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This work undertakes a critical exposition and exa-

mination of the concept of language game as envisaged by

Wittgensteln in his classic Philoscphical Investigatigns.

In the first chapter an attempt is made to delineate
the importance of language as a unique possession of man
and the philosopher's concern with language in the analy-
sis of concepts and meaning. All cases of communication
presuppose the trichotomy of the speaﬁg;, heaggr and the
medium. Language as a medium is a carrier of ideas, con-
cepts or meaning. Philosophy unlike other social and natu-
ral sciences is essentially a conceptual enquiry. Since
concepts are nothing without the language in which they are
couched, philosopheré in their attempt to analyse concepts,
concern themselves with language. Concepts are the subject
matter of philosophical analysis:¢ clarity about concepts
is the goal of philosophical investigation. However, apart

“From analysis of concepts, the philosopher also builds
metaphysical systems. The relationship between philosophy
as an essentially analytic activity and as an activity
consisting of constructing metaphysical systems is an
interesting one. This relationship is explored in the light

of Wittgenstein's vieuws in the Philosophical Investigations.




In the second chapter there is a detailed discussion
about language as an instrument to perform various speech
acts. Man undertakes various activities to thrive and grou.
Using a language is one of the most important activities,
nay the most important activity, for it distinguishes man
from other species. Human needs are multifarious and man
seeks to perfofm various acts with language. A distinction
has been draun (in line with Austin's classification) among
locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary speech acts
which consists in saying something, doing something in
saying something and doing something by saying something
respectively. The distinction between the different aspects
of a speech act viz., phonetic, phatic and rhetic has also
been considered. This distinction tends to show that though
language essentially consists of sound or the phonetic
units, the meaningful combination of phonemes into meaning
units e.g.,~morpheme or words is possible through the rules
of syntax. But the transition from the phatic act to
rhetic act consists not only in conforming to the rules of
syntax but also taking note of the semantic rules. Wittgen-

stein's viewsS about language game throw light on the dif-

ferent aspects of the meéning of an expressiocn. The mea-

ningful use af language not only requires that it should be



syntactically sound but also that expressions must be
cmployed against the background of appropriate non-linguis-
tic conditions. Language is context bound. Hence the use
and understénding of an expression cannot be divorced from

considerations relating to the semantic conditions.

The third chapter would contain a detailed analysis
of the concept of language game and its intimate relation
with the idea of a "form of life." Wittgenstein's use of
the term ‘'language gome' is highly suggestive. A game is
defined by a sct of rules. The rules are not only constitu-
tive of games but also ars regulative in so far as they
determine they vory conduct of the game. Similarly the
use of language is rule governod. ‘As the rules of games
differ from gamc to game, similarly the rulés that deter-

mine the meaningful cmployment of an expression in a des-
criptive lanquage game may not prove valid in a religious
or moral language game. But what is of paramount importance
is, playing a game inyolues a sense of participation,.
Wittgenstein observes that using a language also amounts

to participeting in 2 modc of life. This folows from his
recaghitian that language is intimately wedded to a form

of life, In othcr words the legitimate use of an cxpression

presuppases ome's knowlcdge of noy only the rules of syntax
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by which the words are joined into a meaningful combinationr
but also employing them in appropriate circumstances. Une
can clearly visualize a possibility of a parrot or a pet
animal uttering certain sounds that are syntactically sound
but that would not entitle one to say that they are using
language. It is because of the fact that in case of the
parrot or the pet animal the semantic conditions appropriate
to the use of the expression are conspicuocus in their ab-
sence., Hence Wittgenstein remarks = "To use a language is
to enter into a mode of life," "If a lion could talk we
could not understand him." This led him to advocate the use
theory of meaning./fhe meaning of a word is the way it is
used. Language is context bound, To find the meaning of an
expression is to see how it functions in the language game
in which it occurs. Wittgenstein shouws with characteristic
force that the chief mistake of philosophers consist in
treating concepts in abstraction, that is, apart from the

context of their accurence.

The fourth chapter would be devoted to show that the
problem of Essence in ane form relates to the problem of
classification of terms. In this connection we have tried
to demonstrate the lagical circularity involved in.the
platonic version of the doctrine of universals. The points

of agreement and difference between Bambrough and Wittgen-



stein is thoroughly examined and we have tried to maintain
that the Wittgenstenian solution to the problem is the most

cogent.

The Fifth chapter contains in a nutshell Wittgenstein's
vieus on the nature, genesis and solution of philosophical
problems. It is in the 20th century that philosophers began to
realise self-consciously the importance of language and its
bearing on philosophical issues. Wittgenstein in particular,
is responsible perhaps moré th%é any other philosopher in
giving what may be called the linguistic turn to philosophy.
Philosophical problems,; he observes, are of the nature of
paradoxes and muddles, but are wrongly felt as problems. They
arise with the phiquopher’s attempt to treat concepts in
abstraction or isolation from the language games in which
they occur. He traces the problems to a general feature of
human mind that is the craving for unity which consists in
finding similarity beneath dissimilaritiesi This leads one
to assimilate words of different logical categories into one
category because of their apparent grammatical similaritieg,
For example, all nouns are taken as standing for substance
and all verbs standing for functions. Wittgenstein therefore
warns us not to be deceivéd by the grammatical form of expres-
sion, but to unearth the semantic conditions by looking into
the actual ways in uwhich it functions. The metaphysician in

his attempt to build systems is not only misled by the



craving for unity to form pictures but his analysis is
influenced by the tacit suggestions of the pictures. He is
held captive as it were. Thus metaphysical problems arise in
taking words beyond their context and therefore can be solved
or rather resolved by bringing back expressions from their
metaphysical use to their actual use. That again calls for
commanding a clear view as to the functions of words in their

different language games.

In the sixth chapter we attempt to argue that Wittgen-
stein is an idealist. In both the Tractatus and the Investi-
gations he has developed his own form of idealism. Wittgen-
stein as a matter of fact continues the Germanic tradition
of transcendental idealism as distinguished from epistemolo-
gical and metaphysical idealism. Both epistemological and

metaphysical idealisms are reductionist in nature.

Wittgenstein is an idealist in the Kantian sense., Idea=-
lism in Wittgenstein's work is there in a more or less impli=-
cit form. One has to dig out the idealistic stand point from

the Tractatus as well as the Philosophical Investigations,

The Tractarian world is a totality of facts. These facts

correspond to elementary propositions, Facts again for Witt-
genstein are both possible and actual. The ideal language in
the Tractatus is not constructed rather it is discovered by

a particular type of analysis. The structure of the world is

reflected in the structure of the language. Like Kant,



Wittgenstein sets a limit to our meaningful discourse. Thus
Wittgenstein claims the limits of my language are the limits
of my world. But this is not & solipsistic position, He is
not a subjective idealist. The subject here is not reduced to
an object of knowledge., The 'I' here is treated in the manner
of Kant's transcendental self. This is a position which is

usually accepted by transcendental idealists,

On the other hand Wittgenstein treats the world as a
totality of facts but not of things. And these facts are
confiqurations of objects. But how did Wittgenstein arrive
at this? Through an extensional analysis of language., He
treats language as truth functicnal. In the process of analy-
sis he reached what he calls elementary propositions. The
elementary propositions in their turn picture facts. But uhat
is the nature of this world without the elementary proposi=
tions. As the world for Kant cannot be made intelligible
without the categories so also for Wittgenstein the world
is unintelligible without elementary propositions. The
elementary propositions in a uéy give a shape to the world.

This is an idealistic position.

In Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein treats

language as a prism through which we look at the world.

Without concepts the world is unintelligible. This is



really a Kantian position., Knouledge is conceptual. Witt-
genstein would say it is through the networks o% language
games the world is intelligible to us. The differcnce
betusen Kant and Wittgenstein is that Kant believed in

a fixed number of categories whereas Wittgenstein did not

believe in the fixity of categories,

Language, says Wittgenstein, cannot be understood
without relating it to human contexts and situations. Witt-
genstein in the menner of fF.H. Bradley treats the world
as an organic whole. This in short is the cardinal feature
of idealism, One of the major themes of idealism is that
the world is a system of ideas or concepts. Thesc ideas
are not subjective rather they arec objcective in nature.
Hegel points out that the world is an cxternalization of
ideas. Now the question is uhat is the nature of these
ideas? Are the ideas context bound, language bound or are
thoy independent of language and context? Apswers to these
questions open up neu dimensions. Thinkers like Sapir and
Whorf would ergue that language not only determines reality
but the world vicw as well. The structure of language and
the structure of thought arce intimately connacted. Thus
the views of Sapir and Whorf tiec reality to specific

languagecé®©.



To interpret Wittgenstein as a Sapirian is to commit
a mistakz. It is true thet knouwledge is conccptual and
category based but these catcgorics are not contingent
upon specific languages. Thuse categorics and concepts arc
independaont of any specific languages which embody them.
In this sense¢ Wittgenstein may be characterized as Kantian
but not Sapirian. The twclve catcgorics of Kant and seven
categorics of Kanada beclong to this‘type. There is a sonse
in which these catcgorics can be regarded as the bed rock
of human thought and knowledge. Thaese catoegorics can be
termed as basic, primary and fundamental categories. These
primary categories are not language bound, context bound
or culture bound, They arc translinguistic and transcul-~

tural,

But accepting the Sapirian hypothesis one may arguc
that one cultural and linguistic group in principle cannot
understand anothor for the simple reason that both of thom
have two distinct and different linguistic categorices. But
this position will not be acceptablec to Wittgenstein. Witt-
gensteciln surely belicves in infinite and inpumerable number
of languagc gamss and forms of lifo,., The idea of linguistic
privacy and solipsism gocs against the very idea of language

games. Languagc gamcs arc public. To say that language is a
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'game! is to say that it is governcd by rulcs, and to say
that it is govocrned by rules is to say that others can
understand it in principle. It is truec thet certain cultu-
ral c:togorﬁes prevalent in onc group cannot casily boe made
intelligible to others. There might be difficulties and

obstructions on the way but it docs not go to prove ling=-

uistic and cultural solipsism,

In conclusion ye shall dwell upon the concept of

t

'langucge game! by trying to dispcl some of the confusions

' The usc of

that might centrc around the analogy of 'gamc.
the torm 'gamc' in the compound uxprussion 'language game!
is motaphoricaE%gAs the very logic of metaphor suggests it
is uscd to illustrate or highlight a perticular point at
hand and hence there remains a considerable risk in rcaching
it boyond a perticular point., Wittgcnstuin likeons games to
language to highlight the functional and public character

of languagu. Function is uscd here in a vory general sonse
that is to say that to use languagec is to perform a spcuch
act. By construing languagc as public Wittgenstein would
like to struss thco open toxture of meaning and intelligi-
bility. That is to say that a linguistic activity is in

principle intolligible. Its significance, import and mcza-

ning can bcu appreciatod by othurs, this may bc a very
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difficult task but not an impossibility. Thure is also an
important recspcct in which language is differcnt from a
gamua., Gamc»i§ playced according to certain fixcd rulus.

The playszrs only conform to thcme Hence therc is no room

for crcativity. In othoer words one can say that a playcr

plays well but it would bo sumantically odd to say that
he plays creatively.

The thesis concludes with some remarks about the
central aimportancc of what I have called idealistic
strand in Wittgcnstein's thought in the understanding of

man - man, =~ that is, as thu subjcet of study of tha

sciecnce of man.
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This waork undertakes a critical exposition and exa-
mination of the concept of language game as envisaged by

Wittgenstein in his classic Philosophical Investigations.

In the first chapter an attempt is made to delineate
the importance of language as a unigue possession of man
and the philosopher's concern with language in the analy-
sis of concepts and meaning.‘All cases of communication
presuppose the trichotomy of the speaker; hearer and the
medium, Language as a medium is a carrier of ideas, con-
cepts or meaning. Philosophy unlike other social and natu-
ral sciences 1s essentially a conceptual enquiry. Since
concepts are nothing without the language in which they are
couched, philosophers in their attempt to analyse concepts,
concern themselves with language. Concepts are the subject
"matter of philosophical analysisiy clarity about concepts
is the goal of philosophical investigation. However, apart
from analysis of concepts, the philosophér also builds
metaphysical systems. The relationship between philosophy
as an essentially analytic activity and as an activity
consisting of constructing metaphysical systems is an
interesting one. This reiationship is explored in the light

of Wittgenstein's views in the Philosophical Investigations.




In the second chapter there is a detailed discussion
about language as an instrument to perform various speech
acts. Man undertakes various activities to thrive and grow.
Using a language is one of the most important activities,
nay the most important activity, for ;t distinquishes man
from other species. Human needs are multifarious and man
seeks to perform various acts with language. A distinction
has been drawn (in line with Austin's classification) among
locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary speech acts
which consists in saying something, doing something in
saying something and doing something by saying something
respectively. The distinction between the different aspects
of a speech act viz., phonetic, phatic and ;hetic has also
been considered. This distinction tends to shouw that though
language essentially consists of sound or the phonetic
units, the meaningful combination of phonemes into meaning
units e.g., morpheme or words is possible through the rules
of syntax. But the transition from the phatic act to
rhetic act consists not only in conforming to the rules of
syntax but also taking note of the semantic rules. Wittgen-
stein's views about language game throw light on the dif-
ferent aspects of _the meaning of an expression. The mea-

ningful use of language not only reqguires that it should be



syntactically sound but also that expressions must be
cmployed against the background of appropriate non-linguis-
tic conditions. Language is context bound. Hence the use
and understanding of an expression cannot be divorced from

considerations relating to the semantic conditions.

The third chapter would contain a detailed analysis
of the concept of language game and its intimate relation
with the idea of a "form of life."’ Wittgenstcin's use of
the term 'language game' is highly suggestive. A game is
defined by a sct of rules. The rules are not only constitu~-
tive of games but also aro regulative in so far as they
determine they vory conduct of the game. Similarly the
use of language is rule governcd. As the rules of games
differ from game to game, similarly the rules that deter-

mine the mecaningful employment of an expression in a dgs-
criptive langquage game may not prove valid in a religious
or moral language game. But what is of paramount importance
is, playing a gamec involves a scnse of participation.
Wittgenstein observes that using a language also amounts

to participating in 2 mode of lifec. This folows from his
recognition that language is intimately uwedded to a form

of life. In other words the legitimate use of an expression

presupposes one's knouledge of not only the rules of syntax



by which the words are joined into a meaningful combination
but also employing them in appropriate circumstances. One
can clearly visualize a possibility of a parrot or a pet
animal uttering certain soufds that are syntactically sound
but that would not entitle one to éay that they are using
language. It is because of the fact that in case of the
parrot or the pet animal the semantic conditions appropriate
to the use of the expression are conspicuous in their ab-~
sence. Hence Wittgenstein remarks = "To use a language is
to enter into a mode of life," "If a lion could talk ue
could not understand him." This led him to advocate fhe use
theory of meaning. The meaning of a word is the way it is
used. Language is context bound. To find the meaning of an
expression is to see how it functions in the language game
in whigh it occurs. Wittgenstein shows with characteristic
force that the chief mistake of philosophers consist in
treating concepts in abstraction, that is, apart from the

context of their occurence.

The fourth chapter would be devoted to show that|the
problem of Essence in one form relates to the problem of
classification of terms, In this connection we have tried
to demonstrate the logical circularity involved in the
platonic version of the doctrine of universals. The points

of agreement and difference between Bambrough and Wittgen-



stein is thoroughly examined and we have tried to maintain
that the Wittgenstenian soclution to the problem is the most

cogent.

The Fifth chapter contains in a nutshell Wittgenstein's
views on the nature, genesis and solution of philosophical
praoblems. It ié in the 20th century that philosophsrs began to
realise self-consciously the importance of language and its
bearing on philosophical issues. UWittgenstein in particular,
is responsible perhaps more than any other philosopher in
giving what may be called the linguistic turn to philosophy.
Philosophical problems, he observes, are of the nature of
paradoxes and muddles, but are wrongly felt as problems. They
arise with the philosopher's attempt to treat concepts in
abstraction or isclation from the language games in which’
they occur. He traces the problems to a general fesature of
human mind that is the craving for unity which consists in
finding similarity beneath dissimilarities. This leads one
to assimilate words of different logical categories into one
category because of their apparent grammatical similarities.
For example, all nouns are taken as standing for substance
and all verbs standing for functions. Wittgenstein therefore
warns us not to be deceived by the grammatical form of expres-
sion, but to unearth the semantic conditions by looking into
the actual ways in which it functions. The metaphysician in

his attempt to build systems is not only misled by the



craving for unity to form pictures but his analysis is
inflienced by the tacit suggestions of the pictures. He is
held captive as it were. Thus metaphysical problems arise in
taking words beyond their context and therefore can be solved
or rather resolved by bringing back expressions from their
metaphysical use to their actual use. That again calls for
commanding a clear visw as to the functions of words in their

different language games.

