement, not  i n  the  s t r u c t u r a l  

o r  formal cons t i tu t ion  o f  language, but  r a t h e r  i n  t h e  way we have 

decided t o  see  th ings .  

. . . 30 you a r e  saying t h a t  human agreement decides 
what i s  t r u e  and what is  fa lse?"  -- I t  is  what human beings 
say t h a t  is  t r u e  and f a l s e ;  and they agree i n  t h e  language 
they use. That i s  not  an agreement i n  opinions but  i n  form 
of l i f e .  (P.I.  : 241) 

and 

. . . I f  language i s  t o  be a  means of  communication t h e r e  
must be agreement not  only i n  d e f i n i t i o n s  but  a l s o  (queer a s  
t h i s  may sound) i n  judgements. This seems t o  abol ish  logic,  
but  does not  do s o  . . . . . . (P.I . :  242) 

and 

. . . The word "agreementtf and the  word v ru le fq  a r e  r e l a t e d  
t o  one another, they a r e  cousins. I f  I teach anyone the  use 
o f  the  one word, he learns  t h e  use o f  the  o the r  with it. 

(P.I.: 224) 

The "form of l i f e "  which Wittgenstein connects with t h e  use of  

language is  another expression f o r  the  convention whereby we have a  

common system of reference  f o r  a l l  t h e  da ta  of experience. Benjamin 

Whorf would go f u r t h e r  and say t h a t  our language determines t h e  phenomena 

and re la t ionsh ips  t h a t  we a c t u a l l y  perceive;  our view of r e a l i t y  i s  

determined by our  committment t o  a  grammar t h a t  be t rays  d e f i n i t e  

conceptual notions t h a t  might not ,  o r  do no t ,  e x i s t  i n  o the r  languages. 



We cut  na ture  up, organize it i n t o  concepts and 
asc r ibe  s igni f icances  a s  we do, la rgely  because we a r e  
p a r t i e s  t o  an agreement t o  organize it  i n  t h i s  way - an 
agreement t h a t  holds throughout our speech community 
and i s  codif ied  i n  the  p a t t e r n s  of our language.4 

Wittgenstein would probably not  go t h a t  f a r ,  but  I think h i s  notion 

of  "depth grammarll (P. I .  : 111) ind ica tes  the  b e l i e f  t h a t  i n  c e r t a i n  

s i t u a t i o n s  which a r e  i n f e r e n t i a l ,  we a r e  persuaded t o  see  th ings  i n  

ways t h a t  may not  be accura te .  This source of  philosophical  confusion 

has already been a l luded t o  i n  reference  t o  men ta l i s t i c  p red ica tes  and 

it w i l l  be looked a t  more c lose ly  l a t e r .  S ign i f i can t  a t t e n t i o n  should 

be focussed on t h e  llform of l i f e 1 '  analogy as  it pe r t a ins  t o  t h e  "speaking 

o f  a language1'. A person who is  speaking a language meaningfully 

(engaging i n  adequate communication) is  partaking o f  a l i fe-form a s  

s i g n i f i c a n t  and important a s  any o ther  form of l i f e .  Pa r t  o f  t h e  aptness 

of  t h i s  analogy comes from t h e  complexity t h a t  it suggests .  That is ,  any 

person who i s  involved i n  verbal  in tercourse  is thereby subjec t ing  t h e  

s i t u a t i o n  t o  an i n t r i c a t e  i n t e r p l a y  of  r u l e s  and conventions (as  w i l l  be 

seen l a t e r ) .  The concept o f  a "form of l i f e f 1  d e f i e s  c l e a r  d e f i n i t i o n  i n  

t h e  way t h a t  the  concept o f  l i f e  does. But we w i l l  attempt t o  see  t h e  way 

i n  which t h e  term i s  used when we t a l k  s p e c i f i c a l l y  about it l a t e r ?  In 

f a c t  it is through i t s  llformsfl t h a t  l i f e  obta ins  any meaning a t  a l l  ( t h i s  

is t o  be taken i n  a purely pragmatic sense s ince  it is  tautologous i n  a 

s t r i c t  sense) .  That p a r t  of  language t h a t  is  responsible f o r  i ts  l i f e -  

form importance, is  i ts  r u l e s :  o r  t o  put  it another  way, language i s  a 

sub jec t  of t h e  kind of a c t i v i t i e s  of which rule-guided behaviour forms 

the  major s e t .  As Erich He l l e r  wr i t e s ,  

. . . t o  a higher degree than i s  dreamt of  i n  l i n g u i s t i c  
philosophy, language has i n  common with o the r  forms of human 
expression t h a t  it o f t en  evades unambiguous " in terpre ta t ion1 ' ;  
it can be as  purely a l l u s i v e  a s  a r e  dance and ges ture ,  a s  
evanescent i n  meaning as  is music, a s  ungrammatically extravagant  
a s  l i f e  i t s e l f . "  
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So f a r  the  discussion has concentrated on the  epistemological  

aspects  o f  r u l e s  i . e .  on how a theory of  knowledge can be based on a 
I 

certain ' conventionalis t  ' theory sbout r u l e s  which has e x p l i c i  t con- 

nexions with t h e  whole use of language o r  language behaviour. That is,  

t h a t  i f  we accept the  convent ional is t  theory of r u l e s ,  we can bu i ld  up 

a r e l i a b l e  s e t  of  knowledge claims based on the  l i n g u i s t i c  system 

derived from these  ru les .  This conventionalis t  theory is  in t imate ly  

bound up with t h e  t a c i t  "agreementM and "matter of courseqf not ions  

t h a t  r e a l l y  represent  the  workings of  r u l e s  i n  a language. I t  has a l s o  

been demonstrated t h a t  the re  i s  nothing of a hidden "mental" q u a l i t y  

o r  o f  an i n t u i t i v e  na ture  i n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t i n g  o r  following o f  r u l e s ,  i n  

s o  f a r  a s  our language descr ibes  it. Whether t h e r e  is  more than t h i s  

behaviour is t  theory o f  r u l e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  i s  not  discussed by 

Wittgenstein and it i s  important,  a s  mentioned e a r l i e r ,  t o  keep t h e  

p o s s i b i l i t y  open and hence not  labe 1 Wittgenstein a f fphysica l i s t" .  

More l i g h t  w i l l  be thrown on the  use and working of  r u l e s  if 

we examine them i n  t h e  l i g h t  of  Wittgenstein 's  cont r ibut ion  t o  t h e  i d e a  

o f  meaning i n  language which he discusses a s  "language-games". This 

w i l l  f u r t h e r  lead t o  t h e  important connexion between r u l e s  and logic .  

The "Philosophical Inves t iga t ions f f  begins with an examination of  

t h e  implicat ions of t h e  Augustinian theory of meaning (and c e r t a i n  

contr ived e labora t ions  o f  i t ) .  This theory r e s t s  on an assumption 

t h a t  the  users  of any language w i l l  understand the  notion of  ostension 

( i . e .  poin t ing  and naming). Wittgenstein demonstrates t h a t  t h i s  

assumption i s  not permissible f o r  while i n  our language it does work 

when we a r e  l a b e l l i n g  ob jec t s ,  such point ing  and use of  the  words 

" theref f ,  "here", " that"  e t c .  i s  not  a necessary q u a l i t y  o f  any c u l t u r a l  
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o r  l i n g u i s t i c  system. For example po in t ing  with the  f inger  might mean 

something d i f f e r e n t  i n  o ther  t r i b e s ;  and recent  work i n  desc r ip t ive  

l i n g u i s t i c s  has revealed a diverse system of r e f e r e n t i a l  and conceptual 

methods and p a t t e r n s  i n  d i f f e r e n t  e t h n i c  groups. More important than 

t h i s  however is  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  ostension i s  merely one of a  la rge  number 

of l i n g u i s t i c  a c t i v i t i e s ,  and t h e  pr imi t ive  language systems t h a t  

Wittgenstein looks a t ,  cannot begin t o  account fo r  the  v a r i e t y  of these  

a c t i v i t i e s  (which i s  p rec i se ly  h i s  po in t ) .  

He notes t h a t  words a r e  s i m i l a r  t o  t o o l s  and handles,  and it i s  

a t  t h i s  broad descr ip t ion  t h a t  we must s t o p  looking f u r t h e r  because 

d i f f e r e n t  t o o l s  have d i f f e r e n t  uses and d i f f e r e n t  handles move d i f fe ren t  

th ings  i n  d i f fe ren t  ways. The most we could say about what these  

implements have i n  common, would be a l l  we could say about words a s  

well ,  and t h a t  i s  not  very i l luminat ing  i f  we a r e  looking f o r  the  

i d e a l  form o r  the  essence o f  language. This i s  where Wittgenstein 

claims t h a t  we are  misled o r  confused by what he c a l l s  the  "craving 

f o r  genera l iza t ion"  (B.B.: p. 17) Ins tead  we should take  words a s  

they a r e ,  i . e .  as  they a r e  being used i n  a p a r t i c u l a r  context ,  because - 
t h a t  is  where they a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t .  Wittgenstein emphasizes the  

uniqueness of  these  contexts  when he asks how many kinds of  sentences 

t h e ~ e  are;  

. . . There a re  countless kinds: countless d i f f e r e n t  kinds 
of  use of  what we c a l l  %.ymbols", "words", "sentences". 
And t h i s  m u l t i p l i c i t y  is not  something f ixed,  given once and 
f o r  a l l ;  but new types of language, new language-games as  w e  
may say, come i n t o  exis tence  and o thers  become obsolete and 
get  forgot ten  . . . 

Here the  term language-game i s  meant t o  b r ing  i n t o  prominence 
t h e  f a c t  t h a t  the  speaking of language i s  p a r t  of an a c t i v i t y  
o r  o f  a  form of l i f e .  Review the  m u l t i p l i c i t y  of language- 
games i n  t h e  following examples, and i n  o thers :  

Giving orders ,  and obeying them - 
Describing t h e  appearance of an object  o r  giving i t s  

measurements - 
Constructing an objec t  from a  descr ip t ion  (a  drawing) - 
Reporting an event - 



Speculat ing about an event  - 
Forming and t e s t i n g  a  hypothes is  - ( P  . I .  : 23) 

Hence i f  we wish t o  know t h e  meaning o f  a  word on any occasion 

we should look t o  t h e  context  o r  language-game and s e e  how i t  i s  

usual ly used t h e r e .  !lost words which have a  number of  d i s t i n c t  meanings 

depending on t h e  context ,  a r e  s a i d  t o  resemble one another  i n  t h e  way 

t h a t  members o f  a  family might. There i s  a l s o  t h i s  family resemblance 

between various contexts  o f  language-games as  Wit tgens te in  t akes  t h i s  

i d e a  fo r  h i s  paradigm case  of  family resemblances. He sugges ts  we 

look a t  t he  word "game" and s e e  i f  we can f i n d  any p r o p e r t i e s  t h a t  

a r e  both necessary and s u f f i c i e n t  i n  a d e f i n i t i o n a l  sense  and a r e  

d i s junc t ive  enough t o  s e p a r a t e  games from o t h e r  a c t i v i t i e s .  Wi t tgens te in  

assumes the  t a s k  i s  impossible  and only makes a  meagre attempt t o  suggest  

some leads.  I t  would seem t h a t  t h e  most adequate r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 

games tend t o  be o f  t h e  na tu re  of  family r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  For example 

some games a r e  cent red  around t h e  manipulation of  l e a t h e r ,  s p h e r i c a l  

b a l l s  and o the r s  depend on a  s k i l l f u l  use o f  t h e  hand. Soccer i s  based 

on one of t h e s e  a p t i t u d e s  and t ab l e - t enn i s  on the  o t h e r .  Cr icke t  

depends on both t o  a l a rge  e x t e n t ,  bu t  t h e  d i v e r s i t i e s  amongst t hese  

games a r e  such t h a t  c r i c k e t  cannot form a l i n k  between t h e  o t h e r  two 

which have s o  l i t t l e  i n  common. Consider a l s o  t h e  d i v e r s i t i e s  and 

family resemblances i n  games such a s  poker ,  wres t l i ng ,  and chess and 

t h e  po in t  becomes c l e a r e r .  Then one could look a t  d i f f e r ences  and 

s i m i l a r i t i e s  between s p e c t a t o r ,  p a r t i c i p a n t ,  i n d i v i u a l i s t i c ,  win- 

o r i en t ed ,  amusement, p r o f e s s i o n a l  and amateur kinds o f  games. 

The analogy of language-games and t h e  context  of  var ious  l i n g u i s t i c  

s i t u a t i o n s  is  even more ap t  when one t akes  t h e  s t a t u s  o f  r u l e s  i n t o  

cons idera t ion .  In  both in s t ances  t h e  conven t iona l i s t  t h e s i s  appears 

t o  not  only adequately account f o r  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  s i d e  of  r u l e -  
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following, bu t  it a l s o  demonstrates the  generat ive s i d e  of  r u l e -  

consciousness. Thus a r u l e  w i l l  not  only d i r e c t  one's play ( o r  i n  
I 

language, one's grasping of  the meaning of  an expression),  but  it can 

a l s o  generate refinements o r  improvisations i n  a game (as  it can 

develop new language games and p a r t i c u l a r l y  c rea t ive  use of  language 

such a s  i n  l i t e r a t u r e  o r  innovative s c i e n t i f i c  hypotheses).  This is 

because of  what we c a l l  t h e  f l e x i b i l i t y  of the  r u l e ,  which again is  

not some q u a l i t y  inherent  i n  the  r u l e  s o  much a s  t h e  a t t i t u d e  with 

which people come t o  r u l e s  -- i m p l i c i t  is  the  understanding t h a t  a 

judgement is  involved i n  t h e  i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  ac t ion  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  

ru le .  The simplest  manifestat ions of t h i s  judgement a r e  i n  concurrence- 

o r  d i s s e n t ,  bu t  more s u b t l e  reac t ions  can occur i n  which r u l e s  a r e  

modified t o  appease the  t rends  of  changing agreement o r  convention. 

Such modifications a r e  common i n  language (pronunciation, grammar, 

semantic nuances e t c . )  and i n  most o the r  r u l e  obeying a c t i v i t i e s  

(e.g. consider t h e  minor a l t e r a t i o n s  each year  i n  various r u l e s  of  

s p o r t s  which r e s u l t  from a s h i f t  i n  emphasis and represent ,  say,  a 

consensus amongst p layers)  . 
One might a l s o  consider  a c t i v i t i e s  whose r u l e s  a r e  s o  vague t h a t  

each new confrontat ion with t h e  r u l e  becomes, through i ts  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  

t h e  new r u l e .  These considerat ions should a l s o  serve  t o  j u s t i f y  t h e  

appropriateness of  t h e  llform of l i f e "  analogy. I f  various separa te ly  

recognizable behavioural a c t i v i t i e s  can be c a l l e d  "forms of  l i f e u ,  then 

r u l e s  a r e  responsible f o r  t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of  these  forms: t h a t  is, it i s  

c h i e f l y  r u l e s  t h a t  determine our l i f e - s t y l e .  This seems t o  lead t o  

the  e a r l i e r  mentioned c i r c u l a r i t y ,  bu t  it dissolves  when it i s  r e a l i z e d  

t h a t  no temporal p r i o r i t y  e x i s t s  f o r  r u l e s ,  nor  ever  d id .  To be l i eve  
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t h a t  somehow r u l e s  were "there" f i r s t  i s  t o  subscribe t o  a species  

of  Essential ism o r  Idealism and it was probably Wittgenstein 's  d e s i r e  

t o  rebuke h i s  e a r l i e r  log ica l  atomism -- and the  es sen t i a l i sm i m p l i c i t  

i n  the  hypothesis,  t h a t  i n  i t s  b a s i c  form, language (through i ts  

proposi t ions)  is reducible t o  elementary statements which correspond 

t o  absolute ly  simple f a c t s  about the  observable world -- t h a t  prompted 

him t o  s t r e s s  t h e  non-essential  cha rac te r  o f  rule-following and i n t e r p r e -  

t a t i o n .  

There a re  f u r t h e r  observations about r u l e s  and rule-fol lowing 

which can be derived from what has been s a i d  s o  fa r .  Most of  these  

can be s t a t e d  as  counter-theses t o  what is  often suggested by the  

e s s e n t i a l i s t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of r u l e s .  These counter-theses a r e  not  

remarks of  an empirical  na ture ,  as  they might seem, f o r  t o  suppose s o  

is  t o  e n t i r e l y  mis in te rp re t  the  r o l e  of log ic  i n  language. They a r e  

ins tead ,  proposi t ions  about the  grammar of our language and as  such 

they point  out t h e  log ica l  implicat ions o f  discourse i n  the  realm of 

rule-guided a c t i v i t y .  Most of t h e  comments a r i s e  out of  s tatements 

made by Wittgenstein. 

F i r s t l y ,  a r u l e  does not  d i c t a t e  i t s  own appl ica t ion .  I t  may 

be very e x p l i c i t  i n  i t s  s t i p u l a t i o n ,  b u t  t h i s  i n  no way governs t h e  

subsequent i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  Hence the re  i s  no compulsion i n  a r u l e  

i t s e l f .  Nor is  a c e r t a i n  r u l e  harsher  i n  i t s  demands than o thers ;  

i t  can be more e x p l i c i t .  I t  i s  misguiding too, t o  t a l k  of t h e  demands 

of a ru le .  The i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  a r u l e  is  a s o c i a l  o r  customary f a c t o r .  

( I t  i s  wrong t o  th ink o f  t h i s  being a r u l e  f o r  a r u l e ;  such t a l k  involves 

one i n  an i n f i n i t e  regress  and w i l l  be looked a t  subsequently).  The 

compulsion thought t o  e x i s t  i n  a r u l e ,  r a t h e r  e x i s t s  i n  s o c i a l  a t t i t u d e s  

(mores, acceptances) i f  it - e x i s t s  anywhere. The demands o f  a r u l e  a re  
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r a t h e r  t h e  demands about behaviour i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  whatever i s  s t i p u l a t e d ;  

i n  t h i s  respect  r u l e s  a r e  n e u t r a l .  Pena l t i e s  f o r  non-obedience o r  

disobedience a r e  not  bound up with the  r u l e  i t s e l f  but  a r e  t h e  encourage- 

ments o r  de te r ren t s  o f  the  people partaking o f  the  convention. The 

degree of e x p l i c i t n e s s  i n  a  r u l e  is  usual ly  ind ica t ive  of i ts  f a m i l i a r i t y  

amongst i t s  users .  To look f o r  t o o  thorough a p resc r ip t ion  wi th in  the  

statement of a  r u l e  would be t o  mistake the  purpose of r u l e s  which must 

r e t a i n  f l e x i b i l i t y  of i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  This again r e f l e c t s  t h e  Ifform of 

l i f e u  analogy i n  t h a t  r u l e s  c o n s t i t u t e  the  b a s i c  organizing and forma- 

l i z i n g  f a c t o r  i n  a  soc ie ty  ( s o c i a l  group, s o c i a l  con t rac t ) .  They a r e  

t h e  means by which people come t o  terms with o r  adapt t o  one another 

(and t h i s  of course covers l i n g u i s t i c  conventions); and t h a t  i s  why they 

a re  a  l i f e  form. 

Rules do not  depend on o the r  r u l e s ,  which depend on p r i o r  r u l e s  

e t c .  I t  seems t h a t  we sometimes involve ourselves i n  t h i s  i n f i n i t e  

regress  which serves  only t o  a t t enua te  the  force of  a  r u l e .  The reason 

f o r  regarding r u l e s  t h i s  way i s  again due t o  an " e s s e n t i a l i s t "  mistake. 

We tend t o  look f o r  the  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  a  r u l e  within t h e  r u l e  and 

when it cannot r ead i ly  be found we look t o  a  higher general  r u l e  and 

s o  on till a ca tegor ica l  r u l e  (e.g. God commands ..... or ,  it i s  t h e  

Natural law . . . ) is given. This seems a log ica l  stopping point ,  bu t  - 
f o r  no necessary reason. Perhaps i f  one were t o  give as a  f i n a l  r u l e ,  

"Oh we l l ,  we j u s t  do it t h a t  way!" i t  would be nearer  t h e  po in t .  I f  

j u s t i f i c a t i o n  is  sought f o r  any r u l e  it does not need t o  go any f u r t h e r  

a t  t h a t  point ,  because t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i s  t h a t  "we do it t h a t  wayn -- 
it is "a matter  of coursev i n  o t h e r  words. To hypothesize b r i e f l y  

(and unwarrantedly) , it is perhaps symptomatic of the  f a c t  t h a t  we 

wish t o  see  j u s t i c e  done t h a t  we look t o  t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  a  ru le :  
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t h i s  is  probably more t h e  case when it r e f e r s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  t o  our-  

se lves .  , 

The above comment may be too  general because t h e r e  a r e  c e r t a i n  

r u l e s  t h a t  depend on o the r  r u l e s  (and p a r t i c u l a r l y  some i n  everyday 

a f f a i r s )  f o r  example, t h e  r u l e  t h a t  automobiles must overtake on t h e  

r i g h t  hand s i d e  is dependent on t h e  r u l e  t h a t  they d r ive  on t h e  l e f t  

hand s i d e  o f  the  road, bu t  we should be ca re fu l  about how we descr ibe  

t h i s  dependency. In  log ic ,  a r u l e  of  inference is of ten  dependent on 

a previous r u l e  -- i n  f a c t  t h e  subsequent r u l e  w i l l  be meaningless 

unless t h e  first r u l e  i s  given. When we t a l k  of  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  here,  

it is  r e a l l y  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i n  the  sense of  v a l i d i t y  of  inference ,  which 

is q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from t h e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  re fe r red  t o  i n  the  previous 

paragraph which is seemingly i n  t h e  realm of  the  moral philosopher. 

In  The Blue and Brown Books Wittgenstein notes t h a t  the re  is  

a d i f ference  between process i n  accordance with a r u l e w  and 

process involving a r u l e t t  (B .B. : p. 13) . He uses the  example of  squaring 

t h e  f i r s t  four n a t u r a l  numbers i . e .  wr i t ing  down 1,2,3,4 and wr i t ing  

below them 1,4,9,16. 14e says t h a t  what i s  w r i t t e n  down "is i n  

accordance with the  general  r u l e  of  squaring, but  it obviously is i n  

accordance with any number of  o the r  r u l e s  and amongst them it i s  not  

more i n  accordance with one than with another." However he says t h a t  

i f  he had w r i t t e n  down the  a lgebra ic  expression o f  squaring i . e .  
2 2 

a = n o r  a = (n+l)  , then t h e  r u l e  o f  squaring was "involved i n  
. n n 
a sense i n  which no o ther  r u l e  wastt. This p a r t l y  expla ins  how it is  

poss ib le  t h a t  a person can maintain he i s  following a r u l e ,  and as  long 

a s  he is  following some r u l e  we cannot budge him from h i s  a s se r t ion .  

This is  a l s o  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  pos i t ion  of a r u l e  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  



30 
an a c t i v i t y .  Wittgenstein says;  "A r u l e ,  s o  f a r  as  it i n t e r e s t s  us, 

does not a c t  a t  a distance.",(B.B.,:14). To search f o r  t h e  r u l e  behind 

t h e  ac t iv i t ies  we see ,  a l s o  ind ica tes  misguidance. The r u l e  i s  bound 

up i n  the  a c t i v i t y  and if the re  is an outward s ign ,  it i s  only a symbol 

of  the  r u l e ,  e.g. a s t o p  s ign  - ( a  person who s tops  an automobile a t  a 

s top-sign is  not  necessa r i ly  obeying t h e  well-known t r a f f i c  r u l e ,  a s  

h i s  s topping could poss ib ly  be caused by engine t rouble ,  t h e  l ike l ihood 

of  t h i s  i s  remote of course, but  it s tands  a s  a comment on what an 

outs ide  observer might i n t e r p r e t .  In t h i s  case, were the  observer t o  

c o r r e l a t e  t h e  a c t i v i t y  with the  s ign ,  he would be mistaking t h e  locat ion  

of  t h e  r u l e .  Although t h i s  could be seen as a normal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

on the  p a r t  of t h e  observer, it i s  s t i l l  ind ica t ive  of  the  f a u l t y  notion 

surrounding conception of  where the  r u l e  "is" . A f u r t h e r  note on 

the  pos i t ion  of a r u l e  i s  seen i n  the  remark: 

"Teaching as t h e  hypothet ica l  h i s t o r y  of our subsequent 
ac t ions  (understanding, obeying, est imating a length,  e t c . )  
drops out of  considerat ions.  The r u l e  which has been taught  
and is  subsequently applied i n t e r e s t s  us only s o  f a r  a s  it i s  
involved i n  t h e  applicat ion."  (B.B. : 14) 

Perhaps one more problem should be looked a t  i n  t h i s  sec t ion .  