In the sixth chapter uwe attempt to argue that Wittgen-
stein is an idealist. In both the Tractatus and the Investi-
gations he has developed his own form of idealism, Wittgen-~
stein as a matter of fact continues the Germanic tradition
of transcendental idealism as distinguished from epistemolo=~
gical and metaphysical idealism. Both epistemological and

metaphysical idealisms are reductionist in nature.

Wittgenstein is an idealist in the Kantian sense. Idea-
lism in Wittgenstein's work is there in a more or less impli-
cit form. One has to dig out the idealistic stand point from

the Tractatus as well as the Philosophical Investigations.

The Tractarian world is a totality of facts. These facts

correspond to elementary propositions., Facts again for Witt-
genstein are both possible and actual. The ideal language in
the Tractatus is not constructed rather it is discovered by

a particular type of analysis. The structure of the world is

reflected in the structure of the language. Like Kant,



Wittgenstein sets a limit to our meaningful discourse. Thus
Wittgenstein claims the limits of my language are the limits
of my world., But this is not a solipsistic position. He is
not a subjective idealist., The subject here is not reduced to
an object of knowledge. The 'I' hege is treated in the manncer

of Kant's transcendental sglf. This is a position which is

usually accepted by transcendental idealists,

On the other hand Wittgenstein treats the world as a
totality of facts but not of things: And these facts are
configurations of objects. But how did Wittgenstein arrive
at this? Through an extensional analysis of language. He
treats language as truth functional, In the process of analy-
sis he reached uhat he calls elementary propositions. The
elementary propositions in their turn picture facts. But uhat
is the nature of this world without the elementary proposi-
tions. As the world for Kant cannot be made intelligible
without the categories so also for Wittgenstein the world
is unintelligible without elementary propositions, The
elementary propositions in a way give a shape to the world.

This is an idealistic position.

In Philosophical Investigations, Wittgenstein treats

language as a prism through which we look at the world.

Without concepts the world is unintelligible. This is



really a Kantian position. Knouledge is conceptual. Witt-
genstein would say it is through the networks of languagu
games the world is intelligible to us. The difference
betueen Kant and Wittgenstein is that Kant beliecved in

a fixed number of categories uheféas Wittgenstein did not

believe in the fixity of categories.

Language, says Wittgenstein, cannot be understood
without relating it to human contexts and situations. Witt-
genstein in the manner of F.H. Bradley treats the world
as an organic whole. This in short is the cardinal feature
of idealism. OUne of the major themes of idealism is that
the world is a system of ideas or concepts. Thesc ideas
are not subjective rather they are objective in nature.
Hegel points out that the world is an externalization of
ideas. Now the question is what is the nature of these
ideas? Are thce ideas caontext bound, language bound aor are
they independent of language and context? Ansuers to these
questions open up new dimensions. Thinkars like Sapir and
UhQrF would argue that language not only determines reality
but the world view as well, The structurs of language and
the strycture of thought are intimately connected. Thus
the vieus of Sapir and Whorf tie reality to specific

language 8.
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To interprect Wittgenstein as a Sapirian is to commit
a mistak.. It is true thet knouwledge is conceptual and
category bascd but these catcgorivs are not contingent
upon specific languages. These categorics and concepts are
independcnt of any sa;cific languages which embody them.
In this scnsc Wittgenstein may be characterized as Kantian
but not Sapirian., The twclve catecgorics of Kant and seven
categorivs of Kanada boloﬁg to this type. Thore is a seocnsc
in which these categorics can bo regarded as the bed rock
of human thought and knowledge. Thaese catvogorics can be
termed as basic, primary and fundamental catecgorics. Thesec
primary catcegorics are not language bound, context bound
or culture bound., They arc translinquistic and transcul-

tural.

But accepting tho Sapirian hypothesis one may arguc
that one cultural and linguistic group in principle cannot
understand anothcer for the simple reason that both of them
have two distinct and differcent linguistic catcgories. But
this position will not be acceptable to Wittgenstein, Witt-
genstcin surely bulieves in infinite and innumerablc number
of languagc games and forms of 1lifo. The idca of linguistic
privacy and solipsism gocs against the very idca of language

-

games, lLanguagc games arc publice. To say that language is a
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'geme! is to say that it is governed by rulcs, and to say
that it is govcrned by rulecs is to say that others can
understand it in principle. It is true thet certain cultu-
ral catecgorics prevalent in one group cannot casily bo made
intclligible to others. There might be difficultivs and

obstructions on the way but it does not go to prove ling-

uistic and cultural solipsism.

In conclusion we shall duwell upon the concapt of
'language game! by trying to dispel some of the confusions
that might centrc around the analogy of 'game.! The usc of
the torm 'game' in thec compound expression 'language game!
is mcetaphorical. As the very logic of metaphor suggests it
is uscd to illustraté or highlight a perticular point at
hand and hence there remains a considerable risk in rcaching
it beyond a particular point. Wittgenstein likens games to
language to highlight the functiocnal and public charactor
of languagu. Function is uscd here in a voery general scnsce
that is to say that to use language is to perform a speuch
act., By construing languagc as public Wittgenstoin would
likc\gg stress-.the open texture of meaning and intelligi-
bility. That is to say that a linguistic activity is in
principle intclligible. Its significance, import and mza-

ning can bc¢ appreciated by othurs, this may bc a very



difficult task but not an impéssibility. Thure is also an
important rcspect in which language is different from a
games., Game is played according to certain fixcd rulues,
The playcrs only conform to thoeme. Hence therc is no room
for crecativity. In othur words one can say that a playcr
plays well but it would bo svmantically odd to say that

hc plays cruativcely,.

The thesis concludes with some remaerks about the
central importancce of what I have called idealistic
strand in Wittgcnstein's thought in the understanding of
man - man, - that is, as thc subjcct of study of tha

sclience of man,
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CHAPTER ~ 1

LANGUAGE AND PHILOSOPHY



V4
Man is considered to be the most superior of all

living beings that inhabit this planet. In some quarters,
it is believed that man and other living beings have been
evolving from a common parental stock and the former has
by~-passed the latter in course of evolution. All human
achievements and all that passes by the name of human
excellence have been attributed to two fundamental pecu-
liarities in them i.e., the capacity to use language and
the capacity to make tools. Man unlike most other énimate
beings is gregarious in nature, and this basic tendency
to live in groups and form saciety calls faor a medium by

which one could establish communication with others,

Though the pr}mitive man, in the absence aof a
language'might be communicating through gestures and pos-
tures,; the evolution of language marks a fundamental
departure in the evolution of human culture and civiliza-
tion. Language is a set of conventional symbols, written
or spoken that signify certain ideas or feelings. Though
the reality, the ideas, and the experiences might be the
same, they could be expressed through different languages
as there could be different conventional signs to denote
the same object and signify the same idea. Hence there

is an obvious difference between ideas and feelings on
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the one hand, forms of linguistic expressions on the
other. The form consists of sets of symbols or words com=
bined by certain syntactical rules and the content con-
sists of the ideas or the concepts. To think is to have
ideas or to conceptualize. It would appear that it 1is one
thing to have esxperiences or ideas and quite another to
communicate them through symbols. In other words, in
order to make our experiences public that is toc communi-
cate them - one has to employ certain symbols in the

accepted framework of conventional rules.

Philosophers down the ages have devoted them-
selves to the study of reality as a whole. They have
addressed themselves to the most fundamental guestions
pertaining to man and reality in general. Unlike a layman
- or a scientist, philosophers have addressed themselves
to the most general questions like what is ultimately
real? What is matter? What is mind? etc. The peculiarity
of these guestions is that they are non-factual and of
a most general kind. For when a philosopher seeks to
answer the guestion "what is matter?", he is hardly inte-
rested in the analysis of particular pieces of material
objects (in uwhich of course a physicist might be inte-

rested), rather he is interested in knowing what matter
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is as suchH. In other words, the philosopher is uedded to
the task of drawing the logical geography of the concept
of matter; which again consists in analysing the concept
of matter, defining, finding its relation with other
neighbouring concepts and thereby removing the ambiguity
pertaining to the concept. This is houw philosophers have
thrown light on conceptual issues. Here it is sighificant
to point out that a philosophical study of matter does
not involve the study of the word 'matter' but the con-
cept of "matter." The idea; or the concept of matter
becomes meaningful only when 1t is rgl~ted to a corres~
ponding linguistic symbol, that is, the expression
'matter.' Hence the analysis of the concept of matter
necessarily involves the use of language. Thus the con-
ceptual analysis boils down to the analysis of the expres-
sions that signify the concept. Of course, a philosopher
is not interested in language as a linguist or a gramma-
rian is interested in. Linguists study language as a set
of data. They study language from the point of view of
syntax, semantics and phonology. The syntactical rules
of language concern the principles that permit a given
combination of words or symbols to be meaningful and
enables a speaker to generate a new set of expressions,

This makes language creative and elastic. In semantics,
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on the ather hand, onc studies the meaning components

and the factors that have a bearing on them. Speaking
involves articulation of sounds and in phonetics, one
studies the genesis, and nature of proper articulation,
This clearly goes to show that a linguist is concerned
with matters of fact. But the philosopher studies words
and expressions to the extent they signify concepts and
ideas. Hence the philosopher's concern with language is
indirect, Of course in analysis of the concepts, the phi-
losopher has to take cognizance of the semantical and

the syntactical rules governing language.

Thus philosophical activity, in short, ccnsists
in the conceptual investigation of reality as a whole.
But any and every concept is not of philosophical impor-
tance. For example, there is hardly any philosophical
speculation as to the concept of hair, dirt etc. It is
only certain fundamental, basic and maost general concepts
that baffle human intelligence that philosophers are
intercsted in. For example, the "problem of universals"
Oor class essences was discussed by Plato and Aristotle
in the past, and the contemporary philosophers also
debate about issues pertaining to the concept of univer-

sal, with equal freshness. In natural science, uwe find
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that ane theory beccomes obsolete with the emergence of
another on the strength of the adequacy with which they
explain facts, But in philosophy problems never become
outdated. The Qittgenstenian treatment of the problem of
meaning is obviously an improvement on egarlier theorics.
The theory of family resemblances, which is part of this
theory, throws light not only in problems of meaning,
but opens up different ways of looking at philosophical
problems as such, But it is usually not believed nor
would it be justified to believe, that this provides the
final answers to problems. Different philosophical theo-
ries throuw light on philosophical issues from different

perspectives and that is how philosophy grous.

This conceptual investigation of reality has
taken various dimensions. Philosophers have propounded
different metaphysical systems in their attempt to study
reality. Sometimes, a philosopher, like Locke, insists
upon investigation inté the instruments, source, nature
and extent of human knowledge. Thus the investigation

becomes epistemic in nature.

Seventeenth century metaphysicians like Descartes;,
Spinoza and Leibnitz were bent upon rebuilding philosophy,

after the deductive method in geometry, with the hope that
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philosophical conclusions will be as definite as those of
geometry., Accordingly, they started with some a priori as-
sumptions and went on deducing conclusions and claiming

these conclusions to be true of reality,

Again, philosophers may be interested in enumera-
ting the rules that guide human thinking and the condi-
tions that make discourse meaningful, whether it is in
metaphysics, epistemology or logic. Invariably, a philoso-
pher has clarity as his goal and analysis as the method.
But a perusal of the history of philosophy would reveal
that philosophers in their metaphysical flights have pro-
duced a host of paradoxes. Instead of bginging clarity to
the concepts, they have made the issues more obscure. fFor
example, Bradley, a pioneer of the idealistic movement,
pronounced matter and time to be unreal - a conclusion
which very much aroused the logical positivists and logi-
cal apalysts into action., As the contemporary philosophers
remark, in the name of philosophy they have harvested
pseudo philosaophies. The idealistic coﬁclusions of Bradley
not only appeared as absurd but also came as a shock to
philosophers like Moore, Russell and the logical positi-
vists., Moore sought to refute idealism in the interest

of common sense and Russell in the interest of science,



20

Logical positivism started with the promised objegtive
of proving the futility of metaphysical propositions and
they sought to do so by taking wverifiability as a cri-
terion of meaning and since metaphysical propositions
are shown to be non-verifiable either in practice or in
principle, they were proved to be meaningless and devoid
of significance. But logical positivism, because of its
narrow conception of meaning, was almost a passing phase
in the history of philosophy, though Prof. A.J. Ayer
tried to sustain the positivistic spirit by reformule-

ting the criterion of meaning.

Both Russell and Moore, the co~founders of the
analytical movement, agree that the idealistic specula-
tions spring from certain confusions about language and
meaning., Russell maintains that the philosohhical con-
fusions can be eliminated if they are recast in the
language consisting of symbols that are well defined in
terms of the sensuous particulars. Both Russell as well
as early Wittgenstein plead for the ideal language as
the solution to philosophieal problems. Russell would
argue that by an analysis in terms of ideal language,
the logical structure of a particular expression can be
discovered, and consequently, the confusions arising out

of the form (grammctical form) of the language will cease
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to be there. Wittgenstein in the Tractatus also takes
the language of science as his ideal and arrives at an
atomistic view about the universe from certain conside-
rations of language and meanings Language gets meaning
only by picturing facts. Since whatewer can be said can
be said clearly, descriptive language becomes the only
meaningful language. Both Russell and Wittgenstein
arrived at a pluralistic world view as a result of their
analysis of language and meaning. Hence the view goes

in the name of logical otomism. Moore, on the other hand,
becomes critical of the idealistic conclusions for they
militate against the common sense truths. Common sense
truths being self evident and indisputeble, he recommen-
ded that the validity of the philosophical systems are
to be tested to the extent they conform to eommon sense
truths,., But while viewing the idealistic speculations
‘Moore was against the age-old tradition of thinking phi-
losophy to be synthetic. For, according to him, philoso-
phical problems disappear only when they are analysed,
into different constituent aspects. Philosophy does not
give us knowledge of new facts but provides illumination
or clarity of basic concepts. The philosopher's goal

being clarity, he must employ language which is clear,



distinct and does not genzrate further confusions, Ordi--
nary language, for Moore, is sacrosanct. The words and
expressions are distinctively clear, and have withstood
the test of time through constant use. The metaphysicians
run into muddlzs for they do not keep themselves alive
to the ways in uhich the expressions are actually used
and ascribe new meanings to them., In this respect there
appears to be striking similarity between Moore and the
later Wittgenstein, This might give the sugorstion that
Wittgenstgin is anti-metaphysician. But we will argue
out in subseguent chapters that there are idealistic

streaks in his uritangs.