This one a r i s e s  out  o f  the  l a s t  considerat ion,  t o  some ex ten t ,  and i t  

has log ica l  and psychological ramif ica t ions .  I t  is  the  quest ion of 

how we l ea rn  t o  obey r u l e s .  The log ica l  quest ions involved a r e  gram- 

matical ones and they govern the  kinds of expressions and t h e  commit- 

ments of  expressions involved i n  the  quest ion of  learning t o  obey r u l e s .  

The psychological quest ions concern the  cognit ive element implicated 

i n  t h e  notion and they must be considered a f t e r  t h e  log ica l  quest ions 

a r e  asked (or  legi t imized as quest ions and not  pseudo-question). 



I n i t i a l l y  a log ica l  d i s t i n c t i o n  must be made between t h e  expression 

"learning t o  obey a ru le"  and "learning t o  obey rules". The former - 
expression might be taken i n  two ways, the  f i r s t  r e f e r r i n g  t o  a p a r t i c u l a r  

r u l e  (e.g. learning t o  obey the  r u l e  "en passantw i n  chess) and the  

second r e f e r r i n g  t o  r u l e s  genera l ly  ( i n  the  same way t h a t  t h e  word 

"manrf can r e f e r  t o  a s i n g l e  individual  o r  t h e  species  %om sapiens").  

This d i s t i n c t i o n  i s  important because the  f i r s t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  

expression i s  nonsensical  and t h e  second i s  another form of t h e  expression 

"learning t o  obey ru les" .  The first i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  nonsensical  because 

"learning t o  obey a r u l e v  is not  a process a s  t h e  grammatical form 

suggests;  but  a s  already pointed out ,  it i s  an a c t i v i t y  o r  p r a c t i c e .  

One e i t h e r  obeys a r u l e  i n  p r a c t i c e  o r  does not a t  a l l  -- it i s  not  a 

matter  o f  one's gradually learning t o  obey each r u l e ,  but  r a t h e r  

gradually learning o r  becoming aware o f  t h e  s o c i a l  (o r  l i n g u i s t i c , o r  

game) conventions which cha rac te r i ze  t h e  overa l l  idea of obeying r u l e s .  

To say one gradually learns  t o  obey a r u l e  ( i n  the  f i r s t  sense o r  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n )  is  l i k e  saying t h a t  someone gradually learns  how t o  

understand, and hence it ( the  notion o f  learning t o  obey a ru le )  is  a 

pseudo-notion. A s  de l ineated  then,  the  second expression ( learning 

t o  obey ru les )  r e f e r s  t o  learning conventions, which again, i s  learning 

a form of l i f e .  These a r e  then manifest i n  p rac t i ce ,  and t h e  p r a c t i c e  - 
becomes a "matter o f  coursew. This is where the  r u l e  "drops out of  

i n t e r e s t f t .  

There is  probably a compulsion t o  s t i l l  t a l k  about "learning 

t o  obey a ru le"  i n  the  f i r s t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  and it might be t raced t o  

what occurs, say ,  i n  t r a i n i n g  dogs. If one s e t s  about t r a i n i n g  the  

dog t o  respond t o  a c e r t a i n  command by s i t t i n g  down a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  
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spot ,  then the  tendency is t o  say t h a t  the  dog is learning t o  obey 

the  command (thought of a s  t h e  r u l e ) .  The example may be very t ransparent  
I 

and the  ar.swer obvious: t h a t  what is  being described has no connexion 

with learning and r u l e s ,  bu t  is simply a form of  stimulus-response 

condit ioning.  This leads conveniently t o  the  psychological quest ions 

of  what i s  involved i n  "learning t o  obey r u l e s u .  S p e c i f i c a l l y  i t  

might be asked whether the re  i s  any cognit ive element involved i n  

learning t o  obey r u l e s  ( o r  simply obeying r u l e s ) .  To deny t h e r e  is, 

would be t o  place what we c a l l  ttobeying a ru le"  i n  the  same category, 

and grammatical s t a t u s  a s  a conditioned response. Clearly we would 

not  wish t o  use it t h i s  way unless f o r  persuasive reasons. The notion 

of  t h e  existence o f  a cogni t ive  element i s  an adjunct of t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  

i n  rule-confronting s i t u a t i o n s ,  of always having t h e  choice of  obeying 

t h e  r u l e  (o r  d e l i b e r a t e l y  i n t e r p r e t i n g  i n  one p a r t i c u l a r  way) o r  not .  

There is  no l i n g u i s t i c  f a c i l i t y  f o r  descr ib ing what t h i s  cogni t ive  

element i s  ( i n  i ts  "mental" framework), we ins tead  incorpora te  t h i s  

i d e a  i n t o  our  outward o r  behavioural descr ip t ion  of r u l e  obeying -- 
t he  evaluat ing  of  the  p resc r ip t ion  agains t  various c r i t e r i a  of convenience, 

expediency e t c .  with t h e  presumed end r e s u l t  i n  view, which is  a p r a c t i c e .  

This chapter  has concentrated on t h e  conventional na tu re  o f  

r u l e s  and t h e i r  involvement i n  the  s t r u c t u r e s  o f  wforms" o f  l i f e .  An 

attempt was made t o  br ing  t o  t h e  surface ,  the  "deep grammar" contained 

i n  expressions about rule-fol lowing s ince  many common not ions  connected 

with expressions about rule-fol lowing cases a r e  committed t o  the  doct r ine  

of  " e ~ s e n t i a l i s r n ~ ~ .  The e s s e n t i a l i s t ' s  mistake is  a log ica l  one and 

hence it has manifestat ions i n  a wide range of philosophical  confusions 
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is  ca r r i ed  through by inference  from i ts  source. I t s  source is the  

b e l i e f  t h a t  the re  a r e  e s s e n t i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o r  q u a l i t i e s  i n  the  

r e f e r e n t s  of  words and expressions.  Tnc example o f  t h i s  b e l i e f  which 
. 

is at tacked i n  the  Philosophical  Inves t iga t ions  i s  t h a t  surrounding 

t h e  concept of games. This has been seen t o  be h ighly  p e r t i n e n t  s ince  

t h e  notion of  r u l e s  is  r e l a t e d  t o  games and it  too  is  prey t o  essen- 

t i a l i s m .  

We have j u s t  looked a t  t h e  importance of  considering r u l e -  

governed behaviour i n  desc r ip t ion  and explanation.  I t  was suggested 

t h a t  r u l e s  have a s p e c i a l  o r  b a s i c  r o l e  i n  language, and it w i l l  thus 

be use fu l  t o  examine t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between r u l e s  and language. 

The Wittgensteinian notion of r u l e s  was based on lkonventionalism", 

i . e .  t h a t  the  r u l e s  which we have stem from a common agreement o r  

convention (as d i s t i n c t  from a supernatura l  o r  inna te  source) and t h i s  

app l i e s  a s  much t o  language as  it does t o  any o ther  kind of rule-fol lowing;  

and perhaps the re  is  a s p e c i a l  case here.  This is suggested by 

the  proposi t ion  t h a t  it is  not  poss ib le  t o  have a r u l e  without t h e r e  

being a l i n g u i s t i c  expression accompanying it. Such a proposi t ion  

a l s o  asks whether the re  is  (o r  was) any r u l e  t h a t  was not  o r i g i n a l l y  

expressed i n  language. Here we may extend the  ordinary concept of 

language t o  include what Max Black c a l l s  l lpara- l inguis t ic  phenomena", 
7 

i .e . , ges ture ,  f a c i a l  expressions,  context ,  e t c .  We might consider 

cases l i k e  t h a t  of  a policeman holding up h i s  hand which would seem t o  

i n d i c a t e  a r u l e  about s topping (however it should be  remedered t h a t  

t h i s  i n  i t s e l f  i s  not  the  r u l e ,  bu t  a s ign  associa ted  with it, o r  t h e  

reminder of  i t ) ;  and t h i s  is  t h e  kind o fnpara - l ingu i s t i c  phenomenan 

al luded t o .  Even granted t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  though, it would appear t o  



3 4 
be a p r i o r i  ( i n  the  s y n t h e t i c  sense) t h a t  any r u l e  had had, a t  some 

s t age ,  a l i n g u i s t i c  expression, s ince  it was agreed upon by a group o f  

pcople ( the  l a t t e r  condit ion being necessary too  as  already seen);  

and such agreement must have been expressed o r  decided upon l i n g u i s t i c a l l y .  

Reference t o  t h e  p r i o r i  i n  t h e  context  of  Wittgenstein r equ i res  an 

e labora t ion  o f  t h e  Wittgensteinian notion of t h e  a p r i o r i .  To him 

it i s  the-given only because we have decided t h a t  it w i l l  be the-given 

( i n  t h i s  way it is d i s t i n c t  from t h e  Kantian notion i n  which it is  given 

independently of our conventions).  In  reference t o  t h e  Tracta tus ,  

Wittgenstein had s a i d ;  

Thought i s  surrounded by a halo.  -- I t s  essence, logic ,  
presents  an order ,  i n  f a c t  t h e  a p r i o r i  order  o f  t h e  world: 
t h a t  is, t h e  order  o f  must be common t o  
both world and thought. 

He repudia tes  t h i s  immediately by denying the  notion o f  a 

"super-order between - s o  t o  speak - super concepts1' s ince  every 

sentence i n  our language I f i s  i n  order  a s  it is" (P . I .  :98) . Perhaps, 

the re fo re ,  it i s  unnecessary t o  mention t h e  concept o f  s y n t h e t i c  a p r i o r i ,  

provided t h e  Wit tgens te in ian  notion of  the  a p r i o r i  i s  understood i n  

t h i s  context.  

The s p e c i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  mentioned above involves t h e  c i r c u l a r i t y  

which seems t o  be contained i n  the  idea  t h a t  a r u l e  required some form 

of l i n g u i s t i c  expression,  ye t  t h e r e  need t o  be agreements ( ru les  about 

use) before the re  can be a language. The so lu t ion  proposed i s  not  t h a t  

we consider  the  f i r s t  r u l e  t h a t  i n s t i t u t e d  language t o  be  a s p e c i a l  case;  

and t h a t  t h e r e a f t e r  the  phenomena of r u l e s  and language worked hand i n  

hand. I n i t i a l l y  we might say  t h a t  the  f i r s t  agreement, which cons t i tu ted  

a r u l e  o f  usage, was simultaneously t h e  f i r s t  language (and we might 

conjecture t h a t  i t  was a very simple communication). But then the re  is  

t h e  problem t h a t  t h e  agreement would no t  have been confirmed till t h e  
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next ins tance .  And t h i s  confirmation need not  have been a consent 

t o  the  r u l e ,  but  merely a matter  of rule-regarding.  However t o  apply 

such s t r i n g e n t  temporal q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  is  t o  i n d i c a t e  an unclear  

perception of  how a r u l e  a c t u a l l y  works i n  language -- i n  these  p r imi t ive  

cases i t  would hardly  be poss ib le  t o  ind ica te  where r u l e s  and language 

ac tua l ly  appear o r  can be separa ted  from pr imi t ive  communication which 

was t o o  i l l -genera ted  o r  i r r e g u l a r  t o  be ca l l ed  language. (This tempts 

quest ions such as "1s a r u l e  which is  not successful  s t i l l  a rule?": 

a t  l e a s t  they w i l l  throw l i g h t  on t h e  kind of  answer t o  t h e  quest ion 

of  t h e  genesis o f  r u l e s  and language). 

There a r e  more complicated prob3ems associa ted  with any d iscuss ion 

about t h e  genesis  o f  language and they a re  not  only i n  the  a r e a  of  

pa leo l ingu i s t i c s ,  bu t  a r e  quest ions o f  philosophy andlogic. An example 

of t h e  l a t t e r  would be t h e  quest ion of  the  cognit ive element i n  t h e  

language of  t h e  e a r l i e s t  anthropoids; o r  perhaps the  p r e c i s e  point  a t  

which we d i s t ingu i sh  language, connnunication and thought. In  any case 

the  seeming tautology i n  the  connexion between language and r u l e s  

d issolves  i f  thel lconventionalis t"  t h e s i s  implied i n  the  Philosophical  

Inves t iga t ions  is  maintained. Such theses  appear t o  be cons i s t en t  with 

t h e  theor ie s  o f  behavioural psychology, bu t  one could not  the re fo re ,  

term Wittgenstein a behaviour is t .  A t  t he  most he purpor ts  t o  descr ibe  

t h e  use of our  language and maintains t h a t  i t s  foundations a r e  behavioural 

i n  t h a t  our u l t imate  reference  f o r  human experience is  human behaviour. 

Whereas the  behaviour is t  (broadly; the  mechanist, S-R school) would 

lean t o  t h e  Lockean empi r i c i s t  view, Wittgenstein would not  deny the  

p o s s i b i l i t y  of  innate  ideas  and a l l  t h i s  might imply i n  t h e  way of  

language (such a s  the  exis tence  o f  n a t u r a l  formal ca tegor ies  of grammar 
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and r u l e s )  even t o  t h e  ex ten t  of Rationalism. There a r e  h i n t s  i n  

p a r t s  o f  Philosophical  ~ n v e s t i g a t i o n s  t o  t h i s  e f f e c t  -- but  again t h i s  

should not  obscure f o r  us t h e  o v e r a l l  i n t e n t  of  the  work which is  t o  

d e t a i l  what kinds of commitments our language involves us in ,  and 

these  a r e  behavioural.  He s t r e s s e s  t h a t  h i s  work is not  explanatory, 

but  merely desc r ip t ive ;  and thus he avoids the  quest ions of explanation 

which might have involved t h e  kinds of  d iscuss ion undertaken by Kant 

o r  Leibniz. A s  a lready mentioned, Wittgenstein does not deny t h a t  

the re  a r e  men ta l i s t i c  occurrences o r  phenomena, he demonstrates only 

t h a t  we have no language t o  descr ibe  them. 

Now the  temporal and log ica l  r e l a t ionsh ips  between r u l e s  and 

language have been es tab l i shed .  A more e x p l i c i t  example is given by 

Winch when he discusses t h e  epistemological bas i s  of  Socia l  Science, 

i . e . ,  t h e  means by which our language af fords  contact  with " rea l i ty f ' ,  t he  
8 

na ture  of t h a t  contact  and quest ions about the  meanings of  t h i s  experience. 

He demonstrates how we a r e  ab le  t o  cons t ruct  a r e f e r e n t i a l  system from 

os tens ive  d e f i n i t i o n s ,  asking "what it i s  t o  follow a de f in i t ion" ,  o r ,  

"how a d e f i n i t i o n  ( i s )  connected with the  subsequent use o f  the  expression 

definedu.  I f  t h e  answer i s  t h a t :  "the d e f i n i t i o n  lays down t h e  meaning, 

and t o  use a word i n  i ts  cor rec t  meaning i s  t o  use it i n  t h e  same way 

as  t h a t  l a i d  down i n  t h e  def in i t ion" ,  then t h i s  s t i l l  leaves the  problem 

of determining what is  the%ameff. This general  tautology was discussed 

i n  the  previous chapter  where the  connexion between a f f r u l e f f  and "the 

sameu was seen. Wittgenstein sa id :  We say a th ing  i s  the  same if i t  

follows a r u l e ,  and a r u l e  can only seem t o  me t o  produce a l l  i ts  

consequences i n  advance if I draw them a s  a matter  of course.ff  (P. I .  :238) 

The notion o f  p r a c t i c e  is very important here  and as  Winch says;  

. . . given a c e r t a i n  s o r t  of  t r a i n i n g  everybody does, a s  
a s  a matter  of course, continue t o  use ... words i n  the  same 
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Winch develops an e labora te  and p e ~ h a p s  unnecessari ly complicated 

cxplication of t h i s  important epistemological problem; however such a 

b a s i s  is necessary f o r  t h e  foundations of  any form of s c i e n t i f i c  inqui ry .  

Perhaps a b r i e f  explanatory point  can be added here .  When we 

r e f e r  t o  Wit tgens te in ls  convent ional is t  ideas  about language we a r e  

not  implying t h a t  i n  a s i m p l i s t i c  sense,  pr imi t ive  men got together  

t o  e s t a b l i s h  conventions about how language was t o  be  used, how naming 

would be es t ab l i shed ,  e t c .  The conventions apply r a t h e r  i n  t h e  way 

t h a t  was d e t a i l e d  e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  chapter ,  i . e . ,  language depends'on 

r u l e s  f o r  i t s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n .  

So f a r  we have shown t h a t  the  convent ional is t  t h e s i s  of  r u l e s  

can adequately account f o r  t h e  genesis  and deve lopment of  language, t h e  

epistemological b a s i s  o f  human discourse and s c i e n t i f i c  inqui ry ,  and a 

very general notion of  meaning. Of course these  f ea tu res  a r e  connected 

i n  very important ways and it might appear t o  be unders ta t ing  Wit tgens te in ls  

cont r ibut ion  t o  pass it o f f  s o  general ly.  However the  Philosophical  

Inves t iga t ions  gives only an o u t l i n e  and very l i t t l e  has been done t o  

f u r t h e r  e l abora te  t h e  o u t l i n e .  I t  would seem t h a t  before  anything 

f u r t h e r  can be achieved i n  speci fy ing some more d e t a i l e d  fea tu res  l i k e  

those s t a t e d ,  f a r  more work must a l s o  be done on analys is  o f  s p e c i f i c  

l i n g u i s t i c  a c t s .  This might he lp  t o  inform us about what we a r e  a c t u a l l y  

doing when we use  language . Such aspects  as  the  cogni t ive  and emotive 

content of  expressions and t h e  performative aspects  o f  a speech a c t  
10 

have been analysed by J.L. Austin and h i s  fol lowers,  bu t  again t h i s  

work has only attempted t o  point  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of what might be 

achieved. Other cont r ibut ions  t o  t h e  formal f ea tu res  o f  language have 

come from the  a r e a  o f  desc r ip t ive  l i n g u i s t i c s  and some o f  these  have 
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attempted t o  cons t ruct  more appropriate s t r u c t u r a l  and grammatical 

ca tegor ies  t o  e luc ida te  what i s  occurring i n  language use. 
11 

, 

William Alston attempts t o  dea l  more s p e c i f i c a l l y  with l i n g u i s t i c  

a c t s  ( ' a c t i o n s 1 )  using Wit tgens te in ts  notion of t h e  meaning ( i n  most 

cases)  being the  way a word i s  used. Ile takes  from J .L.  Austin, t h e  

ca tegor ies  of ac t ion  c a l l e d  " l o ~ u t i o n a r y ~ ~ ,  ~ i l l o c u t i o n a r y t l  and 

tlperlocutionaryw a c t s  and at tempts t o  see  how the  analys is  of the  

t l i l locut ionary  a c t  p o t e n t i a l t t  of  expressions (words and sentences) 

a ids  i n  exp l i ca t ion  of meaning, synonymy and r e l a t e d  problems. He 

demonstrates how two words can have t h e  same meaning i f  they have t h e  

same " i l locut ionary-ac t  po ten t i a l t1 ,  but  he a l s o  admits t h a t  t h i s  i s  

appl icable  only a t  a c e r t a i n  l e v e l  of  genera l i ty .  He i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t o  

ge t  beyond a general l eve l  of  discussion one must next go t o  t h e  e x p l i c i t  

analys is  o f  a given i l locu t ionary  a c t ,  and he recognises t h a t  t h i s  might 

requi re  volumes o f  books j u s t  f o r  d e t a i l i n g  one i l locu t ionary -ac t  . He 

does attempt t o  o u t l i n e  the  necessary conditions which must hold f o r  

the  performance o f  an i l l o c u t i o n a r y  a c t .  These condit ions a r e  c e r t a i n  

r u l e s ,  t h e  chief  o f  which is  a recognit ion t h a t  what i s  being performed 
12 

is  governed by "rules r equ i r ing  t h a t  the  condit ions holdt1. When a 

speaker i s  performing a l i n g u i s t i c  a c t  he must t ake  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

f o r  a range of s t a t e s  of  a f f a i r s  i f  he is  t o  expect h i s  i n t e n t i o n  t o  be 

taken s ince re ly .  An example Alston gives,  which he appears t o  have 

borrowed from R.M. Hare, concerns a request  f o r  l lc los ing a dooru, and 

it e n t a i l s  c e r t a i n  condit ions,  the  simplest  of which is  t h a t  the re  be 

a door i n  the  a r e a  of ac t ion  and t h a t  it be not  closed. Al te rna t ive ly  

i f  t h e  speaker is not  s ince re ,  o r  if he i s  t r y i n g  t o  deceive the  hea re r  

he must take  i n t o  account o the r  condit ions,  o r  requirements. 

Certain of  the  r u l e s  appl icable  t o  i l locu t ionary  a c t s  can be 

termed l o g i c a l  r u l e s  o r  condit ions while o thers  a r e  probably psychological,  



39 
bu t  it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  d i s t ingu i sh  these  elements from one another  and it 

is almost c e r t a i n  t h a t  they impinge on one another  and i n t e r a c t .  Alston 
I 

c i t e s  t h i s  as evidence f o r  the  rule-governed nature  of language and he 

a l s o  t a l k s  about o the r  r u l e s  which a re  not s o  trintimately r e l a t e d  t o  

meaningv and mentions moral r u l e s  and r u l e s  of e t i q u e t t e  t o  which various 

kinds of  l i n g u i s t i c  behaviour a r e  subjec t .  

Alston separa tes  grammatical r u l e s  too ,  from t h e  kinds of r u l e s  

t h a t  he envisages a s  governing i l locu t ionary  a c t s  a s  f a r  a s  semantic 

content i s  concerned, bu t  here  I th ink one must l i m i t  "grammar" t o  t h e  

common categor ies  o f  syntax because h i s  l i m i t a t i o n  would not  necessa r i ly  

apply t o  llgrammar" i n  t h e  wider sense used by Wittgenstein,  which tends 

t o  l ink  form and content .  A s  w i l l  be seen, grammar i n  the  broader sense, 

i . e . ,  "depth grammarrr, has important i n f e r e n t i a l  q u a l i t i e s  which l ink  it 

with the  whole meaning of  an expression. This "deep grammar" the re fo re  

has an importance f o r  semantics. We can conclude from Als ton t s  i n v e s t i -  

ga t ions ,  t h a t  f a i l i n g  more adequate methods o f  analysing the  performance 

involved i n  l i n g u i s t i c  a c t s ,  t h e  present  d i v e r s i t y  d i s t ingu i sh ing  any 

s i n g l e  l i n g u i s t i c  a c t  from another  i s  such t h a t  the  whole t a sk  is  beyond 

contro l  s ince  new speech a c t s  ("language-games") a r e  being crea ted  every 

moment by users  of  a language. H i s  f indings a l s o  give much credence t o  

the  notion of t h e  d i v e r s i t y  i n  separa te  l i n g u i s t i c  a c t s  t h a t  was noted 

by Wittgenstein and formed a s u b s t a n t i a l  p a r t  o f  h i s  a t t a c k  on "essent- 

i a l i smfr  ( the  idea  t h a t  the re  a re  common o r  general p roper t i e s  i n  

l i n g u i s t i c  a c t s  and t h a t  these  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  enough t o  be considered 

e s s e n t i a l )  . This a t t ack  depends on a theory about the  uniqueness and 

independence of sepa ra te  language-games taking i n t o  account more than 

merely the  word-content of  t h e  expression o r  expressions involved ( the  

phonetic  system). Other considerat ions a r e  ch ie f ly  those of context and 
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t h e i r  sub t l e ty  and evasiveness i n v i t e s  us t o  overlook them. 

Would a ca re fu l  examination of t h e  na ture  of "language-games" a i d  

i n  t h e  attempt t o  understand more f u l l y  what i s  involved i n  l i n g u i s t i c  

a c t s  and t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  t o  r u l e s ?  I t  would seem t h a t  from t h e  concept 

of r u l e  the re  is  e n t a i l e d  t h e  development o f  one language-game from 

another. That is,  i n  most new contexts  where the re  is  l i n g u i s t i c  

a c t i v i t y ,  the  words chosen i n  the  performance w i l l  have been used 

elsewhere p r i o r  t o  t h a t  occasion (except where a new word i s  coined). 

In addi t ion  the re  is  t h e  grammatical s t r u c t u r e  common t o  most language- 

games, a s  wel l  a s  t h e  "deep grammar" i n  c e r t a i n  expressions,  which have 

some r o l e  i n  the  development of new language-games. O r  t o  put  it 

another way, any new language-game has some source o f  reference e i t h e r  

i n  i t s  s t r u c t u r e  o r  verbal  content  t o  a previous language-game and it i s  

the  r u l e s  o f  l i n g u i s t i c  usage which form t h i s  cont igui ty .  This of  course 

is t h e  only means we have o f  success fu l ly  communicating and adapting 

descr ip t ion ,  e t c . ,  t o  new s i t u a t i o n s .  However, i t  is  l i t t l e  he lp  i n  

genera l iz ing  o r  drawing conclusions about a t t r i b u t e s  of language-games, 

because the  novel na ture  of  new language games ( the  s i t u a t i o n ,  context ,  

e tc . )  is  the  very q u a l i t y  which makes them d i s t i n c t .  

Very l i t t l e  more has been done i n  t h e  analys is  of l i n g u i s t i c  

performance i n  n a t u r a l  language systems; t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  here  is 

intended t o  exclude a r t i f i c i a l  language systems on which much has been 

achieved i n  the  way of formulation and accuracy. The epistemological  

problems of a r t i f i c i a l  languages a r e  d i s t i n c t  from those o f  n a t u r a l  

languages, most s i g n i f i c a n t l y  because o f  t h e i r  o r ig in ,  bu t  a l s o  because 

of  t h e  na ture  (o r  f f r ea l i ty" )  of t h a t  which they purport t o  descr ibe .  

Most s c i e n t i f i c  and a r t i f i c i a l  c a l c u l i  have none o f  the  problems o r  

pseudo-problems t h a t  na tu ra l ,  languages have inher i t ed  from the  realm 



of metaphysics. Af ter  seve ra l  thousand years of confused and con- 4 1 

t r a d i c t o r y  metaphysical d iscuss ion,natura l  language has developed 

d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  r e l a t i o n s  and ca tegor ies  t h a t  have become s o  ingrained 

t h a t  they a r e  taken as  v a l i d  log ica l  t r u t h s  o r  na tu ra l  p roper t i e s  of 

t h e  language ( i e  they a r e  taken a t  face-value). "Cartesian dualismw 

o r  Pla tonic  ideal i sm a r e  examples t h a t  come t o  mind. On a broader plane,  

t h e  Philosophical  Inves t iga t ions  might be considered as  a  t r e a t i s e  

on these  confusions. 

We must do away with a l l  explanation,  and desc r ip t ion  
alone must t ake  i t s  place .  And t h i s  desc r ip t ion  ge t s  i t s  
l i g h t ,  t h a t  i s  t o  say  i t s  purpose, from the  philosophical  
problems. These a r e ,  of course, not  empirical  problems; 
they a r e  solved, r a t h e r  by looking i n t o  t h e  workings o f  
our  language, and t h a t  i n  such a way as  t o  make us recognize 
these  workings: i n  desp i t e  o f  an urge t o  misunderstand them. 
The problems a r e  solved,  not  by giving new information, 
bu t  by arranging what we have always known. (P .  I .  : 109) 

When philosophers use a word -- "knowledge", "being", 
objec tu ,  "Iv, t tproposi t iontt ,  wnamell -- and t r y  t o  grasp the  
essence of  t h e  th ing,  one must always ask oneself :  is  the  
word ever a c t u a l l y  used t h i s  way i n  t h e  language-game t h a t  i s  
its o r i g i n a l  home? -- What we do i s  t o  b r ing  words back from 
t h e i r  metaphysical t o  t h e i r  everyday use. (P . I . :  116) 

Though Wittgenstein does not mention by name many of t h e  ontologica l  

doct r ines  t h a t  have caused confusions (philosophical  problems) , he 

nonetheless at tempts t o  c l a r i f y  t h e  concepts of understanding, th inking,  

f ee l ing  (sensat ions) ,  expecting,  intending,  w i l l i n g  and various o the r  

" a c t i v i t i e s w  of  t h e  mind. I t  would be a mistake t o  assume t h a t  wi t tgens te in  

has begun the  work and a l l  t h a t  i s  needed is t h e  kind of minute and 

exhaustive analys is  of each l i n g u i s t i c  a c t  i n  t h e  way attempted by 

Alston. Cer ta in ly  a l o t  o f  c l a r i f i c a t i o n  w i l l  a i d  i n  our understanding 

what our language i s  committing us t o ,  b u t  we w i l l  never succeed i n  

making a typology of  a l l  l i n g u i s t i c  a c t s .  One i s  tempted t o  add i n  a 



Wittgensteinian way, t h a t  t h i s  i s  not  an empirical ,  bu t  a log ica l  

remark. I t  seems t h a t  language is  t o o  c lose ly  bound up with "forms 

of l i f e f !  and has such a pervasive re l a t ionsh ip  t o  a l l  s o c i a l  a c t i v i t y ,  

and t h a t  t o  t r y  t o  i s o l a t e  and ca tegor ize  the  verbal  components would 

i n  many cases destroy t h e  o r i g i n a l  language-game, In  s c i e n t i f i c  

discourse it might be very necessary t o  a t t a i n  the  g r e a t e s t  poss ib le  

p rec i s ion  through ana lys i s  o f  the  language (as  t h i s  is  a mode o f  

discovery i n  science) but  Wittgenstein warns t h a t  we should not  be 

pre-occupied with t h e  methods of  sc ience  which a r e  ". . . another main 

source ... of ... our craving f o r  genera l i tyn .  He says t h a t :  

"Phi losophers cons tant ly  s e e  the  method o f  science 
before t h e i r  eyes, and a r e  i r r e s i s t a b l y  tempted t o  ask and 
answer quest ions i n  the  way t h a t  science does. This 
tendency is t h e  r e a l  source o f  metaphysics and leads t h e  
philosopher i n t o  complete darkness. I want t o  say here t h a t  
it can never be our job t o  reduce anything t o  anything o r  
explain anything. Philosophy r e a l l y  is purely desc r ip t ivew.  

(Blue Book p. 18) 

In our language we o f t en  d e l i b e r a t e l y  defy t h e  canons of  p rec i s ion  

and c l a r i t y .  Consider f o r  example the  need fo r  vagueness i n  s o  many 

s i t u a t i o n s  ( f o r  many, t h e  boundaries t o  not  e x i s t  anyway). Metaphorical 

language has become very deeply i n s t i t u t e d  i n  most everyday forms of  

communication t o  the  ex ten t  t h a t  we now overlook most metaphors and 

a r e  only s t ruck by new ones. How e f f e c t i v e  would be our communication 

over a per iod  o f  time i f  we omitted a l l  metaphorical content  and 

de r iva t ives?  This should not  be taken a s  a l e s s  than p e r t i n e n t  quest ion 

s ince  a theory about language should consider the  t o t a l  s o c i a l  aspect 

o f  i ts  subjec t .  A l i m i t a t i o n  of  any kind would be s i m i l a r  t o  p lac ing 

a l i m i t a t i o n  on t h e  meaning of  a work i n  c rea t ive  l i t e r a t u r e  (e.g. 

Goethets Faust) t h a t  has some kind o f  s o c i a l  ( e t h i c a l  e t c . )  s ign i f i cance  - 



-- it would be a separa t ion  of  meaning from the  t o t a l  expression. 

A f u r t h e r  problem i n  analysi? of language is  t h a t  a l l  words do 

not  have t h e  same l e v e l  of semantic d i f f i c u l t y  and it  i s  i n  the  kinds 

of endeavors which a r e  of  importance t o  t h e  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t  and 

educational  philosopher t h a t  t h e  g r e a t e s t  semantic d i f f i c u l t i e s  occur. 

By con t ras t ,  i n  what we might c a l l  everyday speech, t h e  r e f e r e n t s  a r e  

more l i k e l y  t o  be c l o s e r  t o  d i r e c t  experience, e.g., words l i k e  uhouseu, 

"car, flbuy;l ((wherew, ugoll, and i n  t h e  n a t u r a l  sciences Rudner notes  
13 

the re  is a tendency toward f u l l e r  formalizat ion o f  t h e  deductive systems 

( i . e . ,  t he  meaning of  many of the  c e n t r a l  concepts a r e  more p rec i se  

and t h i s  might be demonstrated by comparing the  terminology o f  

psychology o r  sociology with atomic physics o r  bio-chemistry).  

Proximity t o  experience however is  no c r i t e r i o n  of t r u t h  value any more 

than the  expression of  a cont rary  notion,  t h a t  t h e  r u l e s  o f  science 

make it more p r e c i s e ,  q u a n t i t a t i v e  and opera t ional ly  def inable  and 

hence more s u i t e d  t o  expressing t h e  " t ru thw.  Perhaps the  r u l e s  of  

s c i e n t i f i c  discourse a i d  i n  i t s  c l a r i t y ,  bu t  it would be mistaken t o  

assume t h a t  ordinary language does not  have as  many r u l e s  (or  as "effect ive" 

"goodM o r  ( (prec ise  r u l e s n ) .  Much of  the  discussion i n  the  Phiosophical 

Inves t iga t ions  implies t h e  h ighly  pervasive nature  o f  r u l e s  i n  ordinary 

language. I t  is  not  a s  if we could emulate the  s t r u c t u r e  o f  a "formal 
14 

systemu with i t s  "generateable" q u a l i t i e s  and apply t h i s  t o  a n a t u r a l  

language. The paradigm might have some h e u r i s t i c  value, but  i t  could 

no t  approach the  complexity, d i v e r s i t y  o r  semantic r ichness  o f  a 

n a t u r a l  language and i ts use would be l imi ted  t o  t h a t  ex ten t .  To a 

degree the re  is  a l s o  a d i f ference  between the  systems i n  t h a t  the  

mode of procedure i n  inves t iga t ing  a formal language is  s y n t h e t i c  
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( in  t h a t  i t s  elements a r e  general ly known t o  us and we synthes ize  

them i n  order  t o  generate t h e o r i e s ,  e t c . )  whereas with n a t u r a l  language 

i t  is genera l ly  a n a l y t i c  ( i n  the  sense t h a t  we s t a r t  from a product 

and analyse it t o  s e e  what we can discover about t h e  components). 

What seem t o  emerge from t h e  d iscuss ion of the  app l i ca t ion  of  

Wittgenstein 1s "conventionalis t"  notion of  r u l e s  t o  language a r e  the  

following po in t s :  it is unl ike ly  t h a t  any adequate ( i . e . ,  simply 

s t a t e d  and all-embracing) theory of  language w i l l  account f o r  a l l  t he  

uses of language; t o  th ink t h a t  any theory could do t h i s  would be t o  

misconstrue t h e  complexity and d i v e r s i t y  of  t h e  a c t i v i t y  involved i n  

using language; and t h a t  a t  the  most we can devote our inves t iga t ions  

t o  the  understanding of  what is  happening i n  individual  a c t i v i t i e s  

involving language (I1  language-games li) and not  allow ourselves t o  be 

confused by mistaken anaiogies derived from o the r  language-games. 

Some broader ca tegor ies  of  language a c t i v i t y  can be considered 

as  s p e c i a l ,  but  not  unique problems. Questions of  meaning, d e f i n i t i o n  

o r  e x p e r i e n t i a l  development (descr ip t ion  and explanation) can be taken 

separa te ly  (but not  i s o l a t e d )  p a r t i c u l a r l y  where a d i s t i n c t  d i s c i p l i n e  

i s  involved ( t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between d i s c i p l i n e s  being a r t i f i c i a l  o r  

desc r ip t ive ) .  Yet Alston has shown t h a t  no s i n g l e  theory of  meaning, 

f o r  example, can adequately account f o r  the  extravagance of  a c t i v i t i e s  

such as  those which perhaps belong t o  t h e  psychological realm, e.g.,  
15 

in ten t ion ,  recognit ion.  The problem of descr ip t ion  involves a s  well  

c e r t a i n  problems of  meaning and d e f i n i t i o n .  Nor is  explanation 

independent of  major epistemological  quest ions t h a t  have t o  be looked a t  

i n  o the r  contexts  a s  wel l .  

I t  would appear t h a t  o the r  than l o g i c a l  developments i n  the  quest ion 
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of r u l e s  and language, some c l a r i f i c a t i o n  might come from l i n g u i s t s  

working with high speed da ta  ~ r o c e p s i n g  s o  t h a t  s i g n i f i c a n t  fea tures  

In l i n g u i s t i c  s t r u c t u r e  can be separated.  ~n example might be the  

discovery of a more r e l i a b l e  grammatical s t r u c t u r e ,  i . e . ,  one t h a t  

would f i t  more ' lnaturally' '  around our verbal  behaviour and e l iminate  

the  insuf f i c i enc ies  i n  our present  ca tegor ies .  The experimental work 

needed t o  t e s t  t h i s  projec ted  s t r u c t u r e  would be  of  such a kind t h a t  

required high speed co l l ec t ion ,  s to rage  and recovery o f  da ta .  I f  

such d iscover ies  were t o  be made and were found t o  be more e f f i c i e n t  i n  

t h e i r  descr ip t ion  then it would seem t o  be axiomatic t h a t  t h e  r e s u l t  

would be the  uncovering o f  t h e  more p rec i se  na ture  of  t h e  r u l e s  behind 

language. The o the r  a r e a  i n  which s i m i l a r  d iscover ies  might be made 

is  i n  l i n g u i s t i c  anthropology and i t s  concern with the  conceptual b a s i s  

of  thought i n  a given s o c i e t y  and t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  with language. This 

would e n t a i l  a c lose  examination of s o c i a l  conventions and a s i m i l a r  

look a t  t h e  l h o r f i a n  t h e s i s .  The l a t t e r  might a l s o  be useful  i n  

determining some s t r u c t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  our major conceptual 

d i s t i n c t i o n s  which a r e  not  provided f o r  by e x i s t i n g  grammatical ca tegor ies .  

Another a r e a  i n  which Wittgenstein t a l k s  about r u l e s  i n  t h e  

conventional sense i s  i n  h i s  d iscuss ion of logic .  I t  w i l l  be very he lp fu l  

t o  the  present  d iscuss ion o f  language and r u l e s  t o  t r y  t o  exp l i ca te  t h e  

log ica l  notions expounded i n  the  Philosophical  Inves t iga t ions  because it 

would seem t h a t  Wittgenstein wishes t o  say t h a t  log ic  concerns t h e  way 

i n  which our r u l e s  lead us t o  t r e a t  language and thought; " I t  i s  an 

agreement not  only i n  d e f i n i t i o n  bu t  a l s o  i n  judgement1'. (P . I .  :242) 



NOTES TO CHAPTER I I 

1. Both Noam Chomsky and J e r r o l d  K ~ Z  (see note no.2) have put  forward 

claims f o r  the  Ra t iona l i s t  philosophy of language i n  a revised  form 

based on t h e  o r i g i n a l  analogies of Descartes and strengthened by some 

of the  d iscover ies  i n  comparative l i n g u i s t i c s  ( in  s t r u c t u r a l  and 

desc r ip t ive  f i e l d s )  which they be l i eve  give a new tenancy t o  philosophical  

grammar. Chomsky pos tu la tes  the  exis tence  of innate  organizing t r a i t s  

which enable us t o  organize speaker/hearer  da ta  i n t o  log ica l  propos- 

i t i o n s  and hence he is  able  t o  expla in  the  s ingu la r ly  human fea tu re  of  

t h e  generat ive and c r e a t i v e  use of language. This i s  d i r e c t l y  opposed 

t o  t h e  ltstimulus-responsell model suggested by Empiricism and advocated 

by B.F. Skinner i n  Verbal Behaviour. Chomskyts s i g n i f i c a n t  a s s e r t i o n  

is  t h a t  t h e  behavioural model cannot account f o r  "normal cons t ruct ions  

of human in te l l igence"  , such as l i n g u i s t i c  competence, a s  he presumably 

supposes some empi r i c i s t s  do claim; Wittgenstein makes no such claim, 

a s  mentioned a t  t h e  beginning, he purpor ts  only t o  descr ibe  what 

our language commits us t o  saying. Chomskyls ideas a r e  found i n  

severa l  contemporary pub l i ca t ions ;  perhaps Language and Mind (New York, 

Harcourt Brace and World, 1968) i s  of d i r e c t  concern here.  

2.  J e r r o l d  Katz, Philosophy of Language (New York, Harper and Row, 1966). 

In t h i s  work, Katz proposes a "Theory of  Languageft whose model of  

l i n g u i s t i c  descr ip t ion  assumes t h a t  underlying our a b i l i t y  t o  communicate 

is a highly complex system of  r u l e s  t h a t  a r e  inna te ,  bu t  s i m i l a r  i n  a l l  

users  of  t h e  language. See espec ia l ly  Ch. 4 and Ch. 5 of the  above work. 
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Logic, Rules ?nd Language 

To gain a f u l l  comprehension of Wit tgens te in ' s  considerat ion 

of  r u l e s ,  it is  important t o  look a t  h i s  remarks about logic .  This 

i s  not only because log ic  is concerned with the  v a l i d i t y  of  t h e  

grounds f o r  a  statement and t h e  inference from it ( i . e ,  , it t e l l s  us 

about language), bu t  a l s o  because h i s  notions of log ic  a r e  c e n t r a l  t o  

the  "idealismu and "essentialism" t h a t  he i s  attempting t o  repudia te  

i n  t h e  Philosophical  Inves t iga t ions  and Remarks on t h e  Foundations 

of Mathematics. Perhaps it is  first convenient t o  take  h i s  r e f u t a t i o n  

o f  t h e  " idealw o r  f f e s s e n t i a l t f  and s e e  how it can lead. t o  a  broader 

p i c t u r e  of what is  involved i n  the  convent ional is t  t h e s i s  of  r u l e s ,  

and hence t h e  whole p i c t u r e  o f  language. This w i l l  a l s o  f u r t h e r  c l a r i f y  

t h e  quest ion of where Wittgenstein s tands  i n  the  convent ional is t  

spectrum; and although t h i s  l a t t e r  problem may not  sound important,  

it needs t o  be solved i n  order  t h a t  the  f u l l  implicat ions of what he 

i s  saying w i l l  be evident .  

The quest ion of  log ic  i s  b a s i c  t o  t h e  Philosophical  Inves t iga t ions  

because t h e  notion o f  language a t tacked i s  t h a t  pre-supposed by a 

"sub lime logicu .  Around paragraphs 80 - 100 W i  t t g e n s t e i n  deals  with the  

tendency t o  look a t  language as  i f  it were a crude form of t h e  " idealu  

i n  l i n g u i s t i c  formulation. When t a l k i n g  of the  comparison o f  "language 

games" with c a l c u l i  o r  formalized language systems he says:  

... But i f  you say t h a t  our languages only approximate 
t o  such c a l c u l i ,  you a r e  s tanding on t h e  very brink of  m i s -  
understanding. For then it may look as  if what we were t a l k i n g  
about were an i d e a l  language.. . . . But here  t h e  work " ideal f f  
is  l i a b l e  t o  mislead, f o r  it sounds as i f  these  languages were 
b e t t e r ,  more pe r fec t  than our everyday language; and as  i f  it 
took t h e  logic ian  t o  show people a t  l a s t  what a  proper sentence 
looked l i k e .  (P.I.  : 81) 



He continues t o  repudiate t h e  notion s e t  out  i n  the  Tracta tus  Logico- 

Philosophicus, i . e . ,  t h a t  t h e  ess tnce  of thought i s  log ic  and t h a t  

t h i s  log ic  "is t h e  a p r i o r i  order  of  %he world; t h a t  is,  t h e  order  of 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s ,  which must be common t o  both world and thought". He says: 

We a r e  under t h e  i l l u s i o n  t h a t  what is  pecu l i a r ,  profound 
e s s e n t i a l  i n  our inves t iga t ion ,  r e s ides  i n  i t s  t r y i n g  t o  grasp 
the  incomparable essence of language. That is,  the  order  
e x i s t i n g  between t h e  concepts of  proposi t ion,  word, proof, 
t r u t h ,  experience, and s o  on. (P.I.:  97) 

This i l l u s i o n  i s  very prevalent  when discussion o f  concepts l i k e  

"thinking", "meaningff, "intending", "feel ingH, "understandingf1, e t c .  

i s  involved. Wittgenstein demonstrates t h a t  these  and o the r  concepts 

a re  taken out of t h e i r  proper use and endowed with s p e c i a l  q u a l i t i e s  

(such as  t h e i r  being repor t s  of  what is  "ac tual ly  going on i n  the  mind") 

o r ,  a s  i n  the  case of  the  theory of  atomic proposi t ions ,  they a r e  

reduced t o  t h e i r  meaningful t ru th-proposi t ions .  This procedure is  

misdirected because : 

... every sentence i n  our language l'is i n  order  a s  i t  is". 
That is  t o  say, we a r e  not  s t r i v i n g  a f t e r  an i d e a l ,  a s  i f  our 
ordinary vague sentences had not  ye t  got a q u i t e  unexceptionable 
sense,  and a p e r f e c t  language awaited construct ion by us.  -- 
On t h e  o the r  hand it seems c l e a r  t h a t  where the re  is sense t h e r e  
must be pe r fec t  order .  -- So the re  must be pe r fec t  order  even 
i n  t h e  vaguest sentence. ( P . I .  :98) 

He a l s o  compares our search f o r  the  "ideal" t o  a "pair  of  g las ses  on 

our nose through which we s e e  whatever we look at".  I t  never occurs 

t o  us t o  take  them o f f .  The i l l u s i o n  has a c e r t a i n  mystique; i t s  

s impl ic i ty  a t t r a c t s  us a s  does it supposed d e f i n i t i o n  and c e r t a i n t y .  

Perhaps it is  even d i f f i c u l t  t o  s e e  why it won't work -- even though 

Wittgenstein provides a v iab le  a l t e r n a t i v e  with the  "language-game" 

idea .  I f  we look a t  mathematics the  reason f o r  r e j e c t i o n  becomes 



t h e  notion t h a t  mathematical e n t i t i e s  have an exis tence  independent of 

us and t h a t  d e f i n i t e  objec t ive  r e l a t i o n s  hold between them such as  

we discover i n  adding, say two and three :  o r  what the  value ' p i '  i s  

a n a t u r a l l y  occurring number. The log ic  implied by these  suggest ions 

i s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  implied by i d e a l  forms i n  language -- t h e  problem is  

t o  account f o r  i t s  pos i t ion  i n  the  f i r s t  p lace ;  o r  t o  admit t h a t  the re  

a r e  general  log ica l  r e l a t i o n s  f l o a t i n g  around i n  the  universe t h a t  

have ex i s t ed  f o r  a l l  time. Neither  pos i t ion  i s  acceptable;  the  l a t t e r  

f o r  obvious reasons and the  former because no adequate account can be 

formulated f o r  the  necessary o r  "a p r i o r i H  s t a t u s  o f  such a logic .  

This pos i t ion  would seem t o  imply as  well  t h a t  the  log ica l  r e l a t i o n s  

ex i s t ed  before language and hence it  would seem t o  be too  much coincidence 

t h a t  our various languages a l l  happen t o  r e f l e c t  these  l o g i c a l  r e l a t i o n s .  

To accept anything but  the  % d e a l i s t U  pos i t ion ,  t h a t  is ,  t o  

subscribe t o  one form of ltconstructivism" o r  Mconventionalism" is t o  

a t  l e a s t  f r e e  logic  from i t s  c e l e s t i a l  palace. The v a r i e t i e s  of  

lkonventionalismlt have been r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  Chapter 11, the  d i f fe rence  

between them being t h e  degree o f  autonomy which each accords t o  individual  

judgements. A t  t h e  extreme end from ideal ism i s  t h e  v a r i e t y  of 

conventionalism which holds t h a t  every s i n g l e  judgement i n  every mat ter  

is  d i s t i n c t  from any o the r  judgement o r  entai lment .  Under i t , a l l  

judgements a r e  completely sub jec t ive  and no person could maintain t h a t  

any o the r  person was not  making a co r rec t  judgement. I t  does not  

discount t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  many persons might agree on a number o f  

judgements and i n  e f f e c t  d r ive  a common ground f o r  s o c i a l  in tercourse .  

Some commentators a r e  tempted t o  see  Wittgenstein i n  t h i s  mould. 
1 

Joseph Cowan i s  mislead by Wit tgens te in ' s  exp l i ca t ion  of  rule-obeying 



o r  following and from what appears t o  be an otherwise valuable ana lys i s  

of t h e  behav iour i s t i c  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  following a r u l e ,  he concludes 

t h a t  Wittgenstein "in a sensev says the re  is  "no such t h i n g  a s  a ru ie i i .  