The later Wittgenstein's view in Philosophical

Investigations brought about an epoch making revolution

in the history of philosophy. It marks a turning point in
the very mode of philosophical thinking. The vicuws of
Wittgenstein were no doubt novel and radical and a chal-
lenge to the traditional way of philosophizing. Certain
philosophical paradoxes, according to Wittgenstein, are
consequent upon certain confusions over the use of cer-
tain concepts. And they are linguistic in nature. These
philosophical odditics arise because some philosophers

take the concepts beyond their neztural context and treat
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them in abstraction. Ordinary language, according to
Wittgenstein, is, as it were, the home of terms and ex=-
pressions. A term becomes meaningful only in certain cor
textual configurations. When they are treated in abstrac
tion, philsophical confusions ensue and he wrges that tr
confusions could be removed by bringing back expressions
from their philosophical to their home use. Rccording tc
Wittgenstein, certain types of philosophical problems
can be answered by showing that they are no problems,
rather pseudo problems and these gquestions can be answe-
red by showuing that they are not genuine guestions in
spite of their grammctical form appearing to be so. And
Mz develops his doctrine of languazge game to reinterpret
and solve the age old philosophical enigma. Thus it can
be summed up that language in general and concepts in
particular are the subject matter of philosophy. The phi
losopher does not raise particular guestions about spe-
cific languages, their grammatical, formation and trans-
formation rules. Rather he raises very very general and
broad questicons about language. He raises such gquestions
as, what 1is language? How 1s language related to reality
What is meaning? etc. In other words it can be said that
the philosopher studies not particular languages but
speeeoh . Language is used for the purposes of speech anc

the philosophar studies speech activities.
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CHAPTER - IIv

LANGUAGE AND SPEECH ACTS
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The very survival of an organic species demands
that certain acts or activities must be performed that are
directed to reproduction and preservation. Animals move
about in search of fogd and shelter., But in case of human
species the need for survival calls for acts or activi-
ties that are, to a.large extent different in nature and
dimension from that of other living beings. In other
words what makes an activity human-is that-cerptain 2Cts 8n
the part of man are backed up by will and irtention on the
part of the doer of the action. Doing an action may in-
volve the use of motor organs directly or doing something
by and through the tools which are again the products of
acts., The term "act" need not necessarily refer to the
physical activities that are observable to people outside
oneself for it also signifies the acts of the human mind
or intelligence that are, though not perceptible to per-
sons outside, are a reality for the person who performs
mental acts. O0f course mental acts may have external
expression in behavioural or other manifestations. Human
interests being multifarious human acts‘are alsc so. What
renders man more privileged ovcr other creatures is that,
he is a language wielding creature. Human knowledge is
cumulctive and is a growing phenomenon., This is possible

primarily because of language.
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Through language man achieves a great variety
of things. Group living requires that man in order to
express ideas, to give information, and to achieve va-
rious other purposes needs an inter-subjective medium.
That is language. As any movement does not count as a
piefe of human action, any utterance of sounds is not
the wielding of language., In order to be so the sounds
must be backed by certain intenticns on the part of the
speaker which he wants that the hearer should understand.

Segarle remarks -

"I1f we were certain the marks were a conse-
quence of, say, water erosiony, then the gues-
tion of deciphering them or even calling them
hieroglyphs could naot arise. To canstrue them
under the category of linguistic communication
necessarily involves construing their produc-
tion as speech acts.™
/  Austin would distinguish a speech act into three
distinct aspects viz., phonetic, phatic and rhetic. The
phonetic a&t consists in producing certain acoustic
blasts and the phatic act consists in arranging the
sounds into words, phrases or sentence patterns and the
rhetic act consists in uttering or using the symbols or

expressions in such a way that they are meaningful to

the hearer.,

1. Searle, J.Rs, The Philosophy of Language, p«40.




Any speech act presupposes a speaker, z hearer
and the utterance. As it has already been mentioned a
speech act must be backed by the intention of the spea~
ker. Thus the speaker is a necessary component of the
linguistic activity. The speech activity is necessarily
directed to e person at the receiving end i.e., the
hearer. And in course of the comﬁunication between the
speaker and the hearer what is transmitted is the meaning
which the speaker intends the hearer to recngnise, This
shows that language is a carrier of meaning or ideas and
the meaning is supposed to be related to the context of
the expression so that a person conversant with the given
linguistic convention and the context of the use of the
language can grasp what the speaker intends to mean. Like
many other activities such as playing a game, conducting
oneself in a social gathering etc., speaking a language
is also rule governed. It is the rules that make language
objective and inter-subjective. What converts a phonetic
act into a phatic act is that the sounds produced must
conform to certain conventional rules pertaining to thet
language: they are the rules of syntax. In order to con-
vey that "the cat is on the mat," it is not only necessa-

ry that I make use of the terms 'cat,! 'mat,' preposi-
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tion 'on,' the verb 'is' and the article ‘the;' it is
also nen=zssary that they must be uttered or written in
an order that is, grammatically psrmissible, namely,
"thé cat is on the mat." And again what turns a phatic
aat into rhetic act is that one conforms to certain
other rules over and above the rules of syntax. In other
words any syntactically sound sentence may not be mea-
ningful irrespective of the context of its use. for
example, "His kindness is long" is syntactizally a valid
expressian but the oddity of the expression is not so
explicit, This goes tg prove that the addity of meaning
cannot be overcome unless one abides by the semantic
rules. The semantic rules reFer:to the set of conven-
tions, linguistic or non=-linguistic sufficient to make
the use of an expression meaningful. This enables us to
recognise the fact that apart from articulation of sym-
bols, language gets its 'meaning from the context: the
totality of the non~linguistic conditions constituting
the context of the utterance imparts meaning to the ex-
pressions. As it has already been noted semantic condi-
tions are not exclusive of the syntactical ruless and
therefore signify the linguistic and non-linguistic con-

ditions necessary for the meaningful employment of
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language. Philosophers make a distinction between regu-~
lative and constitutive rules of language. To take an
example =~ the advice to walk on the ieft, to respect the
elders are regulative in nature in so far as they tell

us how to walk on the road and how to behave with the
elders. Similarly there are also rules requlzting a game.
But what makes a game, a particular game, e.9., chess,

is that there is a set of rules determining the moves of
the knight, pawuns, castle etc. These rules heing there

a game is said to be unique of its kind and is distinct
from other games. If these basic rules are violated uwe
are sald to be ct least not playing the game. So these
rules are constitutive of the game of chess. So from

this point of vieuw semantic rules can be seen to be con-
stitutive in so far as they are found to be indispecnsible

for the meaningful employment of language.

Besides recording facts and communicating our
thoughtss; language is used for other purposes, as well.
As Max Black puts it:

"A man may speak in order to impart information,
to deceive his hearer, to show friendliness, to
ease social tension, to relieve his feelings,

to shou sympathy or some other attitude - and so
on indefinitely.m2

2. Max Black, The Labyrinth_of Language, P.123.
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Wittgenstein's remark in this regard is equally illumina-

ting. He writes in his Philosophical Investigations:

"But houw many kinds of sentence are there? Say

assertion, question and command? -« There are

countless different kinds of use of what we

call "symbols," "yords,? "semtences." And this

multiplicity is not something fixed, given

once for ally but new types of language; new

language games, as we may say, come into exis-

tence, and others become obsolete and get

forgotten."3

Hence there is found to be multiplicity of speech
acts. There are some speech acts which are performed in
saying something and those that are performed by saying
somethings The former is termed as illocutionary and the
latter as perlocutionary speech acts. An illocutionary
speech act is performed by mere utterance of expressions
in appropriate circumstances and they include such acts
as describing something, asiking guestions, giving infor-
mations, making promises etec. On the other hand the per-
locutionary speech acts are performed only when the
given expression produces the intended effect on the
hearer. For example, persuading the child to take the
medicine is an act which can be said to have been per-

formed only in the event of the child actually being per-

suaded to take the medicine. Hence the semantic rules'

-

3. WUittgenstein, Ludwig, Philosophical lnvestigations,
Section 23,
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determining the correct use of illocutionary and perlo-
cutionary act are different. One can also make a logical
distinction between the constative and performative
speech act. Making a categorical statement is to perform
a constative speech act. "The sky is cloudy," "the tea-
eher is bad tempered" are sxamples of constative speech
acts. These can be said to be either true or false. But
unlike them a performative act implies that the person
performing the speech act must indulge ondkelf in action.
For example, "I welcome my guest,” 71 swear to take
revenge," "get out from my room," are cases of performa-

tive speech acts.,.

Wittgenstein in Philoscphical Investigations is

not so much concerned with the synfactical aspect of the
use of words or with the classification of different speech
acts as with their semantic aspects. He not only is pain-
fully aware of certain paradoxes in philosophy but traces
them to certain misunderstandings about language and mea-
ning. Uittgepstein's cautiaon "grammar is dangerous avoid
it" is highly suggestive. He would make a distinction
betueen the surfaés grammar and depth grammar\ The surface
grammar roughly corresponds to the grammatical aspect of

the putative expression. In fact as we have noted earlier,



the meaning of an expression cannot necessarily be read
out from the external clothing of it for the meaning of
it has to e discovered by looking to its '  uUse in its
actual employment in a given context:/Meaning of an ex-
pression = is the way it 1is used. Since language is wefi-
ded to a form of 1life the meaning of an expression is
detcermined by the way it is used in a life situation.
There is a distinction betuween the use of words to do
something and use of them in doing something. By language,
as it was indicated sarlier, man performs various speech
acts such as giving information, concealing them, to
bless, to curse, to please, to annoy etc. But one may,
while relating a story, may make use of more than one
speech act such as giving information, asking question,
uttering exclamatory sentences and so on. Thus the above
speech acts are seen to be used in course of relating a
story. Now one can still make a further distinction
between telling a fictional story and describing some-
thing. Both these cases refer to a broader framework or
rather to two different universes of discourse which may
make use of specech acts such as giving information,

asking guestions etc. Wittgenstein would call them

language games. Let us take the example of speech acts
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which may be involved in, say, "giving informeation.™ A
sentence which purports to give information in a fic-
tional story may refer to a possible state of affairs
having no actual cognitive context. But a corresponding
statement in the descriptive language game does necessa-
rily stand for some actual happening or state of affairs.
Though an informative statement may have similar gramma-
tical structures in two different language games they

may have different meanings in the resp;EEive frameworks

in which they are used. "An expression has meaning only

in the stream of liFe.i'4

It is sometimes supposed that Wittgenstein advo-

cates ideal language in the Tractatus Logico Philosophi-

cus and ordinary language in the Philosogphical Investiga-

fiops. Further it is said that the two works differ main-
ly on this point. This point stands in need of clarifica-

tion. There are surely passages in the Philosophical

Investigations which lay emphasis on ordinary language.

Wittgenstein says, "ordinary language is in order." But
what is an ordinary language? What are its criteria of
identity? Wittgenstein is not explicit on this point. He

sometimes uses empirical criteria and at certain other

4, Malcolm, Memoir, P.93



34

times logical criteria to characterize ordinary language.
Ordinary language is distinguished from scientific and
technical languages. A language is ordinary which is used
in day to day commerceoflife.t is the language of common
man. According to Wittgenstein ordinary language is the
basis of all other languages. This is how other languages
(both technical and scicntific) are parasitic upon ordi-
nary language. Thus ordinary language not only gives mea-
ning to scientific language but it sustains it. But the
following objections can be raised against this view of
ordinary language. This takoes for granted that the bounda-
ry of orainary language is fixed for all time to come.

But as a matter of fact this is not the case, There is
alwuays a mutual relationship betueen ordinary language and
scientific language. In duc course of time expressions
from scientific discourse find their way to ordinary
discourse. Tho scientific jargon of yesterday becomes the
common platitude of today. Where to put the dividing line,
between ordinary and non-ordinary or scientific language?
To obviate the dif ficulties Wittgenstein advances another
criterion knoun as logical one, It is based upon the prin-
ciple of significant negation. This means that an expres-

sion is meaningful and its negation also is meaningful.
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Sometimes philosophors usce certain expression violating
2ll rules of meaningfulnoss. A word is meaningful only
when it is distinguished from other words. As for example,
to say that this table is black, is to say that there arec
tables which are not black. The expression black is mea-
ningful in so far as it is distinguished from not black.
To say that cverything is black is not to say anything

at all. So it can be said that this use of language is

not ordinary. In this sense ordinary is not opposcd to
'scientific! or 'technical! but opposed to 'extra-ordina-

' Some philosophers use ordinary expressions in extra-

TY .
ordinary way. As a result confusions emerge., This ambiva-

lent attitude is very much present in the Philosophical

Investigations as an exercise in listing out the actual

uses of expressions. Any spcech act has to satisfy mini-
mally this logical critecrion of ordinary language. If it

fails to do so it can't perform its task.



CHAPTER - 111

LANGUAGE GAME AND FORMS OF LIFE



It has been rightly remarked that "to be deprived
of speech is to lack the indispensible prerequisite for
human community.® Man is perhaps the only animal who arti-
culates his thoughts and experiences by use of symbols R
namely words, pictures, graphs, numbers etc. Hes is surroun~
ded by the social as well as the natural environment. So
almost all his experiences are generated by a series of
interactions between the individuals and the surroundings.
‘If we go back in time,; we might find the primitive man
roaming about in search aof foaod and communicating his fec=-
lings and experiences through gestures and postures. The
necessity to communicate and.share‘one's feeling arises
only in a society consisting of many members. Practical
exigencies might have led men to live in groups. As group
living becomes more and more compact and well knit, there
arises the inevitibility of a medium through which one
could communicate with another, Articulation through ges-
tures, through picture drawings; through symbols, marks
the different stages leading to the emcrgence of language
in its full fledged form. It may be noted that language
has not been inv;nted by any individual at any specific
point of time as it 1s the case with many other inventions.
It rather grew gut of the necessities of human existence

as inevitably and as spontanecously as it could be.
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It is rightly observed by Chomsky that it is man
and man alone who has innate linguistic capacitizs. The
invention of script added a new dimension to the use of
language as it cnabled him to communicatce to posterity
even in his abscnce. That is hou knowledge becomes cumu-
/lative bequeathed from one generation to another so that
the latter works with the knouledge of the former. Thus
language in its spokeﬁ and written form has gone a long
way in promoting the cause of man himself,\or, rather in

the making of man gua man.

Many thinkers about language tend to believe that
the primary aim or use of language is to communicate the
speaker's or the uwriter's thought, Language, like many
other human activities, is purposive./

"A man may speak in order to impart information,
to deceive his hearer, to show friendliness, to
ease social tension, to rtelieve his fecldngs,

to shou sympathy or some other attitude - and so
on, indefinitely. Yet there might, after all,

be somc principle underlying this superficial
variety of actual purposes served. We may remind
ourselves of the many ways in which cven a rela-
tively simple instrument, such as a hammer can be
used as a door stop, a paperweight, a wsapon, or
in the sport of hurling the hammer. In spite of
this variety of uses, there is a simple ansuer

to the guestion, whet is a hammer used for? Its
standard or normal use is simply to hit things;
and all the other uses mentioned are incidental
to that single primary purpose that the tool that
was designzd to serve.™

1. Max Black, The Labyrinth of Language, Pe123=124.
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Language is wedded to experience. Knowledge in its
ordinary sensce is possible when there is an effective rela-
tionship beotwcen the percipient and the object of percep-
tion. The sense objcct contact (in casc of sxternal per-
\ception) or mind's contact with the inner feelings gives
rise to certailn ideas, notions, fcelings, expericnces in
the observer. These ideas and experiences ars porsonal and
privats to the oxtent that only the observer, has access
to his own feelings and ideas. It can be made public by
corelating it with certain symbols spoken or written. These
statements are meant to be taken at a non-controversial

<
level - a level at which they would appear to be rather
obviously true. The phonemes canstitute the minimal sound

unit of language and morpheme the minimal meaning unit.

The word which consis@sﬂbf onz or more than one syllable

ey

is made to stand for a thing or an event or a person or a
function. In other words except words like "the," "of,"
"and," "or? etc. i.e., the prepositions and the connec-
tives, almost all words derive their meaning only in rela-
tion to the th;ngs they denote or the situation they signi-
fy« They derive their significance and scnse from the si-
tuations around. But to makec communication possible and
smooth in a group or society consisting of a number of

individuals, certain amount of uniformity in the forom of

«
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linguistio sonventions is essentials The linguistic con=-
ventions signify a set of rules” pertaining to the use of
language so that the speech activity becomes intelligible
to the speaker of the language, the heearer and the inter-
preter,

#The speech=-art is directed, reversible, and
self-reqgulating. Speech is a social activity:
it requires, in Samuel Butler's phrcse, a
'sayer! and a 'sayee'. (ALl speech begins in
dialogue, though it easily declines intoc mono-
logue) In this, it resembles, other social acts
of cooperation or interplay, such as fighting,
playing games, or making love. It differs from
some such soeial acts, however, in being directed
to a particular receiver. More important is the
Fact that the rules of speaker and hearer are
interchangeable: ue know what it would be like
to be recciving the very same message that ue
send. fFurthermore, we hear ourselves speak,
while we speak are constantly subject to ‘'feed-
back.'"2

The existence of various languages point to the
existence of distinct linguistic conventions with their
respective rules and patterns. These rulss not only pres-
cribe the ways of meaningful combinations of words and
expressions but the ways in which certain linguistic
expressions are to be releted to experience which they

seek to describe or represent. In other words learning

a language consists in mastering these syntactical rules

7. ibid, p.B0.
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by which one could producce any number of grammatically
mcaningful structures but also the semantic rules which
consist in correlating the linguistic expressions with
certain cxtra linguistic conditions. bLanguage 1s intimate-
ly wvedded to expcrience. Of course the purpose of language

as Max Black puts it -

"The purpose of language in point is not to evoke
reality, as perhaps representational painting
hopes to do, but to say true things about it. And
to accomplish this, it is essential that the
representations should be distinct from the thing
represented. Language cannot be saddled with the
absurd task of reduplicating reality."3
.Non=ztheless the fact remains that language in order
to be meaningful must have some uniform relationship with
certain objective conditions. Mere articulation of gramma-
tically correct expressions will not make a statement mea-
ningfuley If I say for uxample - "it is shocking" and be
in a state of sase then my hearers will not understand
mes For to be shocked implics being in a state of discom-
fort and depression. Since the conditions are missing I
cannot be said to have used the expression meaningfully.
S50 over and above the syntactical conditions the semantic

conditions must be satisfied in order that the expression

is meaningfully employed. The use of a language necessi-

3. Ibid., p. 164,



tates corclating the verbal expressions with certain modo

of life thaet is non-linguistic in nature.

v

"Life in a broad sense connotes functions that the
living organisims perform from their birth to death. 8irth,
growth, decay, leading to final extinction are the néccSm
sary stages in the life of an animate beingy. The mode or
the form of life of an animal centres round its instinc-
tive necessitics. Some linguists and animal psychologists
in their attempt to study animal behaviour have noticed
certain sound patterns among same birds and animals.
Frogs produce certain uniform socunds in their mating
seasons. Similarly birds also produce certain uniform
sounds at the sight of the death of one of their speciszs.
Thus cartain amount of regularity or corelation can be
found among the sounds and certain events in the animal
life. But linguists are constrainsd to say that animals

v

do not have language. For lanqguage in the proper sense

of the term connotes something more. Language is a grou=

ing and dynamic phenomenon intimately wedded to the

various faccts of life,
— e LT

There are two distinct ways in which the language
t\
of human beings can be distinguished from the sound pat-

tzrns of animals and birds. Human language which consists

~. \
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of words are subject to the intricate rules for compo-
sition. "It permits a compztent speaker to liberate him-
sclf from the 'tyranny of the immcediate present' - to
say uwhat has nover been said before, to record what no
longzr oxists, and to imzgine what may ncver happen. It
is the indispensable condition for history, science, and
imaginative litcrature. No differcnce bestwcen man and

beast is more important than syntax."4

But in case of tha mating call of frogs, the sound
so produced are conditioned by certain biological state
and certain environmental situations. Mgregwer the
leng%gge oﬁ/huegn be&pgs iE/PUEPOEEVEA Langquage has as
many functions as there are human interests and purposes.
It is designed to express thoughts, wishes, attitudes,
and feclings of the speaksr. It is employed to bless
and curse, to request and admonish, to describe and
inform. It is a purposeful activity backed by ones deli-
beration wheoreas in case of animals it is more instinc-
tive than delibecrate. Language is invariably related to
one situation or anocthur so much so that given an expres-
sion one can imagine what kind of situation it invokes

and givzn & form of life one can imagine what is the

T A € eSDm . FESPEA A SC.AF TLwiomome @RTE Te 6

4. 1bid., p.B2

T



form of languagu -~ thet would represent it. In othor
words given ona, the other could be read off, Since human
beings have varied interests they are said to have dif-
feront modes of life. Since fact stating is only one of
the purposcs, onc should not limit the function of langJ

uage to its fact staing job only.

V/To illustrate the nature and function of language
with more porspicuity Uittgenstein takes the analogy of
"game" and coins the expression “language gamc.” The
expression language game is highly indicative of the close
affinity betueen the activities "“playing a game' and
using a language.,” There are various gamas with their
respective rules and mode of parformance. The rules of
one game obviously are irrelevant in playing another. for
cxamplec - rules of chess and the rules of playing badmin-
ton are not followed while playing cards. Games with their
distinct mode of performance also serve various purposes,
A game likec football may involve physical exertion on the
part of the participants whereas in playing chess what is

called for is the cxercise of one's mind and intelligsncc.

Over and above th. rules regulating a game and the purpose

¢

it serves, playing a game also. involves a sense of partie

cipatiom on the part of the playcrs who play it. Normally
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to participate in a gamc is to commit oneself to a cer-~
tain framework of rulcvs and therefore to bind ong!
movement or activities to cortain spoecific and predicta-
ble behaviocur. Therefore givzen the neme of a game onc
can vory well presumc the sort of performance that the
participants arc going to zngage themselves in and given
the poerformance onc can know about the type of game that
is being played. But in casec of a child who plays ball
by himeclf, he docs not follow any accepted or well
defined set of rules, But from the fact that the child
plays throwing the ball at random one can very well pre-
sume that the child is playing with amusement.vf%e child's
game 1s no doubt a game with its peculiar mode of activi-
ties. The child obviously dozs not behave in the way
that an adult might; the game of the child is distinctly
childlikc. So- an onlooksr whale watching the child's
play does not normally cxpect what he would expect in
case of an adult. This clearly shows that the child has
a distinct mode of participation. Hence to play the game
is to participatec in a mode of l%ﬁe. Even though from
the point of view of rules there is nothing common and
cssential to all gamos uhat is common to one and all is

that playing a game involvcs a charactoeristic mode of

' r
r
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participation. AR particular game is intimately wedded to

certain mode of participation.

Wittgenstein most befittingly compares ysing a

language with playing a game. In Philosophical Investiga-

tions, Wittgenstein explains at length as to how by languaga
we discharge various functions. He would call them activi-
ties. “Stating facts, though a primary, is&not the sole
function of language. By language we command, we request
we pray, uwe curse, and we do several othaer things. Language
is employed in making scientific investigation and for
writing poetry. While employing language for a particular
purpose 1in particular area or universe of discourse one
consciously or unconsciously abides by certain rules., for
example = In a scientific universe of discourse the words
and zxpressions are used with maximum precision and are
descriptive of facts and phenomena. Hence the purpose here
is to acguaint the readsr or the hgearer with certain phe-
nomena or events. But when a poet composces a poem he is
hardly interested in describing anything objectively. His
purpose is rather to evokec emotions in the hearer or the
reader or just to express them. For example - Wordsworth's
lines -

My heart leaps up when I

behold a rainbow in the sky.!



dozs not purport to describe anything about the rainbouw

or his hoart, 3ut rather to communicate a deep sense of

exhilaration at the picturesque beaQty of the rainbou.
And uhile going through the lines a sensitive reader is
likely to imeginc or experience similar intensity of
gimotions. But one may ask how can a heart jump? How can
a heart leap? Is it naoticeable in the graph of clectro-
cardiogram? It does ﬁbt make literal sense to sdy that
the heart jumpé at the sight of‘thc fainbod. To say so
ig clearly to misunderstaéd the very nature and logic of
poetic language..Tq;'rulfé, tq; ?rit%;ion oﬁ undg;stgn—
d%pg and inte%}%gibility trqg of scientific langyage {E
obviogily inapp;icablé o;/rathsr irré%gvant to the uggar:

.

t

standipg and interpﬁgtation of a pigge of DOGE}C crea-
tioQ; Thg attempt to understand the poetic description
in the model of scisnce is as good as playing onc game
with the rules of anothcr. As it is also possibe for onc
man to play different games with their respective rules
and mode of participation, it is possible for one to
make various uses of language, that is to play different
language games. But while using the languagé for a spe-
cific purpose one is to conform to the rules of its

employment. So lcarning a language would imply to master

-
-

certain skills as to the use of it.
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What isstill more significant is that using a
language do=s not merely call for the ability to combine
words into grammatically mesaningful compounds but to use
them only uwhen certain specific conditions that are non-
linguistic or non-verbal in nature are fulfilled. These
non=linguistic conditions arc said to be semantic for
they are the totality of the conditions that impart mea-
ning to the expression. Negatively speaking, an expres-
sion otheruwisc grammatically sound may not be intelligi-
ble at all if divorced from the reguisitce semantic dondi-
tions or the content which renders it intelligible. An
cexpression significant in one context oar universe of q;s~
course or language game (to usec Wittgenstein's termino-
logy) may not oe significant in another. For example - °
the écncapt of truth is quite meaningful in the scienti- v
fic language game, may not be rclevant in that of ethics.
Similarly the normative or evaluative cxpressions like
good and bad may not bc relevant or appropriate in des-
cription of facts. And tha same expression may have dif=-
ferent meanings in different language games. The term -
"truth" is Qséd’dé‘sngpxmous with recality; for a mora-

list who exhorts "spcak the truth," truth is obviously

the property of judgement. And for a spiritual aspirant
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it significs the highvst state of being i.ce., the
'"Absclute.' So to determine tho meaning of an expression

is to undcrstand it in the context of its usc.

Wittgenstein in Philosophical Investigations and

in the Blues and Brown Books time and again lays emphasis

on the fact theat the language thgt we speak is thus inti-
r - - g

—

mately wedded to life situations. The words and expres-
Ve Ve . - —

. -~ - -

sions derive their meaning and significance from situa-

s
tions or circumstances. So leerning a language would con-
sist not only in mastering the linguistic conventions
that render certain comoination of words meaningful but
also learning as tn how they arc corelated to certain
cextra-linguistic phenomenad In other words, the knouwledge
of the meaning of words and tho syntacticcl rules will

not amount to using thc language. Wittgenstein remarks

in Philosophical Investigations:

"If a lion could talk we could not understand

him."5

It is not because the forms of words uttered by the
animal are unintelligiole but it is because the surroun-

ding circumstances or the forms of life connected to it

5. WUittgenstein LUGwig, 1Tanse Dy G.E.M. ARnscombe,
Philosophical Investigations, p.223.
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are missing. We could pot understand it even if he could
utter grammatically correct sentences. Because his beha-
viour would be radically different from ours;}For example -
If a lion says “Goodness it is three o'clock i must hurry
to make appointment, but that he continues to lie there,
yawning, making no effort to move”6 and we cannot say that
the lion has asserted or stated something. One could not
make out what he had asserted for the modes of behaviaour
into uwhich words are woven are too radically different from

our own. We would not understand him since he does not

share the relevant forms of life with us.

\Thus one can make a distinction betuween speaking a
language and using it. Speaking a language in a very nar-
row sense may mean articulating certain sound patterns.
In this sense an animal or a bird can be said to speak
a languége in the sense that they can be trained to pro-
duce certain grammatically meaningful expression. But
using a language would reguire an ability of skill to
relate expressions to certain modes of behaviour) The
remark “it is 3 o'clock I am in a hurry for the appoint-
ment? should ordinarily be accompanied by a kind of brisk-
ness and restlessness in the behaviour of the utterer

and be followed by necessary preparations to hurry for

6. Pitcher George, 1he Philosaophy GF WitLGQEnStein, Pe24s.




the appointment. Communication is a bipolar process as
it normally presupposes a spuaker and a hearer. As
using a language implics the ability to corclate the
linguistic phenomcnon with the accompanying modes of
behaviour, the understanding of thc language or expres-—
sion would similarly imply man's kill in discovering the
corzlation betucen language and the form of life from

where the former gets its meening. In Philosophical In-

vegstigations, Wittgenstcin is not so much concerned with
the quostion about the mcaning of words and sentences or
precdicete cxpressions but with tha proolem about the use
of expressions in a great varicty of spcecch situations.

8n the Brown Book thz idea of language game is corelated

with the ideca of certain conditions or occasions or the
role in which language 1is played in the whole life. ToO
understand and translate the languagc spoken by a unknouwn
tribe would rcquirce an obscrvation of various non-verbal
behaviour that is action, facial expression etc., and
co-relating them with verbal 2xpressions. 4§

"Whether a word of the language of our tribe is

rightly translated into a word of ths English

language daopends upon the role this word plays

in ths whole life of the tribes the aoccasions

on which it is uscd, the expressions of cmotion

by which it is gencrally accompanicd, the ideas
which it gancrally awakzns or which prompts its
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saying, vtc., vtc. As an excrcisc ask yoursclf:
in which cases would you say that a coertain
word uttered by thu people of the tribec was a
grz2eting? In which cascs should ve say it cor=~
responded to our "Good bye®, in which to our
“Hollo"? In which cases would you say that a
word of a foroign language correspanded to our
"perhaps"? - to our cxpressions of doubt,
trust, curtainty? You will find that the justi-
fications for calling something an cxpression
of doubt, conviction, ctc., largely, though of
coursc not wholly, consist in daescriptions of
gesturcs, the play of faciel expressions, and
cven the tone of voice."7

Thus undcrstanding a concept requires obscrving the

occasion of its use. In Philosophical Investigations

Wittgenstein remarks -

"To imagine a languagoe means to imgaine a form
of life.'8
! All thesc go to suggest that the words and oxpres-

sions in languago do not have any meaning in isolation.
To understand a language one has to look at how the
language is uscd and relate the forms of words with the
‘Pforms of life. The co-rulation may be direct or remote.
To elucidate this Wittgenstein draws a distinection betweasn
pure language game and impure language game., Pure lang-

uage gamc would comsist in using certain expressions in

7. Wittgenstein, 1hc Blue and the Brown Books, P.103.

8. Wittgenstein LUdwig, ltans. by G.L.M. Anscombe,
Philgsophical Invecstigations, Section 19.




abstraction. For example, one can go on lzcturing and
discussing about 'pen' at length, without obvious refe-
rence to actual situations: such a thcoretical discus-
sion may be quite mcaningful to the speaker and the
hearcr. But Wittg:nstein would point out that the under-
standing of the cvxpression 'pen' and many other related
expressions in the pure language game would presuppose
that both the hecarer and the speakcr have masterad the
meaning of thoesc uxpressions in the impure language game,
by co-relating thoem with their objective counterparts.

In oth.r words, the usss of words in impurc language game
are basic "in the sense that if a person did not knou
how to play the impure games, hc could not play the purc

. 9
ones either.?

¢ In diagnosing the nature of the metaphysical
paradoxes Wittgenstein traces them to the fact that the DD;’
loquhors run inEp muddles uhgn they trggt tQp expres-
siqgs in abstrgption. There being an intimate connec-
tion between language and behaviour (either linguistic
or non-linguistic) the words derive their meaning from
language games which arc their original homes. Therefors
when the words arc abstracted from the contexts and treca-

ted in isolation ong ends up in paradoxes and puzzlaments.

s

§. Pitcher Goorgu, 1he Philosophy of WittQenstein,pe249.




"Philosophical problems arise when language
goes on holiday."™0

"The confusions which occupy us arise when

language is like an enginc idling, not when

it is doing work."1

Wittgenstein substantiat.s his view by referring
to an wxample in Augustine's Confessions. This is with
regard to the notion of "time.” There is hardly any con~
fusions as to the use of tomporal cexpressions in common
parlance. But when the philosopher asks "what is time?¥
it poscs a problem. This question is raisuod herc in ab-
strection, and the normal tendency is to treat it on the
pattern of some analongies. This leads to the formation
of certain pictures that hold us captive. In this case
the word 'time' may be concuived after the analogy of a
stream, flowing from the past to the future through the
present and the obvious philsophical attompt would be
dirccted to discover the nature of this quasi physical
stream., Here 'time' is considered to bc a substance for
it being a noun is understood to be signifying some sub-
stance. Wittgenstcin would observe that, in spite of the
grammatical férm of the cxpression it may not necessarily
be expressive of its function in language gamc and some-

times it is positively mislecading. Therefore to asgertain

O. Wittgenstein Ludwig, Op. cit.; Section 38,
1.

/]
L Ibid., Se¢ction 132,



the mzaning of a putative oxpression one is to go beyond
the surface granmar and look into its actual uscs in the
language game which is its original home, Thus his remark
"grammar is danguroust is highly suggestive and the ex-
pression do not think but look® is highly consequential

in solving philosophical problems.