I  be l ieve  he overlooks the  p r a c t i c e  of  obeying r u l e s  genera l ly .  

In Chapter I 1  it was seen t h a t  it is d i f f i c u l t  t o  give a l o g i c a l  sense 

t o  t h e  expression obeying a r u l e ,  but  we can r e f e r  t o  the  common i n t e r -  - 
pre ta t ions  and agreements i n  everyday discourse a s  evidence of  a c t u a l  

following of  ru les .  Even though, a s  Cowan admits, t he  r u l e  i s  not  a 

s ign ,  but  i ts  meaning, t h e r e  can s t i l l  be the  p r a c t i c e  o f  meaning 

( o r  i n t e r p r e t i n g ;  s ince  it w i l l  be more read i ly  seen a s  a p r a c t i c e  'or 

performance) . Cowan I s  judgement on Wittgenstein I s  conventionalism would 

a l s o  deny t h a t  t h e  l a t t e r  would accept the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between what we 

might c a l l  ordinary r u l e s  ( ru les  o f  t h e  "language-game") and l o g i c a l  

laws. This seems t o  be a mis- in terpre ta t ion .  Although Wittgenstein 

might accept t h a t  t h e r e  is  complete a r b i t r a r i n e s s  i n  s o  f a r  a s  the  

grounds f o r  making a statement a r e  concerned, t h i s  does not  then hold f o r  

what t h i s  statement implies ( i f  an agreement about the  i n i t i a l  grounds 

is accepted). This has already been h in ted  a t  i n  Chapter I 1  where 

the  s t r e s s  i n  Wit tgens te in ls  brand of  conventionalism was seen t o  be on 

t h e  i n i t i a l  agreement o r  convention whereby language was es t ab l i shed .  

Af ter  c e r t a i n  conventions a r e  e s t ab l i shed ,  then the re  a r e  grounds on 

which Wittgenstein would r e f u t e  de r iva t ions  which claim t o  adhere t o  t h e  

o r i g i n a l  convention, but  devia te  i n  t h e i r  conclusions. The example 

from t h e  Blue and Brown Books i n  which Wittgenstein c i t e s  the  p rec i se  
2 

r u l e  f o r  squaring, i . e . ,  a = n , shows t h a t  the re  cannot be any deviance 
n 

from the  r e s u l t ,  not because the  numerals involved have some i n t r i n s i c  

o r  i d e a l  power, o r  t h a t  the  formula occurs regardless  of  exis tence ,  



but simply because we have chosen t o  cons t ruct  an a r i thmet ic  and have , . .  

given i ts  numerals a c e r t a i n  value and r e l a t i o n  t o  one another. A 
' t h  

person who does not  accept t h a t  the  n term of the  above i s  n 

mul t ip l ied  by i t s e l f ,  is  not insane,  a s  Frege thought; he is simply 

ignoring a convention. That we do not  have the  square roo t  of "minus- 

oneH i s  a human e r r o r ;  a t  l e a s t ,  it ind ica tes  a lack of thoroughness 

i n  t h e  conventions t h a t  e s t ab l i shed  the  common numerical systems -- 

but  perhaps t h i s  i s  more c l e a r l y  put  by saying t h a t  because the  above 

is a human f a i l i n g ,  with a more perspicacious system such a problem 

would be overcome, e.g., by developing a t h r e e  o r  four dimensional g r i d  

system of numerical values and r e l a t i o n s .  

A c l e a r  idea  of  the  grounds t h a t  Wittgenstein w i l l  advance f o r  

%nferr ingf l  andv,Sudgingtl can be seen i n  the  following paragraph. This 

ind ica tes  where he s tands  i n  t h e  conventionalis t  spectrum and how 

importantly he w i l l  regard the  notion of  necess i ty .  

The s t e p s  ( i n  reasoning) which a r e  not  brought i n  quest ion 
a re  log ica l  inferences .  But t h e  reason they a r e  not  brought 
i n  quest ion i s  not  t h a t  they I fcer ta in ly  correspond t o  t h e  
t r u t h f 1  -- o r  something o f  the  s o r t ,  -- no, it is  j u s t  t h i s  t h a t  
is  c a l l e d  ttthinking", tlspeakingtl, " infer r ingf1 ,  "arguingtt. There 
is  not  any quest ion a t  a l l  here  o f  some correspondence between 
what i s  s a i d  and r e a l i t y ;  r a t h e r  is  logic  antecedent t o  any such 
correspondence; i n  t h e  same sense,  t h a t  is,  as  t h a t  i n  which 
t h e  establishment of a method of  measurement i s  antecedent t o  
t h e  correctness o r  incorrec tness  of  a statement of  length. 

(R.F.M.: 155) 

A law of inference  i s  es tab l i shed  and can be s a i d  t o  be a p r i o r i  

o r  antecedent i n  t h e  same way t h a t  a s tandard of measurement can be 

s a i d  t o  be antecedent t o  a measuring of  length. A l og ica l  law the re fo re  

a c t s  l i k e  t h e  standard metre i n  P a r i s ,  it may be ignored bu t  such a 

cons is tent  obst inacy would be abnormal: 

I t  never i n  f a c t  happens t h a t  somebody who has learned 
t o  ca lcu la te  goes on obs t ina te ly  ge t t ing  d i f f e r e n t  r e s u l t s ,  
when he does a given mul t ip l i ca t ion ,  from what comes i n  the  
a r i thmet ic  books. (R.F.M. : 112) 



Wittgenstein noted ( i n  t h e  above quotat ion) t h a t  the  s t e p s  

which a r e  not  brought i n  quest ion z r e  log ica l  inferences and he says 

the  reason is  t h a t  we r e f e r  t o  such i n f e r r i n g  as  "thinking", "speakingw, 

e t c .  In o ther  words t h a t  we a r e  unable t o  use t h e  words ' t h ink ing ' ,  

' a s s e r t i n g f ,  'arguing' ,  e t c .  meaningfully, i s  a testimony t o  the  f a c t  

t h a t  we have common r u l e s  of  inference. This p a r t l y  answers the  la rge  

sec t ion  o f  the  Philosophical  Inves t iga t ions  on the  concept of thinking,  

t h a t  th inking is  not  a r epor t  of mental processes,  but  is  an af f i rmat ion  

t h a t  we a r e  accepting t h e  conventions of  language. "Look a t  t h e  word 
2 

"to th inkt f  a s  a t o o l  . I r  (P. I .  : 360) A s  Levison notes ,  Wittgenstein says 

it is  p a r t  of th inking f o r  everybody t o  have the  same r u l e s  of  inference 

whose appl ica t ion  r e s u l t s  i n  t h e  same moves by everyone. Levison adds: 

The element of  convention guarantees uniformity of  
appl ica t ion  of the  laws, i . e . ,  t h a t  they s h a l l  be exception- 
l e s s ,  bu t  i t  does not  supply t h e  laws themselves, which come 
t o  us p a r t l y  through our experience of the  world and p a r t l y  
through our projec ted  needs and i n t e r e s t s ,  t h e  ends we have 
i n  view. 3 

The argument t h a t  Wittgenstein subscribes t o  an extreme form of 

conventionalism would seem t o  be discounted s o  f a r .  There i s  evidence 

f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  he wishes t o  accord some necess i ty  t o  s tatements 

derived from o the r  s tatements,  but  again the re  i s  a v a r i e t y  o f  poss ib le  

types of  statements of t h i s  na ture ;  s p e c i f i c a l l y  the re  would seem t o  

be a d i f ference  between those statements derived from t h e  discourse o f  

science o r  log ic  and those from everyday discourse.  This d i f f e rence  i s  

probably one of degree and not  o f  kind. In s c i e n t i f i c  discourse t h e  

pos tu la te s  and axioms a r e  of  such a degree of prec is ion  t h a t  t h e  poss ib le  

kinds of der iva t ions  a r e  l imi ted  -- it is a r e l a t i v e l y  easy matter  t o  

judge the  v a l i d i t y  of t h e  inferences.  This r e f l e c t s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

it has been the  f i r s t  aim of  science t o  achieve t h i s  c l a r i t y  ( the  
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discover ies  of sc ience  have only been made through t h i s  exact  der ivabi  l i t y )  , 

In logic ,  laws such a s  t h a t  o f  t h e  excluded middle o r  cont radic t ion  
I 

("not, both p and not p ") a l s o  provide a f a i r l y  siwle means of  testing 

t h e  d e r i v a b i l i t y  of  s tatements.  When we r e f e r  t o  these  kinds o f  l o g i c a l  

inferences we can c a l l  them laws because it is  i n  s i m i l a r  contexts  t h a t  

w e  usual ly  apply t h i s  term. 

In l e s s  defined language-games however, the re  i s  some d i f f i c u l t y  

i n  deciding what should be accorded the  s t a t u s  of laws. Everyday discourse 

is  not  purely desc r ip t ive  o r  explanatory i n  t h e  way i n  which t h e  above 

are .  Normative, emotive and o ther  'psychological1 f a c t o r s  e n t e r  and 

deny t h e  same degree of  d e r i v a b i l i t y  t h a t  s c i e n t i f i c  discourse has. In  

f a c t  the re  seem t o  be no r u l e s  which hold fo r  "the very general  f a c t s  of 

d a i l y  exis tencet1  t h a t  can a t t a i n  t h e  s t a t u s  of laws. Hence t h e r e  would 

not  appear t o  be t h e  "necessityt1 a t tached t o  de r iva t ions  from one 

statement t o  another  and we might more accura te ly  r e f e r  t o  any formulations 

simply as conventions, This only serves  t o  r e - i t e r a t e  the  point  already 

made about the  conventional na ture  o f  everyday communication o r  language. 

Even within everyday discourse  t h e r e  a r e  d i f ferences  i n  t h e  log ica l  

s t a t u s  o f  r u l e s :  c e r t a i n  language-games take  p lace  i n  s i t u a t i o n s  o r  

contexts  where formal i ty  is  demanded (such a s  a court  of  law o r  a 

church) and p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  such in tercourse  a r e  aware of  these  i n  most 

cases ( in ten t ion  and recogni t ion  becomes important).  These kinds of  

s i t u a t i o n s  d i f f e r  though from t h e  discourse,  say ,  of a group of  people 

playing cards,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  when t h e  t a l k  does not  p e r t a i n  t o  t h e  game 

i t s e l f .  Nor would the  conversation between a group of  people s i t t i n g  

i n  a bus o r  t r a i n  be l i k e l y  t o  conform t o  p rec i se  log ica l  laws (and 

perhaps scarce ly ,  t o  r u l e s ) .  I t  would be very useful  a l s o  t o  examine 

t h e  a c t  of teaching from t h e  po in t  o f  view of r u l e s  and log ica l  inference ,  
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because t h i s  a c t i v i t y  must rank highly amongst those which lack d e f i n i t i o n .  

Such examination could concentrate on the  various i l l o c u t i o n a r y  performances 

involved and would probably shed considerable l i g h t  on t h e  concepts of  
4 

meaning ( i n  both t h e  f tna tu ra l t t  and %on-naturalw senses of  Gr ice) ,  

i n t en t ion ,  explanation and o the r  f ea tu res  involved i n  l i n g u i s t i c  

performance. 

A l l  a c t i v i t i e s ,  o r  language-games a r e  r u l e  governed t o  some 

extent  a s  was seen i n  Chapter 11;  t h e  type l a t t e r l y  described here ,  a r e  

more dependent upon convention f o r  t h e i r  maintenance because they a r e  not 

derived from the  s t r i c t e r  log ica l  laws of  t h e  s c i e n t i f i c  discourse types. 

When commentators have r e f e r r e d  t o  Wittgens t e i n ' s  remarks about t h e  

tenuous nature  of t h e  conventions which have es t ab l i shed  language ( t h a t  

"communication is  i n  constant  danger of  breaking down") , and used t h a t  a s  
5 

an argument t o  l abe l  Wittgenstein an tlout and out" o r  " f u l l  bloodedtt 

convent ional is t ,  they have overlooked the  f a c t  t h a t  even t h e  most 

capricious exchanges depend on a formidable n u d e r  o f  r u l e s  (as  an 

Alstonian i l locu t ionary  examination w i l l  bea r  out) and a complex o f  

given o r  necessar i  ly-holding condit ions.  S imi lar  examinations might 

be made of  language-games i n  e t h i c s  and a e s t h e t i c s ,  f o r  here  too  t h e  

log ica l  inferences  take  t h e  form of conventional r u l e s  r a t h e r  than 

laws and hence t h e r e  a r e  t h e  f a m i l i a r  problems associa ted  with these  

a c t i v i t i e s .  Descript ive wr i t ing  i n  e t h i c s  dea l s  with a complex f i e l d  

of  l i f e  s t y l e s  inseparably associa ted  with a multitude of  r u l e s  and 

attempting t o  evaluate both t h e  s t y l e s  and t h e  r u l e s ,  whereas t h e  

descr ip t ion  i n  science is  concerned with objec t ive  and hypothet ica l  

e n t i t i e s  which a r e  no t  only sub jec t  t o  r igorous laws, bu t  i n  many cases 

depend on these  laws f o r  t h e i r  "existence". 
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Levison ind ica tes  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a  f u r t h e r  problem i n  t a l k i n g  

about log ica l  laws i n  t h a t  the re  se,em t o  be two uses of t h e  expression. 

Se cites  as one of them, an asse r t ion  which people m1gh.t: o f f e r  a s  the  

ground o r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  f o r  a  r u l e ,  e .g . ,  t he  law of detachment. 

Howevef the re  is a l s o  t h e  log ica l  law "spoken of i n  contexts  where what 

is  meant is the  t ru ism corresponding t o  an appl ica t ion  of  t h e  law". In 

the  first case t h e  log ica l  law would have a  p r i o r i  s t a t u s  i n  regard t o  

the  r u l e  because t h e  r u l e  would seem t o  depend on t h e  law a s  a  statement 

o r  d i r e c t i v e ,  i n  con t ras t  with t h e  o ther  sense i n  which t h e  law would 

have a  de r iva t ive  s t a t u s .  Levison concludes t h a t  the re  is  no c l e a r  

d i s t i n c t i o n  between a  l o g i c a l  law and a  r u l e  "beyond t h e  f a c t  t h a t  

it is  more n a t u r a l  t o  use ' r u l e 1  i n  t h e  context of "following" ( i . e . ,  
7 

reasoning) and 'law1 "in t h e  context  o f  assert ing".  This leads him t o  

t a l k  of  the  problem of jus t i fy ing  log ica l  laws; given t h a t  t h e r e  is  some 

p r i o r i t y ,  the re  would seem t o  be i n  t u r n  a  higher law t o  which the  law 

which determined t h e  r u l e  could appeal.  With t h i s  notion comes t h e  idea  

of  an i n f i n i t e  regress  o r  vicious c i r c u l a r i t y  i n  t h a t  one must always 

j u s t i f y  a  s t e p  by appealing t o  a  higher one. This problem has a l ready 

been at tended t o  where it was seen t h a t  we draw a  r u l e  "as a  matter  of - 
coursell. I t  is not  t h e  law i t s e l f  which determines whether an appl ica t ion  - 
is  i n  accordance with i t s e l f ,  bu t  we ourselves who do. Our conventions 

de l inea te  the  standard way o f  i n t e r p r e t i n g  a  r u l e  o r  applying a  law; 

and perhaps what is  more pe r t inen t  here,  they supply t h e  compulsion 

at tendant  on r u l e  obeying. We a r e  responsib le  f o r  the  necess i ty ,  o r  

inexorab i l i ty  of log ica l  laws o r  " logica l  musts". Rules and laws have 

no a  p r i o r i  s t a t u s  i n  themselves, but  our method of applying them 

can make them a  p r i o r i .  Because o f  t h i s  a s  well ,  a  r u l e  cannot guarantee 

i t s  own appl ica t ion  nor by i t s e l f  w i l l  it decide deviant  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  
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Here Wittgenstein makes h i s  most successful  a t t ack  on Platonism and 

essen t i a l i sm and a t  the  same time es tab l i shes  a b a s i s  f o r  h i s  convention- 

alism. I t  is  not  t h e  extremist  form of conventionalism a t t r i b u t e d  t o  

him by Dummet and o thers  and although it allows t h a t  a person i s  f r e e  

t o  take  any s t e p  i n  following a r u l e ,  it a l s o  admits of  a l l co r rec t l l  o r  

lb-i&tll i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  ( o r  a l1truet1 i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i f  it i s  a law) and 

no paradox o r  cont radic t ion  a r i s e s  a s  might be thought. 

Again t h i s  does not  make f o r  absolute  c l a r i t y  i n  t h e  concepts 

of  ru les ,  log ica l  laws, following r u l e s ,  e t c . ,  because the re  is 

misunderstanding about t h e  notion of compulsion as  it r e l a t e s  general ly 

t o  r u l e s  and p a r t i c u l a r l y  t o  lffollowing a rule". 'Compulsion1 seems t o  

be a psychological concept which has log ica l  ramif ica t ions ;  and l i k e  

'understanding' and ' i n t en t ion '  it makes us llpursue chimeras", i .e., 

search f o r  its e s s e n t i a l  charac ter  o r  descr ibe  i ts  mental q u a l i t i e s .  

The e s s e n t i a l i s t ' s  t a sk  cons i s t s  i n  attempting t o  i s o l a t e  the  p rec i se  

phenomenon of compulsion, and t h e  extreme convent ional is t  denies t h a t  

such an e n t i t y  even e x i s t s  o r  ought t o  be r e f e r r e d  t o  i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  

a r u l e  o r  following one. However we cannot deny t h a t  we use t h e  word, 

and, it seems, i n  t h e  above context .  I f  compulsion i s  supplied by our 

a t t i t u d e  towards c e r t a i n  r u l e s  ( t h e  a c t i v i t y  of  having regard f o r  t h e  

s o c i a l  importance of  whatever the  r u l e  might b e ) ,  then we have removed 

it from i t s  mental realm and given i t  a meaningful denotat ion outs ide  

o f  t h e  r u l e  i t s e l f .  In  f a c t ,  common usage w i l l  s ee  the  term cont inual ly  

used i n  a way t h a t  would imply some connexion between the  expression 

of  t h e  r u l e  and the  mind of the  person having regard f o r  t h a t  ru le .  

This misconception perpetuates i t s e l f  where people behave towards r u l e s  

as  though they were being compelled by them: 



"But su re ly  you can see.. .?" That is  j u s t  the  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  expression o f  someone who is  under the  
compulsion o f  a r u l e .  , (P. I .  : 231) 

7Compulsion? the re fo re ,  is  nothing more than a f ee l ing  that. we ought t o  

proceed i n  the  way t h a t  i s  s o c i a l l y  recognized, o r  d i c t a t e d  by common 

experience i n  empirical  a f f a i r s .  I t  i s  probably t h e  s t r eng th  o f  our 

experience and t h e  as s i s t ance  t h a t  it has provided i n  t h e  p a s t  t h a t  adds 

the  element of i n e x o r i b i l i t y  t o  r u l e s  and log ica l  laws: Insofar  a s  t h e  

law following a c t i v i t y  has t o  do with the  p rec i se  d i s c i p l i n e s ,  then 

previous procedures w i l l  s t rong ly  influence fu tu re  s t e p s ;  bu t  where the  

a f f a i r s  a r e  more of  the  everyday type,  t h e r e  i s  l i k e l y  t o  be l e s s  p u l l  

o r  compulsion t o  obey r u l e s .  I t  i s  by misunderstanding these  th ings  

t h a t  we have "the idea  t h a t  the  beginning of  a s e r i e s  if a v i s i b l e  s e c t -  

ion  of  r a i l s  i n v i s i b l y  l a i d  t o  i n f i n i t y " .  (P.I.  : 231) Because we already 

have the  v i s i b l e  sec t ion  of  the  r a i l s  ( the  appl ica t ions  o f  ru les )  l a i d  

out  behind us, we a r e  provided with a sense of  "cer ta in tyn (which is  use- 

f u l  i n  the  sciences and a l l  desc r ip t ive  d iscourse) ;  bu t  t h e r e  i s  no o the r  

reason why we should continue t o  lay the  r a i l s  i n  t h e  same way (o r  d i r e c t -  

ion ) .  There i s  a suggested b luepr in t  perhaps, but  the  r a i l s  a r e  no t  

already " invis ib ly  l a i d  t o  i n f i n i t y w .  A s  mentioned e a r l i e r ,  Cowan 

assumes t h a t  Wittgenstein i s  saying t h e r e  is  no such th ing  a s  a r u l e ,  and 

one can s e e  now f u r t h e r  reasons why he is  tempted t o  say t h i s :  he does 

not  seem t o  take  i n t o  account t h e  f a c t  t h a t  decis ions  o r  s t e p s  i n  r u l e  

regarding a c t i v i t y  have an i n t r i c a t e  background involvement with p a s t  

experience ("the very general  f a c t s  of d a i l y  existence") and each r e f l e c t s  

t h i s  background ( the  very notion o f  a r u l e  i s  contingent upon t h i s  recog- 

n i t i o n ) .  

Logic then i s  not  "sublime"; the re  is  no hidden t r u t h  o r  un ive r sa l  
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s igni f icance  t o  it. Nor i s  log ic  the  "essencew of language o r  of  the  

d i s t i n c t i o n s  we make i n  our language. Hence i n  deal ing  with log ic  we 
1 

are not sccking out riew facts a b w t  o m  language o r  the  "nature of  things':.  

Instead;  

... We want t o  understand something t h a t  i s  already i n  
p l a i n  view. For t h i s  i s  what we seem i n  some sense not  t o  
underst and. ( P . I .  :89) 

The da ta  is  already before  us and i s  embodied i n  t h e . d i s t i n c t i o n s  and 

connexions we seem t o  n a t u r a l l y  make i n  our language. We appear t o  

make these  d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  again, because of r u l e s  (o r  t h e  convention t h a t  

we use these  expressions i n  these  ways, e t c . ) .  Much of  Philosophical  

Inves t iga t ions  is concerned with point ing  out how we can be misled2 

by expressions and grammar and t h a t  philosophical  problems a r e  not  

r e a l l y  poorly conceived problems, bu t  misconceived log ica l  d i s t i n c t i o n s  

forced upon us by grammar. Logic the re fo re  i s  not  something t h a t  w i l l  

a i d  us i n  reorganizing experience s o  t h a t  we can express thought and 

meaning more accura te ly  (as  the  log ica l  atomists  supposed) because 

"every sentence i s  i n  order  a s  it is". There is no "super-orderu of  

f a c t s .  Logic may however he lp  us t o  more accura te ly  descr ibe  experience. 

I t  was seen e a r l i e r  t h a t  grammatical problems a r e  not  simply 

those  connected with t h e  ordinary grammatical ca tegor ies  of language, 

but  r a t h e r  t h a t  they a re  o f t en  associa ted  with what Wittgenstein c a l l s  

"depth grammar" o r  Itdeep grammar". Because the  inference  o f  a word o r  

proposi t ion  i s  in t imate ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t h i s  deep grammar, any remarks 

about t h i s  grammar w i l l  be l o g i c a l  remarks: they w i l l  belong t o  t h e  

same category of logic  t h a t  has been re fe r red  t o  s o  f a r  i n  t h i s  chapter .  

Hence when we r e f e r  t o  log ic ,  we include not  only the  inference derived 

from the  ex te rna l  form of the  proposi t ion  (such as contained i n  a common 

syllogism), but  we a r e  a l s o  t o  include l e s s  obvious commitments o f  the  



depth grammar. Wittgens t e i n  remarks ; 

... The philosophy o f  logic ,speaks  of  sentences and words 
i n  exact ly  t h e  sense i n  which we speak of  them i n  ordinary 
l i f e  when we say,  e .  g.  "kiere is a Chinese sentencei7, o r  
"no, t h a t  only looks l i k e  wr i t ing;  it i s  a c t u a l l y  j u s t  an 
ornament" and s o  on. (P.I . :  108) 

A t  t h i s  point  i t  w i l l  be useful  t o  look a t  some examples t o  

ind ica te  what W i t  t genstein means by "depth- grammar" 

In  the  use of words one might d i s t ingu i sh  "surface grammarw 
from "depth grammar It. What immediately impresses i t s e l f  upon 
us about the  use of  a word i s  t h e  way it i s  used i n  the  
cons t ruct ion  of t h e  sentence,  t h e  p a r t  of i t s  use -- one might 
say -- t h a t  can be taken i n  by t h e  e a r .  -- And now compare the  
depth gramnar, say of  the  work " to  mean", with what i t s  su r face  
grammar would lead us t o  suspect .  (P.I.  :664) 

The surface-grammar o f  t h e  expression ' t o  mean1 seems t o  suggest t h a t  

meaning is  a kind of  accompanying of  an exclamation, remarks, e t c . ,  

with a s p e c i a l  mental performance. Because meaning appears t o  add a 

s p e c i a l  s o r t  of  i n t e n t i o n  t o  what we a r e  doing o r  saying, we th ink i t s  

o r ig in  must be i n  some kind of  mental a c t ,  experience o r  process. 