The above account docs seem to boetray what might
pe called a German idealistiec tinge in Wittgenstein's
philosophy. Words or the cwxpressions arce not definitions.
The meaning of a term is not built into the very struc-
ture of it rathar'it has to be determined depending upon
the modc of life or life situatioqs to which it is nocces-
sarily bound upe. In other words a word is not meaningful
in isolation, it gets meaning only when it is relatced to
the totality of experiencas in the particular form of
life. "So determining the meaning of a word would consist
in finding its rclation to tho totality. The understan-
ding of one would involve reference to the total frame-
works. In this recspect there is a striking resemblance
betueen Wittgenstein and Bradloy with the exception that
Bradley would refur to the absolute totality wherc as
Wittgenstein would restrict it to a context. So the mea-

ning of an expression is the way it is usod is suggestive
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of the feact that meanings arc not discovered but rathor
attributed or .scribed to tho words. Words do not h%yo
meag}ng but got moaPing. As to the gquestion whether a
given proposition is meaningful or not Wittgenstcin would
ask us to appeal to one's linguistic intuition. The word
linguistic iptuition stands in n:>od of clarifications
Linguistic intuition may be teken to mean one's capacity
to understand, signifying therefore the ability of one to
make scnse out of a proposition. The ability to understand
is largely determined by one's wxposure to situations in
and around - that is the richness of one's cxpericnce.
For example - A man who is born blind cannot have visual
concepts therefore cannot probebly make sensc out of a

picce of poom about rainbou.

In this ruspoct Wittgenstein makes g fundamental
departure from the Kantian mode of thinking, Kant believos
in the innate structure of human mind. The catecgorics of
understanding and forms of intuition erc fixed and immu-
table and detcrmine a priorily the nature and the limit
of human knowladge. By dofinition if there could be any-
thing that does not conform to the forms and catcgorius
would not only be unknowyn but will remain unknowable.

Thus he rostricts th: domain of intelligibility to the



realm of phenomonon only. Wittgenstein offers a growing
and dynamic int.rpretation of the notion of intelligibi-
lity. The ﬁoanlng of an cxpression cannot be deturminced
in abstraction i.e., irrespzctive of the language gamos
in which it ocecurs. Even Wittgenstein suggests to invant
possible language gamug. So in finding out the arca of
inteclligibility one has to appcal not only to the exis-
ting uscs af the uexpression bu% imagine a possiblc lgng—

uage gamu or a form of liFc in which it could mea-

ningfully bce cemployed. He observes that if the world were
different where a patch of green or ys2llow colours cause
pain or plecasurc, the cxpression pleasure patches or pein
patchos could bue Loken as quite significant. But the ca-
pacity to invent and imagine a focm of life would again
dupend on one's richneuss of expericnce. Thuslé criterion
of intelligibility cannot be a priorily Fixéé. The above
observation of Witlg:nstein urges ane to rethink about the

conclusions of analytical philosophcrs about the metaphy-

sical propositions and the languagz of the mystics.

A few important quostions can be raised in this
-
conncction. How many languagec gamcs arc theore? Does UWitt-
genstein belicves in a fixced number of language games?

Lzt us answer these quustions. The logic aof language game



implirs that their number is not fixed. _0dd.gamecs become
extinct and nuw games might come into being. Morcover
rul s of a particular languag:. gam2 might also change.
Whet doozs this amount to? Can we say that we can manufac~
turec language gam.s as we Like? Wittgenstein has a very
cautious reply to this.’gn; 1s not "allowed' to manufac—
turc language game as one likese The acceptability of a
lanauage gamc dgpends upon its gonFormity to other exis-
ting languagé games. This is othorwise charerterized by
Wittgenstein as the content of the spcech act. Consistency
and conformity with othcr spcech acts is the test for a
fresh and singular specch act. This is how it can bo said
that Wittgonstein is an idoaligE;_Tho totality of the
specch acts has to be consistent whole otherwise nobody
could understand it. A lion's talk cannot be understood
by a man. This is a very significant statement made by
Wittgenstein. This shows that simply uttering some words
is not sufficient. Every spcz2ch act gencrates certain
cxpectationse Those expoctations are anticipated specch
acts which canstitutc the background against which a par-
ticular spoeech act can be understood. If this background
is absent no sp.ech act could bc made intelligible. The

totality of spu.ch act is the totality of diffcreont forms
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of life, Diffcrent forms of 1if. are intcerconnucted and
onc cannot understand it in isolation. This sort of
relation among different forms of life axcludes theo
possibility of caortain forms of life being unintclligiblo.
In othor words Wittgenstein cven gocs to the extent of

declaring, that all forms of lifwe arc intelligible./
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CHAPTER -~ IV

LANGUAGE AND ESSENCE
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Part - I

One problem of language connected with meaning has
been the problem of meaning of general terms. This pro-
blem, in its more general aspect is also the problem of
classification. The latter problem may be put in the
form of the question "Mwhat is the explanation of the fact
that we are capable of classifying particulars?? Our
ability to classify particulars is such a fundamental and
Ipervasive fact about the human condition tuat it would be
(easy not to sce it as a fact at all. To do justice to the
insight which prompts the above guestion we have to make

ourselves see as peculiar -~ almost as mysterious ~ this

ability of ours,

But let us try and do this exercise on the problem
in its linguistic form, Consider the words "John' and
fifat" as they are ordinarily used in the English language.
Each may be applied to a particular either correctly or
incorrectly, but the issues about correctness or incor-
rectness are throughly different in the two cases. Sup-
pose there is a person in front of me and I want to knou
whether I can correctly apply the word "John® to him i.e.,

call him John. I may know of dozone.ofiotherpeople whom

I know to be called John and hundreds whom I know are not



callcd John, but that knowledge does not help me at all
with my present problem. In order to knou whether I can
correctly call the stranger John I must know what he is
customarily called so by his acquaintances, was first

ctallced by his parents etc.

On the other hand becausec 1 knou maﬁy people to
whom the word "fat" appliecs and mors to whom it does not,
the odds arc that I can determine whethoer or not this
word can be correctly applied to the stranger without
knowing whether anyone has ever applied it too, or denied
it of, ham. In some way my knowledge about other particu-
lars to which I know that the word "fat' applies, and
about still others to which I know that it dous not apply,
equips me to apply it confidently and correctly to the

stranger.

What the question about classification that I men-
tioned above asks isj "houw is the trick worked?," to put
it in the linguistic form the guestion is, "when tuwo or
more pcople have agrced on a sufficient number of instan-
ces and counter instaneés of a gencral word, they can
without any conflict agree on most further instances

and counter instances - how 1s that trick worked??
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Now someone who asks "how is that trick worked?,”
is asking not for a causal or physiological cxplanation,
but rather for an account of what the technique is, what
rule and rulcs are followed. His guestion is nothing like,
the questions, "what is thec explanation of the fact that
new born babies can breathe?® It is somcuhat like the
question; "what is the explenation of the fact that a
physician can tell from an cuxternal examination what the
internal trouble is®?" So thc quostion about goneral terms
turns into somathing like; what rulc or rules are to be
followed when we apply gencral terms or what is our tech-

nigue or method for correctly applying general terms?

These guestions are in principle unanswerable.
There could not be a tochnique or mzethod for applying
general terms as such i1.e., 2 procedure uwhich someone
2mployed in gvery classification or gyvery time that he
applied a genecral term. And the reason for this is as
follows. A technique or set of rules for doing D must be
capable of servinglas a sct of instructions for how to
do D - instructions which could in principle guide some-
oneg who did not xnow how to do D. But no technigque for

classification could-be uscd as a guide by someone who

could not classify at all. Tho techniquc or rules of
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inscruction would have to be of the formy "if such and
such is the casc, and a given particular x is k then
classify x in such and such a way." But knowing whethear
a given particular is k is knowing how to classify it in
some rcspoct. Wittgenstein saw this, and so did Kant. In

the Critiquc of Pure Reason, Kant says that therc cannot

be rules for hou to apply concupts to pcrticulars; for
if sumeone n2uds a rule in srder to be able to apply con-
cepts to particulars then he needs a further rules in
order to be able to apply the first rule and so on-ad-

infinitum.,

0f Wittgenstein's many ways of making thes same
point, one involvcus the number series model., Somcone might
know thc appropriate general formula for a given number
saries and yet be unable to continuz the serics in accor-
dance with the formula, Onc is tempted to say, fthat
shaws that he does not understand the formula; so we must
cxplain it to him." But Wittgenstein says if we try to do
this by giving him a general account of what the formula
means thon we arc just giving him a second Formgla for
the application of the first. This might do the trick;
it might enable our men ta continue the serics in the

manner dictated by the formula. On the other hand it



6o

might not; and it certainly would not if his problcm was
thet he did not understand gencral formula (Sce in the

Remarks_on_the foundation of Mathematics, Part 1 Scction

1=4 and Philosophicel Investigations, Scction 189-190 and

for a slightly differont formulation of the same basic
point Scction 85-86). The foreguing arguments enable us

to predict that any purported technique of using general
words as such will be circular, guestion begging, compe-=
tence = presupposing. That is it will offer a rule for
classification which could only be followed by somecone who

elrecady knoew houw to classify,

Let us try to test these precdictions against a
famous attack tu describe a technigue as such for classi=—.
fication; or for use of general tcrms as such. We may give
this attempt the genzrel name of platonism. In giving this
label one dows not necessarily imply much about the his-
torical Plato. For a more recent version of platonism sae

Russcll's Problems of Philosophys Chapter 9-10. Plato-

nism says that as well as particular items there eare
universal items - which may provisionally be called pro-
perties, universals or €5SCNces. A universzl does not have
& spatio temporal location but it; the whole of it may be

instantiated by any number of particulars at various times
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and in variosus placus and it =—=—; thc whole of it, may bc
apprehended or thought about by various people at various
times. According to platonism any classification is asso-
ciatcd with sumo universal. If I am capable of assigning
particulars to kind K, then I must in some way apprehend

a universal U which is unigucly associated with K; when
the question arises of whether a particular, x, is tou be
assigned to K, what I do is to observe whether x instan-
tiates U and, if it doos, assign it to K. If x dozs not
instantiate U then I do not assign it to K. What cnables
me to assign x to K%Y Platonism's answer to this question
is; my knowing that x and y instantiated a single univor-
sal. Then whet enables you and me to assign x to k7%
Platunism's answer is: our buth associating a single uni-
vereal K and our both observing x instantiates U. In gene-
ral the question is “many perticulars, but one kind or
classification or general term - how come?? And platonism's
answer 1s several particulars but one universal - that is

how come?

A general criticism of platonism hzs been that
univorsals arc mysterious metaphysical entities, that it
is not possible recally to maoke sense of talk about univer-

sals. This criticism houevcr, whether valid or not hes



little relecvance to an assessment of theories of the Pla-
tonic type as su?;%;mnd in any casce talk about universals
can be made sense of in any of the following ways without
reference to any mysterivus entities; to say that two par-
ticulars can instantiatc a singlc universal is the samc as
to say that (i) they can share a singlo property (e.g.
can both be green), (ii) they can belong to a single kind
can (iii) proporly be co-classified. If sumcthing like
this is accepted as bringing out what it me~ns to say that
tuo particulears can instantiatc a single universal and
more generally of bringing out of what is mcant by talk
about universals gencrally - then therc are universals,
thero is nothing mystoerious and peculiar about them and
two particulzr can indcved instantiaote a single one of them.
But then platonism's answer to the gquestion that we posed
above will obviously be useless. It will offer a rule of
classification which someone can follow only if he can
already tell whether tuo jparticulcrs instantiates a single
universal i.c., whether they beclong to a single kind or
can proparly be co-classificd. The platonic "technique'
then is on a par with; "classify something as a case of
malaria if the patient has malaria; otherwise don't." And

the circularity hoere is too obvious to be pointed out.
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Part -~ II

Anothuer problem connected with the problem of uni-
versal is that of the definability or otherwise of words
in a particular languages. It has for instancc been claimed
thet since any word in a language can only be defined in
terms of other words, thcecre must be some words which must
be incapablc of being defined. Such words are what philo-
sophers have sometimes called simple words, words which
cannot be further verbally defined but only ostensively

'red' ctc. This problem howcver

so; words such as ‘'bluc,'
did not seem to worry Wittgenstein as much as the problem
of the "indefinability' of words of another class e.g.,
Ttrain," "party™ and perhaps 'games.” The difficulty about
such terms is pot that we cannot geot started, but rather
tﬁét when uve do get started we find that whatvvar we put
on the right hand side is either too weak or too strong.
This is somctimes expressed by saying "there is nothing
common to all games by virtue of which they are games,’
and in this thec phrese "nothing common to' suggests that
\\the point about these words is that they cannot be defincd
;conjunctivoly. But this however Jdocs not seem to be the

point. If there is a valid point about '"game® it is that

its meaning cannot be capturcd in a tolerably brief
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definition of any form. Here is how Wittgenstein makes the
point about the meaning of "game.? '"Don't say: "There

must be something in common, or they would not be called
"games'?¥ - but look and see whethzr there is anything com=-
mon to all. ~ For if you look at them you will not sce
something that is common to all, but similarities, rela-
tionships, and a whole series of them at that. To repeat:
don't think, but look% = And the result of this examina-
tion is: we see a complicated network of similarities over~
lapping and criss-crossing: sometimes overall sinilarities,
sometimes similarities of detail. I can think of no better
expression to characterize these similarities than 'family

———

EEEETEEEDEEE.'”1 This brings out a difference between
words such as blue for i1instance and words such as games.
Blue things differ in all sorts of ways but it is not true
that blue things manifest "a complicated network of simi-
larities overlapping and criss-crossing‘ and that it is
this network which justifies there being called ‘blue,™
Whereas the point about game is not just that there is a

natwork of similarities but further that something counting

as a game depends upon its relation to this network.

1. Luduig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, )

trans. G.E.M. Anscombe, Sect. 66«67.
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When Wittgenstein says Yyou will not sco .someathing
that is common to all,? why should we not reply "we do
ssc something common to all: All games are activitics??
This would refute that Wittgenstein says but not what he
means. What he means is that there is nothing which must ,
be posscssed by esvery game and cantot be possessed by any .
non-game i.e., that we cannot say what it is for something
to be a game by stating necessary and sufficient condi-

tions for gamehood. It is pity that some of Wittgenstein's

formulations mask the fact tmt this is the point.

Is there a connection between what we might call
Wittgenstein's family resemblance doctrine and the problem
of universals that we discussed in part I of this scction.
Some philosophers have thought that there indeed is such
a Coﬁnuction, A fairly pouerful éttempt at establishing
such a connection is that of R. Bambrough in his article
"universals and family resemblances.? Bambrough's treatment
of the problem of universal as such is similar to our
treatment of the problem in part I of this chapgbr and
also, theurefore, to Uittgensteinﬂs treatment of it. How-
ever the question of the connection bastwcen the problem
of universals and Wittgenstein's remarks about family re-
semblances 1s a separate one. Although somethings that Witt-

genstaein says might lend support to the idea that the
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doctrine of family resemblances might have something to

do with the "solution!' of the problem of universals, it

is much more closer to the truth to taks the family resem-
blance remarks.as confined to a rather narrow area of
language than to a solution of a very general problem
about the applicability of general terms as'suggé/%t is
indeed the case that the family resemblance matérial SEEeMms
to (and indeed does) raise issucs about definability;

Bambrough remarks that even a definable word cannot be

ultimately explained by definition; and this launches him

on the problem of universals. But this is not a very good
starting point for a consideration of the problem of uni-
versals. A thorough investigation of the problem of univer-
sals is not helped by the rather trivial point that I
cannot come to understand a word by understanding its
definition unless 1 already understand some other words.
-Also a family resemblance claim about something say "G'
might be rather unconsciously misexpressed by saying that
the "Gs' have nothing in common except that they are "Gs™g
and a generalized form of this could also be used to make
the point about the problem of universals that we made
above in part I. It seems that it is this fact more than

anything else which has persuaded Bambrough that in seeking



for Wittgenstein's solution (of the problem of universals)
we must look mainly to his use of thé example of “gamas.”
But someone who thinks that these two disparate areas form
a unity, because this vague formula can be made to apply

to both should consider what he is up against. Here 1is one
small but powerful evidence that the family resemblancez
material doces not bare directly on the problem of univer-
sals and was not thought to be so by Wittgenstein. Roughly
Wittgenstein's vicw about universals which Bambrough accepts
is based upon an abstract prgumunt for tha impossibility of
giving a single comprchensive explanation of the fact

that things, fall into kind or that general words have
application at all. Wittgenstein's great achievement was

to see that in the platonist account the explicandum is so
general and all embracing that some part of it must be in

a certain way presupposed, or left out of account by any
explanation of anything. If someone offered to argue for
Wittgenstein's view in a piecemeal vay, by showing that
platonism will not work for this classification; or for
that, or for that other, we should have to conclude that

he had understood neither the problem of universal nor the
platonist answer to it, nor Wittgenstein's rejection of

that answer, But when Wittgenstein talks about family
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rescemblances he says: "look and_see whether there is any-

thing common to all. To repeat; do not think but loaok.