However we now involve another  expression which has a s i g n i f i c a n t  depth 

aspect ,  i . e .  ' i n t e n t i o n ' .  The deep grammar of  ' t o  mean' and ' t o  in tend '  

is  hidden by the  i l l u s i o n  provided by the  surface  grammar. I t  i s  a 

comfortable i l l u s i o n  too  -- a t  l e a s t  it has become s o  ingrained i n  our 

language t h a t  we f a i l  t o  s e e  how it can poss ib ly  be otherwise. Added 

t o  the  problem is  the  f a c t  t h a t  wi th in  our language we have no means of  

j u s t i f y i n g  our use of such words as  r e p o r t s  of mental s t a t e s .  The only - 
poss ib le  c r i t e r i o n  we could have would be one f o r  a sce r t a in ing  t h a t  

each time we used such words a s  r epor t s  of mental s t a t e s  o r  performances 

we could check it agains t  a previous performance, but  t h e r e  is  no method 

of  recording - any performance a t  a l l .  Wit tgenstein expounds t h i s  idea 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  c l e a r l y  i n  reference  t o  r epor t s  of sensat ions  and again 

with 'understanding1. Perhaps it is  c l e a r e r  i n  the  context  of sensat ions ,  
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where he shows t h a t  t h e  only objec t ive  reference we have t o  v e r i f y  

r epor t s  of sensa t ions  is our  reference t o  t h e  common behaviour of  mankind. 
I 

Hence repor t s  of pain,  e.g.,  "1 f e e l  toothachell, cannot be thought o f  

a s  r epor t s  about mental events because " I f f  have no c r i t e r i o n  f o r  t h e  

correc tness  of  my judgement about my behaviour. No doubt, f ee l ings  of 

pain have c e r t a i n  mental c o r r e l a t e s ;  Wittgenstein does not  deny t h i s ,  

but  merely po in t s  out  t h a t  we have no means and hence no language f o r  

recording and descr ib ing such. Reports about pain the re fo re  become 

pain-behaviour i t s e l f .  

Now a s i m i l a r  explanation can be  given fo r  ' intending1 and 

'meaning1. ' Intending1 becomes a way of emphasizing a po in t  by behaving 

i n  a c e r t a i n  way. I t  i s  a performance, c e r t a i n l y ,  but  an ex te rna l  

performance. In  a way s i m i l a r  t o  t h a t  with ' f e e l i n g 1 ,  ' sens ing1,  

'meaningt, it makes sense t o  say  of  someone e l s e  t h a t  "he fee l s "  

(senses, means, intends)  and t o  base the  v a l i d i t y  o r  correc tness  of 

t h i s  remark on h i s  ex te rna l  behaviour. We, of  course, go a s t e p  f u r t h e r  

a t  times and assume t h a t  we a r e  support ing our a s se r t ion  by r e f e r r i n g  

t o  our own fee l ings  when we manifest s i m i l a r  behaviour. This begs t h e  

quest ion,  Where, o r  from whence, d id  we learn  t o  make such a s s e r t i o n s  

i n  the  first place?" The answer i s  f a i r l y  c l ea r :  " I t  was t h e  "feel ings" 

t h a t  we o r i g i n a l l y  l e a r n t  t o  a s soc ia te  with behaviour". Behaviour hence 

has p r i o r i t y ;  i f  we consider  the  case ca re fu l ly  we w i l l  recognise 

t h a t  it was only through a consistency i n  behaviour t h a t  we were able  

t o  learn  t h e  language we speak (St .  Augustinels remarks on how he was 

taught  the  language o f  h i s  e l d e r s  w i l l  bear  t h i s  out ;  had no consistency 

been maintained by h i s  e l d e r s  i n  t h e i r  behaviour, Augustine would never 

have had inductive grounds f o r  h i s  coming t o  learn  and know the  names 

of  th ings  co r rec t ly .  This i s  a l s o  a comment on the  conventional s t a t u s  

of  language, i .e.,  Augustine came t o  use the  same word f o r  the  same things, 



62 
he l e a r n t  t h e  r u l e s  of h i s  community of speakers) .  R f u l l  recognit ion 

of the  behavioural commitment of expressions such as  ' t o  mean', ' i n t end ' ,  
I 

' f e e l 1 ,  e t c . ,  would c z r t z i n l y  he lp  solve  ("dissolve") many of the  

philosophical  problems which plague us ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  t h e  philosophy 

of mind and metaphysics. The behavioural commitments of these  m e n t a l i s t i c  

terms o r  p red ica tes  w i l l  a l s o  c l a r i f y  many log ica l  problems i n  psychology. 

Neglecting the  depth grammar i n  o the r  areas  w i l l  a l s o  cause con- 

fusion. When we make a repor t  such a s  "I f e e l  the  rough edge of  t h e  

wood", we appear t o  be saying something not  very d i s s i m i l a r  t o  "I f e e l  

the  anxiety of h i s  disappearance", because the  surface  grammar o r  super-  

f i c i a l  form of the  r epor t s  a r e  b a s i c a l l y  s imi la r .  In the  f i r s t  ins tance  

we a r e  able  t o  loca te  t h e  sensat ion  o f fee l ing  i n ,  say,  t h e  t i p s  o f  our 

f inger s  o r  our f e e t  ( i f  we s tand barefoot  on the  wood) even though the  

"locat ionw of the  cognit ion is d i f f e r e n t ;  hence it would seem t h a t  we 

have t o  look f o r  a tlplacell  f o r  t h e  the  " fee l ingw of anxie ty .  Now 

we know t h a t  we "do our thinking with our head" and t h a t  seems t o  be 

the  "location" of the  "mind1*;, the re fo re  we f e e l  anxiety "in our mindsM. 

However, a t t e n t i o n  t o  deep grammar would show t h a t  many o f  our deductions 

a r e  based on misconstruction of  the  expressions,  i . e . ,  we a r e  m i s l e d  

i n t o  th inking t h a t  because the re  i s  a p lace  where we experience physica l  

sensa t ions ,  the re  must be a l s o  a p lace  f o r  experiencing o ther  kinds 

of sensat ions :  furthermore, t h i s  place should have s i m i l a r  s p a t i a l  

co-ordinates t o  those of the  body. " I f  we have a f ee l ing ,  i t  must be - 
somewhere . I 1  No only do we hyposta t ize  "mind", but  we place  it i n  

the  same category as  "body", (as  Kyle noted) and then use t h i s  a s  a 

premise f o r  fu r the r  hypothesizing o r  ph i  losophizing. 

Other concepts which have a s i g n i f i c a n t  depth grammar content  

a re :  ' expect ing*,  thinking1 and 'understanding1. The confusion 
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about 'expecting' is  t h a t  we tend t o  equate it with some kind of  

process occurring i n  the  "mind", but  we again have no c r i t e r i o n  f o r  
I 

cor rec t ly  ve r i fy ing  t h e  mental occurrence am3 hence the notion of a 

p r i v a t e  descr ip t ion  of  expectat ion language is epistemological ly 

unsound. 'Expecting' can only have sens ib le  dimensions i f  we regard 

i t  a s  a form of behaviour. We can only reasonably r e f e r  t o  someone a s  

"expecting x t o  happen", i f  we judge t h a t  he is behaving i n  a way s i m i l a r  

t o ,  on most occasions, o the r  people when they a re  "expecting" such and 

such. Wittgenstein says t h a t  expecting o r  expectat ion i s  grammatically 

l i k e  a s t a t e ,  but  i n  order  t o  understand the  grammar of these  s t a t e s  

it is  necessary t o  ask, "What counts a s  a c r i t e r i o n  f o r  anyone's being 
7 

i n  such a s t a t e ? "  He continues,  asking: 

... What, i n  p a r t i c u l a r  cases,  do we regard as  c r i t e r i a  
f o r  someone's being of such and such an opinion? When do 
we say: he reached t h i s  opinion a t  t h a t  time? When: he 
has a l t e r e d  h i s  opinion? And s o  on. The p ic tu re  which the  
answers t o  these  quest ions gives us shows what ge t s  t r e a t e d  
grammatically as  a s t a t e  here .  (P.I.  :573) 

Too much emphasis can not be put  on the  l a s t  sentence. Wittgenstein 

a l s o  demonstrates how problems can a r i s e  from inadequate grammatical 

d i s t i n c t i o n s  i n  our language: 

We say "I am expecting him", when we bel ieve  t h a t  he w i l l  
come, though h i s  coming does not occupy our thoughts.. . . But 
we a l s o  say  "I am expecting him" when it is  supposed t o  mean: 
I am eagerly awaiting him. We could imagine a language i n  which 
d i f f e r e n t  verbs were cons i s t en t ly  used i n  these  cases.  And 
s i m i l a r l y  more than one verb where we speak of %elieving", 
fll~opingl ' ,  and s o  on. Perhaps the  concepts of  such a language 
would be more s u i t a b l e  f o r  understanding psychology than the  
concepts o f  our language. (P . I . :  577) 

Expectation is  an example o f  "an inner  process (which) s tands i n  need 

of  outward c r i t e r i a . "  'Thinking' and ' thought '  a l s o  have grammatical 

implicat ions t h a t  a r e  more than j u s t  s u p e r f i c i a l .  On the  surface ,  
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t he  use of these  words p red ica t ive ly  ind ica tes  some kind o f  process 

occurring somewhere. Furthermore i,t might seem t h a t  t h i s  process is ,  

i n  some way, antecedent t o  the  i i n g u i s t i c  r epor t  o r  performance 

concerning i t .  These p i c t u r e s  seem c l e a r  and r e a d i l y  understandable, 

and they temptus t o  look no f u r t h e r ,  but  log ica l ly  (and epistemological ly)  

they a re  highly misleading. First ly,  thought has no p r i o r i t y  over language 

because we have no c r i t e r i a  f o r  separa t ing  the  thought from t h e  language. 

We can therefore  only speak of 'thought o r  ' th inking '  as  being a form 

of l i n g u i s t i c  ac t ion ;  

When I think i n  language the re  a r e n ' t  meanings going 
through my mind i n  addi t ion  t o  the  verbal  expressions : 
t h e  language is  i t s e l f  the  vehic le  of  thought. (P .  I  .I' 329) 

This could be seen as  a s l i g h t  understatement s ince  the  analogy of t h e  

vehic le  might mislead us i n t o  be l ieving t h a t  the  vehic le  c a r r i e s  the  

thought, whereas we have seen t h a t  the  thought and t h e  language a r e  

inseparable.  Another tendency is t o  look f o r  the  essence of thought, 

a s  i f  the re  were one recognisable element t h a t  could be i s o l a t e d  a s  

the  necessary and s u f f i c i e n t  component of any thought. 

Thoughts can be associa ted  with a mult i tude of d i f f e r e n t  : 

performances -- act ion ,  wr i t ing ,  ges tures ,  speaking, e t c . ,  i n  c e r t a i n  

contexts  and circumstances. Again we must ask what c r i t e r i a  we use 

f o r  ascr ib ing thoughts t o  th ings .  I t  appears t h a t  the  only v a l i d  

c r i t e r i a  (and a hypothet ica l  one a t  t h a t  ) is t h a t  we asc r ibe  thoughts 

t o  th ings  which maintain a degree of  r e g u l a r i t y  i n  the  whole of  t h e i r  

behaviour. I f  we judge t h a t  a th ing exh ib i t s  a r egu la r  tendency towards 

the  conventions which we have es t ab l i shed ,  then we asc r ibe  t o  it such 

notions a s  recognit ion,  in ten t ion ,  thought, e t c .  To qua l i fy  f o r  such 

a s c r i p t i o n  it is  necessary t h a t  the  th ings  have regard f o r  t h e  r u l e s  

which we constant ly  use i n  s o c i a l  s i t u a t i o n s ,  and perhaps the  chief  
1 
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method we have of determining whether anything is  following our r u l e s ,  

i s  i t s  use of language i n  a sens ib le  way. Now t h i s  would seem t o  pre-  

nl ..A,. 
b*UUb a l l  5 u t  humans froni tire class of  tiiirlking th ings  -- arid t h i s  

is a grammatical note on our a sc r ip t ion  of  the  term Wiinking" and 

not an empirical  observation. 

Jonathan Bennett has provided a p e r t i n e n t  considerat ion of  the  

notion of  ' th inking '  where he r e f e r s  t o  the  f a c t  t h a t  we only l i k e  t o  

say t h a t  something th inks  when we a r e  wi l l ing  t o  c r e d i t  it with a c e r t a i n  

degree of  i n t e l l i g e n c e  -- cons i s t ing  of responsiveness and f l e x i b i l i t y .  

He then demonstrates t h a t  although we might a sc r ibe  thought t o  some 

animals f o r  behaviour they a re  exh ib i t ing ,  no animals have the  l i n g u i s t i c  

capacity t o  express flthoughts i n  generalw and "thoughts about the  p a s t f t  
8 

as both these  a re  interdependent.  I t  would seem t h a t  before  we can 

t a l k  about r u l e s  and acknowledge t h a t  they obtain i n  a s o c i a l  s i t u a t i o n ,  

we ought t o  be able  t o  express "general thoughtsu and Ifthoughts about 

t h e  past"  -- t h e  l a t t e r  a r e  a necessary condit ion f o r  rule-fol lowing 

behaviour unless we e n t e r t a i n  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a non-human animal 

f u l f i l l i n g  a s o c i a l  r o l e  with a l l  i ts  i n t r i c a c i e s  merely by random chance. 

I h a n  persons a r e  the  only animals whose s o c i a l  behaviour f i t s  the  requi red  

complexity -- t h i s  is  judged agains t  the  whole of  behaviour, but perhaps 

t h i s  is not r e a l l y  necessary s ince  a f a i r l y  accurate judgement can be 

made on the  b a s i s  of  one o r  two individual  s o c i a l  a c t s .  (This l a t t e r  

point  does not  r u l e  out very anthropometric robots  o r  even c leve r  apes 

such as  t h e  chimpanzee, both of  which poss ib ly  could perform s o c i a l  

a c t s  which conform t o  a l l  t he  broader s o c i a l  conventions. In the  case 

of a robot ,  t he  p o s s i b i l i t y  of speech f u r t h e r  complicates the  judgement; 

I i n  f a c t  we might imagine a s i t u a t i o n  i n  which ou t r igh t  confusion a r i s e s  

1 over whether an anthropomorphous being is human o r  not .  I f  an observer  
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r a t i o n a l i t y  t o  i t s  behaviour, but  consider h i s  a sc r ip t ion  if he were 

then t o l d  'Well, a c t u a l l y  t h a t ' s  on,ly a robotu.  This a t  l e a s t  S ~ X S  

t o  emphasize the  behaviourai b a s i s  of our judgement about th inking,  

and r a t i o n a l i t y  general ly)  . 
Wittgenstein would accede t o  the  suggestion t h a t  the re  a r e  

probably psychic events o r  accompaniments associa ted  with the  kinds of  

concepts we have d e a l t  with s o  f a r  ( i . e .  ' in tending ' ,  ' t h ink ing ' ,  

'meaning' , e t c . )  . However apar t  from the  earlier-mentioned problem of 

our having no language (objec t ive  o r  p r iva te )  t o  describe what they 

might be, the re  a r e  add i t iona l  y e t  r e l a t e d  problems, namely t h a t  we have 

no c r i t e r i o n  f o r  determing whether anyone has the  same kinds o f  psychic 

events a s  any o ther  person. Nor is t h i s  lack of c r i t e r i o n  due t o  a 

l imi ted  empirical  inqui ry  -- t he  quest ion i s  a log ica l  one and no 

amount of neurological  inves t iga t ion  would provide a pervasive account 

within our present  language. However a t t e n t i o n  t o  the  depth-grammar 

o r  a deeper look a t  the  log ica l  implicat ions of what we say, w i l l  he lp  

e l iminate  the  conceptual d i f f i c u l t i e s  and philosophical  problems inherent  

i n  our way of saying th ings .  

Another concept which has a s i g n i f i c a n t  log ica l  depth i s  

'understanding' . This i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  re levant  t o  the  present  work 

s ince  the  notion o f  understanding is c e n t r a l  t o  the  discourse o f  Education 

and p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  teaching a c t .  'Understanding' cannot be taken as  

a repor t  t h a t  a c e r t a i n  process of  cognition has occurred (even though 

t h e r e  may well  be cognit ion involved) because l i k e  the  o the r  so -ca l l ed  

"menta l i s t ic  predica tesn  the re  is  no c r i t e r i o n  f o r  jus t i fy ing  the  

accuracy and hence the  l i n g u i s t i c  v a l i d i t y  of such a r e p o r t ,  i .e., i f  

it i s  a r epor t  about a mental s t a t e .  However t h i s  i s  the  way we a r e  



tempted t o  take remarks such as "1 understand xcl o r  "NOW I understandu, 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  s ince  they seem t o  be s o  i n c o r r i g i b l e  i n  our own cases.  

This  i s  j u s t  t h e  t r a p  though, f o r  if we acknowledge t h a t  with o the r  

concepts l i k e  'meaning', ' in tending1,  ' f e e l i n g ' ,  e t c .  we do have outward 

c r i t e r i a  f o r  t a l k i n g  about understanding, i . e . ,  we judge understanding 

by a person's  behaviour i n  a given s i t u a t i o n ,  then we tend t o  be l ieve  

t h a t  the  same s i t u a t i o n  obta ins  f o r  our own case. However t h i s  is  not  

t h e  case and one must d i s t ingu i sh  first -person repor t s  from third-person 

repor t s  of understanding. But f i r s t l y  consider some of Wittgenstein '  s 

remarks about Wnderstandingvv. He makes an observation on t h e  log ic  of  

the  term; 

The grammar of  the  word wknowsw is  evident ly  c lose ly  
r e l a t e d  t o  t h a t  of  'vcanv, ''is able  tovv .  But a l s o  c lose ly  
r e l a t e d  t o  t h a t  of  f understand^'^. ('Masteryt of a technique). 

P . I . :  150 

He then inves t iga tes  whether expressions such a s  IvI understand the  

pr inc ip lev1,  mean the  same as  "The formula . . . . occurs t o  mefv; deciding 

t h a t  it does not  s ince  i t  i s  poss ib le  t h a t  a formula might occur t o  me 

without my understanding it . Therefore IvI understand'' o r  "he understands" 

must have more t o  it than j u s t  t h e  not ion  of the  formula occuring t o  one. 

I f  the re  is more t o  it,  where i s  t h i s  more? I s  it some hidden mental 

s t a t e  o r  process s ince  the re  appears t o  be nothing e l s e  t h a t  is  p a r t i c -  

u l a r l y  ex te rna l  o r  obvious? 

We a r e  t r y i n g  t o  ge t  hold of  the  mental process o f  
understanding which seems t o  be hidden behind those coarser  
and therefore  more read i  l y  v i s i b  l e  accompaniments. But 
we do not  succeed; o r  r a t h e r ,  it does not  g e t  a s  f a r  a s  a 
r e a l  attempt. For even i f  supposing I had found something 
t h a t  happened i n  a l l  those cases o f  understanding -- why should 
it be the  understanding? And how can t h e  process o f  understanding 
have been hidden, when I s a i d  "Now I understandu because I 
understood?! And if I say i t  i s  hidden -- then how do I know 
what I have t o  look for?  I am i n  a muddle. (P.I.: 153) 



There i s  another a l t e r n a t i v e  though: 

.... -- does i t  follow ... that I employ the  sentence 
"Now I understand . . . I t  o r  "Now I can go on" a s  a desc r ip t ion  
of a process occurring behind o r  s i d e  by s i d e  with t h a t  of 
saying t h e  formula? 

I f  the re  has t o  be anything "behind the  u t terance  of  t h e  
formulaH it is p a r t i c u l a r  circumstances, which j u s t i f y  me i n  
saying I can go on -- when the  formula occurs t o  me. 

( P . I . :  154) 

Wittgenstein suggests  then t h a t  we whould not  think of understanding as 

a mental process, even though when we use the  expression,we might 

recognize mental processes going on (such a s  we recognize with "a pa in ' s  

growing more and l e s s t t ) .  Instead we should look f o r  the  circumstances 

surrounding the  a c t  of  someone's saying t h a t  he understands something, 

p a r t i c u l a r l y  where he sees  t h i s  a s  a s p e c i a l  experience. We a r e  not  - 
i n t e r e s t e d  i n  t h i s  experience (s ince  i t  i s  p r i v a t e  and l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  

incapable of  va l id  express ion) ,  but  our c r i t e r i a  f o r  agreeing with him 

a re  what we see  of  the  circumstances and agains t  these  we j u s t i f y  h i s  

claim, o r  deny it. The circumstances vary g r e a t l y  with individual  cases ,  

but  a look a t  one of  Wit tgens te in ls  more fami l i a r  examples of  a person 

working out  an a lgebra ic  function would help t o  give some idea .  I f  a 

person i s  asked t o  derive the  expression f o r  a s e r i e s  of  numerals and 

we observe him a t  t h e  t a sk ,  he might suddenly say -- "Ah, I understandw, 

o r ,  "1 know i t  now", o r  such. I f  he were someone we knew personal ly  

and we r e a l i z e d  t h a t  he was q u i t e  capable of  so lv ing s i m i l a r  problems 

then we would probably consider  h i s  repor t  a s  c i rcumstant ia l ly  adequate; 

the re  a r e  s i m i l a r  more obvious circumstances such a s  a person making 

re levant  and sequent ia l  j o t t i n g s  of t h e  der iva t ion  and even looking as 

i f  he were making a convincing attempt t o  so lve  it (physical  ges tures ,  

e t c . ) .  These circumstances Wittgenstein r e f e r s  t o  as  s i g n a l s  and they 

too  a r e  probably more re levant  t o  rule-guided behaviour than i s  of ten  

6 supposed. And then o f  course the re  a re  circumstances where we would 



be loathe t o  a sc r ibe  llunderstanding" t o  s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n s .  

Wittgenstein warns t h a t :  , 

The c r i t e r i a  which we accept f u r  " f i t t ingf l i j  being able  
to", WnderstandingV, a r e  much more complicated than might 
appear a t  f i r s t  s i g h t .  That i s ,  the  game with these  words, 
t h e i r  employment i n  the  l i n g u i s t i c  in tercourse  t h a t  is  
ca r r i ed  on by t h e i r  means, is  more involved -- t he  r o l e  of 
these  words i n  our language o the r  -- than we a r e  tempted t o  
th ink .  ( P . I . :  182) 

A thorough analys is  of the  circumstances surrounding any s i n g l e  kind 

of s i t u a t i o n  i n  which the  expression Wow I understandt1, o r  such is  

needed,but i t  would be very lengthy and fraught  with perplexing counter 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  For example we might not wish t o  a t t r i b u t e  v a l i d i t y  t o  

the  expressed understanding of a very complicated mathematical formula 

by a ten-year-old person, y e t  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  always e x i s t s  t h a t  h i s  

uunders tand ing~  claim is  p e r f e c t l y  legi t imate .  Wittgenstein complicates 

s i t u a t i o n s  when he r e f e r s  t o  people who probably legi t imate ly  claim 

understanding, say,  of  a p r i n c i p l e ,  but  who subsequently do not  know 

how t o  go on with t h e  expression. Again t h i s  emphasizes the  tenuous 

grounds on which we base s o  much of  our j u s t i f i c a t o r y  c r i t e r i a  (our 

r u l e s  about circumstances, the  condit ions which permit us t o  conclude 

t h a t  such and such . . . e t c . ) .  Ni t tgens te in  says t h a t  we should not 

be mislead i n t o  th inking t h a t  the re  i s  some t o t a l i t y  of  condit ions which 

must correspond t o  each case before  we can legi t imate ly  judge t h a t  case 

( i . e . ,  t h a t  a l l  condit ions must be  f u l f i l l e d ) .  On t h e  cont rary  it would 

seem t h a t  our t o t a l i t y  of experience is brought t o  bear  on every new 

s i t u a t i o n  which becomes, i n  a sense,  unique (as  a new language-game is 

i n  the  same sense) .  