Look for example at board games, now pass to card games.

We pass next to ball games. And the result of this exami-
nation is we sce a complicated nctwork of similarities over-
lapping and criss~crossing.” It is simply impossible to

take this as pointing to the correct soclution of the problem

of universals,

It is interésting that Bambrough sho.ld also say
the following in éhe course of his discussion of the family
resemblance material, "It is because of the very power of
the ways of thought against which Wittgenstein was protes-
ting that Philosophers arc led to offer accounts of his
doctrine which restricts the range of its appiication. Thqy
recognise the.importance of Wittgenstein's demonsfration
that at least some general terms can justifiably be applied
to their instances although those instances have nothing in
common. But they are so deeply attached to the idea that
there must.be ;omething in common to the instances that
fall under a general term that they treat Wittgenstein's
examples as special cases, as rogues and vagabonds in the
realm of concepts, to the general run of law abiding con-

cepts which do mark the presence of common slements in their



instances. There would at least be several philosophers
who would not regard Wittgenstein's examples as rogues and
vagabonds: one might even ask, does any philosopher? Does
Bambrough have any evidence to support this dismissive
'generalization? The point is important; because someone
who says that some words don't have family resemblance
kinds of meaning, while agreeing that words which do are
plentiful and perfectly respectable, cannot be said to be
"deeply attached to the idea that there must be something
in common etc.” If we must describe him in diagnostic term,
what we can say of such a person is that in this respect
at least he is innacent of “the ways of thought against
which Wittgenstein was protesting™: He is free from the
"craving for unity," he does not show a contemptuous atti-
tude touards the particular case, he is prepared to "look

and seg.’
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CHAPTER -V

PHILOSOPHICAL PROBLEMS : THEIR GENESIS AND SOLUTION
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Philosophers disagree. This has been a characteristic
feature of the practiEB ;F philsophy. They differ not only
in their conclusions or vieuws but also about the very method
and goal of their pursuit. In the history of European phi-
losophy the ancient Greeks are found to be the first among
those who were disturbed by the ultimate questions about
nature and reality. Thales, Anaxamder, Parmenides, Heracli-
tus, Pythagoras, address themselves to questions relating

to the ultimate source of creation. dn the other hand, the
Upanisadic thinkers of the east uwere trying to articulate
their views about the nature of the ultimate as the world
ground. Then two distinct traditions developed drawing
sustenance from their backgrounds, and traditions and cul-
ture. Philosophy began with man's sense of wonder at the
vast reality surrounding him and man's persistant effort

to understand it. Though philsophy began with speculation
about reality in course of its growth and development it

has outgrouwn its basic function.

Philosophy has been defined diFferentiy at different
times. Philosophy as an explanation of the reality in its
whole is equated with metaphysics. The metaphysician seeks
to provide an explanation of reality in terms of concepts

and categories. The scientists enagage themselves in explain-



ing the things and processes in nature. Whilc cxplaining an
cvent the scientist rofers to the cause or the sum total of
antecedent conditions to the extent he undertakes the inves-
tigation of nature coming under his scope of study. It is
seen to be particular in scope and factual in nature. Unlike
a scientific explaneotion the philosophical explanation does
not limit itself to any specific thing or event in space and
time, rather attempts to explain reality in its totality.
Philosophers like Locke, Berkeley and Hume make a departure
from the traditional mode of metaphysical thinking by in-
sisting on an investigation intc the source, nature and
limit of knouwledge of the reality. Locke writes in the intro-
duction of his Essay =~

MSince it .is the understanding that sets man above
the rest of sensible beings, and given him all the
advantage and dominion which he has over them, it

is certainly a subject, even for its nobleness,

worth our labour to inquire into. The understanding,
like the eye, whilst it makes in see and perceive

all other things, takes no notice of itselfj and it
requires art and pains to set it at a distance and
make it its own object. But whatever be the diffi=-
culties that lie in the way of this inquiry, whatever
it be that keeps in so much in the dark to ourselves,
sure I am that all the light we can let in upon our
own minds, all the acquaintance ue can make with

our own understanding, will not only be very plea-
sant, but brings in great advantage, in directing
our thoughts in the search of other things. This,
therefore, being my purpose to inquire into the
original, certainty, and extent of human knouwledge.™

Tﬁ"tﬁ?ﬂ??‘jahﬁi Antfésay CoﬁEBrniﬁa Human Understanding,
P 69,
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The differences among philosophers about the source
of human knouledge are responsible for the appearance of
rationalism and empiricism, the former claiming that reason
is the ultimate source and the latter claiming sense exper-
ience as basic to all human knowledge. Depending on this
initial thesis the rationalists pleaded for the a_priori
character of human cognition and the empiricists insisted
th#t all knowledge is a posteriori. Hume took the empiricis-~
tic thesis to its logical extreme and ended in scepticism
doubting the vecry existence of self, substance and causal
necessity. This epistemological controversy led Kant to
rethink the basic premises of the rival schools. He made
profound contribution in his critical philosophy, by showing
that knowledge in order to be knowledge proper must involve
reference to the functions both of 'sensibility™ and "under-
standing." Certain, what he called "transcendental™ conside-~
ration led Kant to speak about the a priori forms of intui-
tion and understanding. He sought to account for the possi~
bility of knowledge by referring to the functions of mind
in the form of the faculties of sensibility and u;derstanw
ding. Kant discovers a uniformity in the functioning of the
facultics. Anything to be an object of knowledge has to

conform to the a priori form or categories of sensibility
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and understanding. Space and time being the a prieri forms
of sensibility, an object in order to be an item in our
knowledge must have already been ordered in space and time.
In other words if theras could be non-spatial and non-=-tempo-
ral that cannot probably enter into domain of knowledge.
Though "knowledge begins with experience, it doesn't arise
out of it." The percepts in order £o constitute knowledge
stand in nged of ordering and synthesis brought upon them by
understanding through catugories (a priori wav of synthssis).
Thus one of the central concerns of western philosophy has
been a cluster of issuwes pertaining to the concept of knou-

ledge and what might be called the phencmenon of knowing.

Philosophzrs also have besen interested in the basic
principles of meaning and intelligibility. In fact some would
regard this concern as the defining character of philsophy.
In this sense philsophy is as it were, ‘"the science” of con-
cepts, Other disciplines which are concerned with uwhat are
called "mattuors of fact,” while giving their theories about
reality inevitably employ certainm concepts whose clarity is,
from the nature of the case,; taken for granted. Philoso-~
phers take up some of these concepts like cause, effact,
body, mind, self, God, truth and subject them to logical

analysis. A philosopher as a logician may be interested in
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abstract oparations of words and expressions, sentencas and
propositions irrespective of their truth values. The logi-
cian rightly takes up the job and brings out the basic
rules of consistency and cohercnce. The laws of logic are
nothing but the basic laws which the user of a language
must satisfy in order to be intelligible. Whitehead and
Russell seek to deduce all the mathematical propositions
from certain primitive logical concepts. Philosophy being

a conceptual enquiry must base itself in logic. Thus meta=-
physics, epistcemology and logic constitute the different

aspects of the cnterprise called philosophy.

The age of ‘'renaissance” in the west and the period
subsequent to it are marked by inventions and discoveries
in the various fields of science. The vieuws of Galileo,
Newton, Derwin, Einstein revolutionized man's thinking about
himself and the world. This led to a fundamental change in
our way of looking at things. This change was spearheaded
by the new concept of rationality inherent in the "scienti-
fic% revolution. Faith, which figured prominently in philo-
sophical thinking in medieval ages ggue way to "reason.”
Nature was no more to be feared and worshipped. Man became

victim of the possibility of conquering thz forces of nature
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and putting them to his own use. Man became more sceptical
about the traditional beliefs and theories. It is but natu-

ral that it had certain tangible repercussions in philoso-~

phy .

Idealism was the major note of the philosophical
thinking of the nineteenth century. Idealism in the hands
of Green, Bosanquet and Bradley reached its zenith. The con~
clusions in the idealistic metaphysics were obviously con-
trary to the commonsensical and scientific way of thinking.
Expressions like Ttime is unreal,” "matter is unreal? made
idealism susceptible to the criticisms by scientists and
philosophers at large. Pragmatism, Logical positivism,
ordinary languagé philosophy were but different reactions
against idealism in particular and metaphysical thinking in
general. Logical positivism was pioneered by Ernst Mach in
Vienna. A group of scientists, philosophers having been
inspired by the idea of unification of sciences considered
it to be their primary duty to eliminate metaphysics. Meta~-
physics according to them contains nothing but a bundle of
paradoxes and contradictions as they do not conform to the
very conditions of meaningfulness. A proposition which is

not analytic, in order to be meaningful must be verifiable.

Metaphysical propositions being neither analytic nor synthe-



tic in the above sense contain nothing but senseless col~
lections of words. Logical positivists then obviously dreuw

their incentive from David Hume,

Moore sought to refute idealism in the interest of
common sense. His argument against idealism rested on the
contention that the truths, believed in common parlance are
self evidently true. Metaphysical conclusions like ‘‘matter
is unreal," ‘"motion is impossible,' Yspace is unreal? do
obviously contradict common sense beliefs. Moore argued that
common sense truths cannot be denied without self~-contra-
dicticon and absurdity, When metaphysical truths are in con=-
Flict with the common sense notions one should doubt the

validity of the former rather than the latter.

Russell firefuted™ idealism in the interest of science.
He is of the opinion that metaphysical confusions arise out
of the confusion of grammatical form with logical form. In
the theory of definite descriptions Russell exhibits the
way philosophers posit a realm of entities having been
deceived by the form of language., For him the language of
science serves as an ideal language to dissolve metaphysi-

cal disputes,
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Ryle on the other hand uwhile exposing the absurdities
of the cartesian myth "ghost inside the machine' traces the
confusions in philosophy to what he terms as category mis-
take., In spite of the similarity of two expressions from the
paint of view of grammar they may belong to two different
logical categories., To assimilate expressions belonging to
two distinct categories into one category is to commit the
category mistake. "Body" and "mind" though they are both
nouns, do not stand for substances spatial and non-spatial
respectively. The concepts associated with body and mental
conduct concepts operate differently in our language and
therefore have a diFFerent logic of their own. According to
Ryle philosophical confusions can be removed and philosophi-
cal understanding can be achieved by drawing the logical
geography of the different concepts. Wittgenstein mentions
in the Tractatus -

6.5 - "The riddlc does not exist,."

7 - "Whet we cannot speak about we must pass

ovaer in silence.?

He takes the language of science as an ideal means
for analysis of meaning,., By limiting significant discoursec
to that of sciunce he probably confined the function of
language to its fact stating job only. Language for him

consisted of elementary propositions as their ultimate
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constituents which directly picture reality by denoting a
state of affairs in the objective world. Although Wittgen-
stein starts with certain considerations about language and
meaning, he ends up with a pluralistic conception of reali-
ty. He says in the Tractatus -~

2.021% - "Objects make up the substance aof

the world®

1.1 = iThe world is the totality of facts, not of

things."' The atomism of Wittgenstein was the logical conse~

guence of certain assumptions about language and meaning.

The Wittgenstein of the Philosophical Investigations

starts with a critical re-examination of the Tractarian
views. He not only guostions the very assumptions on which
his logical atomism was broadly based but also goes on to
analyse the very nature of philosophical problem, their

genesis and solutions.

In Philosophical Investigations Wittgenstein says that

"A philosophical problem has the form: I do not know my way

about."2

v e — - mm— ez T T £ T X T T QT GRS AR T I T

2. Wittgenstein Luduig, Trans. by G.E.M. Anscombe, Philoso-
phical Investigations, Section 123.
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As Pitcher puts it -
iyhen a person thinks about something philosophi-
cally, he inevitably becomes puzzled. Being beuilf
dered in this way is not, according to Wittgenstein,
merely an unfortunate condition that some good
philosophers happen to fall intoc but might have
managed to avoid, it is an essential preliminary
aspect, literary a pre-candition of being good
philosopher. To know, in the fullest sense, what
a philosophical problem is, entails being thus
bewildered."3
For a layman the ideas of matter, mind, cause, effect,
do not contain any obscruity. But when a philosopher starts
thinking about these fundamental concepts their definition,
implication, inter-relation he finds himself entangled with
a nest of confusions. For example, we all in our day to day
life do implicitly believe that everything has a cause
irrespective of our knouwledge of them. A medical scientist
has not yet succeeded in detecting the cause of cancer but
he, far that reason does not claim "here is an event uhich
is not CauFed." For not finding the cause is attributed to
one's failure to find the same but not to the non-existence
of it. Similarly we all believe that most human actions are
free. Given certain alternatives man is at liberty to choose
one course of action rather than another depending on his

interest and purposes. He is free to choose either the good

or the bad, the desirable or the undesirable. But when a

oo e
e e mses o e

3. Pitcher George, The Philosophy of Wittgenstein, pe168.
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philosopher considers the idea of cause in the context of
human actioné he find himself in contradictions. If an action
is taken as an event as per the strict deterministic laws of
causality it must have been due to the sum totality of ante-
cedent conditions and the antecedent condition can also be
accounted for by referring to their antecedents and so on.
This goes to suggest that what one is doing at present 1s
determined by factors and conditions in the remote past over
which one does not have any control. In other uords one does
so because one could not do otherwise. This leaves no roam
for free will. In the absence of free will and volition the
entire edifice of ethics and morality would find no base for
their coherence. Wittgenstein philosophizes against the back-
ground of a host of brilliant metaphysicians. But while dia-
gonising the nature of the philsophical puzzlements Wittgen-
stein attributes them to misunderstanding about the nature

and functions of language.

Language is indispensable for human communication. The
words and expressions that constitute the outer clothing of
language are vehicles of ideas and meanings. It grous out of
the necessities of man to communicate with each other., The
words and expressions as it has been earlier pointed out in

order to be meaningful should not only satisfy a given seat
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of rules and conventions but should also be employed in the
right context. Language is context bound. If one would des-
cribe one's kindness by saying "my kindness is long or
short," one would only bastray one's ignorance about the

use of certailn expressions. Concepts like length, breadth
are relevant in the description of objects in space and
time. The spatio temporal rootings of these concepts make
them irrelevant in the description of human qualities and
virtues. Use of language is wedded to life situations. There-
fore Wittgenstein observes that when words and expressions
are treated or considered in abstraction, i.e., irrespec-
tive of the context one is likely to land oneself in absur-

dities. Metaphysical paradoxes are of this type.

Bradley for example subjects the notion of 'matter' and

'relation' to philosophical scrutiny, finds them to be
,

contradictory and therefore relecgates them to the level of
appearance. Zeno's paradox of motion, Berkeley's idealistic
thesis "esse=-est-pcrcipi go down as the specimens of phi-
losophical conclusions, Wittgenstein would observe that the
concepts handled by the philosophers have their meaning and
significance in ordinary language of which they are part

and parcel. So like other concepts they become meaningful

only against the semantic conditions (verbal and non=-verbal).
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When the turms are used in isclation apart from the mode of
life which makgas them sighificant they hardly convey any
sense. Metaphysicians are prone to such mistakes and confu-
sions. Wittgenstein traces them to two fundamental sources
viz., the unity seeking character of human mind and picture
thinking. Man has a basic tendency to find unity in diver-
sity. When a number of pérticulars or individuals are
brought under one class one tends to ignore the differences
amang the members of the class. This basic tendency also
motivates the scientists to discover more and more general
laws which subsume the less general anes under them. Cra-
ving for generality also governs our thinking about language
and meaning, Having been prompted by this natural tendenhcy,
one tends to find similar functions in case of words belong-
ing to different categories. The futiction cannot be read
off from the grammatical form of the expression ohly. In
other words, given two expressionhs of the same grammatical
form, they may have two different kihds of functions 1in the
language. for example - Body and mind are noufs, therefore
belong to one grammatical category. Descartes was obviously
led to think that body and mind stand for two different
substances hence whatever is true of body in so far as it

is a «thing or a 'substance must be true of mind. One thing
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that is true of the body in so far as it is a thing at all,
is that there are processes going on in it. It was supposed,
therefore, that correspondingly in the mind also there must
be mental processes going on. Since mind as a substance 1is
non=spatial the processes there of are not public and there-
forc must be going on in the private arena’ of the mind
itself, Thus Dasscartes having thought of mind on the model

of body was prompted to invoke mind as a private chamber.