"Understanding" when reported i n  the  t h i r d  person form can be 

taken as  a s i g n a l  t h a t  someone can proceed i n  c e r t a i n  circumstances, 

which a r e  simultaneous with t h e  expression and an i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of the  



expression. The circumstances a r e  what would normally be termed 

behavioural and hence such repor ts  aye s i m i l a r  t o  r epor t s  of  sensat ions .  

A problem mentioned e a r i i e r  was t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  c r i t e r i a  must apply i n  

the  case of  f i r s t -pe r son  p red ica t ive  r epor t s ,  e.g. "I understand x" 

and "I f e e l  numbnessv, e t c .  The difference stems from our having no 

means of judging our own behaviour i n  the  kind of s o c i a l  s i t u a t i o n  i n  

which we judge t h a t  of  o thers .  Added t o  t h i s  i s  our associa t ion  of some 

kind o f  f ee l ing  with our ve rba l i za t ion  of the  event.  In f a c t  we tend 

t o  neglect  the  behavioural s i d e  of the  event and concentrate on the  

"mental" fee l ing .  One reason f o r  t h i s  is  t h a t  the  sensat ion  o r  the  

understanding of ten  seems t o  come "in a flash". 

The quest ion then becomes one of  f inding the  c r i t e r i a  we ought 

t o  apply t o  ourselves,  but  i t  seems t h a t  the re  is r e a l l y  none. This 

becomes more ol~vious i f  we consider the  problem as a s p e c i a l  ins tance  of 

the  negation of  privacy i n  language and sensat ion.  We simply have no 

means of  checking on the  s t a t e  of  understanding and hence Wittgenstein 

th inks  t h a t  we should consider such f i r s t -pe r son  repor t s  as  exclamations 

o r  s i g n a l s .  He says: 

The quest ion what the  expression ( of understanding ) 
means is  not answered by such a desc r ip t ion  (of  the  sudden 
process) . . . . (P .  I .  : 322) 

But r a t h e r ;  

'Now I know how t o  go on! i s  our exclamation; i t  
corresponds t o  an i n s t i n c t i v e  sound, a glad s t a r t .  Of 
course it does not  follow from my fee l ing  t h a t  I s h a l l  not  
f ind  I am stuck when I do t r y  t o  go on. -- Here a r e  cases 
i n  which I should say:  When I s a i d  I knew how t o  go on, I 
d id  know l .  One w i l l  say t h a t  i f ,  f o r  example, an unforeseen 
in te r rup t ion  occurs.. . .  (P.I . :  323) 
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This would seem t o  provide flimsy grounds fo r  making such a s s e r t i o n s ,  

i n  f a c t  it appears t o  be t h e  bare  bvnes of  a behavioural desc r ip t ion ,  

bu t  Wittgeristeln does explore the  quest ion f u r t h e r  and makes some po in t s  

which again serve  t o  emphasize t h e  rule-following o r  conventional 

foundations of meaningful in tercourse .  H i s  problem is  t o  decide what 

grounds we do have f o r  continuing o r  holding t h a t  we can "go on"; 

Would i t  be cor rec t  t o  say t h a t  it i s  a matter  of  
induction,  and t h a t  I  am a s  c e r t a i n  t h a t  I  s h a l l  be ab le  t o  
continue t h e  s e r i e s ,  a s  I am t h a t  t h i s  book w i l l  drop t o  the  
ground when I l e t  it go; and t h a t  I  should be no l e s s  astonished 
i f  I  suddenly and f o r  no obvious reason got s tuck i n  working out 
s e r i e s ,  than I should be i f  the  book remained hanging i n  the  a i r  
ins t ead  of  f a l l i n g ?  -- To t h a t  I w i l l  rep ly  t h a t  we don ' t  need 
any grounds f o r  t h i s  c e r t a i n i t y  e i t h e r .  What would j u s t i f y  
t h e  c e r t a i n t y  b e t t e r  than success? (P.1 .: 324) 

The grounds f o r  these  kinds of a s se r t ions  a r e  not based on induction 

and t o  make the  point  more obviously, Wittgenstein asks us t o  consider  

an analogy; whether, 

. . . I  The c e r t a i n t y  t h a t  the  f i r e  w i l l  burn me is based 
on induct ion . '  Does t h a t  mean t h a t  I argue t o  myself: 
'F i r e  has always burned me, s o  it w i l l  happen now too!. . . 

(P.I . :  325) 

Clearly t h i s  i s  not  the  grounds f o r  making such a claim even though 

i n  t h e  f i n a l  analys is  it could be re so r t ed  t o .  Ask r a t h e r ;  

. . . . is  the  previous experience the  cause of  my 
c e r t a i n t y ,  no t  i t s  ground? ........ (P.I.: 325) 

The answer is;  

.... Whether t h e  e a r l i e r  experience i s  the  cause of t h e  
c e r t a i n t y  depends on the  system of hypotheses, o f  n a t u r a l  
laws, i n  which we a re  considering t h e  phenomenon of c e r t a i n t y .  

Is our confidence j u s t i f i e d ?  -- What people accept as  a 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  -- is shown by how they think and l i v e .  (P.I .  : 325) 

I t  is  a t  t h i s  point  t h a t  Wittgenstein b r i l l i a n t l y  fuses together  h i s  

argument about the  connexion between logic  and language. By beginning 

with t h e  deep grammar contained i n  the  concept of understanding, he 

has demonstrated t h a t  t h i s  term has a s i g n i f i c a n t  log ica l  commitment, 
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i . e . ,  one not  based on induction [as is  o f t en  thought t o  be the  case 

with examples such a s  t h e  t h r e e  giyen above), but  r a t h e r  on t h e  way 

i n  which our experience is assembled, and our confidence i n  j u s t i f y i n g  

t h i s  experience. The way we "think and l ivef1 ,  (our I1forms of l i fe1!  i n  

o ther  words) permits us  t o  formulate c r i t e r i a  o r  lay down condi t ions ,  

and such d i s t i n c t i o n s  have become embodied i n  language a s  t h e  conventions 

we tend t o  overlook o r  c r e d i t  t o  o the r  p roper t i e s  i n  language o r  log ic  

(e. g., a s  with induction) . 
I t  can be seen t h a t  when we t a l k  of logic ,  we a r e  r e f e r r i n g  t o  

both t h e  t r a d i t i o n a l ,  i n  t h e  sense o f  formal, notion of  d i r e c t  inference  

a r i s i n g  out  of  the  form of  t h e  language ( the  grammatical expression),  

and the  notion of  "deep grammarf1 which examines the  commitments of 

separa te  words o r  expressions. Yet the re  is no r e a l  d i s t i n c t i o n  between 

these  notions ; t h e i r  boundaries a r e  not  c l e a r l y  recognisable,  but  overlap.  

Perhaps t h e r e  has been more emphasis on the  t r a d i t i o n a l  notion,  p a r t i c -  

u l a r l y  s ince  it has been s o  bound up with the  i n t e r e s t s  of t h e  log ica l  

p o s i t i v i s t s  (and most Anglo-American philosophy of  the  pas t  f i f t y  

years)  . The log ic  of "depth grammar11 i s ,  of i t s  nature ,  s u b t l e  and 

l e s s  open t o  r igorous exegesis  and expl ica t ion .  We have seen t h a t  it 

does p lay  a la rge  p a r t  i n  a l l  discourse though -- s o  much so ,  t h a t  it 

r e f l e c t s  t h e  i n t r i c a t e  conventions t h a t  we apply through a l l  language. 

Wittgenstein be l ieves  t h a t  where we have philosophical  problems, we 

a re  not paying s u f f i c i e n t  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h i s  depth grammar -- a simple 

but  accurate account of the  p rec i se  commitment o f  the  words and 

expressions involved, would e l iminate  the  dilemmas of  language. Fa i r ly  

c l e a r l y ,  one would have t o  subscribe t o  the  p a r t i c u l a r  conventionalism 

of Wittgenstein and h i s  I1forms of  l i f e "  idea  t o  accept t h i s ,  but  it is  

d i f f i c u l t  t o  r e f u t e ,  and a l l  but  impossible t o  do so  wi th in  the  frame- 



work of  hypothet ica l  inqui ry  pursued i n  Philosophical  Inves t iga t ion .  

This chapter  has attempted t? emphasize t h e  in t imate  connection 

betijeen logic,  ~ u i e s  and language. Iiurnan conventions decide what i s  

a p r i o r i ;  it is  "the way we th ink and l i v e v  t h a t  j u s t i f i e s  our making 

the  kinds of d i s t i n c t i o n s  which we r e f e r  t o  a s  "10gical '~;  and t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  we can continue t o  communicate desp i t e  t h e  constant  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 

language breaking down, is  testimony t o  the  ef f icacy of our r u l e s .  

That we think and judge a l i k e  r e f l e c t s  the  agreement i n  "forms of l i f e u ,  

which is  the  bas i s  f o r  l i n g u i s t i c  communication. The chapter  has a l s o  

indica ted  the  d i f f i c u l t y  a t tendant  on an analys is  of l i n g u i s t i c  a c t s ;  

the  unique nature  and the  complex s o c i a l  background t o  each a c t  makes 

a l l  but  the  most general  typology impossible. Even considering individual  

a c t s  one has t o  deal  with a performance which involves s o  many poss ib le  

condit ions o f  recognit ion (on the  p a r t  of  a l l  p a r t i e s  t o  t h e  performance) 

and i n t e n t i o n  (e.g. t h a t  the  hea re r s  recognize t h e  speaker 's  in t en t ion  

and he recognizes whether they recognize, e t c . )  t h a t  any general  remark 

about the  verbal  p a r t  of  t h e  a c t  w i l l  be almost meaningless without the  

background. To obta in  some idea  about the  background then, one must 

recognize the  i n t e r p l a y  of ru les  and conventions i n  a l l  in tercourse :  

and one way t o  achieve t h i s  i s  t o  look a t  t h e  "deep-grammar i n  

language. 



Joseph L. Cowan, 
K.T. Fann (Ed.), 
(New York, Dell ,  

NOTES TO CHAPTER I11 

I 

"Wittgenstein 's Philosophy of Logic", i n  
Ludwig Wittgenstein: The Man and H i s  Philosophy 
l967), pp. 284-296. 

Arnold Levison, W i t t g e n s t e i n  and Logical Laws", i n  K.T. Fann, 
op. c i t . ,  p. 309. 

Ib id .  

1i.P. Grice, Weaning", i n  P .F. Strawson (Ed.) , ~ h i l o s o p h i c a l  Logic 
(London, Oxford, 1968) p . 39. 

A s  Michael Dummett does i n  h i s  a r t i c l e ,  "Wit tgens te in ts  Philosophy 
of Mathematicstt, i n  George P i t che r  (Ed.) , Wittgenstein (New York, 
Anchor Books [Doubleday] , 1966) , p . 425. 

Arnold Levison, op. c i t . ,  p .  301. 

Ib id .  

Jonathan Bennett, ltMant- Rational Animal", i n  The Lis tener  (October, 
1964) . 



I  v 

A LOGIC OF EDIJCATION 

Using Wit tgens te in ls  notions o f  "following a ru le"  and r u l e  

governed behaviour, and applying t h e  log ica l  and l i n g u i s t i c  consequences 

t o  t h e  corpus of  proposi t ions ,  theor ie s ,  p resc r ip t ions ,  judgements , 

e t c . ,  i n  education, it may be poss ib le  t o  develop a uni f ied  and systematic 

methodology of inquiry  i n t o  the  f i e l d .  What we have i n  mind i s  the  

kind of inquiry charac ter ized  by most of t h e  sciences.  I n i t i a l l y  one 

would look f o r  a  means of  inqui ry  which would provide comprehensiveness, 

openness ( f o r  the  sake of discovery) and r i g o r  i n  i t s  methods. Then we 

should consider whether the  f i e l d  of  education i s  suscep t ib le  t o  t h i s  

kind of inqui ry .  To do t h i s  we have t o  ask what c o n s t i t u t e s  education. 

Par t  of  the  answer is  suggested above, i . e ,  a  s e t  of  proposi t ions ,  

theor ie s ,  p resc r ip t ions ,  e t c . ,  i n  f a c t  one might go a s  f a r  a s  t o  say 

" a l l  of  the  proposi t ions ,  judgements, e t c .  t h a t  have ever  been made 

i n  i t s  nameu. There might be an objec t ion  here,  t h a t  education i s  what 

i s  happening a t  present  i n  classrooms, o r  i n  the  minds of people reading. 

This  however introduces a sys temat ic  ambiguity t h a t  cha rac te r i zes  not  

only education, but  science i n  general  a s  well  a s  o ther  human a c t i v i t i e s .  

Such ambiguity has been recognized by Max Alack and he c a l l e d  the  problem 
1 

"the process -product ambiguity . " 
Rudner be l i eves  he can solve  t h e  problem by adopting a convention 

t h a t  he appl ies  t o  science,  i n  which t h e  term ' sc ience1 (as  a  product) 

r e f e r  t o  t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  e n t i t i e s  (proposi t ions,  equations e t c . )  only,  
2 

and 'science ' (as  a  process) r e f e r s  t o  e x t r a - l i n g u i s t i c  phenomena. 

We w i l l  adopt t h i s  convention f o r  education s ince  Rudner notes too ,  
3 

t h a t  Ieducationf has the  same ambiguity a t tendant  on i t s  use. 



Hence when we r e f e r  t o  education here,  it w i l l  be i n  reference  t o  the  

l i n g u i s t i c  e n t i t i e s  which have already been re fe r red  t o  above as  "the 

corpus of proposi t ions  --- e t c u .  Whenever we say something about education 

then, the  a c t i v i t y  of  education, an evaluat ion of t h e  product,  we a r e  

moving i n  the  realm of t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  aspects  of it. And t h e  point  of  t h i s  

work i s  t h e  log ica l  inqui ry  i n t o  t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  aspects  o f  education. Such 

a methodology w i l l  a l s o  demonstrate the  log ica l  f a l l a c y  o f  o the r  methods of  

inqui ry  a s  w i l l  be seen l a t e r  i n  t h i s  chapter.  

The most important considerat ion now i s  whether the  l i n g u i s t i c  

aspect  of education q u a l i f i e s  f o r  t reatment i n  the  way t h a t  t h a t  aspect  of 

science does. Furthermore, can education be considered a branch of the  

s o c i a l  sc iences?  The d i s t i n c t i o n  between a science and a s o c i a l  science 

is not  c l e a r l y  recognized. Nor is the  importance of such a d iscuss ion 

agreed upon by many who dispute  t h e  claims of  o thers .  However s o  much has 

been wr i t t en  on t h e  t o p i c  t h a t  one can general ize by saying t h a t  a t  the  

extremes a re  those who maintain t h a t  t h e  s o c i a l  sciences a r e  t h e  paradigm 

of s c i e n t i f i c  inqui ry ,  and those who would not  c l a s s i f y  t h e  supposed 

endeavors a s  s c i e n t i f i c  a t  a l l .  The argument presented here  should be 

c lose  t o  the  former case,  and evidence f o r  t h i s  view w i l l  develop i n  t h i s  

chapter.  Rudner f inds  no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e rence  between t h e  procedure 

(methodology) of na tu ra l  sc ience  and s o c i a l  science and the  v a r i a t i o n  i n  

techniques he takes  t o  be not p e r t i n e n t  t o  the  argument anyhow. He does 

note a tendency on t h e  p a r t  of  t h e  philosopher o f  s o c i a l  science t o  dea l  

with "smaller and l e s s  general por t ions  o f  t h e  methodological cake". 4 

whereas t h e  philosopher of  science w i l l  usual ly  t ake  a problem more app l i -  

cable t o  science as  a whole, e ,g .  a theory of probabi l i ty .  
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The philosopher of s o c i a l  science is then concerned with problems 

such as  t h e  log ica l  v a l i d i t y  of t h e p r e t i c a l  cons t ructs  i n  s o c i a l  sciences 

o r  x i t h  the  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  of metilodological s t eps  o r  assumptions. lie 

works a t  the  meta-level of t h e  d i s c i p l i n e s  i n  cons t ruct ive  a s  well 

as  h e u r i s t i c  work. Kudner po in t s  t o  a  problem t h a t  i s  shared by a l l  

sciences i n  regard t o  the  above; he notes t h a t  whi ls t  we have a well  

developed log ic  of va l ida t ion ,  we a r e  not a s  for tunate  with a log ic  
5 

of discovery. He contends t h a t  no one has ye t  shown t h a t  i t  is even 

poss ib le  t o  cons t ruct  a  log ic  of  discovery. This again may be log ica l  

r a t h e r  than a f a c t u a l  remark s ince  t o  formulate an adequate logic  o f  

discovery would seem t o  n e c e s s i t a t e  a  knowledge of  the  "true r e a l i t y t f  

of  the  universe. Modern s c i e n t i f i c  and phi losophica l  thought would deny 

the  p o s s i b i l i t y  of t h i s  i n  any case. A t  t he  bes t  we can hope t o  evolve 

a system which enables us t o  measure a s  bes t  we can the  physical  and 

s o c i a l  universe.  

Certain d iscover ies  a r e  made within the  context  of va l ida t ion ,  

but they a re  d iscover ies  about t h e  theory i t s e l f  - t h i s  can be most 

r e a d i l y  seen i n  mathematics o r  logic ,  although it appl ies  t o  a l l  t he  

sc iences .  This kind of discovery i s  equivalent  t o  t h e  mode o f  proced- 

dure i n  the  development of hypotheses and theor ies ;  hence we can say t h a t  

axioms have a s t rong ly  developed (o r  va l ida ted)  log ic  of  discovery i n  

t h a t  sense. 

We could ask whether it i s  necessary t o  even have a s o c i a l  

science i . e .  whether purely desc r ip t ive  discourse about s o c i e t i e s  would 

not  s u f f i c e .  The quest ion t o  be considered i s ,  "suff ice  f o r  what?" 

Few people would d ispute  the  claim t h a t  it would be use fu l  t o  not only 

"understandtf s o c i a l  events i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  human behaviour, but  a l s o  t o  
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develop methods of p red ic t ion ,  determining causa l i ty  e t c .  The quest ion 

would r a t h e r  seem t o  be one o f  whethe; we can develop a methodology 

v a l i d  enough t o  warrant the  e f f o r t  of  inqui ry .  The way of  a sce r t a in ing  

t h i s  v a l i d i t y  w i l l  be a l o g i c a l  one - of jus t i fy ing  the  epistemological 

grounds f o r  t h e  inquiry .  In  o the r  words we want t o  develop theor ies  

t h a t  w i l l  enable us t o  come as  c lose  as poss ib le  t o  descr ib ing " soc ia l  

r e a l i t y w .  Our means of  contact  with t h i s  l a t t e r  e n t i t y  i s  t h a t  of our 

means o f  contact  with a l l  experiences; our language. The r e s u l t  of  any 

s o c i a l  a c t  i s  only ava i l ab le  t o  us i n  some kind of l i n g u i s t i c  formulation, 

and therefore  the  most e f f i c i e n t  descr ip t ion  of a s o c i a l  a c t  w i l l  be t h a t  

which is  the  bes t  l i n g u i s t i c  formulation. Logic w i l l  enable us not  s o  

much t o  say which is  the  bes t  formulation, but  c e r t a i n l y  which is  not  

s u i t a b l e  a s  an expression. Hence t h e  notion of log ica l  va l ida t ion  

becomes very c r u c i a l  t o  s o c i a l  science.  One can immediately seen an 

important cont r ibut ion  of  Philosophical  Inves t iga t ions  here ,  t h a t  being 

t h e  emphasis which Wittgenstein p laces  on understanding the  notions t o  

which our language commits us :  ( the  deep grammar of language). In  

behavioural s tud ies  f o r  example, we must r e a l i s e  the  proper value of  

so-ca l led  "menta l i s t ic t t  predica tes  i . e .  t h a t  they do not  r e f e r  t o  some 

process of  a c t i v i t y  i n  a tlmindlf. 

There is no o ther  log ica l  reason why a s o c i a l  science should 

not be formulated i . e .  t he re  a r e  no q u a l i t i e s  i n  s o c i a l  phenomena t h a t  

preclude the  log ica l  p o s s i b i l i t y  of e s t a b l i s h i n g  some system of 

hypotheses t o  b e t t e r  account f o r  what we consider  t o  be s o c i a l  f a c t s .  

Can education be regarded a s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  enough d i s c i p l i n e  i n  i t s  

own r i g h t  t o  be l abe l l ed  a s  a s o c i a l  science? Education is  c e r t a i n l y  

a s o c i a l  a c t i v i t y ;  no matter  how a b s t r a c t  an academic branch of  it 

might be (e.  g .  learning c l a s s i c a l  Greek o r  t h e  s y n t a c t i c a l  p roper t i e s  
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of Romantic poetry)  it s t i l l  has some s o c i a l  relevance. 

Are the  l i n g u i s t i c  e n t i t i e s  which comprise the  product of education, 

t o  be considered as  t h e  raw mater ia ls  of  those d i s c i p l i n e s  wi th in  s o c i a l  

science? Are the  statements i n ,  and about education, s u f f i c i e n t l y  

s e l f  -contained t o  warrant t h e i r  t reatment a s  a s p e c i a l  d i s c i p l i n e  though? 

These quest ions a r e  o f t en  posed by persons suggest ing t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  

is  not  d i s t i n c t  enough t o  separa te  it from contiguous d i s c i p l i n e s  such 

a s  psychology, sociology,  p o l i t i c a l  sc ience ,  economics e t c .  One way t o  

answer t h i s  objec t ion  i s  t o  note t h a t  none of the  d i s c i p l i n e s  mentioned 

i s  anymore d i s t i n c t  from any one o r  more of t h e  o thers .  The problem 

should not be taken too  se r ious ly  however - t h i s  kind o f  overlap w i l l  

be recognized as  occurring i n  a l l  branches o f  science and it would be 

a more se r ious  mis-understanding t o  assume t h a t  t h e  compartments o f  the  

sc iences  a re  Water- t ight f1 .  

I f  we consider s tatements about learning,  teaching and sub jec t  

matter  as comprising a d i s t i n c t  s e t  of  problems, then we have some idea  

of t h e  ground covered by t h e  philosophy of education. These general 

areas contain a s u f f i c i e n t  number o f  problems of  a log ica l  kind t o  

warrant t h e i r  inc lus ion with o the r  d i s c i p l i n e s  under the  general  form of 

inquiry  suggested by t h e  term "philosophy of  ...." In f a c t  education 

has seen a pronounced lack of s u f f i c i e n t l y  s c i e n t i f i c  inves t iga t ion  

and p a r t  of t h i s  can be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  the  log ica l  conceptions t h a t  have 

charac ter ized  schools  of  educational  thought f o r  hundreds of years  - 

these  l o g i c a l  conceptions can be demonstrated t o  be lacking o r  poorly 

conceived i n  the  f i r s t  place.  The o the r  p a r t  i s  simply due t o  a r e f u s a l  

t o  consider  t h e  value of s c i e n t i f i c  inqui ry ,  i n  favour of an i n t u i t i v e  

"hi t  -or-miss" approach. 



There i s  no need t o  d e t a i l  t h e  kinds of quest ions posed by 

philosophers i n  education. They ar? s i m i l a r  i n  form t o  those which 

liiight be asked by philosophers i n  any branch of s o c i a l  science and they 

ch ie f ly  concern the  methodological problems mentioned e a r l i e r  ( log ica l  

j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o r  v a l i d i t y  of t h e o r e t i c a l  cons t ruc t s ) .  Such quest ions 

a r e  not s o l e l y  i n  the  province of  the  philosopher of education e i t h e r ,  

they might a s  capably be answered by anyone, l e t  alone any philosopher.  

In the  same way the  philosopher of  law might have no more t o  say about 

t h e  inquiry  i n  t h a t  sub jec t  than the  philosopher i n  e t h i c s .  One might 

suspect  though, t h a t  a person who devoted h i s  a t t e n t i o n  t o  one branch 

of t h e  sc iences  would be more fami l i a r  with t h e  kinds o f  formulations, 

hypotheses and even jargon of  t h a t  d i s c i p l i n e .  The point  i s  t h a t  by 

t a l k i n g  about lfphi losophies of f1  d i f f e r e n t  d i s c i p l i n e s  we a r e  not  suggest 

ing  t h a t  the  'fphilosophy" p a r t  i s  d i s t i n c t  f o r  each - t he  mode of 

inqui ry  is the  same, the  statements t h a t  comprise the  d i s c i p l i n e  might 

be p e c u l i a r  t o  t h a t  d i s c i p l i n e .  