5o also Plato thought of upversals on the model of particu-
lars and invoked a supersensous world to house the ideas.
"0f course, what confuses us is the uniform appearance of
words when we hear them spoken or meet them in script and
print. For their application is not presented to us so

clearly. Especially uhen we are doing philosophy.”4

The craving for unity lgads one to assimilate words
into certain paradigms. We think that all nouns function
alike and all verbs stand for actions and processes. This
leads one to form pictures. Picture thinking is endemic to
human mind. Once a word is assimilated to a paradigm the
models and pictures associated with the paradigm also influ-

ence our thinking about it. The word 'time' because of its

4. Uittgenstein Luduig, Op. Cit., Scotion 11.
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similarity with other nouns has been thought as signifying

@ thing and conceived on the model of a stream which car-
ri.s thinmgs and cvents with it. We speak of 'time' in terms
of an e¢ternal flow towards the Future‘From the past through
the prescnt the pictures which are otherwise formed in our
experience has certain usual connotatiaons such as changc,
irrevocability and so on and so forth, Therefore when time
is taken as a flow of stream one 1s likely to ascribe the
properties of flux, irrevocability to time. In a sensc our
thiﬁking about time is largely influenced and determined by
suggestions from the picture. In other words we are held
captive by pictures. When onec is under the spell of pictures
one tends to be oblivicus of the real connotations of tuerms
and falls into philosophical puzzlements. Pictures arc also
embedded in our language. fFor example, somebody remarks

"l shall keep it in mind¥ The word 'keep' has a spatial
connotation. We normally speak of %keeping things in the
basket, box etc.” Because of the spatial undertone of the
toerm when it is used in relation to mind, we think of the
mind as if it is respectable where informations are stored

for future rofoerence.

Philosophical conclusions according to Wittgenstein

arc partly due to certain frailities of human mind and the
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peculiarities of language. The peculiarity of philosophical
puzzlements consists in the fact that they are not amenable
to solution in the light of facts. Had it been so philoso-
phical problems would have been long solved like their
scientific counterparts. The philosopher is already conver-
sant with all the relevant facts but clings to his view in
spite of the evidences contrary to it, Idealism in its
extreme form maintains that an object is nothing but cong-
lomeration of ideas. In experiencing}an object, ideas and
concepts are all that we have access to. So the postula-
tion of an external world over and above ideas is logically
dnwarranted. From this idealists go on to "refute® the
belief in the existence of an external world. Berkeley
would subscribe to the above version of idealism, in spite
of his obvious awareness of the evident facts that there is
an external world in which he has his being. Wittgenstein
compares the philosopher with a neurotic who continues to
doubt the intention and the gestures of one and all even
though there are no circumstantial justification for having
them. Wittgenstein would observe thefe is hardly anything
wrong with the people, Tge diFFi;ulty oﬁ,th; psyspotic
1195 within himself. In case of the philosophers "the trou-
’ / 4 / % -
bl?, i@/shorty lies not in‘the alleggd Tfacts™ to be
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explained, but in the philosopher's way of looking at them,
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in his way of thinking and talking about them. It appears to
him as though there are profound difficulties about sense
perception itself, about free will itself, about truth
itself, and so on; but in fact the difficulty lies not there,
but rather in the philosonher's way of viewing them. "o A
philosophical problem says, Wittgenstein is ‘not a scienti-

6 The philosopher

fic one; but a muddle felt as a problem.”

is the man who is intellectually sick and hence stands in

need of a cure. So the proper treatment of a chilosophical

puzzle is "like the treatment of an illness.f7ﬁ¢@ philoso~

pher like the psychocanalytic patient can be made to sce sense
- S o

by making him realize the real source of his difficulty.

"A person caught in a philosophical confusion is like a man

in a room who wants to get out but doesn't know how. He tries

the window but 1t is too high. He tries the chimney but it

) 4B
is too narrow.’

Philosophical problems are, therefore, pseudo problems,
philosophical doubts pseudo doubts, philosophical questions
pseudo guestions. One must, however, add that although,

they are "pseudo," they are not so in any trivial sense.
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5. Pitcher George, Op.cit., p. 195.

6. WUittgenstein, The Blue And The Brown_ Books, p. 6.

7. Wittgenstein Luduwig, Trans. G.E.M. Anscomoe, Philosophical
Investigations, Scction 255.

8. Malcolm, Memoir, p.51.
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Therz is profundity to them not unlike the profundity of

the neurotic's sickness. They arise as consequent upon pro-
found misunderstandings of uses of language. Wittgenstein
would urge that all terms and expressions get their meaning
from the ordinary language which 1is their home. Metaphysi-
cians in their attempt to get to a 'world vieuw" select cer-
tain expressions current in ordinary language and define
them in abstraction. But meaningful use of an expression is
not possible if it is divested fraom the context which ren-
ders it meaningful. As a result of metaphysical stretch of
ordinary expressions metaphysicians harvest confusions and
paradoxes. Bradley treats space, time and matter in abstrac-
tion and assess them by his ocwn definition of reality and

as a conseguence arrives at conclusions like, space 1is
unrcal, mattear is unrgal, time is unreal, which ocbviously
conflicts with common sense truths. Since metaphysical puz-
zlements are duec to taking expressions away from the contexts
of their actual use; they can be solved by bringing back

expressions from their metashysical use to their home use.

Unlike in the JTractatus Wittgenstein in Philgsophical
Investigations admits the possibility of alternative lang-
uage games. Fact stating though primary 1s not the anly

fupction of language. Language is used for different purposes.



Uz perform different speech acts by means of language. It
is also used in doing something i.e., in course of our
speech activities. To state facts, to ask guestions, to
wish, etc., arc different speech acts. But statements con-
taining informations, statements in form of questions,
exclamatory expressions may alsoc occur in course aof rela-
ting a story. But Wittgenstein would insist that the rules
governing a descriptive expression would be different from
the rules of the language of ethics. To use one language
by means of the semantic rules of another is as good as
playing one game by thec rules of another. So Wittgenstein
admits all possible alternative kinds of life which give
rise to their respective languages.[ﬁhilosophical confu-
sions disappear only when one gets adequate clarity as to
the meaning of the word by finding it in the way it fune-
tions in the language. In finding out the meaning of an
expression he would urge to enumerate not only the actual
and remoteluse of the expression but also to invent and
imagine possible states of affairs and see if they could

be meaningfully employed in them.

The above analysis reveals meaning of an expression

is not part of it rather it gets meaning from the context.
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So the critcericon of intelligibility cannot be fixoed a
priorilyJs it not possible to make sense of the philoso-=-
phical treatmunt of concepts in the.context of the meta-
physical thinking? Is it logically sound to dub all meta-
physical problem as pseudo ones as they do not conform to
the ordinary or common sense ways of looking at it? What
is after all the idea of ordinary language? Does it stand
for the language of the rif=-raff? A close perusal of the
history of metaphysics would make one think that the meta-
physician is very uwell aware of the usaes of the expressions
in ordinary language and in spite of this, being persuaded
by certain logical considerations, he defines them in a
particular way rather than another. Metaphysical conclu-
sions can somctimes be traced to certain assumptions which
are accepted again on the basis of rational considasrations.
Metaphysics is the philosophical exercise with concepts to
offer a coherent and holistic explanation of reality. Of
course a philosopher does not explain the world in ths way
a scientist does. Nonetheless the endeavour to explain the
world by means of certain basic concepts and categories no
doubt illuminates one's understanding and furthers the
cause of philosophy. To pronounce metaphysical problems

H

as muddles because the metaphysical uses of expressions
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are not in conformity with their uses in ordinary language
might itself amount to evaluating one game by the princi-

ples of another.

The foregoing might give the suggestion that philo-
sophical problems are solely caused due to linguistic and
conceptual confusioks. This point stands in need of eluci-
daticn. As a matter of fact a philosophical theory might
have various type of causes. The causes might be psycholo-
gical, social, religious, scientific and cultural as well.
Therefore it is wrong to say that linguistic confusion is
the sole causce of philsosophical theories. The philosopher
proposes a particular theory which might have multiple axes
to grind. Ha might be trying to advance a particular ideo-
logy. As a matter of fact many philosophers have tried to
advance ideoclogies in the form of philosophical theorics.
Therefore it is wrong to say that philosophical theories
are caused due to conceptual confusions alone., We wish to
point out that Wittgenstein is not oblivious to this fact.
What he is trying to point out is thisé whatever might be
the causes of a philosophical theory, it can be presented
as cases of conceptual confusions. A philosophical theory
is a concatenation of concepts. Wittgenstein would argue
that certain philosophical theory exhibit cases of concep-

tual confusions.



CHAPTER - VI

WITTGENSTEIN AND IDEALISM
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Wittgenstein, as I shall argue in this Chapter, 1is,
in a fairly recognizable sense of the term, "an idealist.”
" In both the works earlier and later he has developed what
might be called hié own form of idealism. It might appear
very strange that Wittgenstein could use the language of
idealism. It is sometimes arqued by a section of scholars
that Wittgenstein is an anti-metaphysician. The logical

positivists treated the Tractatus Logico Philosophicus as

their bible and tried to get intellectual support for
their anti-metaphysical position from it., The positivist
position that metaphysics is meaninglesé, is claimed to be

implied in The Tractatus. The Philosophical Investigations

has also been interpreted in the similar manner by some
scholars. Metaphysics is a muddle. Metaphysical theories

are results of conceptual confusion.

We wish to shouw that Wittgenstein, as a matter of
facty,; continues the Germanic tradition of transcendental
idealism. Before we argue out this position it will not
be out of place to spell out in brief the idealistic
thesis. "ldealism” popularly means belief in and commit-
ment to "ideals." In this sense uwe sometimes say that so

and so 1s man of ideals, that means he is committed to
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certain values and lives up to it. Idealism in this sense
stands for certain values, beliefs and attitudes. But
idealism as a philosocphical theory has usually the fol=-

lowing forms viz.,

(i) epistemoclogical idealism,
(ii) metaphysical idealism, and

(iii) transcendental idealism.

Epistemological idealism relates to theory of knowledge.
Metaphysical idealism relatcs to theory of reality. Accor-
ding to epistemological idealism the object of knowledge
is dependent for its existence on the knowledge of the
percipient. It got its classic expression in Berkeley.,.
Berkeleoy was an epistemological idealist. for him esse-~
est-percipi, This means existence is perception. A thing
cannot be said to exist if it is not perceived., This
theory of perception compelled Berkeley to maintain that

the external world is nothing but a seri:s of perceptions.

Metaphysical idealism is a doctrine which claims
that the nature of the object of knouwledge 1s of the
nature of mind. In other words the subject and the object
are of the same type. The knowing subject and the object

of knowledge belong to the same category. This type aof
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idcalism is sometimes knouwn as metaphysical idealism.
Hegel and Bradley are metaphysicians in this sense. Epis-
temological idealism is sometimes known as subjective
idealism. Subjective idealism, historically spcaking has
resulted in solipsism. To use Perry's words, it has resul-
ted in what is known as ego-centric-predicament. Ubjective
idealism, has reduced matter to objective mind. Hegel
argues that the world is an externalization of the spirit.
Mind catcgories are the ultimate categories. But Hegel
did not use mind in the subjective sense as a specific

apparatus of knowlcdge of an individual,

But both the tuo types of idealism are reductionist
in nature. Epistecmological idealism reduces the world to a
series of perceptions. Metaphysical idealism reduces matter
to mind. The type of idealism which Kant advocated may be
characterized as transcendental idcalism. According to
Kant there are certain ultimate, basic and fundamcntal con-
ditions of human experience and knowledge. These conditions
are transcendental in nature. That is to say they are not
created or manufactured by us. They constitute the basic
furniture of human knowledge. Without these categories and
concepts no knowledge is possible. But at the same time ue

cannot transcend the limits set by these categories. These



categories not only make our knowledge possible but set

a limit to human knouledge. In other words they determine

the nature and limits of knowledge.

In spite of the differences between epistemological,
metaphysical and transcendental idealisms there are simi-
larities among them. In other words they share in certain
common points. Ideas or concepts are central to knowledge.
Unfortunately the epistemological idealists used ideas 1in
the sense of image or mental contents. To use Bradley's
words the British empiricists psychologized logic. They
treated logical issues as if they were psychological ones.
Ideas in the sense of images or mental contents are not
the subject matter of philosophy. The British empiricists
confused between logical and psychological issues. Bradley
makes a distinction betuween ideas as images and ideas as
meanings. Ideas in the sense of meaning can be studied by

philosophers and the idealists study concepts or ideas.

Bradley examines the categories of knowledge. He
came to the conclusion that reality cannot be knouwnthrough
categories. He treated them as make-shift devices. Ideas
are of no use in knowing reality. Ideas present before us

appearances not reality, that is why Bradley recommends a

A
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non-categorial mode of understanding. It is a type of
understanding where concepts and categories cease to ope-
rate, Bradley spells out in detail the contradictions

inherent in ideas aor categories.

Wittgenstein can perhaps be characterized as a
transcendental idealist of the Kantian type. In both the

works Tractatus Logico Philosophicus and Philosophical

Investigations transcendental idealism is inherent. It is
not visible on the surface. One can dig out the idealistic
structure submerged in both the works. Let us first dis-

cuss the idealistic position held in the Tractatus Logico

Philosophicus. The Tractarian world is a totality of facts.
These facts correspond to the elementary propositions.
Facts for Wittgenstein are both actual and possible. The
totality can be exhausted only by actual and possible
facts. The elementary propositions lie submerged under
ordinary language. At this stage language pictures reality.
The ideal language much talked of in the Tractatus is not

a constructed ideal language. It is a language discovered
by a particular type of analysis. The elementary proposi-
tions are tr.:ated as the pictures of reality. According

to Wittgenstein both language and reality have isomorphic

structure. This means that the multiplicity in elementary
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propositions correspond to the multiplicity in the facts.
But this structure shouws itself. That is why Wittgenstein
claims that which can be shouwn cannot be said. This is the
unsayable. The structure of the vworld is reflected in tha
structure of the language. This shows itself therefore it
cannot be put into words. This is in fact the unspeakable.
At this point Wittgenstein resembles Kant. Like Kant he
sets a limit to human thought and communication. Kant
warns us against transgressing the sphere of phenomena.
Any transgression of the bounds of phenomena will result
in antinomies. But at the same time Kant points out that
there is an eternal impulse in man to transgress the
bounds. Poets and mystics have aluays tried to transgress

the bounds of the sayable and the speakable. Kant's

2 e

concerned with setting up of boundaries to the uworld.

Similarly Wittgenstein's Tractatus Logico Philosophicus

e P

can be characterized as a treatise concerned with setting
up of limits of meaningful discourse. Wittgenstein main-
tains that the limits of my language are the limits of my
world. This has puzzled subsequent commentators. Some of
them have read solipsism into it. But we wish to point out

that Wittgenstein is not a solipsist. His argument that
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where of one cannot speak therc of one must be silent is
not symptomatic of sclipsism; rather it tells us not to
transgress the boundary of speech and communication,
Language sets a limit to thought and communication. Any
attempt to go beyond the boundaries of communication is to
land oneself in absurdities. Wittgenstein in the Tractatus
maintained that only genuine propositions are descriptive
ones. The propositions of natural sciences belong to this

category. They constitutz the arca of the sayable. As Kant

in the Critigue of Pur

Reason gave a metaphysical defence
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to Newtonian mechanics, Wittgenstein in the Tractatus
boundaries of descriptive propositions of natural science.,
Wittgenstein is not a subjective idealist. He does not
treat the external world as a series of perception in the
mind of the percipient.'The following arguments could be
given on his behalf, The subject of knowledge can never be
made the object of knowledge. This is a position which is
usually accepted by the transcendental idealist., The trans-
cendental idealist make a distinction between the 'ego'
and the 'transcendental self.' The ego may be trcated as
an object of knowla:dge but the transcendental self can

never be treatcd so. Kant made such a distinction. Accor-
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ding to him the self is a transcendental unity of apper-
ception. It cannot be caught in the process of parception.
Its existence 1s logically postulated to account for the
unity of perception. The Upanisadic text 1is full of such
refercnces. It has béen argued in the Upanisads that 'I'
or the 'transcendental self' cannot be treated as an
object of knowledge. All knowledge is possible because of
this transcendental self. The self is a unity of percep-
tion. That is why it cannot be treated as an object of
perception., In the Advaita Vedanta of Sankara the self
has been treated as a transcendental principle. It 1is not
amenable to ordimary modes of perception. No categories
can be applicd to it because of the simple reason that

the application of all categories are made possible because
of- this principle. Wittgenstein trcats the self as Kant
treats it. Therefore Wittgenstein can be treated as a
Kantian in his treatment of the self. For him the 'I' or
the self is a formal concept. There are no objects cor-
responding to these concepts in the world. Wittgenstein
does not reduce the self to a series.of impressions 1in

the manner of David Hume. Hume reduced self to a string

of impressions. His famous argument is that when one looks

within,; onec never comes across what is known as the self.
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One only comes across a particular sensation or other but
never what is known as the self., Hume committed the mis-
take which many other empiricists have done. The empiri-
cists treated the self as an objsct and later on were dis-
appointed when they did not find it, This 1s as good as
raising the dust and complaining that one cannot see
things. The formal distinction between subject and object
compells one to posit that the self can never be made as
an object of knowledge. The Advaitins were wuware of this
fact. They made a distinction beotweaen perceptual conscious-
ness and witness conscicusness (Sgksicaitanya). The wit=
ness consciousness can never be caught in the process of
percaption. Any attempt to perceive it in the manner of an
object will lead to infinite regress. The empiricist for-
got to recognise the logic of perception that it is based
upon a postulate of transcendental self, The omission of
this fact has led empiricism to solipsism. There is no
element of empiricism, conseguently of soclipsism, in
Wittgenstein. He is neither an empiricist nor a solipsist.