Now we should look a t  the  means whereby Wittgenstein 's  notion 

of  following a r u l e  i n  i t s  log ica l  implicat ions can form the  b a s i s  f o r  

inqui ry  i n  s o c i a l  science (keeping before our a . t tent ion the  idea  t h a t  what 

i s  s a i d  about s o c i a l  science general ly w i l l  apply t o  education).  

Generally it w i l l  be r e a l i s e d  t h a t  i f  t he re  is any value i n  Wit tgens te in ' s  

analys is ,  it w i l l  a l s o  be he lp fu l  f o r  s o c i a l  science -- i . e .  i f  a l l  

s o c i a l  a c t i v i t y  can be seen i n  terms o f  r u l e  following then it only 

remains f o r  us t o  acute ly  ana lyse  t h e  rule-following p o t e n t i a l  of  a l l  a c t s .  
6 

This i s  broadly the  s tance  taken by Peter  Winch. IIe argues t h a t  the  

methods of science a re  i r r e l e v a n t  t o  s o c i a l  science s ince  i f  a l l  s o c i a l  

a c t s  a r e  meaningful a c t s  then one only has t o  f ind  t h e  meaning of  each 

a c t ,  which is  a log ica l  endeavor, t o  adequately descr ibe  and theor ize  

about it. Hence we need only examine t h e  r u l e  - following nature  of a 
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s o c i a l  a c t  t o  f ind  its meaningfulness -- t h i s  then i s  a philosophical  

task .  Thus he takes  s o c i a l  sc ience  lout of  the  context  of  s c i e n t i f i c  

inqui ry  t o  t h e  point  where it becomes a branch of This 

appears t o  be a very a t t r a c t i v e  methodology and a t  l e a s t  one based on 

r e l i a b l e  epistemology. However we cannot accept it s ince  Winch's 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  Wittgenstein take  a c r u c i a l  wrong turning where he 

begins t o  a b s t r a c t  from Philosophical  Inves t iga t ions .  Rudner r e fu tes  

h i s  claim on methodological grounds, (which amount t o  a s i m i l a r  kind 

of c r i t i c i sm)  but  ones which a r e  not  based on t h e  notions of W i t t -  

genstein though they might well  be. 

Let us f i r s t  meet Winch on Wit tgens te in ts  grounds. Winch main- 

t a i n s  t h a t  because a l l  s o c i a l  a c t i v i t y  is  rule-following o r  ru le -  

governed, it is  thereby meaningful. We should s t r e s s  t h a t  i f  Winch means 

t o  use " m e a n i n g f ~ l ~ ~  i n  t h e  semantic sense ( i  .e. i n  t h e  %on-evaluational" 

sense of Rudner o r  the  %atural lf  sense of  Grice) ' as  Rudner assumes he 

does, then he is  maintaining t h a t  every s o c i a l  phenomenon occurs wi th in  

a d e l i b e r a t e ,  consciously and c a r e f u l l y  planned s e t t i n g .  This e n t a i l s  

t h a t  the  persons o r  group involved i n  the  a c t  o r  phenomenon a r e  a l l  

aware of t h e  f u l l  s ign i f i cance  (meaning) and of a l l  t h e  r u l e s  pe r t a in ing  

t o  what they a re  doing. Such an explanation i s  simply not  tenable.  

Nor does Wittgenstein say t h i s .  I th ink  Winch e r r s  i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  the  

Wittgensteinian notion: a l l  t h a t  Wittgenstein holds about a r u l e ,  is  

t h a t  i t  a t  l e a s t  be capable of recognit ion by someone as  a r u l e ,  not  t h a t  

it w i l l  always be recognized a s  such. S imi lar ly  with "making a mistake", 

t h e r e  must always be t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of  the  ac t ion  being recognisable 

(by someone) as  a mistake. How would t h i s  "someonew be capable o f  

ing an ac t ion  a s  a mistake o r  a non-following of  a r u l e ?  I t  would 

t h a t  t h e  "common behaviour of mankind" c r i t e r i o n  i s  important here  

recognis  - 
seem 

- - 



t h i s ,  I  th ink ,  i s  the  point  o f  the  Wittgensteinian example mentioned i n  

Chapter I 1  of t h i s  work : where the, person moves one po in t  of a  p a i r  of 

compasses along !'a l i n e  t h a t  i s  a ru ie"  and simultaneously opens and 

c loses  the  o ther  point  t o  varying degrees. !Vitt genstein says3 

". . . Here perhaps one r e a l l y  would say: 'The o r i g i n a l  
l i n e  seems t o  in t imate  t o  him which way he i s  t o  go. But 
i t  i s  not  a  ru le ' . "  ( P . I .  :237) 

The s i g n i f i c a n t  point  is  t h a t  Winch cannot say how i t  i s  poss ib le  t h a t  

the  r u l e  i n  every ac t ion  i s  always determinable. Perhaps i n  theory it 

i s ,  bu t  we have seen t h a t  the re  a r e  s i t u a t i o n s  where one p l a i n l y  cannot 

determine it with the  c e r t a i n t y  t h a t  i s  required t o  hold f o r  t h e  sense 

i n  which Winch t a l k s  of meaning. Ninch a l s o  th inks  t h a t  a l l  ac t ions  

a re  rule-following, which is  a mis- in terpre ta t ion  of Wittgenstein.  

On t h i s  presumption, how a r e  we t o  account f o r  completely new a c t s  (new 

"language -gamesf') ? Rather, one should say,  a l l  a c t s  a re  rule-regarding 

i . e .  they might be shown t o  have some connexion with r u l e s  o r  a  s e r i e s  

of references t o  various r u l e s  -- now t h i s  makes t h e  ascertainment of 

meaning a d i f f i c u l t  task .  

On t h e  o the r  hand i f  Winch wanted t o  use "meaningful" i n  the  

conventional (evaluat ional  o r  "non-natural") s e n s e ; . t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

with rule-following becomes even more a t tenuated .  In  t h i s  sense,  which 

is  a legi t imate  sense f o r  regarding many s o c i a l  a c t s ,  meaning i s  f a r  

l e s s  ascer ta inable .  I th ink  t h a t  Winch probably intended h i s  meaning- 

fu lness  remark t o  be taken i n  e i t h e r  one of the  senses:  but  we would 

c e r t a i n l y  have d i f f i c u l t y  i n  saying what kind of meaning i s  intended i n  

some cases (as Grice remarked). In t h i s  case we could point  out  t h a t  

a t  no point  does Wittgenstein maintain, t h a t  s ince  a l l  a c t i v i t y  has 

reference t o  r u l e s ,  it must consequently be capable of f u l l  understanding. 



Winch again mis in terpre ts  Wittgens t e i n  on a c r i t i c a l  po in t  

by maintaining t h a t  : , 

I t  i s  poss ib le  within a Iiunrdn soc ie ty  a s  we know it, 
with i t s  es tab l i shed  language and i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  f o r  an 
individual  t o  adhere t o  a  p r i v a t e  r u l e  of conduct. 8 

This cannot be t h e  case however. I t  sounds p laus ib le  of course because 

Wittgenstein says it must only be poss ib le  i n  p r i n c i p l e  f o r  people t o  

grasp a r u l e  and judge whether it is being cor rec t ly  followed. I have 

a l ready indica ted  t h a t  people speak of obeying r u l e s  p r i v a t e l y ;  but  i n  

r e fu t ing  the  notion we must consider  t h a t  when we use the  word "meaningfulff 

i n  the  sense i n  which Winch i n v i t e s  us t o ,  we can only be r e f e r r i n g  t o  

t h e  term i n  a pub l i c  context (and Winch would agree) .  Surely then 

we can only use the  term "ruleu i n  a  publ ic  context .  Consider it 

another way: i f  we were approached by a f r i end  who revealed t o  us t h a t  

he had p r i v a t e l y  followed a r u l e  ( h i s  own) t o  smoke only t e n  c i g a r e t t e s  

a  day, we would probably take  h i s  word as a  guarantee o f  the  t r u t h  ( i f  

we even wanted t o  go t h a t  f a r ) .  l-iowever the re  i s  no poss ib le  means 

whereby t h a t  p resc r ip t ion  could have been considered a r u l e  (while he 

was following i t ) :  t o  s e e  t h i s  we only need t o  ask how it would have 

been capable i n  p r i n c i p l e  of ascertainment. Even the  most contr ived 

circumstances would not  c rea te  such a context f o r  someone coming t o  

know t h e  r u l e .  A "pr iva te  de f in i t ion"  is  an example of a  p r i v a t e  r u l e ;  

of t h i s  Wittgenstein s a i d ;  

I t  might be sa id :  i f  you have given yourself  a  p r i v a t e  
d e f i n i t i o n  of  a  word, then you must inwardly undertake t o  
use the  word i n  such-and-such a way. And how do you undertake 
t h a t ?  I s  it t o  be assumed t h a t  you invent  the  technique of 
using the  word; o r  t h a t  you found i t  readymade? (P.I.:262) 

This can only be seen as  a  manifestat ion of  the  f a c t  t h a t  Winch m i s -  

1 
: 



appl ies  Wit tgens te in ts  not ion  of  following a r u l e  -- t h i s  m i s -  

appl ica t ion  then a l s o  app l i e s  t o  the)  earlier-mentioned argument about 

meaningfulness of rule-fol lowing.  

Rudner a t t acks  Winch f o r  committing "a s u b t l e  form of t h e  re- 

productive fal lacy".  He allows t h a t  it might be poss ib le  t o  make every 

s o c i a l  phenomenon meaningful, bu t  r e fu tes  t h e  statement t h a t  "a meaning- 

f u l  phenomenon i s  not  i n t e l l i g i b l e  o r  understandable unless  i ts  meaning 

can be understood", on t h e  grounds t h a t  it equivocates on the  notion of  

understanding. Rudner says t h a t  Winch i s  using t h e  term i n  t h e  sense 

t h a t  one understands only by having a d i r e c t  experience o f  t h e  sub jec t  

matter  being understood. He says:  

The claim t h a t  the  only understanding appropriate t o  
s o c i a l  science is  one t h a t  cons i s t s  of  a reproduction of  
the  condit ions o r  s t a t e s  o f  a f f a i r s  being s tudied ,  i s  
l o g i c a l l y  the  same a s  t h e  claim t h a t  t h e  only understanding 
appropriate t o  t h e  inves t iga t ion  of  tornadoes is  t h a t  gained 
i n  t h e  d i r e c t  experience of  tornados .9 

However t h i s  is not  the  sense i n  which s o c i a l  science o r  sc ience  genera l ly  

uses t h e  word. I n  most cases we say we "understand phenomenar1 i n  s o c i a l  

sc ience  i f  we develop an adequate l i n g u i s t i c  formulation of  it i . e .  i f  

we can account f o r  i ts  occurrence and p e r t i n e n t  f ea tu res  within t h e  

context of  the  whole body of  t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  t o  which it belongs. Winch 

noted t h a t  i n  n a t u r a l  sc ience  a causal  explanation of  the  type of  event 

being inves t iga ted  w i l l  s u f f i c e  a s  acqu i s i t ion  of understanding. 10 

Perhaps the  most important quest ion t o  ask is  t h a t  of  whether 

t h e  notions of log ic  and r u l e  following can a i d  i n  formulation of  an 

appropriate theory of experience f o r  s o c i a l  science and its p a r t i c u l a r  

concern with education. We noted t h a t  any s c i e n t i f i c  d i s c i p l i n e  is  

comprised of  a s e r i e s  of s tatements derived from experience and out  of 

these  a r e  derived ( o r  formulated) f u r t h e r  s tatements (many of  which 

concern hypothet ica l  e n t i t i e s )  and log ica l  r e l a t ionsh ips .  The s i g n i f i c a n t  



point  though i s  t h a t  our contact  with experience i s  only achieved 

through l i n g u i s t i c  means : hence the  most valuable l i n g u i s t i c  formulation 

w i l l  be the  one which enables us t o  descr ibe  experience most e f f e c t i v e l y .  

This does not  imply t h a t  a new theory a l toge the r  w i l l  be e labora ted  -- 

it m r e l y  suggests t h a t  when we apply any theory,  we ought t o  be f u l l y  

aware of the  log ica l  commitments of  the  terminology and the  r e l a t ionsh ips  

d e a l t  with i n  t h a t  theory. Wit tgens te in ls  l a t e r  work i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  

important f o r  the  philosophy of  s o c i a l  science because of  t h e  e labora t ion  

of what is  involved i n  rule-guided a c t i v i t y .  The mistake Winch makes i s  

due t o  h i s  taking t h i s  notion too  f a r .  When he attempts t o  look f o r  the  

meaningful p a r t  of  every d i s t i n c t  s o c i a l  a c t  we noted t h a t  t h i s  implies 

t h a t  the  p rec i se  r u l e  i n  every a c t  i s  determinable. To allow t h i s ,  t he  

theory has t o  develop a r e l i a b l e  means of  describing phenomena l i k e  

" in tent ionu and "recognition" i n  a c t s .  This could be achieved i n  terms 

of t h e  behavioural counterparts  t o  these  terms; i . e .  we could e labora te  

a behavioural ca lculus  t o  descr ibe  the  phenomenon we c a l l  "intention", 

but  t h e  r e s u l t a n t  accuracy of t h e  statements of t h e  theory might leave 

much t o  be des i red .  For example some descr ip t ions  of  rule-fol lowing a c t s  

would necessa r i ly  be s o  general  a s  t o  be worthless.  Then we would 

suspect  t h a t  much o f  the  raw d a t a  of  any s o c i a l  science i s  s o  complex ( i . e .  

composed o f  such a la rge  number of individual  s o c i a l  a c t s )  t h a t  it i s  

simply not  poss ib le  t o  d i s t ingu i sh  t h e  more re levant  and p e r t i n e n t  p a r t s  

from the  more decorous and even i r r e l e v a n t  a c t s  t h a t  a r e  contained 

within t h e  complex. A s  an example, we could consider a p iece  of  da ta  t h a t  

might be of i n t e r e s t  t o  a s o c i o l o g i s t ;  say,  and a c t  of  overt  r a c i a l  

discrimination by a person o r  group. According t o  Winch we should be 
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able  t o  guage the  exact  (semantic) meaning of t h i s  a c t  by f inding out 

the  r u l e s  involved and followed i n  the  a c t i v i t y  t h a t  becomes the  mani- 

f e s t a t i o n  o f  pre judice  here.  

This assumes our being able  t o  follow the  individual  ins tances  

of  rule-following, f i r s t l y ,  s o  t h a t  we can devise an adequate l i n g u i s t i c  

desc r ip t ion  of  each one, and then our  judging each i n  t h i s  i n t e r p l a y  with 

o thers  a f t e r  we f e e l  t h a t  we have s a t i s f a c t o r y  desc r ip t ions  of  the  b a s i c  

rule-governed a c t .  Now, i n  a way, t h i s  i s  the  method o f  inquiry  used by 

the  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t ,  except t h a t  h i s  concern i s  not  s o  much a t  the  micro- 

l e v e l  a s  t h a t  which t h e  above a c t i v i t y  with i t s  i n t r i c a c i e s  is. The 

d i f ference  is  t h a t  Winch is  prepared t o  accept  judgements o f  t h e  above 

kind as  f u l l y  meaningful ( i  .e . semantical ly)  whereas the  phi  losopher of 

s o c i a l  science would t r e a t  them as  hypothet ica l  and hence meaningful i n  

a 'konventiona1"way only. So t h e  examination of the  rule-fol lowing 

aspect of  s o c i a l  phenomena can be useful  provided t h a t  it i s  attempted 

within the  appropriate context ,  which i s  t h e  normal context and mode of  

empirical  inquiry.  

A l l  t he  s tatements which comprise t h e  d i s c i p l i n e  of  education 

a r e  co-extensive with t h e  subset  of a l l  t he  statements which form t h e  

product o f  s o c i a l  sc ience ,  which might suggest t h a t  a t t e n t i o n  t o  r u l e -  

following i n  the  da ta  of education i s  important. We can approach t h i s  

t h e  o the r  way by saying t h a t  s ince  s o  much o f  the  process of  education 

is i n t r i c a t e l y  bound up with s o c i a l  a c t i v i t y  and hence rule-fol lowing,  

then t o  adequately formulate l i n g u i s t i c  descr ip t ions  and f u r t h e r  

theor ize  about these ,  we need t o  apply t h e  methods of s o c i a l  sc ience  

inquiry  . 
Perhaps more important t o  education is  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  much of 



i ts  da ta  i s  associa ted  with t h e  cocepts we d e a l t  with e a r l i e r  and 

which a re  thought t o  belong t o  the  psychological realm (so-ca l led  

! 'mentalistic predicates") .  Wittgenstein po in t s  out though t h a t  it i s  a 

mistake t o  th ink t h a t  because physics deals  with th ings  i n  t h e  physical  

realm, psychology deals  with th ings  i n  the  realm of the  psyche. We 

have seen t h a t  the  kinds of  phenomena r e f e r r e d  t o  here a r e  d e a l t  with i n  

t h e  ex te rna l  o r  behavioural sphere. This w i l l  r evea l  nothing new t o  the  

educational  researcher  o r  philosopher though, a s  behavioural psychology 

is based on such ex te rna l  desc r ip t ions ,  and theor ies  of learning a r e  

important educational  der iva t ions  of  behaviourism. However t h i s  suggests  

t h a t  behaviourist  theor ie s  w i l l  be l e s s  than adequate unless  they take  

i n t o  account the  corresponding log ica l  implicat ions of  t h e  "deep-grammar" 

contained i n  many of t h e i r  key concepts. I t  i s  the  task  of t h e  philosopher 

t o  point  out  these  f a c t s .  

This gives the  impression t h a t  psychology has been put  t o  much 

use i n  d e t a i l i n g  e f f i c i e n t  learning theory and hence teaching methods 

-- however t h i s  is not  the  case. Nor is  t h i s  t o  suggest t h a t  the re  has 

been no empirical  evidence used t o  support various t h e o r i e s ;  bu t  it would 

seem t h a t  what evidence has been applied t o  theor ie s  has been gathered 

i n  quest ionable s c i e n t i f i c  ways. This r e f e r s  not  only t o  t h e  evidence 

teachers  present  t o  support claims f o r  various techniques such a s  demand- 

ing  r o t e  learning of  pages of  sc ience  o r  h i s t o r y  notes ;  but  a l s o  it app l i e s  

t o  "high level"  research.  For example Jean P i a g e t l s  famous conservation 

experiments a re  based on a non-necessary presumption about t h e  simple- 

complex "relat ionship" t h a t  he takes  t o  be an a p r i o r i  t r u t h .  Wittgenstein 

would r e j e c t  such a claim: 

To the  philosophical  quest ion:  "Is  the  v i sua l  image of 
t h i s  t r e e  composite and what a r e  i t s  component par ts?"  t h e  
co r rec t  answer is  : "That depends on what you understand by 
ucompositew. (And t h a t  i s  not  an answer but  a r e j e c t i o n  of 
t h e  quest ion) . (P.I.: 47) 



In recent  l i t e r a t u r e  of t h e  philosnphy of education one is  l i k e l y  
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t o  f ind  quest ions such a s ;  "How many kinds of learning a r e  there?"  o r  

"iiow do we learn  t o  obey a ru le?"  which i n  f ac t  a r e  pseudo-questions, 

being log ica l  misconceptions of the  kinds of concepts al luded t o .  The 

second quest ion is  f a i r l y  e a s i l y  dismissed s ince  i t  i s  based on a more 

pa ten t ly  obvious log ica l  misconception. I t  suggests t h a t  obedience t o  

a r u l e  is  a separa te  s t a t e  from learning the  r u l e  i t s e l f  i . e .  t h a t  it 

i s  as i f  each r u l e  has a p a r t  t o  learn  and a p a r t  which t a l k s  about 

obedience t o  i t s e l f .  Thomas Green occupies himself with t h i s  problem 

as  one of  major s igni f icance  f o r  learning theory and education genera l ly .  

The answer t o  the  problem r e a l l y  takes  two forms. I f  one is looking f o r  

some means of  c l a s s i f y i n g  t h e  '9nentalH o r  cognit ive processes we would 

assume t o  be associa ted  with the  phenomenon of "learning t o  obeyu, then 

no method of  philosophical  analys is  w i l l  reveal  those processes (which 

is a comment on the  "deep-grammar" o f  the  concept of  learning) . I f ,  ins tead ,  

one i s  searching f o r  evidence (of the  behavioural type) t o  i n d i c a t e  where 

and how learning takes  p lace  i n  regard t o  each r u l e ,  then t h i s  e n t e r p r i s e  

w i l l  a l s o  f a i l .  A l og ica l  examination of t h e  concept of rule-fol lowing 

w i l l  show t h a t  obedience t o  a r u l e  is  behaviour of a general  na ture  i n  

t h a t  one vo lun ta r i ly  adapts h i s  behaviour t o  the  general  conventions of 

the  s o c i e t y  we l i v e  i n .  Perhaps we can say  t h a t  we learn  t o  obey r u l e s ,  

but  the re  i s  s t i l l  a quest ionable s i d e  t o  the  notion of "learning" p a r t -  

i c u l a r l y  s ince  t h i s  process often involves techniques we would r a t h e r  

c a l l  uconditioning" o r  t h e  l i k e .  I  think the  quest ion i s  a l s o  log ica l ly  

akin t o  the  quest ion "How do we learn  t o  remember?", p a r t i c u l a r l y  i f  we 

consider  the  kinds of c r i t e r i a  we use t o  ve r i fy  r epor t s  of  remembering. 

There have been a number of  papers deal ing with the  f i r s t  
12 

quest ion i n  one o r  another manifestat ions.  it is presumed t h a t  i f  one 
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i s  able t o  d e t a i l  t he  d i f fe ren t  ways i n  which learning takes  place ( i . e .  

t he  cognit ive a c t ) ,  then one w i l l  be able  t o  base some kind of  teaching 
I 

cr, t h e  r e s u l t s  of  the  theory a t t a ined .  To the  general quest ion,  Yiow 

many kinds of learning- a re  there?", one i s  tempted t o  r ep ly ;  "There a r e  

a s  many kinds as the re  a r e  language games i n  which the  concepts i s  used." 

This indeed i s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  answer s ince  i t  ind ica tes  t h a t  the re  a r e  

s o  many d i f f e r e n t  contexts  i n  which we use the  term. However t h e  

suggestion t h a t  we can c l a s s i f y  d i f f e r e n t  kinds of learning is  a pseudo 

notion.  To i n d i c a t e  why t h i s  is  s o  we might ask a r e l a t e d  quest ion,  

"How many kinds of understanding a re  there?".  I t  would seem then t h a t  

we a i t h e r  learn  something o r  we do not ,  o r  we understand something o r  

we do no t .  We sometimes l i k e  t o  r e f e r  t o  notions of  "pa r t ly  understandingu 

o r  "half-learning" o r  s i m i l a r  cases,  where these  r e f e r  t o  ourselves i . e .  

our own experiences, but  we must remember a l s o  t h a t  our j u s t i f i c a t i o n  

i n  these  ins tances  is  very l imi ted;  t h a t  i n  the  case of  f i r s t  person 

repor t s  we use expressions such as  "I understandw as  s i jma l s  t h a t  we can 

''go onu and we only r e l y  on our previous experience i n  s i m i l a r  s i t u a t i o n s  

f o r  the  confidence t o  make such repor t s .  With t h i r d  person repor t s , the  

c r i t e r i a  f o r  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  is  t h e  outward behaviour of t h e  person making 

the  as se r t ion  (and the  verbal  a s s e r t i o n  i t s e l f  i s  not the  l e a s t  b i t  a  p a r t  

of t h e  behaviour, bu t  i s  c e n t r a l  and i n  many cases the  most important 

p a r t )  . 
The s igni f icance  of these  comments i s  t o  point  out what I be l i eve  

is  a grammatical commitment of t h e  concept of  learning.  Even though we 

t a l k  of "learning t h a t "  a s  d i s t i n c t  from "learning how", and "rote-learning", 

' p a r t  learning" e t c . ,  we a r e  not t a l k i n g  ipso  fac to  about any kind of  

mental performance. The q u a l i f i c a t o r y  adjuncts  of learning r e f e r  ins t ead  
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t o  t h e  ma te r i a l  which i s  t h e  ob jec t  of t h e  a c t i v i t y ,  o r  an eva lua t ion  

o f  t h e  behaviour o f  t h e  person abou't whom t h e  assessment is made. Hence 

it might seem t h a t  ou r  grounds f o r  making such a s s e r t i o n s  i n  e i t h e r  t h e  

f i r s t  o r  t h i r d  person cases  a r e  i n s u b s t a n t i a l ,  s i n c e  we cannot t a l k  about 

what " rea l ly"  happens. I t  w i l l  be  recognised t h a t  t h i s  i s  no t  a  s e r i o u s  

ob jec t ion  though s i n c e  no s o c i a l  s c i ence  pu rpor t s  t o  desc r ibe  what " rea l ly"  

happens, b u t  has  t o  content  i t s e l f  with developing an as -va l id-as -poss ib le  

framework i n  which t o  b u i l d  up a  theory  t o  desc r ibe  phenomena. For abso lu t e  

l o g i c a l  c l a r i t y  we should add t h a t  nothing "happens" u n t i l  t h e r e  i s  a  

s u i t a b l e  l i n g u i s t i c  d e s c r i p t i o n  of it -- s o  t h e  term, ' r e a l l y ' ,  drops out  

of  cons idera t ion .  

Now we can proceed wi th  a  learn ing  theory based on behavioura l  

circumstances and evidence, b u t  t o  hope t h a t  it w i l l  be  u s e f u l  w i l l  

e n t a i l  pa ins t ak ing ly  r eappra i s ing  and checking t h e  s ta tements  and r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p s  of t h e  theory .  I t  must b e  approached i n  a  f a s t i d i o u s l y  l o g i c a l  

manner and must be a s  c a r e f u l l y  a r t i c u l a t e d  a s  any s c i e n t i f i c  system. 

This  aga in  i s  where t h e  no t ions  o f  l o g i c  and r u l e s  expounded i n  

Phi losophica l  Inves t iga t ions  w i l l  a i d  i n  t h e  establ ishment  o f  a  r e l i a b l e  -- 
system of  i nqu i ry  f o r  educat ion.  

Generally then ,  t h e  cons idera t ions  i n  t h e  l a t e r  philosophy o f  

Wi t tgens te in  a r e  r e l evan t  t o  s o c i a l  sc ience  and educat ion i n  t h a t  they  

r e i n f o r c e  o r  modify a  methodological s t andpo in t .  Wit tgenstein c o n s i s t  - 

e n t l y  maintained t h a t  h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  s e t  out  t o  c l a r i f y  and desc r ibe  

t h e  way we a r e  committed t o  employing language, and i n  t ak ing  t h i s  approach 

t o  s o c i a l  sc ience  t h e o r i e s  we a r e  engaging i n  a  l o g i c a l  procedure. I t  

would be mis - in t e rp re t ing  t h e  Phi losophica l  Inves t iga t ions  t o  assume 

t h a t  t h e i r  content  w i l l  add t o  t h e  f a c t u a l  knowledge of t h e  world; i t  

c e r t a i n l y  does add t o  t h e  ep is temologica l  b a s i s  of  t h e  s o c i a l  s c i ences  

though. This  con t r ibu t ion  comes from t h e  e x p l i c i t  s e c t i o n s  on r u l e s  
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and rule-governed behaviour, and the  sec t ion  on "forms of  l i f e "  about 

which f u r t h e r  w i l l  be s a i d  a t  the* end of t h i s  chapter.  

The log ica l  cont r ibut ions  t o  the  philosophy of education a l s o  a i d  

i n  s t r a igh ten ing  out some misconceptions and i n v a l i d  theor iz ing  i n  t h e  

sub jec t .  For example it po in t s  out  t h a t  the re  i s  no such e n t i t y  a s  "a 

philosophy of education" i f  by t h a t  term i s  implied the  kind of e n t i t y  

r e fe r red  t o  a s  a  "philosophy of l i fe" .  Nor can we accept t h a t  a  

philosophy of  education can be b u i l t  by taking a major phi losophica l  

system (e.g. Thomism o r  Exis tent ia l i sm)  and e labora t ing  i t s  l o g i c a l  

implicat ions f o r  every phase of  education. This attempt i n  i t s e l f  commits 

a  log ica l  mistake by assuming t h a t  the re  is  a log ica l  connexion between 

t h e  various phases i n  education, i . e .  t h a t  it i s  necessary t o  be  

cons is tent  i n  applying t h e  same log ica l  de r iva t ive  t o  a  p resc r ip t ion  f o r  

curriculum as  it is f o r  a  p resc r ip t ion  f o r  kinds o f  t e s t i n g .  An example 

of  t h i s  could be found i n  the  majori ty of  textbooks on the  philosophy of  

education -- such a pos i t ion  would hold t h a t  i f  one is  a l lP la ton i s t t l  

i n  terms of speci fy ing what sub jec t s  ought t o  be taught then he ought t o  

apply t h e  same philosophy t o  any o the r  phase of  education. This  is log ica l  

nonsense. S imi lar  log ica l  mistakes have been made i n  most cu r ren t  theor ie s  

o f  education: i . e .  many theor ies  seem t o  be v a l i d l y  a r t i c u l a t e d  

from a log ica l  point  o f  view a r e  based on a very quest ionable ontologica l  

premise. Hence, although it might be very d i f f i c u l t  t o  point  out  t h e  

methodological f a u l t s  wi th in ,  say  "pragmatismu, or  "general systems 

theoryw (as  they apply t o  education o r  indeed as they stand i n  t o t o ) ,  we 

can quest ion t h e i r  i n i t i a l  assumptions o r  ontologica l  bases.  For example, 

both depend on a view of  r e a l i t y  t h a t  is  s t ruc tu red  t o  s u i t  t h e i r  own 

systems of logic .  "General systems theary"assumes'j i n  a  manner s i m i l a r  t o  
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idealism; t h a t  the re  i s  a d e f i n i t e  order  e x i s t i n g  i n  r e l a t ionsh ips  between 

objec ts  i n  the  phenomenal world. Tbus a pre-arranged order  i s  already 

forced on the  world without the re  being any i n i t i a l  quest ioning of t h i s  

ontologica l  presumption. Pragmatism makes a s i m i l a r  t au to log ica l  e r r o r  

by i ts  derived log ic  t o  prove i ts  i n i t i a l  assumptions. 

Philosophy of  education is r a t h e r  t h e  log ica l  ana lys i s  o f  t h e  

body of statements and t h e i r  r e l a t ionsh ips  t h a t  we can c a l l  t h e  product 

of  education (a  d i s t i n c t i o n  e labora ted  e a r l i e r ) .  Jus t  a s  Wittgenstein 

t a l k s  about "doing philosophy" t o  s t r a igh ten  out some of the  confusions 

our language runs us up aga ins t ;  s o  we might s i m i l a r l y  regard t h e  phi lo-  

sophy of education i . e .  it s t r a i g h t e n s  out confusions i n  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  

realm. More exact ly  it attempts t o  c l a r i f y  t h e  log ic  of t h e  l i n g u i s t i c  

formulations which comprise the  d i s c i p l i n e  of education. 

Perhaps it i s  worthwhile now t o  reconsider  the  notion o f  71forms 

of l i f e u  t o  s e e  i f  it can a i d  i n  our theor iz ing  about s o c i a l  sc ience  

and education. Wittgenstein d id  not  speci fy  very c l e a r l y  what he meant 

by t h i s  notion,  but  he d id  regard it as  important enough t o  imply t h a t  

it was something l i k e  the  shared i n s t i t u t i o n s  upon which our exis tence  a s  

s o c i a l  beings depend. We might say  t h a t  it i s  c e n t r a l  t o  our overa l l  

notion of t l l i f e l l  i t s e l f  t o  recognize t h a t  i t  has these  pervasive "forms" 

a s  a t t r i b u t e s  -- they  might be considered second-order forms a f t e r  those 

of a more b io log ica l  inher i tance  (e.g. the  i n s t i n c t  of se l f -p rese rva t ion ,  

o r  t h a t  of progenerat ion).  The suggestion is t h a t  t h e  "form of l i f e "  

idea  i s  s o  c e n t r a l  t o  any a r t i c u l a t i o n  of s o c i a l  phenomena t h a t  it could 

be e labora ted  as t h e  s t a r t i n g  po in t  f o r  theor iz ing  i n  s o c i a l  science.  

I t  would seem t o  provide a more f a c t u a l  ( i n  terms of l i n g u i s t i c  descr ip t ion)  

foundation than some of t h e  present  s t a r t i n g  po in t s ;  the  so-ca l led  "ideal 

typesu ,  o r  " ideal - typica l  constructs".  This begs t h e  quest ion,  "what 



9 3 

is  "more and perhaps the  b e s t  answer we can give i s  t h a t  

we mean more "primit iveu o r  "elemental". Iie could then say t h a t  we see  

a "form of l i f e "  (say, iiinguagcj as having a more objec t ive  referent: than  

an "ideal  typefi  (say, ' c lass  consciousness'). Again the  advantage i s  

i l l u s i v e  -- even i f  the  "forms of l i f e "  idea  is  more objec t ive  a s  a s t a r t -  

ing  point  f o r  theorizing,  does t h a t  i n  tu rn  e f f e c t  the  end r e s u l t  ( the  

v a l i d i t y  o r  accuracy of t h e  system)? Because l~molecule" has a more 

c l e a r l y  spec i f i ed  re fe ren t  than "psi-meson pa r t i c l e" ,  does t h a t  enable 

t h e  former t o  a t t a i n  any g rea te r  accuracy i n  a s c i e n t i f i c  formulation? 

I would suggest then t h a t  t h e  "form of l i f e "  idea  has  no 

immediate p r a c t i c a l  value i n  theor iz ing ,  but  if we were t o  consider  i t  i n  

another way r e l a t e d  t o  education it might prove useful .  The argument i s  

t h i s  ; s ince  education can be  regarded as  a $'Form of l i f e " ,  t h e  s o c i a l  

s i d e  of it can be s t rongly  emphasized and systematized. Further t o  t h i s ,  

such a notion provides us with a v a l i d  framework f o r  evaluat ing  quest ions 

with normative dimensions (such as  V h a t  should the  purpose of education 

be?" o r  "Who has the  r i g h t  t o  educate whom?" e t c . ) .  Now some theor ies  

already provide within t h e i r  framework answers t o  such quest ions ( f o r  

example "General Systems Theory1' o r  P la ton ic  "Idealism") bu t  i s  has 

been seen t h a t  these  theor ie s  cannot be accepted a t  t h e i r  foundations.  

In o the r  words such an a r t i c u l a t i o n  w i l l  enable us t o  look a t  p e r t i n e n t  

moral quest ions without v i o l a t i n g  t h e  e t h i c a l  n e u t r a l i t y  of education 

as  a s o c i a l  science.  We can concern ourselves with the  content o f  

value-judgements i n  education and not  merely t h e i r  b a s i s  ( the  "form of 

l i f e H ) .  The philosopher of education need not therefore  a b s t r a c t  

values from t h e i r  matr ix ( the  s o c i a l  a c t  o r  s o c i a l  phenomena). In i t s  

broadest sense, education is  a l s o  the  learning of  "forms of l i f e" ,  

though much of the  knowledge involved tends t o  being thought of a s  

academic knowledge. I t  might be suggested t h a t  we were more aware of 
P 
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s ign i f i cance  of  our forms of l i f e  ( i . e .  t h e i r  r o l e  i n  a l l  i n t e rcourse  

t o  the  point  where we might say t h a t  , they organize our l i v e s ;  both a s  

individuals  and group members) we could poss ib ly  s t r u c t u r e  our school 

curriculum t o  b e t t e r  advantage. This would imply s t r e s s i n g  socio-  

c u l t u r a l  f ac to r s  more than i s  customary; o r  a t  l e a s t  i n t e g r a t i n g  and 

humanizing t h e  curriculum t o  a g r e a t e r  ex ten t .  

I am the re fo re  suggest ing t h a t  ca re fu l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  "forms 

of l i f e f 1  idea  i n  s o c i a l  science might well  provide us with a log ic  of  

discovery -- a fea tu re  t h a t  we noted e a r l i e r  when Rudner indica ted  t h a t  

we have no such log ic .  In  o the r  words, perhaps it is not  necessary t o  

have a "true knowledge of r e a l i t y "  before we can i s o l a t e  the  b a s i s  o f  any 

s c i e n t i f i c  inqui ry .  We should perhaps add t h a t  t h e  adequacy of  such a 

log ic  of discovery would only be borne out  by the  success it t h e o r e t i c a l l y  

should provide i n  i ts  subsequent va l ida t ion .  

This chapter  has ind ica ted  the  way i n  which t h e  log ica l  notions i n  

t h e  l a t e r  philosophy o f  Wittgenstein can be used t o  c l a r i f y  t h e  important 

problems i n  t h e  philosophy of education. This log ic  a l s o  gives t h e  

philosophy of education the  grounds f o r  i t s  claim t o  be a s o c i a l  science,  

because i t s  statements can be seen t o  be derived from a desc r ip t ion  of 

s t a t e s  of a f f a i r s  t h a t  a r e  "socialf1. Wit tgens te in ts  e labora t ion  of  

wfollowing a r u l e M  and i ts  log ica l  entai lments a l s o  provides an epistemo- 

log ica l  b a s i s  f o r  theor iz ing  i n  s o c i a l  science and, i p s o  fac to ,  education. 

Education was seen t o  have c lose  t i e s  with many of  the  more commonly 

denoted s o c i a l  science sub jec t s ,  y e t  its corpus of  l i n g u i s t i c  formulations 

a re  d i s t i n c t  enough f o r  it t o  be considered i n  i ts  own r i g h t ;  indeed 

they demand t h i s  t reatment.  Perhaps one should a l s o  add t h a t  Wit tgens te in ' s  

philosophy o f  language is j u s t  a s  important a considerat ion,  epistemolo- 

g i c a l l y ,  as  t h e  not ion  of f t fol lowing r u l e s u  and t h i s  importance i s  seen 
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r a t h e r  i n  Clapter  111. The reason i s  t h a t  experience i s  ava i l ab le  t o  

us only once it has a l i n g u i s t i c  f o ~ m u l a t i o n ,  and t o  a t t a i n  t h e  accurate 

account of experience needed f o r  theor iz ing  and hypothesizing we need t o  

know exact ly  what our language i s  committing us t o ,  o r  a s  Wittgenstein 

says,  we need t o  "see th ings  a s  they are."  This can only be accomplished 

within the  order  of "facts" and language we already have -- t he  r e a l  task  

then i s  t o  analyse and c l a r i f y  t h e  concepts we have, t o  attempt t o  under- 

s tand the  limits o f  our language. 
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S O W  CONCLUDING REtMARKS 

I t  can be seen t h a t  t h e  Wittgenstenian notion of t h e  logic  

involved i n  following a r u l e  is  not  only important t o  the  understanding 

of behavioural theor ie s ,  bu t  can be used as  a b a s i s  f o r  t h e  process of 

theor iz ing  i n  any of  the  s o c i a l  sciences.  In p a r t i c u l a r ,  an ana lys i s  

of rule-following ind ica tes  t h a t  the re  i s  a s c i e n t i f i c  procedure involved 

i n  the  study of education. This does not apply only t o  c e r t a i n  areas ,  

such as  learning theory (where behavioural theor ie s  w i l l  rep lace  guess- 

work), but embraces inquiry  i n t o  a l l  t he  statements o f  the  product of  

education, t o  the  point  where it charac ter izes  these  statements as 

belonging t o  a d i s t i n c t  a rea  of concern. The mode, o r  form of inquiry ,  

is  governed by the  log ic  appl ied  t o  the  statements and t h i s  i n  t u r n  i s  

determined by our i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  the  idea  of  following r u l e s :  however 

t h i s  l a t t e r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  is  contingent upon a r e j e c t i o n  of  any idea  o f  

universa l  logic ,  o r  n a t u r a l  logic ,  o r  any of  the  o the r  log ica l  concomitants 

of "Idealismw. So we might say t h a t  whenever we t a l k  about logic ,  we a r e  

connnitting ourselves t o  a c e r t a i n  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of "rulesf1;  our log ic  

i s  witness t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  we th ink ( i n f e r ,  measure,etc.) a l i k e .  I t  

has no connexion with the  e the rea l ,  but  r a t h e r  a connexion with t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  we organize experience s i m i l a r l y  t o  one another; "it is  an agreement 

. . . i n  forms o f  l i f e " .  

F inal ly ,  seve ra l  po in t s  should be made by means of c l a r i f i c a t i o n .  

F i r s t l y ,  the re  could be a tendency t o  regard the  kinds of suggestions 

made here  a s  somewhat a n t i t h e t i c a l  t o  the  s p i r i t  of Philosophical  

Inves t iga t ions  where Wittgenstein takes  pains t o  emphasize t h a t  many of  
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our p i~ i losoph ica l  confusions a re  due t o  our "cravingt1 t o  genera l ize ,  

c l a s s i f y ,  e t c .  i n  t h e  method of  s c i ~ n c e ,  and he i n s i s t s  t h a t  h i s  work i s  

desc r ip t ive  r a t h e r  than explanatory. Whereas, here we have been t r y i n g  t o  

b u i l d  a log ic  of inqui ry ,  t o  apply a s c i e n t i f i c  approach t o  t h e  sub jec t  

of education. These approaches however a r e  not  incompatible even i f  we 

allow a s  most commentators do, t h a t  Wittgenstein was perhaps excessive 

i n  h i s  demand f o r  desc r ip t ion  only. What we would r a t h e r  say is  t h a t  

if Wittgenstein is  h o s t i l e  towards any idea,  it i s  t h e  doct r ine  of  

"scientism" and i t s  r e l a t e d  species  i n  philosophy (e. g. f lessential ism"),  

This i s  the  b e l i e f ,  cu l led  from mis in terpre t ing  the  methods of sc ience ,  

t h a t  science w i l l  answer a l l  quest ions,  i . e .  w i l l  c l a s s i f y  and expla in  

a l l  " rea l i ty" .  In a s i m i l a r  sense we should beware of  mistaking t h e  

methods o f  science f o r  the  philosophy of  sc ience .  The methods o f  

science can be i n t e r p r e t a t i v e  and hence explanatory, but the  philosophy 

remains neu t ra l  i n  t h i s  respect ,  commenting r a t h e r  on the  l o g i c a l  v a l i d i t y  

of the  methodology (which i n  tu rn  does the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ) .  

In philosophical  ana lys i s ,  one i s  involved i n  desc r ip t ion ,  but  

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  comes i n  a s  well .  In  t h i s  sense however it is semantic 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ;  it t a l k s  about t h e  meaning of words, f o r  example, i n  

what w e  have c a l l e d  the  "natura l  senseff .  Hence when doing philosophy 

we might never f i n d  "the answer", i f  t h a t  means we might never f i n d  a 

c l e a r ,  p rec i se ,  non-exceptionab l e  d e f i n i t i o n  o r  meaning t o  every 

expression we a r e  deal ing  with.  

Logic therefore ,  by looking a t  our commitment i n  the  terminology 

e t c .  t h a t  we use, w i l l  hopefully be able  t o  c l a r i f y  our methodology, 

which is  a philosophical  task .  To use the  d i s t i n c t i o n  suggested by 

Wesley Salmon, which he has derived from N.R. Hanson, we might allow t h a t  

log ic  w i l l  c l a r i f y  our p l a u s i b i l i t y  arguments i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  hypotheses 
1 

as wel l .  But we could not  go as  f a r  a s  Hanson suggests  and use t h e  
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philosophy of l o g i c  a s  a log ic  of  discovery i . e .  t r e a t  l o g i c  a s  capable 

of generating conjectures t h a t  a re  ,p laus ib le  enough t o  be t r e a t e d  as  

hypotheses(this  process being d i s t i n c t  enough t o  count as  non-psychological 

although a psychological element does e n t e r  the  formulation of a l l  

hypotheses).  Wittgenstein would tend t o  argue f o r  a s t rong psychological 

b a s i s  t o  p l a u s i b i l i t y  arguments as  would be indica ted  by h i s  remarks 

on "inductionfT. 

S t r e s s  on logic  should not  make it seem t h a t  method i s  a l l  

important a s  an end i n  i t s e l f .  The substance (organized experience) i s  

equally a s  important,  but  without adequate s c i e n t i f i c  forms of inquiry  

(method) a s u i t a b l e  cha rac te r i za t ion  of  the  new experience w i l l  no t  be 

obtained. In  education, much e f f o r t  i s  needed t o  break t h e  substance 

from the  erroneous hold of f a l s e  and inaccura te  doct r ines ;  log ica l  

analys is ,  within a s c i e n t i f i c  framework only, w i l l  achieve t h i s ;  and t h a t  

i n  the  manner out l ined i n  t h i s  work. 

Ultimately the  quest ion w i l l  be asked; TtHow a r e  we t o  t e s t  and 

j u s t i f y  t h e  theory of log ic  we propose?fT One can t e s t  it i n  appl ica t ion  

i n  a way t h a t  has already been shown, i . e .  it w i l l  c l a r i f y  o r  r e f u t e  c e r t a i n  

theor ie s  and hypotheses. Of t h i s  work, t h e  l a t t e r  ( f a l s i f i c a t i o n  o r  

r e fu ta t ion)  i s  probably t h e  most important.  Karl Popper's s t r e s s  on the  

p o s s i b i l i t y  of f a l s i f i a b i l i t y  ( a s  agains t  t h e  log ica l  p o s s i b i l i t y  of 

v e r i f i a b i l i t y  -- i n  t h a t  no number of  favourable ins tances  can achieve what 

one ins tance  of f a l s i f i a b i l i t y  can, i . e .  a c e r t a i n  statement of t r u t h -  
2 

value) a s  a "hallmark of empirical  science", accords well  with t h e  

Wittgensteinian emphasis on log ica l  ana lys i s  as an attempt t o  diagnose an 

i l l n e s s  o r  as  a the rapeu t i c  t a s k .  A s tandard example of t h i s  kind of 

t reatment is conceptual analys is  o f  a term l i k e  "understanding", where 

a t t e n t i o n  t o  the  f u l l  grammatical commitment reveals  t h a t  which we cannot 
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say about the  concept ( i t  r e f u t e s  c e r t a i n  accepted doct r ines  and not ions) .  

C la r i f i ca to ry  appl ica t ion  o f , l o g i c  i s  usual ly  seen within 

deductive systems afid here again the  yv'ittgensteinian notions a r e  harmonious 

with p reva i l ing  s c i e n t i f i c  thought. Although Wittgenstein I s  philosophy 

of log ic  emphasizes the  non-necessary charac ter  of log ica l  laws, it a l s o  

(as opposed t o  t h e  extreme conventionalis t  view) recognizes t h a t  t h i s  

log ic  a r i s e s  out of language and hence they a r e  derived from our " fac ts  

of everyday l i f e t t ,  such f a c t s  being t h a t  we think a l i k e ,  measure a l i k e ,  

judge a l i k e ,  e t c .  A l og ica l  law w i l l  therefore  have a t  l e a s t  t h i s  much 

s t a b i l i t y  behind i t  -- and anyone who is not prepared t o  accept t h i s  kind 

of reason f o r  consistency within any system, i s  only going as  f a r  a s  

saying t h a t  he cannot accept foundations f o r  any agreement. This 

contention must then be measured agains t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  we do have a large 

measure of  agreement i n  myriad a f f a i r s .  

Perhaps then t h i s  i s  the  only j u s t i f i c a t i o n  we can o f f e r  f o r  our 

theory,  o r  b e t t e r ,  "notion" of logic .  O r  i s  i t  a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  t o  say 

t h a t  most communication %orksv desp i t e  i t s  tenuous foundations? Such a 

claim involves one i n  normative and psychological cons idera t ions ,  as  well 

as  those of empirical  t e s t a b i l i t y ,  e t c .  

In the  d i s c i p l i n e  of  education the  u l t imate  measure of success w i l l  

of course be seen i n  p r a c t i c e ,  but  a t  l e a s t  such p rac t i ce  w i l l  be guided 

by theor ies  t h a t  have been subjec ted  t o  r igorous analys is  i n  the  way t h a t  

those  of any o ther  science normally a re .  

A l og ic  of education then, derived from I" i i t tgens te infs  notions 

of  "rulesH, urule-following" and t f l o g i c t t ,  w i l l  enable us t o  make a legi t imate  

claim f o r  regarding education as  a s o c i a l  science and it w i l l  f u r t h e r  

provide the  means of  c l a r i f y i n g  and va l ida t ing  the  theor ie s  b u i l t  out o f  

the  corpus of statements which c o n s t i t u t e  t h i s  branch of s o c i a l  sc ience .  
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