He is a transcendental idegalist.

As we have pointed out Wittgenstein is pot an

empiricist he is not a realist too. He does not trecat the
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world as a totality of things as a realist would do. Nor
is he an advocate of common sense view of the world as
G.E. Moore would like to uphold. His treatment of the
world is Kantian in nature. The Kantian world is a cate-
gorised or conceptualized world. The world that we know
Kant would argue that it is not the world per se. It is

a world categorised. The world becomes intelligible to us
through these cateqgories. The categories so to say give

a shape to the world. One comes across similar vieuws in
the Tractatus Logico Philosophicus of Wittganstein. He
treats the world as a totality of facts. These facts
consist of objects. The fact is a configuretion of objccts.
But how did Wittgenstein arrive at this? In answer to this
it can be said that Wittgenstein arrived at this thcory
of the world tnrough extensional analysis of language.

He treats languege as truth functional. A truth function
is a compound proposition whose truth value can be dster-
mined by thne truth values of its component propositions.
Thus in the process of analysis we arrive at elementary
propositions. A compound proposition is decomposable

into elementary onus. An clementary proposition lies
hidden behind the compound propoesition. The elementary

propositions in their turn picture facts. The elementary
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prcpositions can be, with some reservation likened to
Kantian categorieg. As the Kantian categorizs are empty
without the content so is the case with glementary pro-
positions. The categories of Kant give a shape to the
world., But the uworld and the elementary propositions
according to Wittgenstein have the same structure. They
are isomorphic in nature., The elementary propositions, so
to say, are the categories of knowledge. They are imper-
sonal and objective in nature. They are not like the sub-
jective impressions of the Human variety. In other words
they cannot be treated as a string of fleeting impres-
sions. The elementary propositions have an objective sta-
tus even though Wittgenstein refused to give an example
of it. But what is the nature of the world without these
elementary propositions? As the world for Kant cannot be
made intelligible without the categories similarly the
world for Wittgenstein is unintelligible without elemen-
tary propositions. The elementary propositions in a way

give a shape to the world. This is an idealistic position.

The Philosophical Investigations also has an

idealistic undertone. This is the line of continuity

between Tractatus and Philosophical Investigations. In
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the Philosophical Investigations language has been trea-
ted as a form of life. It is a prism through uwhich we
look at the world. What does it mean? Wittgenstein's re-
mark that thers cannot be ‘'seeing' as such but aluays
'sgeing as' is a pointer in this direction. This means
that there cannot be any {seeing' in perception vithout
application of categories. This is really a Kantian posi-
tion. Knowledge is conceptual. WUithout concepts and cate-
gories no knowledge is possible., An object is an object
only when it is seen through a category. The world cannot
be said to exist for us unless we apply these categories.,
The world without the categories is the Kantian nou-mena
which is unknown and unknowable. It is through the net-
work of language games that the world becomes intelligible
to us. The difference betueen Kant and the later Wittgen-
stein ig that Kant belisved in fixed categories whereas
the later Wittgenstein does not believe in the fixity of
categories, For him language is a form of life. Sometimes
the old language games become obsolete and new language
games come into being. Wittgenstein's language games are
the counterparts of Kant's categories with the difference
that Kant's categories are fixed and static and Wittgen-

stein's language games are dynamic in nature. Language
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games gQrow, become obsolete and new language games come
into being. But the fact remains that the world is intel-
ligable to us only through language games. Language has
been treated as a form of 1life. This is an idealistic
thesis in disquise. This means that language and life arc
inaliencbly connected. To undcrstand life means to under-
stand language game and to understand language game mcans
to understand Forms of life. Language cannot be understood
without relating it to human context and situation. Witt-
genstcin in the manner of F. H. Bradley treats the world
as an organic whole. Bradley points out that to understand
one thing is to relate it to other things. This is in
short the cardinal feature of idealism. The idealist like
Hegel maintains that the world is organically related.

Any idea contains limitless possibilities. The idea of
being for example noit only contains limitless potentiali-
ties but also the idea of its self-annihilation that is
non-being. 'Being' even contains the idea of 'non~-being.,'
This might look very strange and contradictory. How is

it that both 'being' and 'non=being' which appear contra-
dictory in the surface go together? This cannot be under-
stood without unearthing the Hegelian philosophical mo-

tives. WUe wish to point out in this connection that Hegel
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was concerned with exploring the limitless potentialities
of basic ideas of thought. Ideas constitute an organic
unity, so does thought. Thought and reality have the same
structure. This brand of Germanic idealism is very much
present in Wittgenstein's work. Wittgenstein in Philoso-

phical Investigations narrates an incident in the follow-

ing manner. Suppose somebody comes across a nail on the
way but how do we recognise it as a nail. A nail is a
nail only when it is related to certain aother things.
This means that the idea of purely unrelated object is a
myth. All language games are internally connected. Accor-
ding to Wittgenstein expericnce is semantic in nature.
Non-categorised pure experience without any semantic
touch is a myth. In other words pure experience is not
possible at all. An experience in order to be an exper-
ience has to conform to the categories. It can be said

in this connection that the totality of language games is
actually the totality of facts for us. In the Tractatus

Logico Philosophicus Wittgenstein thought that these

language games in the form of elementary propositions are

fixed for all time to come., But in Philosophical Investi-

Qations he comes to the conclusion that there are infinite

and innumerable language games. Therefore there are
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inhumerable ways of looking at the world. It is the
lanquage games, the modes of representation that bring

us closer to the world. Without these language games the
world will not be world for us. It is only through language
games we know the world and talk about it. In the ITracta-

tus_Logico_Philosophicus Wittgenstein characterizes these

totalities as both actualities and possibilities. The
world is totality of facts both actual and possible., It

is interesting to note that in the totality of facts
Wittgenstein included possible facts. Why did he do so?

In answer to this it can be said that logically speaking
the totality has to include possibilities. Without this
totality will pot be completz. The actual language games
do not exhaust the totality of lanquage games. The totali-
ty of language games is constituted by both possible and
actual language games. This is the meaning of totality. In
this connection ue wish to point out that this is much
more a Hegelean brand of idealism that 1s recognizable in
the works of Wittgenstein. It is very difficult to say
whether Wittgenstein read Hegel and Kant and was influen-
ced by their writings. But the fact remains that the
Germanic idealistic elament can be discovered in Wittgen-

stein.
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One of the major themes of idealism is that the
world is a system of ideas or concepts. These ideas are
not subjective impressions of human mind but objective
in nature. As Hegel points out that the world is an exter-
nalization of ideas. The world is ultimately a system of
ideas. Virtually there is no distinction between the
ideas and the world. Now the gquestion is what is the
nature of these ideas? Are the ideas language bound, con-
text bound or they are independent of language and con-
text? Answers to these questions will open up new dimen-
sions, If it is arqued that lanquage conditions thought
then one will argue with Sapir and Whorf that our percep-
tions are determined by our language. In other words this
will lead to linguistic determination of human perception.
dne will be forced to accept the view that the categories
of language are the categories of reality. Some philoso-~
phers have pleaded for this view. Russell argues that the
linguistic structure of Indo-European languages has been
conducive to subject predicate logic and substance attri-
bute metaphysics. In this connaction he further argues
that language devoid of nouns and adjectives porhaps will
not have substance attribute metaphysics. Substance attri-

bute metaphysics is contingent upon linguistic facts.
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Sapir and UWhorf go to the extent of saying that language
not only determines reélity but the world view as uwell,
There is a close and intimate connection bestueen the
structure of language and the structure of thought and
reality. Is Wittgenstein Sapirian? Does.Uittgenstoin
accept the Sapir Whorf hypothesis? These questions arc

of fundamental importance. We wish to point out that Witt-
genstein is not a Sapirian. He will not agree with Sapir
and Whorf that the categories of reality arc dependent

on linguistic catcgorices of specific languages. The vicus
of Sapir and Whorf tic rcality to specific languages.,

Thus it will lcad in the direction of not only metaphysi-
cal relativisim but cultural relativism too. In other
words linguistic relativism will ultimately lead to ethno-
centricism. There will be as many pictures of reality as
there are languages. Sapir and Whorf accord place of
primacy to linguistic categaories and these categories are
language specific. Therefore it can be said that different
linquistic Qroups will have their own picture of reality
as determined by their linguistic categoriss. But what

is the status of these linguistic categories? To this
question, Sapir and Whorf will probably tell us that

the linquistic categories are autonomous in nature.In
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that they determine and condition our thought. The 1ling-
uistic catezgories condition the nature of reality by way
of conditioning the nature of thought. For Sapir and
Whorf there is only a one way traffic between lanquage
and recality. But this will not be acceptable to Wittgen-
stein., To interpret Wittgenstein as a Sapirian is to
commit a mistake., It is true that for Wittgenstein expe-
rience is semantic in nature. It is true that perception
and knowledge is category based but these categories are
not contingent upon specific languages. Though the cate-
gories and concepts arc expressed by and embodied in
languages, yet they are not dependent on languages. This
means that categories and concepts are independent of any
specific languages which embody them, In this sense Witt-
genstein may be charactcrized as a Kantian but not a
Sapirian. There is a sense in wvhich it can be said that
the basic categories and concepts are not language depen-
dent. They are trans-linguistic‘'and trans-cultural in
nature. The tuelve categories of Kant and seven categorics
of Kanada beclong to this type. The Vaiscsika Padarthas
and the Kantian categories arc not linguistic in naturec.
They are the categorics of thought, speech and communica=-

tion. These categorics cannot be xplaingt igviaccotdance
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with the Sapir Whorf hypothesis, There is a sens in which
there is a bed rock of human thought and knowledge. Kant
and Kanada seek to discover such a bed rock. These cate-
gories may be termed as basic, primary and fundamental
categories. These primary categories are not language
bound, context bound or culture bound. They are trans-
linguistic and trans-cultural in nature. As opposed to
these there may be a group of categories knouwn as the
secondary ones. The primary categories do not change, they
are stable and fixed. To use Strawson's word they are
basic or primitive categories. The secondary categories
are amenable to change. In a certain sense these catego-
ries can be said to be bound to context and culture. The
derivative meanings of words in the Sanskrit language is
a case in point, A close look at the formation of compound
(Samasa) and morphophonemic analysis (Sandhi) of words

in sanskrit language tells us a lot about the social and
cultural condition prevalent in ancient India. There is

a rule regarding compound formation in Sanskrit language.
It is this: an expression denoting a group of people who
are treated as untouchable (aniravasitasudra) cannot be
compounded with expression denoting higher class. This

grammatical rule and consequently the expression
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aniravasitasudra are indicative of the social and cultu=
ral conditions prevalent in ancient India. But this does
not go to prove the Sapirian hypothesis,., It simply indi-
catcs that there is a constant interplay between language
and thought in the sphere of secondary concepts. Some-
times new thoughts give rise to new grammatical and ling-
uistic categories. It may so happen also that these gram-
matical catcgories shape our perception and thought. At
this tage the gucstion of cross cultural communication
and understanding becomus prominent. How do pecople
belonging to onc culture understand othcrs belonging to
anaother culture? To this guestion a solipsistic answer
may be given. It may be arguaed that one cultural and ling-
vistic group in principle cannot understand another for
the simple reascn that both of them have two distinct

and different linguistic categories. We want to maintain
in this connection that this position will not be accep-
table to Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein surely belicves in
infinite and innumcrable number of language gamcs. He
will cven go the extent of conceding that different
linguistic and cultural groups have their specific
language games. But what are the language games? Are they

really private, to such an cxtent that one group cannot
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understand another? The idea of linguistic cprivacy and
solipsism goes against the very idea of language games.
Language games are public. To say that language is a
'game' is to say that it is governed by rules; and to
say that it is governed by rules is to say that others
can understand it. It is true that certain cultural
categories prevalent in one group cannot easily made
intelligible to others. There might be difficultiesy,
inhibitions and obstructions in the way. But this does
not go to prove linguistic and cultural solipsism. To
understand another group may be very difficult but not
impossible. The logical impossibility of cross cultural
understanding is a myth for the simple reason that it
goes against the very idea of language games. The Oriya
proverb that 'mature girls and ghee should not be kept
for a long time at home,'! may appear very ludicrous to
an outsider. They may think that these people are barba-
rians, uncultured and uncivilized because they do not
want to keep their daughters and ghee at their home. One
who passes such judgement fails to take into account the
culture and tradition of the pecple who have this adage.

What we wish to suggest is this: to understand one culture
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is to undcrstand the form of life and way of life of the
people; otheruwise misunderstanding and misinterpretation
are likely to ensue. As a matter of fact mamy European
scholars pessed such types of bilased judgements on
Asiatic civilizations in the beginning of 19th century.
Different language games are not isolated islands. They
criss~cross and overlap each other. This shous that
language games arc interconnected. Different language
games have contact points. This interconnection among
language games makes it possible for one culturc to be
intelligible to anothor. To over look this is to mis-
understand Wittgenstein. Wittgenstein is an idealist but
never a solipsist. To read sclipsism in Wittgenstein is

to misinterpret and misunderstand language games.
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playuright, a novelist uses words usually in non-conven-
ticnal ways. This endows words with profound meanings.
Cognitive meaning is not the only meaning. There are non-
cognitive meanings as well, The positivists tried to treat
cognitive meaning as the meaning and decried non-cognitive
meaning. But Wittgenstein is not a reductionist. He does

not reduce non-cognitive meaning into cognitive ones.

Lastly, I would like to draw a lesson from what I
call the idealistic strand in Wittgenstein's thought. And
this has to do with our understanding of culture in gene-
ral and cultures of other peoplets in particular. One may
paraphrase Wittgenstein by saying that to understand a
form of life is to understand the interconnectedness of
ideas and to be able to bring the whole to bear upon one's
appreciation of the part and likewise; to bring the part
to bear upon one's appreciation of the whole. In order to
follow the game of cricket one must understand what a bat,
a stump, innings, onside fielder, a bowler, a wicket
keeper, and a slip cordon are and what the game in which
these things are elements all about. When a critic attempts
to interpret Keats' "Ode on a Grecian urn," he does so by

repetatively asking himself the alternating questions
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"WUhat is the whole peom about?™ and "uwhat exactly has
Keats'! scene depicted on the urn', emerging at the end of
an advancing spiral of general observations and specific
remarks with a reading of the poem as an assertion of the
'triumph of the aesthetic mode of perception over the
historical? In the same way, uwhen a person tries to find
out what goes on in the mind's of people belonging to a
culture quite other than one's own, he has to move back
and forth between asking himself "what is the general form
of their life?" and "what exactly are the vchicles in
which that form is embodied?®, emerging at the end of a
similar sort of spiral with a whole set of insights., I
would like to suggest that a proper understanding and
handling of the Wittgenstenian notion of a form of life
can mark the beginning of a revolutionary turn in the

sciences of man.
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